




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     ATTACHMENT 1 



 
Senate Bill 2 (2007):  

Affirmatively Advancing Solutions to Homelessness 
Los Angeles County Title 22  

Analysis & Recommendations 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared for  
Los Angeles County  

Department of Regional Planning  
by  

Public Counsel  
Community Development Project 

 
October 23, 2017



 

i 
 

Table of Contents 

 

I. INTRODUCTION & PURPOSE ............................................................................................ 2 

II. EMERGENCY SHELTER ..................................................................................................... 3 

A. Defining emergency (homeless) shelter. .......................................................................... 3 

B. Designating by-right emergency shelter zones. ............................................................... 6 

C. Encouraging and facilitating development. .................................................................... 14 

III. TRANSITIONAL & SUPPORTIVE HOUSING ................................................................. 20 

A. Removing zoning barriers to transitional and supportive housing. ................................ 21 

B. Avoiding “hidden” constraints. ...................................................................................... 24 

C. Other ways to advance siting of transitional and supportive housing. ........................... 26 

IV. CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS. ..................................... 29 

A. Required actions to achieve compliance with SB 2. ...................................................... 29 

B. Opportunities to further advance emergency shelter and transitional and supportive 

housing. ..................................................................................................................................... 30 

APPENDIX A: Selected California Code Provisions ............................................................... 32 

APPENDIX B: Zones That Permit Shelters ............................................................................. 46 

APPENDIX C: Description of Review Requirements for Homeless Shelters ......................... 48 

APPENDIX D: Recommended Fee Waiver or Reduction for Development of Homeless 

Shelters by Nonprofit Developers and Public Agencies ........................................................... 49 

APPENDIX E: Recommended Definitions for Transitional and Supportive Housing ............ 50 

 



 

2 
 

I. INTRODUCTION & PURPOSE 
 

Senate Bill 2 (SB 2)1 lifts zoning barriers that have historically stood in the way of adequate 
housing opportunities for individuals and families experiencing homelessness, the elderly, persons 
with disabilities, veterans, and other target populations. SB 2 amended California’s State Housing 
Element law in 2008 to require local governments to analyze the needs of homeless individuals 
and families, zone for emergency shelters, and reduce constraints on the siting of supportive and 
transitional housing,2 recognizing that shelters, transitional and supportive housing often face 
community opposition and discrimination in the land use approvals process because they house 
vulnerable populations. Although SB 2 does not require jurisdictions to fund or build shelters, 
transitional housing or supportive housing, the Legislature’s objective in enacting SB 2 was to 
ensure that these uses are permitted in the zoning codes of each jurisdiction in the state in a manner 
that advances their “realistic potential for development.”3   
 
This purpose of this memo is to: 
 

(1) Analyze the effectiveness of Los Angeles County’s (the “County”) existing Planning and 
Zoning Code (“Zoning Code”) to meet the requirements of SB 2; and 
 

(2) Identify opportunities to strengthen existing provisions of the Zoning Code to reduce 
barriers to, and further incentivize, the development of emergency shelters, transitional 
housing, and supportive housing. 

 
Section II of this memo reviews the emergency shelter requirements of SB 2, evaluates the 

Zoning Code’s compliance with SB 2, and makes specific recommendations to strengthen the 
Zoning Code’s treatment of emergency shelters. Section III of this memo reviews the supportive 
and transitional housing requirements of SB 2, evaluates the Zoning Code’s compliance with SB 
2, and makes specific recommendations to incorporate provisions relating to these uses.  
 
 This analysis reviews the existing Zoning Code (Title 22 of the County of Los Angeles 
Code), and the proposed Technical Update to Title 22 (“Technical Update”). The Technical Update 
is pending Board of Supervisors’ approval and is expected to be complete by the end of 2017.4 

                                                 
1 Sen. Bill No. 2, approved by Governor, Oct. 13, 2007 (2007-2008 Reg. Sess.). Statutory provisions of SB 2, as 
amended, are set forth in Appendix A.  
2 SB 2 also expanded the scope of the Housing Accountability Act (Gov. Code § 65589.5) to specifically include 
emergency shelters, transitional and supportive housing, thereby clarifying that jurisdictions may not disapprove or 
unreasonably condition shelters, transitional or supportive housing without making certain findings. While no 
amendments to the Zoning Code are required to ensure compliance with the Act, the County should keep its broadened 
scope in mind as it processes applications, as discussed in greater detail in Section III.C.2.  
3 Cal. Dept. of Housing and Community Development, mem. to Planning Directors and Interested Parties re Sen. Bill 
No. 2 (2007-2008 Reg. Sess.), May 7, 2008, updated Apr. 10, 2013 (“HCD SB 2 Memo”). See also Cal. Dept. of 
Housing and Community Development, mem. to Planning Directors and Interested Parties re Transitional and 
Supportive Housing (SB 745), Apr. 24, 2014 (“HCD SB 745 Memo”) (describing legislative amendment to section 
65582 of the Government Code to replace prior Health and Safety Code definitions of “supportive housing,” “target 
population,” and “transitional housing” with definitions more specific to housing element law). 
4 See L.A. County Dept. of Regional Planning website, Technical Update. 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/housing-element-memos/docs/sb2_memo050708.pdf
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/housing-element-memos/docs/sb745memo042414.pdf
http://planning.lacounty.gov/tu/
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II. EMERGENCY SHELTER 
 

SB 2 has two clear mandates with respect to emergency shelters.5 First, a local 
government must designate one or more zones with sufficient capacity to meet the need for shelter 
in the jurisdiction where emergency shelters may operate without a conditional use or other 
discretionary permit.6 Second, emergency shelter development and management standards are 
limited to those that apply to other developments within the same zone and certain written, 
objective standards outlined in the Government Code.7  
 
 The following sections evaluate the existing emergency shelter provisions in the 
Zoning Code against SB 2, and identify opportunities to strengthen these provisions to reduce 
barriers and further incentivize the development of emergency shelters. This analysis begins with 
a review of how emergency (homeless) shelter is defined, followed by the need for shelter in the 
County, the County zones where emergency shelters are permitted without discretionary review, 
and finally, the County’s development standards applicable to emergency shelters. 

 
 
A. Defining emergency (homeless) shelter. 

 
1. State law definition. 

 
SB 2 defines “emergency shelter” as:  
 
housing with minimal supportive services for homeless persons that is limited to occupancy of six 
months or less by a homeless person. No individual or household may be denied emergency shelter 
because of an inability to pay.8  

 
2. Zoning code definition.  
 

The Zoning Code defines “homeless shelter” as:   
 

a residential facility, other than a community care facility, operated by either a governmental 
agency or private nonprofit organization, which offers temporary accommodations to the homeless. 
As used herein, “temporary accommodations” means that persons may reside at the shelter for a 
period of time not to exceed six months.9 
  

                                                 
5 Note that domestic violence shelters are distinct from emergency shelters and are not addressed in this analysis.  
6 Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(4)(A). 
7 Gov. Code § 65583, subds. (a)(4)(A)(i)-(viii). 
8 Gov. Code § 65582, subd. (d); Health & Saf. Code § 50801, subd. (e). 
9 L.A. County Code § 2.205.030 (“Definitions”). The Technical Update modifies this definition slightly, though 
substantively it remains the same: “A residential facility, other than a community care facility, operated by either a 
governmental agency or private nonprofit organization, which offers temporary accommodations to the homeless.  
Such temporary accommodations mean that persons may reside at the shelter for a period not to exceed six months.”  
(Technical Update, ch. 22.14 (“Definitions”). See also L.A. COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT at 98 (describing 
“homeless shelters” as “residential uses operated by a governmental agency or non-profit, which provide temporary 
accommodations for up to six months per individual.”)(available at Los Angeles County Department of  Regional 
Planning website.) 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/housing_element.pdf
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The County’s definition of homeless shelter differs from the SB 2 definition of emergency 
shelter in a number of ways, and could be viewed as limiting the types of shelter that would be 
permitted by right under SB 2.10 First, the Zoning Code definition limits operation of homeless 
shelters to governmental agencies or private nonprofit organizations. A review of homeless shelter 
project application files confirms that Department of Regional Planning staff requires private, 
nongovernmental applicants to provide proof of nonprofit status as a condition of proceeding with 
the application process.11  
 

Second, the Zoning Code fails to include a clause that no individual or household may be 
denied shelter because of inability to pay.  

 
Third, the Zoning Code makes no reference to provision of services while state law defines 

emergency shelter as “housing with minimal supportive services.” The state law definition does 
not elaborate on what constitutes “minimal” supportive services and some jurisdictions have taken 
advantage of the perceived limitation by rejecting proposed emergency shelters because their 
services would be too extensive. In our view, the SB 2 definition does not limit services, but 
clarifies that services are ancillary to the housing use.  

 
Finally, the Zoning Code uses the word “facility” in its definition of shelter, while SB 2 

states that emergency shelters are a type of “housing.” While the Merriam-Webster definition of 
“facility” – something (as a hospital) that is built, installed, or established to serve a particular 
purpose12 – seems to be innocuous, the term itself when used to describe an emergency shelter  
could raise undue concerns in communities regarding institutional uses near residential homes. 
Referring to shelters as facilities implies a clinical approach requiring licensing, as opposed to 
simply housing. For example, the term “adult residential facility” is defined in the Zoning Code as 
“[a]ny facility that provides 24-hours-a-day nonmedical care and supervision to adults, as defined 
and licensed under the regulations of the State of California.” One developer we surveyed advised 
us that staff coining a project as a “facility” increased public opposition to the project.13 Note that 
describing emergency shelter as a type of “housing” does not require shelter to be configured as 
dwelling units. 

 
3. Recommendation: Amend the zoning code definition. 

 
As set forth below, we recommend that the County conform the current definition of 

“homeless shelter” in the Zoning Code to the requirements of SB 2 by: (1) referring to shelter as 
housing, rather than as a facility; (2) removing the limitation on types of entities that may operate 
shelters; (3) including provision of services; and (4) making explicit that inability to pay is not a 
                                                 
10 As used in this memo, “by right” means that the local government’s review of the use may not require a conditional 
use permit or other discretionary local government review or approval, consistent with the requirement in Government 
Code section 65583, subdivision (a)(4)(A). 
11 L.A. County Dept. of Regional Planning files re Project Nos. R2006-01755 & R2004-01126.  
12 "Facility." Merriam-Webster.com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 26 Mar. 2017. 
13 In March 2017, Corporation for Supportive Housing (“CSH”) and Public Counsel conducted an online survey of 
nonprofit organizations developing and siting supportive housing, transitional housing and emergency shelters 
throughout Los Angeles County in order to determine the extent to which cities are affirmatively advancing these uses 
in their zoning codes. There were 28 responses.    
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barrier to service.  Also, consider adding “emergency shelter” to the definitions, and cross-
referencing it with “homeless shelter” in the Zoning Code to ensure that it is understood these 
terms are interchangeable.  
 
 Emergency Shelter (See Homeless Shelter.) 
 

Homeless Shelter (See Emergency Shelter.)  
 
Homeless shelter. is a residential facility, other than a community care facility, 
Housing operated by either a governmental agency or private nonprofit 
organization, which that offers temporary accommodations and services to the 
homeless. As used herein, “temporary accommodations” means that persons may 
reside at the shelter for a period of time not to exceed six months. No individual or 
household may be denied shelter because of inability to pay.  

 
 In addition, the County might consider affirmatively permitting nonprofits (including 
religious organizations) and government agencies to maintain emergency shelters as accessory or 
appurtenant uses, and not require any further approvals.14 This would ensure that mission-oriented 
organizations able to provide shelter could easily do so. One way to accomplish this goal would 
be to exempt such uses from definitions and development standards otherwise applicable to 
shelters (development standards are further discussed in Section II.C. below).   
 
 For example, Santa Clara County permits any County-authorized religious or nonprofit 
institution to establish a small-scale emergency shelter (serving between 7 and 14 clients) by right 
as an ancillary use, and these ancillary shelters are exempted from development standards 
otherwise applicable to emergency shelters.15 Santa Clara does not limit operation of such ancillary 
shelters to any specific period of time.  
 

The City of San Jose recently amended its zoning code to make it easier for religious 
institutions and assembly use buildings to provide shelter as an incidental (i.e. accessory) use.16 
The amended ordinance eliminates the need for a CUP or special permit.17 Incidental shelters are 
subject to several requirements such as a maximum occupancy of 50 persons (or as set forth by 
the city’s Fire Code); a minimum lot size of 3,000 square feet; registration with the Housing 
Department; and must be located within the city’s Urban Service Area.18 The sites envisioned for 
incidental shelter include religious assemblies, gymnasiums, libraries, theaters, schools, and 
community centers.  
 
                                                 
14 Title 22 defines “accessory use” as “a use customarily incidental to, related, and clearly subordinate to a principal 
use established on the same lot, which accessory use does not alter said principal use nor serve property other than 
the lot on which the principal use is located. ‘Appurtenant use’ means the same as accessory use.” L.A. County 
Code § 22.08.010 (“Definitions”); Technical Update, ch. 22.14 (“Definitions”). 
15 Santa Clara County Code ch. 4.10 (Supplemental Use Classifications), § 4.10.115 (Emergency Shelters). 
16 Incidental shelter is defined as providing shelter inside an assembly building as an incidental use to an existing 
primary assembly use, which occupies less than 50% of the usable square footage of the assembly building. See the 
draft ordinance at: http://sanjose.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=&event_id=2690&meta_id=643038 
17 http://sanjose.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=&event_id=2690&meta_id=643038, p. 6. 
18 Id. at 6-7. 

http://sanjose.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=&event_id=2690&meta_id=643038
http://sanjose.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=&event_id=2690&meta_id=643038
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Another example is the City of Los Angeles, which recently amended its shelter ordinance 
to, among other things, streamline provisions regarding the establishment of emergency shelter 
when a crisis is declared, permitting emergency shelter “without regard to the number of beds or 
number of persons served, if the shelter is operated by a religious institution or a non-profit, 
charitable organization and the shelter is located on property owned or leased by that institution or 
organization.”19   
 
 If the County chooses to affirmatively permit nonprofit and government agencies to 
maintain emergency shelter as accessory or appurtenant uses, one option is to add the following 
clause to the recommended homeless shelter definition above: 
 

A government institution or non-profit organization is permitted to establish 
emergency shelter by-right as an accessory use if the shelter is located on property 
owned or leased, or otherwise controlled, by that institution or organization 
regardless of zone. Such accessory shelters are exempted from development 
standards otherwise applicable to emergency shelters where the entity serves 15 or 
fewer persons nightly.  

 
Note that the suggested language does not include a time limit on the operations of such 

emergency shelters. The County may choose to impose such limitations; however, we 
recommend that the County refrain from imposing a time limitation on the operation of 
emergency shelters in order to provide flexibility and encourage government institutions and 
non-profit organizations to help address shelter need. 
 

 
B. Designating by-right emergency shelter zones.  

 
SB 2 added subdivision (a)(4)(A) to Government Code section 65583, requiring 

local governments to identify: 
 
a zone or zones where emergency shelters are allowed as a permitted use without a conditional use 
or other discretionary permit. The identified zone or zones shall include sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the need for emergency shelter identified in paragraph (7), except that each local 
government shall identify a zone or zones that can accommodate at least one year-round emergency 
shelter. If the local government cannot identify a zone or zones with sufficient capacity, the local 
government shall include a program to amend its zoning ordinance to meet the requirements of this 
paragraph within one year of the adoption of the housing element. The local government may 
identify additional zones where emergency shelters are permitted with a conditional use permit.20  

 
Based on the above, the County must (1) calculate the need for emergency shelter, 

(2) identify a zone or zones that permit emergency shelters without discretionary approval, 
and (3) demonstrate that the zones have sufficient capacity to accommodate that need. 
 
 
 
                                                 
19 City of Los Angeles Ord. No. 184836 (app. Mar. 29, 2017).  
20 Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(4)(A)(emphasis added). 

http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2015/15-1138-s6_ORD_184836_3-29-17.pdf
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1. Calculating the emergency shelter need. 
 

A jurisdiction must perform: 
 

[a]n analysis of any special housing needs [including] those of…families and persons in need of 
emergency shelter. The need for emergency shelter shall be assessed based on annual and seasonal 
need. The need for emergency shelter may be reduced by the number of supportive housing units 
that are identified in an adopted 10-year plan to end chronic homelessness and that are either 
vacant or for which funding has been identified to allow construction during the planning period. 
An analysis of special housing needs by a city or county may include an analysis of the need for 
frequent user coordinated care housing services.21 

 
The HCD SB 2 Memo breaks this statutory requirement down into components that a local 

government must consider to ensure accurate identification and thorough analysis of the shelter 
and housing needs of homeless persons and families.22 For the purpose of analyzing emergency 
shelter need, a local government must estimate the following: 
 

• Homeless Count: the total daily average number of persons experiencing homelessness, 
including, if possible, a breakdown of the number of single males, single females, and families 
with children. 
 

• Inventory of Available Resources: Provide information about the inventory of existing resources 
available to persons experiencing homelessness in the community, including shelter beds, 
transitional housing and supportive housing units. Availability is evaluated by the number of 
vacant beds or units in the community. A local government may also show that it is a party to 
a multijurisdictional agreement with a maximum of two other adjacent communities that can 
accommodate the jurisdiction’s unmet need for emergency shelter.23 

  
• Calculate The Unmet Need: Assess how many shelter beds are necessary to meet the unmet 

need of persons experiencing homelessness in the jurisdiction. SB 2 clarifies that the 
jurisdiction must consider not only seasonal (i.e., winter) emergency shelter need but also its 
year-round need. Jurisdictions that have adopted a 10-year plan to end chronic homelessness 
may reduce the number of shelter beds necessary to fill the unmet need by the number of 
supportive housing units identified in that plan and that are vacant or in the pipeline for 
production during the housing element planning period.   

 
2. The County’s emergency shelter need. 

 
As set forth above, Government Code section 65583, subdivision (a)(7) requires a specific 

identification and analysis of housing needs and resources for the County’s homeless special needs 
population, and HCD specifies that this also requires an inventory of resources and calculation of 
unmet need.  

 

                                                 
21 Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(7). 
22 HCD SB 2 memo at 7, clarifying that to comply with SB 2, a local government’s housing element should include: 
(a) homeless count: the total daily average number of persons experiencing homelessness in the jurisdiction; (b) 
description of subpopulations and service needs; (c) inventory of available resources, i.e., vacant and unused shelter 
beds; and (d) calculation of unmet need, determined by subtracting the inventory of available resources from number 
of unsheltered homeless determined by the homeless count. 
23 Gov. Code § 65583, subds. (a)(4)(C), (d)(1). 
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The County’s Housing Element, adopted in 2014, includes data from the 2011 and 2013 
Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA)’s Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count 
reports.24 These reports provide a total number of persons observed during point in time counts 
conducted throughout the Los Angeles Continuum of Care, consisting of eight Service Planning 
Areas (SPAs).  Each SPA consists of cities and unincorporated areas.25 Although the Housing 
Element notes that an estimated 64% of homeless persons in the County may be unsheltered, the 
Element does not appear to include a calculation of number of homeless persons in unincorporated 
County that are unsheltered.26    

 
The Housing Element also does not appear to include information about the number of 

available shelter beds or supportive/transitional housing units either countywide or in 
unincorporated areas. Indeed, the only quantification of shelter beds is in the description of the 
Winter Shelter Program, which describes 1,491 beds across 19 sites.27 There is no indication of 
the number of beds that remain available. The Housing Element also does not appear to include an 
assessment of how many shelter beds are necessary to meet the remaining, unmet need of persons 
experiencing homelessness in the jurisdiction, either seasonally or year-round.    

  
Because the County is responsible for planning and development within the unincorporated 

areas, we believe that under SB 2, the County would be permitted to reduce its estimated number 
of unsheltered homeless to reflect individuals that physically reside in unincorporated areas. Two 
options for determining this number are set forth in the next section. 

 
3. Recommendation: Calculate the unmet need in unincorporated areas. 

 
Subdivision (a)(7) of Government Code section 65583 does not provide a formula to 

determine the need for emergency shelter.  However, we have confirmed with HCD its view that 
an appropriate methodology involves subtracting the number of available/vacant shelter beds or 
available/vacant transitional or supportive housing units from the total number of unsheltered 
persons. Additional deductions are allowed under specific circumstances as referenced in the HCD 
SB2 Memo, and described in the following table. The resulting figure would be a realistic 
representation of the unmet need for emergency shelter beds. 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
24 L.A. COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT at 68-70 
25 L.A. COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT at 68 and L.A. COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT, APPENDICES 
at 30 (Table E.11 Homeless Count Estimates by Service Planning Area)(appendices available on Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning website). The Greater LA Homeless County does not include the incorporated cities 
of Pasadena, Glendale and Long Beach. Aside from general information, the Housing Element also does not further 
provide the percentage of the persons experiencing homelessness by subpopulation or service needs, including but not 
limited to mental disability, developmental disability, substance use disorder, foster youth, veterans, and survivors of 
domestic violence in unincorporated areas.  
26 L.A. COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT at 69 (“In 2013, an estimated 64% of homeless people in Los Angeles 
County were unsheltered.”) 
27 L.A. COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT at 39. 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/project/housing_element-appendix.pdf
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Number of Unsheltered 
Homeless People 

Number of Available, 
Vacant Beds and Units 

Deductions for Pipeline 
SH Units28 or Pipeline 

Beds in a 
Multijurisdictional 

Agreement29 

Unmet Need for Shelter 
Beds 

 
X 

 

 
Y 

 
Z 

 
=X-Y-Z 

 
In this table, the “Number of Unsheltered Homeless People” is the number of unsheltered 

homeless people within unincorporated areas during the year of the Greater Los Angeles Homeless 
Count for which data is most recently available. Data sets are available for the 2017 Greater LA 
Homeless Count that break down the number of unsheltered homeless persons by census tract.30 
The number of unsheltered homeless persons should account for both seasonal and year-round 
need.31  
 

The “Number of Available, Vacant Beds and Units” is the total number of available (i.e., 
vacant and unused) homeless shelter beds, transitional beds and supportive housing units within 
unincorporated areas.  In tallying this number, the County should take into consideration whether 
available beds/units match the needs of the homeless population.  For example, if vacant beds are 
available for single men, and the unmet need relates to homeless families, the vacant beds could 
not be counted for the portion of the unmet need related to homeless families. 

 
4. Recommendation: Calculate the unmet need by neighborhood. 

 
The County may take the further step of isolating the number of homeless persons and 

number of available shelter beds by neighborhood for unincorporated areas. While far more 
granular than SB 2 requires, this analysis will lead to a more accurate picture of the concentrations 
of homelessness. The County may be better equipped to identify whether persons experiencing 
homelessness are geographically near or far from resources, and whether additional resources are 
necessary in specific neighborhoods. Related to SB 2, the County could also assess by-right 
capacity to accommodate the unmet shelter need by neighborhood. The Greater Los Angeles 
Homeless Count breaks down the County by census tract area. The County can therefore compile 
the total number of homeless persons in each neighborhood through their corresponding census 
tracts.  

 

                                                 
28 If the jurisdiction has adopted a 10-year plan to end chronic homelessness, it may further reduce its unmet need for 
emergency shelter beds by the number of supportive housing units identified in the 10-year plan and that are either 
vacant, or in the pipeline for development in the housing element planning period (i.e., funding has been identified for 
construction). (Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(7); HCD SB 2 Memo at 7.) Los Angeles County adopted a homelessness 
strategy plan in February 2016. To use this plan to further reduce its unmet need for emergency shelter beds, the 
County could adopt an amendment or appendix that specifically identifies supportive housing resources in 
unincorporated areas to justify such reduction, and obtain approval from HCD for any such reduction. 
29 Gov. Code § 65583, subds. (a)(4)(C), (d)(1). 
30 Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority 2017 Data and Reports, Homeless Count 2017 Result by Census Tract.  
31 Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(7)(“The need for emergency shelter shall be assessed based on annual and seasonal 
need.”); HCD SB 2 Memo at 7 (“SB 2 now clarifies the need assessment for emergency shelters must consider seasonal 
and year-round need”). 

https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=1495-homeless-count-2017-results-by-census-tract.xlsx
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5. Identification of zones with sufficient capacity. 
 

SB 2 clarifies existing law by requiring zoning identified for emergency shelters to include 
sufficient capacity to accommodate the need.  The “identified zone or zones shall include sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the need for emergency shelter.”32  
 

The sufficient capacity requirement is explained in the HCD SB 2 Memo: “The identified 
zone(s) must have sufficient capacity, when taken as a whole, to meet the need for shelters 
identified in the housing element, and have a realistic potential for development or reuse 
opportunities in the planning period.  Further, capacity for emergency shelters must be suitable 
and available and account for physical features (flooding, seismic hazards, chemical 
contamination, other environmental constraints, and slope instability or erosion) and location 
(proximity to transit, job centers, and public and community services).  The proposed zone(s) must 
have enough space to accommodate the number of shelter beds identified in the assessment of 
unmet need. There is no established standard for square footage or acreage per shelter bed.”33   

 
To understand if there is sufficient capacity within the identified zone or zones, the County 

may take the following steps:  
 

(1) Calculate the total acreage of sites in the by-right zones; 
(2) Subtract sites within the by-right zones that do not have realistic potential for development 

or are not suitable for shelter development to determine the realistic and suitable by-right 
acreage; 

(3) Determine an average or ideal beds per acre;  
(4) Multiply the realistic and suitable by-right acreage by the beds per acre;  
(5) Compare the capacity to the unmet need.   

 
6. The County’s designated emergency shelter zones.  

 
The Zoning Code permits homeless shelters in the following zones subject to Director’s 

Review and without a public hearing (under the proposed Title 22 Technical Update, homeless 
shelters will be permitted in the following zones subject to Site Plan Review and without a public 
hearing):   

 
  

                                                 
32 Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(4)(A). 
33 HCD SB 2 Memo at 9. 
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County Zones Where Emergency Shelter is Permitted Use By-Right 

Zone Existing Title 22 – with 
Director’s Review 

Technical Update – with Site 
Plan Review 

R-3, Limited Density Multiple Residence § 22.20.280 Table 22.18.030-B 
R-4, Medium Density Multiple Residence § 22.20.360 Table 22.18.030-B 
R-5, High Density Multiple Residence  § 22.20.510 Table 22.18.030-B 
C-1, Restricted Business § 22.28.100 Table 22.20.030-B 
C-2, Neighborhood Business § 22.28.150 Table 22.20.030-B 
C-3, General Commercial § 22.28.200 Table 22.20.030-B 
C-M, Commercial Manufacturing § 22.28.250 Table 22.20.030-B 
C-RU, Rural Commercial  § 22.28.380 Table 22.24.030-B 
M-1, Light Manufacturing § 22.32.060 Table 22.22.030-B 
M-1.5, Restricted Heavy Manufacturing § 22.32.130 Table 22.22.030-B 
M-2, Heavy Manufacturing § 22.32.180 Table 22.22.030-B 
MXD, Mixed Use Development  § 22.40.470 Table 22.26.030-B 
MXD-RU (Mixed Use in Rural Zone) § 22.40.815 Table 22.24.030-B 

 
 
Emergency Shelters are permitted with a Conditional Use Permit in the following zones: 

 
County Zones Where Emergency Shelter is Permitted With Conditional Use Permit 

Zone  Existing Title 22 Title 22 Technical Update 
C-H, Commercial Highway § 22.28.260 Table 22.20.030-B 
C-MJ, Major Commercial § 22.28.450 Table 22.20.030-B 
M-2.5, Aircraft, Heavy Industrial § 22.32.250 Table 22.22.030-B 

  
  

Based on the above, the County has already designated several zones in the 
unincorporated areas where emergency shelters are permitted without discretionary review: 
emergency shelters are permitted in limited, medium and high density residential zones, most 
commercial zones, and most industrial zones. This equates to at least twelve (12) zones where 
homeless shelters may be developed without a discretionary review, and is a good first step well 
in line with SB 2’s requirement to identify “a zone or zones where emergency shelters are 
allowed as a permitted use without a conditional use or other discretionary permit.”34        
 

7. The County is likely to be able to demonstrate it has sufficient capacity to 
meet unmet need in existing by-right zones and should engage in the required 
analysis. 

  
As stated above, the County must demonstrate that the by-right zones have sufficient 

capacity to meet the unmet shelter need, that the sites in the zones have realistic potential for shelter 
development and that the sites are suitable for such use.35 A review of the County’s 2014-2021 
Housing Element indicates that it does not describe the realistic potential for homeless shelter 

                                                 
34 Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(4)(A). 
35 HCD SB 2 Memo at 9. 
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development, the capacity or suitability of these zones (either in terms of proximity to the need 
nor the physical space these zones occupy), or the number of beds that may be available.36   

 
The Land Use Element describes the total acreage of general land use categories so it is 

difficult to identify how many of the 51,480 residential acres are within the R-3 and R-4 Zones. It 
does appear that most of the 5,268 commercial acres and 7,304 industrial acres are available for 
homeless shelter development. Notably, however, the Land Use Element shows that specific plans 
cover 13,556 acres.37 Specific plans may be overly restrictive. For example, Newhall Ranch 
Specific Plan appears to require a CUP for shelters in mixed use and business park land use 
designations only.38   

 
However, even conservatively estimating that only 5,000 of the residential acres are 

suitable and have realistic potential for development (and do not overlap with any more restrictive 
specific plans), and that 5,000 of the commercial and industrial are suitable and have realistic 
potential for development, it is clear that the County has generously designated sites with 
significant by-right acreage for shelters. Based on the above, and assuming the sites are available 
and suitable, we believe that it is highly likely that the County will be able to demonstrate sufficient 
capacity to meet its need pursuant to the recommended formulas set forth in the next section. 

 
8. Recommendation: Demonstrate that sites zoned for emergency shelter have 

sufficient capacity to address the unmet need.  
 

To demonstrate the required “sufficient capacity,” the County should first determine the 
total acreage of zoning that currently permits shelters without discretionary review and that are not 
overlapping with potentially conflicting specific plans that might override the by-right 
requirement. It should then deduct any sites that do not have realistic potential for development or 
are not suitable for development of shelters.   

 
Realistic potential means that emergency shelter development is actually feasible. Sites 

occupied exclusively by existing, thriving uses (such as a stadium, occupied firehouse, or newly 
constructed luxury loft building) are unlikely to have realistic potential for emergency shelter 
development unless the jurisdiction can show a likelihood of redevelopment. Other constraints that 
might hinder realistic potential for development include areas that are designated open space or 
designated and actively utilized for other uses.  Suitability of a zone for emergency shelter uses is 
determined by examining what other uses are permitted in that zone, and whether those uses are 
generally compatible with residential and shelter use. Industrial zones are likely not suitable for 
residential uses due to potential environmental impacts. However, areas within the zone that are 
in the process of being redeveloped to include residential uses and where industrial uses are being 
phased out may be compatible.39  

 

                                                 
36 Also, while two zones added to the Zoning Code in 2015, Zones R-5 C-MJ, permit emergency shelters without 
discretionary review, they are not actually mapped at this time. See http://planning.lacounty.gov/generalplan/zoning. 
37 LAND USE ELEMENT OF L.A. COUNTY GENERAL PLAN (Oct 6, 2015) at 66-67, Table 6.1: General Land Use 
Categories, by Acreage. 
38 NEWHALL RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN at 3-17, Table 3.4-2 (Permitted Uses Matrix).  
39 HCD Technical Assistance Memo at 9.   

http://planning.lacounty.gov/generalplan/zoning
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Next, the County should determine the number of shelter beds that may be accommodated 
within the total realistic and suitable by-right acreage. Based on previous shelter developments 
built in unincorporated County, the County could determine an average beds per acre. Then, the 
County could take its total realistic and suitable by-right acreage and multiply it by the average 
beds per acre. The resulting figure is the number of beds that can be accommodated under the 
existing zoning. That figure, if greater than, or equal to the unmet need figure, would indicate 
sufficient capacity. And given the several thousands of acres the County has dedicated to by-right 
acreage for shelters, even after deducting acreage that may not be realistic or suitable, the County 
should be able to easily demonstrate that it has sufficient capacity. 
 

Example: Calculating Capacity of Realistic and Suitable Sites 
Realistic and Suitable By-

Right Acreage 
Average Beds per Acre Capacity (Number of 

People that can be 
Accommodated) 

1000 30 30,000 
 

9. Recommendation: Reconsider allowing emergency shelters in industrial 
zones. 

 
The County currently allows emergency shelter without discretionary review in three 

industrial zones: M-1 (light manufacturing), M-1.5 (restricted heavy manufacturing), and M-2 
(heavy manufacturing). Emergency shelters are also permitted without discretionary review in 
three residential zones, five commercial zones, and the mixed use development zone. Residential 
uses and schools are prohibited in M-1, M-1.5, and M-2 zones.40 

 
In its SB 2 guidance on identifying by-right zones for emergency shelters, HCD cautions 

that jurisdictions should address the compatibility and suitability of the zone for residential or 
emergency shelters, noting, for example, “an industrial zone with heavy manufacturing may have 
environmental conditions rendering it unsuitable for residential or shelter uses.”41  

 
Provided there is sufficient capacity in the already-designated residential and commercial 

zones, the County should consider not permitting emergency shelters in industrial zones at all. It 
would be inconsistent with SB 2 (which requires identification of zones permitting shelter that are 
suitable for residential uses) to allow emergency shelter but to prohibit virtually all other 
residential uses in these zones, presumably on the basis that industrial uses permitted in these zones 
are hazardous and incompatible with housing. As an alternative, the County could consider 
permitting emergency shelter as a discretionary use in light manufacturing, restricted heavy 
manufacturing and heavy manufacturing zones, allowing the County to evaluate whether 
environmental conditions at the site of proposed emergency shelter operation are suitable for 
employees, volunteers, and residents of the shelter. 
                                                 
40 Municipal Code section 22.32.032 outlines prohibited uses in all industrial zones except Zone D-2, including adult 
day-care facilities; adult residential facilities; business and professional schools; colleges and universities; dwelling 
units with discreet exceptions; family child care homes; farmworker housing; foster family homes; group homes for 
children; hospitals; hotels; mobilehomes or recreations vehicles for sleeping or residential purposes; mobilehome 
parks; motels, rooming and boarding houses; schools, public or private, up to grade 12; and small family homes for 
children. 
41 HCD SB 2 Memo at 8. 
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10. Recommendation: Amend specific plan provisions. 

 
As stated above in Section II.B.7., to the extent that specific plan acreage overlaps with the 

acreage that is available for homeless shelter development, it may undermine the availability of 
emergency shelter sites not subject to discretionary review because the Specific Plans may be more 
restrictive. 
 

To address this issue, the County should consider amending Title 22 to ensure that Specific 
Plans do not override emergency shelter by right:  
 

Proposed Amendments to Facilitate Emergency Shelters Within Specific Plan Areas 
Existing Title 22 Technical Update 

Add to 
22.46.030 – Administration 
 
Notwithstanding any language to the contrary in any 
specific plan, no specific plan shall require discretionary 
review of emergency shelter uses in zones that otherwise 
permit emergency shelter with director’s review under 
Title 22.  

Add to  
22.46.030 Administration 
 
Notwithstanding any language to the contrary in any 
specific plan, no specific plan shall require discretionary 
review of emergency shelter uses in zones that otherwise 
permit emergency shelter with ministerial site plan 
review under Title 22.   

 
The County should further clarify that emergency shelters are permitted in a manner 

consistent with Title 22 in Specific Plan areas by amending each Specific Plan to include a 
provision that affirmatively states that the plan shall not be interpreted to require discretionary 
review of emergency shelter uses in zones that would otherwise permit emergency shelter use 
subject to Director’s Review (or Ministerial Site Plan Review).  
 
 

C. Encouraging and facilitating development. 
 
The second key requirement of SB 2 with respect to emergency shelters is outlined in 

subdivision (a)(4)(A) of Government Code section 65583, which states: 
 
“The local government shall also demonstrate that existing or proposed permit processing, 
development, and management standards are objective and encourage and facilitate the development 
of, or conversion to, emergency shelters.” 
 
The HCD SB 2 Memo further explains that the jurisdiction must address how the “zoning 

explicitly allows the use;” that “development standards and permit procedures do not render the 
use infeasible;” and that “zoning, development and management standards, permit procedures and 
other applicable land-use regulations promote the use through objective and predictable 
standards.”42  In addition to ensuring that the zoning classification permits emergency shelters in 
a non-discretionary manner pursuant to 65583 subdivision (a)(4)(A), as discussed in the previous 

                                                 
42 HCD SB 2 Memo at 11.  
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sections, a local government should not require public notice of its consideration of emergency 
shelter proposals, unless it provides public notice of other non-discretionary actions.43 
 

1. The Zoning Code currently allows room for discretion. 
 

As described and detailed in Appendix B, there are a number of zones that permit homeless 
shelters subject to a type of “nondiscretionary” review that appear to be consistent with the 
requirement that “emergency shelters are allowed as a permitted use without a conditional use or 
other discretionary permit.”44 The existing Zoning Code refers to this review as “Director’s 
Review” which consists of a site plan application submitted to the Regional Planning Director or 
designee, who determines whether the use conforms to required standards within the zone as well 
as homeless shelter principles and standards described in section 22.56.1760. The Technical 
Update does not make substantive changes to the approval process, but utilizes different terms and 
reorganizes the Zoning Code to clarify the process. Rather than “Director’s Review,” the Technical 
Update characterizes the process as “Ministerial Site Plan Review.” A more detailed description 
of the review requirements for shelters is contained in Appendix C. Generally, based on our 
review of the Zoning Code, we found that as long as objective standards are employed, the review 
requirements are likely to comport with SB 2’s requirement that the existing processing of 
applications be done in a non-discretionary manner that “facilitates” shelter development. 
However, we also found some room for subjectivity in the Zoning Code standards for homeless 
shelter development, as discussed in Section II.C.5.  
 

2. Recommendations to further encourage and facilitate emergency shelter 
development. 

 
In a previous section, we recommend that the County change its definition of homeless 

shelter so it does not limit emergency shelter operators to nonprofits and government agencies (see 
recommendation set forth in Section II.A.3). One method to incentivize or further reduce barriers 
for nonprofits is to offer a fee waiver or fee reduction. The County already reduces fees for 
nonprofits for certain uses, e.g., large childcare facilities, and waives fees for development of 
affordable housing. Offering a fee waiver or fee reduction for development of homeless shelters 
would serve to encourage development by nonprofit developers.45 Proposed language for a fee 
waiver or reduction is set forth in Appendix D.   

 
In the existing Zoning Code, it is unclear whether Director’s Review applies to all of the 

zones that permit shelters by-right.46 This appears to be resolved in the Technical Update, which 
makes clear when a Ministerial Site Plan Review or when a discretionary review is required to 
permit a shelter.  
                                                 
43 HCD SB 2 Memo at 10. Our review of the Zoning Code suggests that no public notice is required for uses subject 
to Director’s Review (or Ministerial Site Plan Review, as described in the Technical Update) unless the applicant is 
seeking a deviation from development standards that requires discretionary action.  
44 Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(4)(A). 
45 See for example, L.A. County Code §22.60.135; Technical Update § 22.222.080, subd. (B)(2)(e). 
46 If updating the existing Zoning Code, for clarity and consistency, “submitted to and approved by the Director 
pursuant to Part 12 of Chapter 22.56” should appear in sections 22.20.280 subdivision (R-3), 22.20.360 subdivision 
(R-4-()U), 22.28.100 subdivision (C-1), 22.28.150 subdivision (C-2), 22.28.200 subdivision (C-3), and 22.28.250 
subdivision (C-M). 
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To alleviate any confusion about the process after the Technical Update, the County should 

consider developing a Site Plan Review application specific to homeless shelters and making this 
document available to applicants on its website. 

 
3. Written, objective standards. 
 
SB 2 reduces development barriers for emergency shelters by requiring equal treatment to 

commercial or residential uses and permitting only certain written objective standards as follows: 
 
“Emergency shelters may only be subject to those development and management standards that 

apply to residential or commercial development within the same zone except that a local government may 
apply written, objective standards that include all of the following: 

 
(i) The maximum number of beds or persons permitted to be served nightly by the facility. 
(ii) Off-street parking based upon demonstrated need, provided that the standards do not 

require more parking for emergency shelters than for other residential or commercial uses 
within the same zone. 

(iii) The size and location of exterior and interior onsite waiting and client intake areas. 
(iv) The provision of onsite management. 
(v) The proximity to other emergency shelters, provided that emergency shelters are not 

required to be more than 300 feet apart. 
(vi) The length of stay 
(vii) Lighting. 
(viii) Security during hours that the emergency shelter is in operation.”47 
 
If a jurisdiction chooses to apply any of these additional eight standards, they must be 

applied in a manner that encourages and facilitates emergency shelter development, and not in a 
manner that would render emergency shelter development infeasible. When setting standards, the 
focus should be on the use as an emergency shelter, and not the perceived characteristics of 
potential occupants. Standards that are not specifically permitted by section 65583 subdivision 
(a)(4)(A), and that do not otherwise apply to residential or commercial development within the 
same zone, are not permitted and would conflict with SB 2. For example, common standards that 
jurisdictions require, but that are not permitted by SB 2, include proximity restrictions to schools 
and parks, and requiring shelters to provide specific amenities.   

 
4. Recommendation: Revise existing homeless shelter standards. 

 
The Zoning Code sets forth standards for approval of shelters, as described below.  We 

analyze each of them against Section 65583(a)(4)(A). 
  

                                                 
47 Gov. Code § 65583, subds. (a)(4)(A)(i)-(viii). 
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i. Maximum occupancy - No more than 30 individuals, excluding staff, 
shall be allowed at one time if such proposed shelter is located on a lot of 
less than one acre.48 
 

While SB 2 allows jurisdictions to impose a cap on the number of persons “served nightly” 
by a shelter, any limit imposed must not discourage development of shelters. Low maximum bed 
limits may make it difficult to obtain adequate funding to maintain and administer the shelter. 
Generally, a higher number (or no limit) is preferable to encourage and facilitate development. For 
example, the City of Oakland has a 100-bed limit per shelter in its by-right zones. The County 
currently has no occupancy restriction on sites greater than one acre.  This is consistent with best 
practices in SB 2 implementation. 

 
However, on sites less than one acre, the County limits occupancy to 30 persons “allowed 

at one time.” Because this restriction is not limited to number of beds or persons permitted to be 
served “nightly,” the restriction appears to be overbroad and inconsistent with subsection 
(a)(4)(A)(i) of Government Code section 65583 (local government permitted to regulate “the 
maximum number of beds or persons permitted to be served nightly by the facility”).  

 
If the County chooses to retain any occupancy restriction on sites less than one acre, it 

should consider increasing the numerical 30 person limit, and must base any maximum occupancy 
limit on number of beds or persons “served nightly” instead of “allowed at one time.” Any 
occupancy limit should also be supported with rational and objective reasons demonstrating that 
the standard does not discourage development of shelters. These modifications should be made at 
subsection (B) of section 22.56.1760 in the existing Zoning Code and at subsection (B) of section 
22.140.300 of the Technical Update. 
 

ii. Concentration - There shall not be an over-concentration of homeless 
shelters in the surrounding area.49 

 
While it is permissible for the County to restrict the proximity of one homeless shelter to 

another, this provision does not set out an objective standard and leaves room for discretionary 
decision-making. Reasonable people could differ as to what an undefined “over-concentration” 
is.50 In contrast, SB 2 allows jurisdictions to require a separation of up to, but no more than, 300 
feet between emergency shelters at subsection (a)(4)(A)(v) of Government Code section 65583. 
While the County is not required to use this maximum standard, if it chooses to retain any 
separation requirement, it should quantify the development standard regarding “over-
concentration” in order to prevent arbitrary decisions and to confirm compliance with the 300 feet 
standard in the statute.51 These modifications should be made at subsection (A) of section 

                                                 
48 L.A. County Code §22.56.1760, subd. (B); Technical Update § 22.140.300, subd. (B). 
49 L.A. County Code, §22.56.1760, subd. (A); Technical Update § 22.140.300, subd..(C) 
50 In fact, when we reviewed planning records, we found that staff reviewing an emergency shelter application made 
a note by this standard asking, “How can we verify? What is an over-concentration?” 
51 Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(4)(A)(v). 
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22.56.1760 in the existing Zoning Code and at subsection (C) of section 22.140.300 of the 
Technical Update. 
 

iii. Vicinity - The land uses and developments in the immediate vicinity of 
the site shall not constitute an immediate or potential hazard to occupants 
of the shelter.52 
 

The intent of the vicinity standard is a good one: it acknowledges that not every parcel may 
be suitable for homeless shelter development due to surrounding pollution and other factors.  
However, this standard is technically not included within the list of permissible standards allowed 
by subdivisions (i)-(viii) in Government Code section 65883 subdivision (a)(4)(A).53 Still, 
emergency shelters may also be subject to development and management standards that apply to 
residential or commercial use within the same zone. 

 
Our recommendation is to remove the vicinity standard from section 22.56.1760 (Technical 

Update § 22.140.300, subd. (D)) and incorporate it into the general principles and standards for 
consideration as part of Director’s Review Determination at 22.56.1690, subdivision (B) 
(Technical Update section 22.226.040) so that such standard is applicable to all uses subject to 
such review, rather than just to shelters.54  
 

iv. Parking - The number of parking spaces to be provided on the property 
shall be sufficient to mitigate any adverse impacts on persons or properties 
in the surrounding area.55   

 
This parking regulation likewise leaves room for interpretation and discretion, and there is 

a risk that the parking regulation could be interpreted to require more parking for emergency 
shelters than for other uses permitted within the same zone. Part 11 of the Zoning Code, Chapter 
22.52, outlines parking space standards for specified uses (in the Technical Update, minimum 
parking standards required for specified uses are set forth at Table 22.112.060-A). The number of 
parking spaces for homeless shelters is not specified, and therefore section 22.52.1220 applies: 
“Where parking requirements for any use are not specified, parking shall be provided in an amount 
which the director finds adequate to prevent traffic congestion and excessive on-street parking. 
Whenever practical, such determination shall be based upon the requirements for the most 

                                                 
52L.A. County Code §22.56.1760, subd. (C); Technical Update § 22.140.300, subd. (D) 
53 SB 2 requires that when identifying a zone or analyzing an existing zone for emergency shelters, the local 
government address the compatibility and suitability of the zone in its element, rather than on a case-by-case basis. 
As HCD clarifies, “[t]he element should consider what other uses are permitted in the zone and whether the zone is 
suitable for residential or emergency shelters. For example, an industrial zone with heavy manufacturing may have 
environmental conditions rendering it unsuitable for residential or shelter uses.” (HCD SB 2 Memo at 8.) 
54 The Director’s Review Procedures outlined in Part 12 of the Zoning Code show that the Director, in acting upon 
any site plan offered for review, may approve, approve with conditions, or deny the proposed use on certain 
principles and standards, including suitability of the site for the particular use or development intended. Note that 
this provision already includes accounting for public health, safety and general welfare. See L.A. County Code § 
22.56.1690, subd. (B). 
55 L.A. County Code § 22.56.1760, subd. (D); Technical Update § 22.140.300, subd. (E). 
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comparable use specified in this Part 11.” Here, again, the parking regulation calls for 
interpretation and discretion.56  

 
To ensure consistency with SB 2, which permits “off-street parking based upon 

demonstrated need, provided that the standards do not require more parking for emergency shelters 
than for other residential or commercial uses within the same zone,”57 the County should specify 
objective standards based on need, to be drafted in a manner to ensure that the parking standards 
required for shelters are not greater than those required of residential or commercial development 
in the same zone. Showing demonstrated need means that a jurisdiction should take into account 
parking needs of shelters generally, and factor in specific population types. For example, shelters 
that serve people experiencing chronic homelessness will likely have lower parking needs.  

 
The County has three options. First, it could create a comparable parking standard based 

on the commercial or residential uses within the zone. However, because “comparable” is 
undefined, this standard may be challenging. Second, the County could designate a parking 
standard for shelters, informed by what other local jurisdictions require. Our review of local 
jurisdictions demonstrated a median requirement of 1 parking space per 5 beds; the highest at 1 
space per 3 beds; and the lowest at 1 space per 50 beds. Other jurisdictions, like the City of Los 
Angeles, authorize a waiver process to cut parking down to zero if needed. Third, and perhaps the 
simplest, most effective approach supporting the goal of promoting the fewest barriers to 
emergency shelter development is to institute a requirement for zero onsite parking spaces for 
shelters.  

 
In sum, the County should amend Part 11 of the Zoning Code (Technical Update - Chapter 

22.112) to add a standard for parking spaces for homeless shelters based on number of spaces for 
staff, and/or number of spaces per bed that affirmatively states that the parking standard for 
emergency shelters shall not be greater than those required of residential or commercial 
development in the same zones. The greater clarity and specificity provided eliminate confusion 
and the potential for discretionary decision-making. Any standard that is set for parking should not 
be so onerous that it discourages shelter development. 

 
v. Other regulations - The proposed shelter shall meet all operational and 

maintenance standards set forth in Title 25 (Housing and Community 
Development) of the California Code of Regulations, relating to shelters.58 
 

Title 25 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) contains state regulations governing 
the numerous programs under HCD’s purview. The Zoning Code does not specify a section of this 
title; however, operational and maintenance standards relating to shelters appear in section 7959. 
It sets forth general requirements for government agencies, nonprofit corporations, or community 

                                                 
56 The Technical Update, at section 22.112.060(B) therein, states that for unspecified uses, “upon receipt of an 
application for a use for which no parking ratio is established by this Subsection A, above, the Director shall apply 
the parking ratio that applies to the most similar use.” This would still call for interpretation and discretion, and 
applying the parking requirement for the most similar use may be inconsistent with SB 2 if it requires more parking 
than the demonstrated need.  
57 Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(4)(A)(ii). 
58 L.A. County Code § 22.56.1760, subd. (E); Technical Update § 22.140.300, subd. (F). 
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organizations that provide emergency shelter or transitional housing that receive funding from 
HCD’s Emergency Housing and Assistance Program. These requirements include: (1) providing 
shelter or services on a first-come, first served basis; (2) not denying services to any client due to 
the inability to pay; (3) not conditioning the provision of emergency shelter on receipt of vouchers 
or cash payments; and (4) not discriminating on the basis of race, religion, age, sex, marital status, 
ethnicity, place of origin, disability, or any arbitrary basis. Additionally, the shelter must establish 
rules for client occupancy and conspicuously post a statement of the maximum number of 
consecutive days a client is eligible to occupy the shelter. 

 
These section 7959 requirements appear to be good operational standards. In particular, 

prohibiting denial of services due to inability to pay and prohibiting the conditioning of shelter on 
receipt of vouchers or cash payment are consistent with SB 2.59 However, since emergency shelter 
providers receiving funds under the Emergency Housing and Assistance Program are obliged to 
follow the standards in Title 25 as a condition of funding, as to these providers, these requirements 
would be unnecessarily duplicative. The County should therefore remove this requirement to meet 
all operational and maintenance standards set forth in Title 25 in its entirety.  

 
Operating procedures are not appropriate to imbed in zoning regulations. However, the 

County may wish to establish minimum operational standards in a separate document as part of a 
“quality assurance” program that could be linked to funding, rather than zoning. For example, San 
Mateo County developed such standards together with service providers and other interested 
parties.60 
 
 

III. TRANSITIONAL & SUPPORTIVE HOUSING  
 

Emergency shelter addresses an immediate need. However, housing is the key to ending 
homelessness. SB 2 removes land use barriers not only for emergency shelters but also for the 
development of transitional and supportive housing. Below is a discussion of the importance of 
these uses as resources for people who are homeless. 

 
Transitional housing serves as a short-term stay when an individual or household is either 

waiting to secure permanent housing, or has secured permanent housing that is not immediately 
available. In the homeless services field, the current model for this type of intermediary housing 
is called ‘bridge housing’ or ‘interim housing.’  Most ‘bridge’ or ‘interim housing’ falls under 
SB2’s definition of ‘transitional housing.’ The target population for transitional housing may be 
those with special needs, including people with substance abuse problems, people with mental 
health issues, domestic violence survivors, veterans, or people with HIV/AIDS.61 Transitional 
housing programs typically provide residents with services (often geared toward fostering 

                                                 
59 Gov. Code § 65582, subd. (d); Health & Saf. Code § 50801, subd. (e)(“No individual or household may be denied 
emergency shelter because of an inability to pay.”).  
60 Zoning in the Wake of SB 2: Best Practices for Emergency, Supportive and Transitional Housing 
61 California Housing and Community Development- Building Blocks, People Experiencing Homelessness, found 
at: http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/building-blocks/housing-needs/people- 
experiencing-homelessness.shtml 
 

http://www.21elements.com/View-document-details/442-Zoning-in-the-Wake-of-SB-2-Best-Practices-for-Emergency-Supportive-and-Transitional-Housing.html
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/building-blocks/housing-needs/people-
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independent living) through a housing provider directly and/or through coordination with local 
nonprofit and government agencies. Because the intent is to prepare residents to transition to 
permanent housing, residential stay is limited to two years (24 months). Living in transitional 
housing is not a prerequisite to obtaining permanent housing or permanent supportive housing. 
Transitional housing is typically in multi-family residences, but can also be single-family 
residences, and may be provided at no cost to residents, or at an affordable cost. 

 
Supportive housing offers deeply affordable rents where the tenant pays no more than 30 

to 40 percent of his/her household income on housing costs and the tenant has easy access to a 
comprehensive array of individualized and flexible services, either on-site or in proximity to the 
housing site. Tenants have a lease offering an indefinite length of stay as long as the tenant 
complies with lease requirements. Supportive housing provides access to health and social 
services, such as mental health and addiction therapy, medical care, and case management to help 
tenants achieve stability and lead productive lives in the community.62 Supportive housing can 
include apartments and single-family homes. The term “single-site” housing refers to people living 
together in a building or complex of buildings, while “scattered-site” housing refers to residents 
living in apartments or houses located throughout the community.63  

  
 

A. Removing zoning barriers to transitional and supportive housing.  
 

1. State law definitions. 
 

Subdivision (a)(5) of Government Code section 65583 requires jurisdictions to analyze 
governmental constraints upon the maintenance, improvement, or development of housing for all 
income levels. SB 2 amended this subdivision to include a specific affirmative mandate regarding 
transitional and supportive housing:  

 
Transitional housing and supportive housing shall be considered a residential use of property, and 
shall be subject only to those restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings of the same type 
in the same zone. 

 
 Transitional and supportive housing are residential uses intended for certain vulnerable 
populations, including individuals and families experiencing homelessness. These uses, and the 
populations they are intended to serve, are defined in state housing element law:64 
 

(g) “Supportive housing” means housing with no limit on length of stay, that is occupied 
by the target population, and that is linked to an onsite or offsite service that assists the 
supportive housing resident in retaining the housing, improving his or her health status, 
and maximizing his or her ability to live and, when possible, work in the community.   

                                                 
62 Outcome From Housing High Cost Homeless Hospital Patients, found at: 
https://economicrt.org/publication/getting-home/ 
63 Disability Rights California. Each Mind Matters: California’s Mental Health Movement (2014) at 8. 
64 Gov. Code § 65582, subds. (g), (i), (j). As described in the HCD SB 745 memo, in 2014, the legislature amended 
section 65582 of the Government Code to replace prior Health and Safety Code definitions of “supportive housing,” 
“target population,” and “transitional housing” with definitions within the Government Code (in housing element 
law). Section 65582 was subsequently amended to add other definitions; while there are no substantive changes to the 
definitions used herein, the citations were changed. (Assem. Bill No. 1403 (2015-2016 Reg. Sess.)). 
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(i) “Target population” means persons with low incomes who have one or more disabilities, 
including mental illness, HIV or AIDS, substance abuse, or other chronic health condition, 
or individuals eligible for services provided pursuant to the Lanterman Developmental 
Disabilities Services Act (Division 4.5 (commencing with Section 4500) of the Welfare 
and Institutions Code) and may include, among other populations, adults, emancipated 
minors, families with children, elderly persons, young adults aging out of the foster care 
system, individuals exiting from institutional settings, veterans, and homeless people. 
 
(j) “Transitional housing” means buildings configured as rental housing developments, but 
operated under program requirements that require the termination of assistance and 
recirculating of the assisted unit to another eligible program recipient at a predetermined 
future point in time that shall be no less than six months from the beginning of the 
assistance. 
 

2. Transitional and supportive housing are not defined in the Zoning Code.  
 

The Los Angeles County Housing Element acknowledges that “[c]ertain County rules and 
regulations may constrain the development of housing for low and moderate income households 
and those with special needs,” and includes a program to update the County’s zoning ordinance 
that would “[a]dd clarification policies and procedures for transitional and supportive housing, 
homeless shelters, and residential care facilities to facilitate the implementation, and to ensure 
continued consistency with the State Housing Element Law, the Health and Safety Code, and state 
and federal fair housing laws” and “[a]ddress other possible policies and procedures in the zoning 
ordinance that are inconsistent with the Housing Accountability Act, the Housing Element Law, 
and state and federal fair housing laws.”65  
 

The Housing Element also acknowledges that transitional and supportive housing are not 
specifically defined in the County’s zoning ordinance.66 As far as how such uses are evaluated, the 
element states, “[w]hen the transitional or supportive housing is operated as group quarters, it is 
permitted or conditionally permitted as residential facilities. When the transitional or supportive 
housing is operated as apartments, it is permitted or conditionally permitted as apartments.”67 
 

A review of the Zoning Code in February 2017 shows no definitions in Chapter 22.08 for 
“supportive housing,” “permanent supportive housing,” or “transitional housing.” In the Technical 
Update, Chapter 22.14 Definitions also fails to include definitions of “supportive housing,” 
“permanent supportive housing,” and “transitional housing.” However, permanent supportive 
housing is defined in Title 8, “Consumer Protection, Business and Wage Regulations,” as relating 
to Public Health Licenses: 
  

                                                 
65 L.A. COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT, Program 3: Zoning Ordinance Update Program. 
66 The Housing Element describes transitional housing as housing that “provides stay from six months to two years, 
and includes a service component to help residents gain independent living skills and transition into permanent 
housing.” Supportive housing is briefly described as “permanent housing with a service component.” The Housing 
Element sets objectives to amend the zoning ordinance in 2015 and 2016. 
67 L.A. COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT at 100. 
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“Permanent supportive housing” means housing which is available to, and intended for, persons 
who are homeless, or at-risk of homelessness, and have multiple barriers to employment and housing 
stability, which barriers include mental illness, chemical dependency, or other disabling or chronic 
health conditions. To qualify as “permanent supportive housing” each tenant household must have 
a lease, or a similar form of occupancy agreement, without a limit on length of tenancy, as long as 
the terms and conditions of the lease or occupancy agreement are met. Additionally, all members of 
tenant households must have facilitated access to case managers who provide access to supportive 
services, including intensive case management, information and referral to services to health and 
dental care, mental health services, substance abuse services, transportation coordination, and 
linkage to potential out-placements for tenants.68 

 
Thereafter, permanent supportive housing is referenced in regard to fee exemptions for 

activities “for which a public health license or permit is required.”69 This allows exemption for 
public health license or permit fees where a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization provides housing 
without charge to the recipient or at reduced rents through permanent supportive housing, as 
defined in section 8.04.345.  

 
Having a definition of permanent supportive housing in Title 8, Consumer Protection, and 

no other definition in the Zoning Code is problematic because it indicates a potential for supportive 
housing to be treated as a service or commercial use for which a public health license or permit is 
necessary, and not as a residential use. This could be in conflict with SB 2, as well as Health and 
Safety Code section 1504.5, which specifically exempts supportive housing meeting certain 
criteria from community care licensing requirements, based in part on the “urgent need to increase 
access to supportive housing.”  

 
In addition, the definition in Title 8 itself does not conform to the Government Code 

definition in the following ways: (a) the description of the population the housing is intended for 
is more limiting than the state law defined term “target population”; and (b) the requirement that 
“all members of tenant households must have facilitated access to case managers who provide 
access to supportive services” is too specific and therefore overly restrictive as compared to SB 
2’s definition, which simply describes supportive housing as being “linked to an onsite or offsite 
service that assists the supportive housing resident.” The existing definition in Title 8 would 
conflict with SB 2 if adopted in the Zoning Code and is not recommended for SB 2 purposes.  
 

The County should consider whether a definition of permanent supportive housing is 
necessary in Title 8 (and delete the definition in Title 8 if it is not necessary). If the County chooses 
to retain a definition in Title 8 (separate from a definition for SB 2 purposes), it should make very 
clear within such definition that permanent supportive housing is not required to be licensed simply 
because it fits within the technical definition of permanent supportive housing in SB 2 or the 
Zoning Code. 
  

                                                 
68 L.A. County Code § 8.04.345 (“Permanent supportive housing.”). 
69 See L.A. County Code § 8.04.700 (“Fee exemptions—Conditions for charitable activities.”). 
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3. Recommendation: Adopt Zoning Code definitions of transitional and supportive 
housing. 
 

The County should specifically adopt the SB 2 definitions of transitional and supportive 
housing in the Zoning Code, and have an affirmative statement following each definition that such 
use “may be subject only to those restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings of the same 
type in the same zone.” See Appendix E. 
 

In addition, the County should explicitly include supportive and transitional housing as 
permitted uses in all residential zones, subject only to the same development standards applicable 
to residential uses of the same type in the same zone, in order to comply with the requirements at 
Government Code section 65583 subdivision (a)(5).  

  
 

B. Avoiding “hidden” constraints. 
 

1. Subject to no greater restrictions. 
 

SB 2 explicitly eliminates a specific constraint to the development of supportive and 
transitional housing by mandating that these uses be treated as residential uses, “subject only to 
those restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings of the same type in the same zone.” Once 
the County incorporates the definitions recommended above, it must still ensure that in practice, 
the process of approving supportive and transitional housing does not subject these uses to greater 
restrictions when compared to other residential uses of the same type in the same zone. For 
example, if a developer chooses to convert a duplex into transitional or supportive housing, then 
that project is subject only to development standards applied to any other duplex within that zone.  
Likewise, if a developer chooses to build an apartment building, then standards for multi-family 
apartment buildings in that zone will apply. And, while transitional and supportive housing are 
typically configured as multi-family housing, they can also be configured as single-family 
residences. To comply with SB 2, jurisdictions must not prohibit transitional and supportive in any 
zone that allows single-family residences. 
 

2. Recommendations: Avoiding unintended constraints.  
 
First, the County should evaluate uses that may be confused with transitional or supportive 

housing and that are potentially subject to additional restrictions. For example, the following uses 
could be confused with transitional or supportive housing: 

 
Adult residential facility. Any facility that provides 24-hours-a-day nonmedical care and 
supervision to adults, as defined and licensed under the regulations of the State of California.70 

  

                                                 
70 Los Angeles County Code § 22.08.010 (“A”); Technical Update ch. 22.14 (“Definitions”). 
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Boarding house. As defined in section 7.50.010 in Title 7 (Business Licenses) of the County Code, 
a lodging house or other facility maintained, advertised or held out to the public as a place where 
sleeping or rooming accommodations are available, with or without meals. This term includes 
“rooming house.”71 
 
Disability rehabilitation and training center. A facility that provides specialized services for a 
person with a disability such as, but not limited to, developmental, orthopedic, or sensory motor 
disability, or for the social, personal, or economic habilitation or rehabilitation of a person with such 
disability. Such services may include, but are not limited to: day and residential facilities, personal, 
psychological, and socio-legal counseling, physical and special education, employment, job 
placement, speech therapy, vocational training, and transportation.72 

 
Where the Zoning Code includes definitions that could be construed as overlapping in part 

with the definitions for supportive and transitional housing, it may raise unintended barriers, 
especially where those other uses are subject to more stringent siting and other requirements. For 
example, adult residential facilities occupied by seven (7) or more persons are subject to a CUP in 
all residential zones.73 Disability rehabilitation and training centers, likewise, are subject to a CUP 
in R-3 and R-4 zones, and not permitted at all in R-A, R-1 and R-2 Zones.74 The County may want 
to consider how to clarify that these other uses are in fact distinct from transitional or supportive 
housing. One way to do that would be to incorporate a specific exclusion within the definition of 
each of those uses for transitional and supportive housing (e.g. state affirmatively that adult 
residential care facilities do not include transitional and supportive housing).  
 

Second, after adopting the recommended definitions in the Zoning Code for transitional 
and supportive housing, the County should also ensure that such definitions are not implemented 
in a manner that provides additional requirements beyond what is required for other residential 
uses of the same type in the same zone. For example, some jurisdictions require staff to review a 
management plan for transitional housing approval, but do not apply the same or similar 
requirements to other types of residential development. Others require planning review of house 
rules and specific service provider referrals and quotas. Unless also required of other residential 
uses in the same zone, these requirements would likely be prohibited by SB 2.75 
 

Finally, where the County permits residential development in mixed-use zones, including 
transit oriented districts and specific plans, it should make explicit in these districts and plans that 
transitional and supportive housing are permitted and applications for such uses will be processed 
and treated equally to applications for other permitted residential development.  
  

                                                 
71 Los Angeles County Code § 22.08.180 (“R”); Technical Update ch. 22.14 (“Definitions”). 
72 Los Angeles County Code § 22.08.040 (“D”); Technical Update ch. 22.14 (“Definitions”). 
73 Technical Update Table 22.18.030-B (“Principal Use Regulations for Residential Zones”). 
74 Id. 
75 Gov. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(5)(“Transitional housing and supportive housing…shall be subject only to those 
restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings of the same type in the same zone”). 
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C. Other ways to advance siting of transitional and supportive housing. 
 

1. Recommendation: Train staff and decision-makers on Housing Accountability Act 
requirements. 

 
The Housing Accountability Act specifically protects shelters and transitional and 

supportive housing during the land use approval process.76 The Act states that it “is the policy of 
the state that a local government not reject or make infeasible housing developments, including 
emergency shelters.”77 Under the Act, therefore, the County ultimately has limited bases upon 
which to deny shelters, transitional and supportive housing, particularly if there is evidence to 
indicate a failure to identify adequate sites for housing or by-right zoning for shelter required by 
SB 2 and State Housing Element law. Staff and decision-maker familiarity with the Housing 
Accountability Act and education on its provisions may help prevent unfounded denials of projects 
and should be considered an appropriate strategy to help advance development of shelters and 
transitional and supportive housing.  
 

2. Recommendation: Affirmatively permit transitional and supportive housing in all 
residential zones. 

 
 One way to address barriers associated with the permitting process is to affirmatively 
permit transitional and supportive housing in all residential zones, as long as it complies with the 
underlying requirements of the zone. For example, while multi-family housing in the C-3 zone 
currently requires a Conditional Use Permit, the County could amend the code to allow transitional 
and supportive housing in the C-3 zone with a Site Plan Review in order to further encourage 
development of both.  
 
 The City of Los Angeles is poised to go further than this if it adopts a recently proposed 
ordinance to streamline supportive housing development. The ordinance would allow supportive 
housing in all multifamily zones, and reduce development standards, including removal of the 
minimum lot area per dwelling unit requirement in some zones (or reduction in others), and 
removing minimum parking requirements for units restricted to people who are formerly homeless. 

                                                 
76 SB 2 amended the Housing Accountability Act to specifically add emergency shelters to the list of uses protected 
under the Act, and to clarify that the definition of housing development project includes transitional and supportive 
housing. The Act permits denial of such projects only if certain findings can be made. Accordingly, under the Act, 
there are extremely limited bases to deny such projects. Generally, a jurisdiction would have to find one of the 
following: (1) Jurisdiction is in compliance with its housing element and has met its share of the regional housing 
need for the income category proposed to be built, or for emergency shelter, as the case may be; (2) Development 
project or emergency shelter as proposed would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public health or safety with 
no feasible method to mitigate; (3) Denial of project is required to comply with state or federal law; (4) Development 
is proposed in agricultural area or area with insufficient water or wastewater facilities; (5) Development is inconsistent 
with both the jurisdiction’s zoning ordinance and general plan land use designation (except if development is proposed 
on a site identified in housing element as suitable for affordable housing). Additionally, the Act puts further restrictions 
on jurisdictions’ ability to deny qualifying projects if the jurisdiction fails to identify adequate sites for housing 
development or adequate zones for emergency shelter. (Gov. Code § 65589.5, subd. (d)). 
77 Gov. Code § 65589.5, subd. (b). 
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3. Recommendation: Examine development standards for multi-family housing 

generally. 
 

As stated above, under SB 2, transitional and supportive housing configured as multi-
family dwellings are required to be subject only to the same standards as other apartments or multi-
family developments. It is important to remember, however, that even if the County adds the 
explicit language required by SB 2 to ensure supportive and transitional housing are treated like 
any other residential use of the same type in the same zone (as recommended above), this language 
will only be helpful if multi-family housing is not prohibited and unreasonable constraints are not 
put on multi-family housing in the Zoning Code. 
 

An examination of general barriers to multi-family housing, including a detailed review of 
the County’s specific plans, is beyond the scope of this memo. However, the County’s Housing 
Element describes certain barriers to housing development generally, which include development 
standards such as minimum lot sizes, floor area, height, parking requirements and setbacks. 
Generally, according to the County’s Housing Element, apartments and townhomes are primarily 
permitted in the R-3 and R-4 zones, but are also conditionally permitted in R-1 (townhomes only) 
and R-2 zones, as well as in certain commercial zones.78 Densities per acre range between a 
maximum of 30 and 50 units per acre in R-3 and R-4. Through implementation of the General Plan 
Update, adopted in 2015, the County expects to increase densities in transit corridors to a 
maximum of 150 units per acre. In its Housing Element, the County also states that “future housing 
development in the unincorporated areas are focused primarily in existing specific plan areas, such 
as Newhall Ranch, and urban, high density residential and mixed use areas.”79 Accordingly, it 
would be important to understand how the specific plans treat supportive and transitional housing 
and to confirm that they specifically permit such uses consistent with recommendations set forth 
in Section III.A.3 of this memo.  
 

As another example, the definition of apartment house in the Zoning Code appears to 
incorporate a definition of “family” that may prohibit shared living arrangements, and as such, 
could indirectly act as a barrier to transitional and supportive housing.80 We understand that the 
County is in the process of amending some of these definitions.81   
                                                 
78 LOS ANGELES COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT at 97.   
79 LOS ANGELES COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT at 136. 
80 The Zoning Code defines “family” as “a person or persons related by blood, marriage or adoption living together 
as a single housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit. ‘Family’ shall also include a group of not more than five persons, 
including roomers but not servants, unrelated by blood, marriage or adoption, when living together as a single 
housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit.” (Muni. Code § 22.08.060.) Under this definition, the size of a “family” is limited 
to five or fewer unrelated persons, or an unlimited number of persons related by blood, marriage, or adoption. In City 
of Santa Barbara v. Adamson, the California Supreme Court held that a nearly identical “rule-of-five” in the Santa 
Barbara Zoning Code was invalid as violating the right to privacy guaranteed by Article I of the California 
Constitution. (27 Cal. 3d 123 (1980); see also City of Edmonds v. Oxford House, Inc., 514 U.S. 725 (1995)(holding 
that a similar definition of “family” was not exempt from the Fair Housing Act’s prohibition against discrimination 
based on disability).) This issue appears to be resolved in the Technical Update. (Ch 22.14, Def., “family.”); however, 
even the proposed definition of family may still act as a barrier to transitional or supportive housing because it requires 
all occupants to be under a single lease in situations where residents may jointly occupy the entire dwelling.  
81 LOS ANGELES COUNTY 2014-2021 HOUSING ELEMENT at 8. Per Department of Regional Planning Staff, the  
definition proposed in the Technical Update is:  
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4. Recommendation: Educate staff on laws and policies intended to promote housing 

opportunities for target populations, including reasonable accommodation 
requirements. 
 

 Finally, Federal and State law place an affirmative duty on local governments to provide 
persons with disabilities reasonable accommodations to zoning and land use rules, policies or 
practices when such accommodations may be necessary to afford such persons equal opportunity 
to housing.82 Housing Element Law further requires local governments to provide reasonable 
accommodations for housing for persons with disabilities.”83 The Zoning Code addresses 
reasonable accommodations in land use at Part 19, Section 22.56.3000 et seq. The County defines 
“reasonable accommodation” as “a waiver or modification to regulations, policies, procedures, and 
standards that is both reasonable and necessary for a person with a disability to have an equal 
opportunity to use and enjoy a residential use,” and enumerates a few examples: “allowing a 
wheelchair ramp in a required setback, allowing an increase in building height to permit an elevator 
installation, or allowing an applicant additional time to submit material.” While it is appropriate 
for the County to codify reasonable accommodation processes in its Zoning Code, reasonable 
accommodations are fact-sensitive and must be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. Staff and 
decision-maker education and training on reasonable accommodation law, particularly on privacy 
and confidentiality issues where the applicant is an individual or household with disabilities, 
generally may help prevent unintended discrimination against people with disabilities and should 
be considered an appropriate strategy to help advance development of shelters, transitional and 
supportive housing. 
 
  

                                                 
Family.  One or more persons living together as a single housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit.  This term shall not 
include institutional group living situations such as dormitories, fraternities, sororities, monasteries, convents, or 
residential care facilities, nor does it include such commercial group living arrangements as boarding houses, hotels, 
or motels.  For the purposes of this term, single housekeeping unit means the functional equivalent of a traditional 
family, whose members: 

1. Are an interactive group of persons jointly occupying a single dwelling unit, including the joint use of and 
responsibility for common areas;  
2. Share household activities and responsibilities such as meals, chores, household maintenance, and expenses; 
and 
3. If the dwelling unit is rented, all adult residents have chosen to jointly occupy the entire premises of the 
dwelling unit, under a single written lease with joint use and responsibility for the premises, and the makeup of 
the household occupying the dwelling unit is determined by the residents of the unit rather than the landlord or 
property manager. 

82 42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(3); 28 C.F.R. § 35.130(b)(7), implementing Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA), 42 U.S.C.A. § 12132 and implementing regulations (see e.g., Pierce v. County of Orange, 526 F.3d 1190, 
1215 (9th Cir.2008).) Cal. Gov. Code, §§ 12927(c)(1), 12955(1). In 2001, the California Attorney General urged 
California Mayors to amend their zoning codes to include reasonable accommodation procedure, found at:  
http://ag.ca.gov/civilrights/pdf/reasonab_1.pdf. 
83 Cal. Gov. Code §65583(c)(3). 
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IV. CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS. 
  
 As described in detail herein, the County can take the following further actions both to 
comply with SB 2 and to further ease barriers to, and affirmatively encourage and facilitate, 
development of shelters, transitional and supportive housing. 
 
 

A. Required actions to achieve compliance with SB 2. 
 

1. Amend the zoning code definition of homeless shelter as follows:  
 

Homeless shelter. Housing that offers temporary accommodations and services to 
the homeless. As used herein, “temporary accommodations” means that persons 
may reside at the shelter for a period of time not to exceed six months. No individual 
or household may be denied shelter because of inability to pay.  

 
2. Calculate the unmet need in unincorporated areas by taking the number of unsheltered 

homeless persons and subtracting the number of available shelter beds and available 
transitional and supportive housing units. 
 

3. Identify a zone or zones where shelters are permitted by-right, and demonstrate the capacity 
of that zone or those zones to accommodate the unmet need. Demonstrating sufficient 
capacity requires a qualitative analysis of sites within the zone to ensure that the sites are 
in fact suitable for residential use and have realistic potential for development. It also 
requires a quantitative analysis to assess whether there is enough space to accommodate 
the unmet need.  
 

4. Amend Title 22 to ensure that specific plans do not override emergency shelter by-right. 
 

5. Revise existing homeless shelter standards to be no more restrictive than standards 
outlined in SB 2 and to require application of objective, as opposed to discretionary 
standards:  
 

a. Maximum occupancy: If the County chooses to retain any occupancy restriction 
on sites less than one acre, it should consider increasing the numerical limit 
(currently set at 30), and must base any maximum occupancy limit on number of 
beds or persons “served nightly” instead of “allowed at one time.” Any occupancy 
limit should also be supported with rational and objective reasons demonstrating 
that the standard does not discourage development of shelters. 
 

b. Concentration: Quantify the development standard regarding “over-
concentration” in order to prevent arbitrary decisions and to confirm compliance 
with the 300 feet standard in the statute. 
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c. Vicinity: Remove the vicinity standard and incorporate it into the general 
principles and standards for consideration as part of Director’s Review 
determination so that such standard is applicable to all uses subject to such 
review, rather than just to shelters. 

 
d. Parking: To promote the fewest barriers to operating emergency shelters, require 

zero onsite parking spaces for shelters. Or, add a standard for parking spaces for 
homeless shelters based on number of spaces per bed, and/or number of spaces for 
staff, and that affirmatively states that the parking standard for emergency shelters 
shall not be greater than those required of residential or commercial development 
in the same zones.  

 
e. Other regulations: Remove requirement to meet all operational and maintenance 

standards set forth in Title 25 in its entirety. 
 

6. Adopt the SB 2 definitions of transitional and supportive housing in the Zoning Code, 
and include the statement following each definition that such use “may be subject only to 
those restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings of the same type in the same 
zone.”  Ensure that in implementation, transitional and supportive housing are treated as 
residential uses. See Appendix E. In addition, explicitly include supportive and 
transitional housing as permitted uses in all residential zones, subject only to the same 
development standards applicable to residential uses of the same type in the same zone. 
 

7. Clarify that uses that may be confused with transitional or supportive housing (e.g., adult 
residential facility, boarding house, disability rehabilitation center) are distinct from 
transitional or supportive housing by explicitly excluding transitional and supportive 
housing within the definition of each of those uses.  
 

8. Amend definitions that indirectly impact siting of transitional and supportive housing, such 
as the definition of “family.”  

 
9. Explicitly permit transitional and supportive housing in mixed-use zones, including transit 

oriented districts and specific plans. Process applications for such uses in an equal manner 
to (or more favorably than) applications for other permitted residential development. 
 
 

B. Opportunities to further advance emergency shelter and transitional and supportive 
housing. 
  

1. Add “emergency shelter” as a defined term in the Zoning Code and cross-reference it with 
the definition of “homeless shelter.”   
 

2. Allow nonprofits (including religious organizations) and government agencies to maintain 
emergency shelters as accessory or appurtenant uses by-right.  
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3. Calculate the unmet need for shelter by neighborhood to enable an analysis of the 
concentration of homelessness and a geographically-specific portrait of shelter need within 
unincorporated areas of the County.  

 
4. Prohibit emergency shelter use in M-1, M-1.5, and M-2 if existing residential and 

commercial “by-right” zones meet or exceed the unmet shelter need. Alternately, allow as 
a discretionary use. 

 
5. Amend each specific plan to include a statement that the plan shall not be interpreted to 

require discretionary review of emergency shelters in zones that would otherwise permit 
emergency shelter use.  
 

6. Offer non-profit organizations a fee waiver or fee reduction when applying to operate an 
emergency shelter. Proposed language for a fee waiver or reduction is set forth in 
Appendix D.  

 
7. Develop a Site Plan Review application specific to homeless shelters and make this 

document available to applicants on the County’s website. 
 

8. Establish minimum operational standards for shelters as part of a “quality assurance” 
program linked to funding, rather than zoning. 
 

9. Delete the definition of “permanent supportive housing” in Title 8 of the Municipal Code 
or amend it to make explicit that supportive housing is not required to be licensed simply 
by virtue of being supportive housing. 
 

10. Allow transitional and supportive housing by-right in all zones that allow residential uses, 
as long as it complies with requirements of the zone.  
 

11. Train and educate staff and decision-makers on the provisions of the Housing 
Accountability Act and on reasonable accommodations in zoning and land use rules, 
policies and practices.
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APPENDIX A: Selected California Code Provisions 
 

For reference, relevant California code provisions are included in this appendix and are current 
as of March 29, 2017. SB 2 provisions, as amended, indicated in blue.  

 

California Government Code Section 65582 
 

As used in this article, the following definitions apply: 

(a) “Community,” “locality,” “local government,” or “jurisdiction” means a city, city and county, 
or county. 

(b) “Council of governments” means a single or multicounty council created by a joint powers 
agreement pursuant to Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 6500) of Division 1 of Title 1. 

(c) “Department” means the Department of Housing and Community Development. 

(d) “Emergency shelter” has the same meaning as defined in subdivision (e) of Section 50801 of 
the Health and Safety Code. 

(e) “Frequent user coordinated care housing services” means housing combined with other 
supportive services for homeless persons identified by a city or county as the most costly, frequent 
users of publicly funded emergency services. 

(f) “Housing element” or “element” means the housing element of the community’s general plan, 
as required pursuant to this article and subdivision (c) of Section 65302. 

(g) “Supportive housing” means housing with no limit on length of stay, that is occupied by the 
target population, and that is linked to an onsite or offsite service that assists the supportive housing 
resident in retaining the housing, improving his or her health status, and maximizing his or her 
ability to live and, when possible, work in the community. 

(h) “Supportive services” include, but are not limited to, a combination of subsidized, permanent 
housing, intensive case management, medical and mental health care, substance abuse treatment, 
employment services, and benefits advocacy. 

(i) “Target population” means persons with low incomes who have one or more disabilities, 
including mental illness, HIV or AIDS, substance abuse, or other chronic health condition, or 
individuals eligible for services provided pursuant to the Lanterman Developmental Disabilities 
Services Act (Division 4.5 (commencing with Section 4500) of the Welfare and Institutions Code) 
and may include, among other populations, adults, emancipated minors, families with children, 
elderly persons, young adults aging out of the foster care system, individuals exiting from 
institutional settings, veterans, and homeless people. 

(j) “Transitional housing” means buildings configured as rental housing developments, but 
operated under program requirements that require the termination of assistance and recirculating 
of the assisted unit to another eligible program recipient at a predetermined future point in time 
that shall be no less than six months from the beginning of the assistance. 
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California Health and Safety Code Section 50801 
 
 
(e) “Emergency shelter” means housing with minimal supportive services for homeless persons 
that is limited to occupancy of six months or less by a homeless person. No individual or household 
may be denied emergency shelter because of an inability to pay. 
 
 
California Government Code Section 65583 
 
 
The housing element shall consist of an identification and analysis of existing and projected 
housing needs and a statement of goals, policies, quantified objectives, financial resources, and 
scheduled programs for the preservation, improvement, and development of housing. The housing 
element shall identify adequate sites for housing, including rental housing, factory-built housing, 
mobile homes, and emergency shelters, and shall make adequate provision for the existing and 
projected needs of all economic segments of the community. The element shall contain all of the 
following: 

(a) An assessment of housing needs and an inventory of resources and constraints relevant to the 
meeting of these needs. The assessment and inventory shall include all of the following: 

(1) An analysis of population and employment trends and documentation of projections and a 
quantification of the locality’s existing and projected housing needs for all income levels, 
including extremely low income households, as defined in subdivision (b) of Section 50105 and 
Section 50106 of the Health and Safety Code. These existing and projected needs shall include the 
locality’s share of the regional housing need in accordance with Section 65584. Local agencies 
shall calculate the subset of very low income households allotted under Section 65584 that qualify 
as extremely low income households. The local agency may either use available census data to 
calculate the percentage of very low income households that qualify as extremely low income 
households or presume that 50 percent of the very low income households qualify as extremely 
low income households. The number of extremely low income households and very low income 
households shall equal the jurisdiction’s allocation of very low income households pursuant to 
Section 65584. 

(2) An analysis and documentation of household characteristics, including level of payment 
compared to ability to pay, housing characteristics, including overcrowding, and housing stock 
condition. 

(3) An inventory of land suitable for residential development, including vacant sites and sites 
having potential for redevelopment, and an analysis of the relationship of zoning and public 
facilities and services to these sites. 

(4) (A) The identification of a zone or zones where emergency shelters are allowed as a permitted 
use without a conditional use or other discretionary permit. The identified zone or zones shall 
include sufficient capacity to accommodate the need for emergency shelter identified in paragraph 
(7), except that each local government shall identify a zone or zones that can accommodate at least 
one year-round emergency shelter. If the local government cannot identify a zone or zones with 
sufficient capacity, the local government shall include a program to amend its zoning ordinance to 
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meet the requirements of this paragraph within one year of the adoption of the housing element. 
The local government may identify additional zones where emergency shelters are permitted with 
a conditional use permit. The local government shall also demonstrate that existing or proposed 
permit processing, development, and management standards are objective and encourage and 
facilitate the development of, or conversion to, emergency shelters. Emergency shelters may only 
be subject to those development and management standards that apply to residential or commercial 
development within the same zone except that a local government may apply written, objective 
standards that include all of the following: 

(i) The maximum number of beds or persons permitted to be served nightly by the facility. 

(ii) Off-street parking based upon demonstrated need, provided that the standards do not require 
more parking for emergency shelters than for other residential or commercial uses within the same 
zone. 

(iii) The size and location of exterior and interior onsite waiting and client intake areas. 

(iv) The provision of onsite management. 

(v) The proximity to other emergency shelters, provided that emergency shelters are not required 
to be more than 300 feet apart. 

(vi) The length of stay. 

(vii) Lighting. 

(viii) Security during hours that the emergency shelter is in operation. 

(B) The permit processing, development, and management standards applied under this paragraph 
shall not be deemed to be discretionary acts within the meaning of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code). 

(C) A local government that can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the department the existence of 
one or more emergency shelters either within its jurisdiction or pursuant to a multijurisdictional 
agreement that can accommodate that jurisdiction’s need for emergency shelter identified in 
paragraph (7) may comply with the zoning requirements of subparagraph (A) by identifying a zone 
or zones where new emergency shelters are allowed with a conditional use permit. 

(D) A local government with an existing ordinance or ordinances that comply with this paragraph 
shall not be required to take additional action to identify zones for emergency shelters. The housing 
element must only describe how existing ordinances, policies, and standards are consistent with 
the requirements of this paragraph. 

(5) An analysis of potential and actual governmental constraints upon the maintenance, 
improvement, or development of housing for all income levels, including the types of housing 
identified in paragraph (1) of subdivision (c), and for persons with disabilities as identified in the 
analysis pursuant to paragraph (7), including land use controls, building codes and their 
enforcement, site improvements, fees and other exactions required of developers, and local 
processing and permit procedures. The analysis shall also demonstrate local efforts to remove 
governmental constraints that hinder the locality from meeting its share of the regional housing 
need in accordance with Section 65584 and from meeting the need for housing for persons with 
disabilities, supportive housing, transitional housing, and emergency shelters identified pursuant 
to paragraph (7). Transitional housing and supportive housing shall be considered a residential use 
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of property, and shall be subject only to those restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings 
of the same type in the same zone. 

(6) An analysis of potential and actual nongovernmental constraints upon the maintenance, 
improvement, or development of housing for all income levels, including the availability of 
financing, the price of land, and the cost of construction. 

(7) An analysis of any special housing needs, such as those of the elderly; persons with disabilities, 
including a developmental disability, as defined in Section 4512 of the Welfare and Institutions 
Code; large families; farmworkers; families with female heads of households; and families and 
persons in need of emergency shelter. The need for emergency shelter shall be assessed based on 
annual and seasonal need. The need for emergency shelter may be reduced by the number of 
supportive housing units that are identified in an adopted 10-year plan to end chronic homelessness 
and that are either vacant or for which funding has been identified to allow construction during the 
planning period. An analysis of special housing needs by a city or county may include an analysis 
of the need for frequent user coordinated care housing services. 

(8) An analysis of opportunities for energy conservation with respect to residential development. 
Cities and counties are encouraged to include weatherization and energy efficiency improvements 
as part of publicly subsidized housing rehabilitation projects. This may include energy efficiency 
measures that encompass the building envelope, its heating and cooling systems, and its electrical 
system. 

(9) An analysis of existing assisted housing developments that are eligible to change from low-
income housing uses during the next 10 years due to termination of subsidy contracts, mortgage 
prepayment, or expiration of restrictions on use. “Assisted housing developments,” for the purpose 
of this section, shall mean multifamily rental housing that receives governmental assistance under 
federal programs listed in subdivision (a) of Section 65863.10, state and local multifamily revenue 
bond programs, local redevelopment programs, the federal Community Development Block Grant 
Program, or local in-lieu fees. “Assisted housing developments” shall also include multifamily 
rental units that were developed pursuant to a local inclusionary housing program or used to qualify 
for a density bonus pursuant to Section 65916. 

(A) The analysis shall include a listing of each development by project name and address, the type 
of governmental assistance received, the earliest possible date of change from low-income use, 
and the total number of elderly and nonelderly units that could be lost from the locality’s low-
income housing stock in each year during the 10-year period. For purposes of state and federally 
funded projects, the analysis required by this subparagraph need only contain information available 
on a statewide basis. 

(B) The analysis shall estimate the total cost of producing new rental housing that is comparable 
in size and rent levels, to replace the units that could change from low-income use, and an 
estimated cost of preserving the assisted housing developments. This cost analysis for replacement 
housing may be done aggregately for each five-year period and does not have to contain a project-
by-project cost estimate. 

(C) The analysis shall identify public and private nonprofit corporations known to the local 
government which have legal and managerial capacity to acquire and manage these housing 
developments. 
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(D) The analysis shall identify and consider the use of all federal, state, and local financing and 
subsidy programs which can be used to preserve, for lower income households, the assisted 
housing developments, identified in this paragraph, including, but not limited to, federal 
Community Development Block Grant Program funds, tax increment funds received by a 
redevelopment agency of the community, and administrative fees received by a housing authority 
operating within the community. In considering the use of these financing and subsidy programs, 
the analysis shall identify the amounts of funds under each available program which have not been 
legally obligated for other purposes and which could be available for use in preserving assisted 
housing developments. 

(b) (1) A statement of the community’s goals, quantified objectives, and policies relative to the 
maintenance, preservation, improvement, and development of housing. 

(2) It is recognized that the total housing needs identified pursuant to subdivision (a) may exceed 
available resources and the community’s ability to satisfy this need within the content of the 
general plan requirements outlined in Article 5 (commencing with Section 65300). Under these 
circumstances, the quantified objectives need not be identical to the total housing needs. The 
quantified objectives shall establish the maximum number of housing units by income category, 
including extremely low income, that can be constructed, rehabilitated, and conserved over a five-
year time period. 

(c) A program which sets forth a schedule of actions during the planning period, each with a 
timeline for implementation, which may recognize that certain programs are ongoing, such that 
there will be beneficial impacts of the programs within the planning period, that the local 
government is undertaking or intends to undertake to implement the policies and achieve the goals 
and objectives of the housing element through the administration of land use and development 
controls, the provision of regulatory concessions and incentives, the utilization of appropriate 
federal and state financing and subsidy programs when available, and the utilization of moneys in 
a low- and moderate-income housing fund of an agency if the locality has established a 
redevelopment project area pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Law (Division 24 
(commencing with Section 33000) of the Health and Safety Code). In order to make adequate 
provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community, the program shall do 
all of the following: 

(1) Identify actions that will be taken to make sites available during the planning period with 
appropriate zoning and development standards and with services and facilities to accommodate 
that portion of the city’s or county’s share of the regional housing need for each income level that 
could not be accommodated on sites identified in the inventory completed pursuant to paragraph 
(3) of subdivision (a) without rezoning, and to comply with the requirements of Section 65584.09. 
Sites shall be identified as needed to facilitate and encourage the development of a variety of types 
of housing for all income levels, including multifamily rental housing, factory-built housing, 
mobile homes, housing for agricultural employees, supportive housing, single-room occupancy 
units, emergency shelters, and transitional housing. 

(A) Where the inventory of sites, pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (a), does not identify 
adequate sites to accommodate the need for groups of all household income levels pursuant to 
Section 65584, rezoning of those sites, including adoption of minimum density and development 
standards, for jurisdictions with an eight-year housing element planning period pursuant to Section 
65588, shall be completed no later than three years after either the date the housing element is 
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adopted pursuant to subdivision (f) of Section 65585 or the date that is 90 days after receipt of 
comments from the department pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 65585, whichever is earlier, 
unless the deadline is extended pursuant to subdivision (f). Notwithstanding the foregoing, for a 
local government that fails to adopt a housing element within 120 days of the statutory deadline in 
Section 65588 for adoption of the housing element, rezoning of those sites, including adoption of 
minimum density and development standards, shall be completed no later than three years and 120 
days from the statutory deadline in Section 65588 for adoption of the housing element. 

(B) Where the inventory of sites, pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (a), does not identify 
adequate sites to accommodate the need for groups of all household income levels pursuant to 
Section 65584, the program shall identify sites that can be developed for housing within the 
planning period pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 65583.2. The identification of sites shall 
include all components specified in subdivision (b) of Section 65583.2. 

(C) Where the inventory of sites pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (a) does not identify 
adequate sites to accommodate the need for farmworker housing, the program shall provide for 
sufficient sites to meet the need with zoning that permits farmworker housing use by right, 
including density and development standards that could accommodate and facilitate the feasibility 
of the development of farmworker housing for low- and very low income households. 

(2) Assist in the development of adequate housing to meet the needs of extremely low, very low, 
low-, and moderate-income households. 

(3) Address and, where appropriate and legally possible, remove governmental constraints to the 
maintenance, improvement, and development of housing, including housing for all income levels 
and housing for persons with disabilities. The program shall remove constraints to, and provide 
reasonable accommodations for housing designed for, intended for occupancy by, or with 
supportive services for, persons with disabilities. 

(4) Conserve and improve the condition of the existing affordable housing stock, which may 
include addressing ways to mitigate the loss of dwelling units demolished by public or private 
action. 

(5) Promote housing opportunities for all persons regardless of race, religion, sex, marital status, 
ancestry, national origin, color, familial status, or disability. 

(6) Preserve for lower income households the assisted housing developments identified pursuant 
to paragraph (9) of subdivision (a). The program for preservation of the assisted housing 
developments shall utilize, to the extent necessary, all available federal, state, and local financing 
and subsidy programs identified in paragraph (9) of subdivision (a), except where a community 
has other urgent needs for which alternative funding sources are not available. The program may 
include strategies that involve local regulation and technical assistance. 

(7)  Include an identification of the agencies and officials responsible for the implementation of 
the various actions and the means by which consistency will be achieved with other general plan 
elements and community goals. 

(8) Include a diligent effort by the local government to achieve public participation of all economic 
segments of the community in the development of the housing element, and the program shall 
describe this effort. 
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(d) (1) A local government may satisfy all or part of its requirement to identify a zone or zones 
suitable for the development of emergency shelters pursuant to paragraph (4) of subdivision (a) by 
adopting and implementing a multijurisdictional agreement, with a maximum of two other adjacent 
communities, that requires the participating jurisdictions to develop at least one year-round 
emergency shelter within two years of the beginning of the planning period. 

(2) The agreement shall allocate a portion of the new shelter capacity to each jurisdiction as credit 
toward its emergency shelter need, and each jurisdiction shall describe how the capacity was 
allocated as part of its housing element. 

(3) Each member jurisdiction of a multijurisdictional agreement shall describe in its housing 
element all of the following: 

(A) How the joint facility will meet the jurisdiction’s emergency shelter need. 

(B) The jurisdiction’s contribution to the facility for both the development and ongoing operation 
and management of the facility. 

(C) The amount and source of the funding that the jurisdiction contributes to the facility. 

(4) The aggregate capacity claimed by the participating jurisdictions in their housing elements 
shall not exceed the actual capacity of the shelter. 

(e) Except as otherwise provided in this article, amendments to this article that alter the required 
content of a housing element shall apply to both of the following: 

(1) A housing element or housing element amendment prepared pursuant to subdivision (e) of 
Section 65588 or Section 65584.02, when a city, county, or city and county submits a draft to the 
department for review pursuant to Section 65585 more than 90 days after the effective date of the 
amendment to this section. 

(2) Any housing element or housing element amendment prepared pursuant to subdivision (e) of 
Section 65588 or Section 65584.02, when the city, county, or city and county fails to submit the 
first draft to the department before the due date specified in Section 65588 or 65584.02. 

(f) The deadline for completing required rezoning pursuant to subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1) 
of subdivision (c) shall be extended by one year if the local government has completed the rezoning 
at densities sufficient to accommodate at least 75 percent of the units for low- and very low income 
households and if the legislative body at the conclusion of a public hearing determines, based upon 
substantial evidence, that any of the following circumstances exist: 

(1) The local government has been unable to complete the rezoning because of the action or 
inaction beyond the control of the local government of any other state, federal, or local agency. 

(2) The local government is unable to complete the rezoning because of infrastructure deficiencies 
due to fiscal or regulatory constraints. 

(3) The local government must undertake a major revision to its general plan in order to 
accommodate the housing-related policies of a sustainable communities’ strategy or an alternative 
planning strategy adopted pursuant to Section 65080. 

The resolution and the findings shall be transmitted to the department together with a detailed 
budget and schedule for preparation and adoption of the required rezonings, including plans for 
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citizen participation and expected interim action. The schedule shall provide for adoption of the 
required rezoning within one year of the adoption of the resolution. 

(g) (1) If a local government fails to complete the rezoning by the deadline provided in 
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1) of subdivision (c), as it may be extended pursuant to subdivision 
(f), except as provided in paragraph (2), a local government may not disapprove a housing 
development project, nor require a conditional use permit, planned unit development permit, or 
other locally imposed discretionary permit, or impose a condition that would render the project 
infeasible, if the housing development project (A) is proposed to be located on a site required to 
be rezoned pursuant to the program action required by that subparagraph and (B) complies with 
applicable, objective general plan and zoning standards and criteria, including design review 
standards, described in the program action required by that subparagraph. Any subdivision of sites 
shall be subject to the Subdivision Map Act (Division 2 (commencing with Section 66410)). 
Design review shall not constitute a “project” for purposes of Division 13 (commencing with 
Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code. 

(2) A local government may disapprove a housing development described in paragraph (1) if it 
makes written findings supported by substantial evidence on the record that both of the following 
conditions exist: 

(A) The housing development project would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public health 
or safety unless the project is disapproved or approved upon the condition that the project be 
developed at a lower density. As used in this paragraph, a “specific, adverse impact” means a 
significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written 
public health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application 
was deemed complete. 

(B) There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse impact identified 
pursuant to paragraph (1), other than the disapproval of the housing development project or the 
approval of the project upon the condition that it be developed at a lower density. 

(3) The applicant or any interested person may bring an action to enforce this subdivision. If a 
court finds that the local agency disapproved a project or conditioned its approval in violation of 
this subdivision, the court shall issue an order or judgment compelling compliance within 60 days. 
The court shall retain jurisdiction to ensure that its order or judgment is carried out. If the court 
determines that its order or judgment has not been carried out within 60 days, the court may issue 
further orders to ensure that the purposes and policies of this subdivision are fulfilled. In any such 
action, the city, county, or city and county shall bear the burden of proof. 

(4) For purposes of this subdivision, “housing development project” means a project to construct 
residential units for which the project developer provides sufficient legal commitments to the 
appropriate local agency to ensure the continued availability and use of at least 49 percent of the 
housing units for very low, low-, and moderate-income households with an affordable housing 
cost or affordable rent, as defined in Section 50052.5 or 50053 of the Health and Safety Code, 
respectively, for the period required by the applicable financing. 

(h) An action to enforce the program actions of the housing element shall be brought pursuant to 
Section 1085 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 
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California Government Code Section 65589.5 
 
 
(a) The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 

(1) The lack of housing, including emergency shelters, is a critical problem that threatens the 
economic, environmental, and social quality of life in California. 

(2) California housing has become the most expensive in the nation. The excessive cost of the 
state’s housing supply is partially caused by activities and policies of many local governments that 
limit the approval of housing, increase the cost of land for housing, and require that high fees and 
exactions be paid by producers of housing. 

(3) Among the consequences of those actions are discrimination against low-income and minority 
households, lack of housing to support employment growth, imbalance in jobs and housing, 
reduced mobility, urban sprawl, excessive commuting, and air quality deterioration. 

(4) Many local governments do not give adequate attention to the economic, environmental, and 
social costs of decisions that result in disapproval of housing projects, reduction in density of 
housing projects, and excessive standards for housing projects. 

(b) It is the policy of the state that a local government not reject or make infeasible housing 
developments, including emergency shelters, that contribute to meeting the need determined 
pursuant to this article without a thorough analysis of the economic, social, and environmental 
effects of the action and without complying with subdivision (d). 

(c) The Legislature also recognizes that premature and unnecessary development of agricultural 
lands for urban uses continues to have adverse effects on the availability of those lands for food 
and fiber production and on the economy of the state. Furthermore, it is the policy of the state that 
development should be guided away from prime agricultural lands; therefore, in implementing this 
section, local jurisdictions should encourage, to the maximum extent practicable, in filling existing 
urban areas. 

(d) A local agency shall not disapprove a housing development project, including farmworker 
housing as defined in subdivision (h) of Section 50199.7 of the Health and Safety Code, for very 
low, low-, or moderate-income households, or an emergency shelter, or condition approval in a 
manner that renders the project infeasible for development for the use of very low, low-, or 
moderate-income households, or an emergency shelter, including through the use of design review 
standards, unless it makes written findings, based upon substantial evidence in the record, as to 
one of the following: 

(1) The jurisdiction has adopted a housing element pursuant to this article that has been revised in 
accordance with Section 65588, is in substantial compliance with this article, and the jurisdiction 
has met or exceeded its share of the regional housing need allocation pursuant to Section 65584 
for the planning period for the income category proposed for the housing development project, 
provided that any disapproval or conditional approval shall not be based on any of the reasons 
prohibited by Section 65008. If the housing development project includes a mix of income 
categories, and the jurisdiction has not met or exceeded its share of the regional housing need for 
one or more of those categories, then this paragraph shall not be used to disapprove or conditionally 
approve the project. The share of the regional housing need met by the jurisdiction shall be 
calculated consistently with the forms and definitions that may be adopted by the Department of 
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Housing and Community Development pursuant to Section 65400. In the case of an emergency 
shelter, the jurisdiction shall have met or exceeded the need for emergency shelter, as identified 
pursuant to paragraph (7) of subdivision (a) of Section 65583. Any disapproval or conditional 
approval pursuant to this paragraph shall be in accordance with applicable law, rule, or standards. 

(2) The development project or emergency shelter as proposed would have a specific, adverse 
impact upon the public health or safety, and there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate 
or avoid the specific adverse impact without rendering the development unaffordable to low- and 
moderate-income households or rendering the development of the emergency shelter financially 
infeasible. As used in this paragraph, a “specific, adverse impact” means a significant, quantifiable, 
direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written public health or safety 
standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed complete. 
Inconsistency with the zoning ordinance or general plan land use designation shall not constitute 
a specific, adverse impact upon the public health or safety. 

(3) The denial of the project or imposition of conditions is required in order to comply with specific 
state or federal law, and there is no feasible method to comply without rendering the development 
unaffordable to low- and moderate-income households or rendering the development of the 
emergency shelter financially infeasible. 

(4) The development project or emergency shelter is proposed on land zoned for agriculture or 
resource preservation that is surrounded on at least two sides by land being used for agricultural 
or resource preservation purposes, or which does not have adequate water or wastewater facilities 
to serve the project. 

(5) The development project or emergency shelter is inconsistent with both the jurisdiction’s 
zoning ordinance and general plan land use designation as specified in any element of the general 
plan as it existed on the date the application was deemed complete, and the jurisdiction has adopted 
a revised housing element in accordance with Section 65588 that is in substantial compliance with 
this article. 

(A) This paragraph cannot be utilized to disapprove or conditionally approve a housing 
development project if the development project is proposed on a site that is identified as suitable 
or available for very low, low-, or moderate-income households in the jurisdiction’s housing 
element, and consistent with the density specified in the housing element, even though it is 
inconsistent with both the jurisdiction’s zoning ordinance and general plan land use designation. 

(B) If the local agency has failed to identify in the inventory of land in its housing element sites 
that can be developed for housing within the planning period and are sufficient to provide for the 
jurisdiction’s share of the regional housing need for all income levels pursuant to Section 65584, 
then this paragraph shall not be utilized to disapprove or conditionally approve a housing 
development project proposed for a site designated in any element of the general plan for 
residential uses or designated in any element of the general plan for commercial uses if residential 
uses are permitted or conditionally permitted within commercial designations. In any action in 
court, the burden of proof shall be on the local agency to show that its housing element does 
identify adequate sites with appropriate zoning and development standards and with services and 
facilities to accommodate the local agency’s share of the regional housing need for the very low 
and low-income categories. 
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(C) If the local agency has failed to identify a zone or zones where emergency shelters are allowed 
as a permitted use without a conditional use or other discretionary permit, has failed to demonstrate 
that the identified zone or zones include sufficient capacity to accommodate the need for 
emergency shelter identified in paragraph (7) of subdivision (a) of Section 65583, or has failed to 
demonstrate that the identified zone or zones can accommodate at least one emergency shelter, as 
required by paragraph (4) of subdivision (a) of Section 65583, then this paragraph shall not be 
utilized to disapprove or conditionally approve an emergency shelter proposed for a site designated 
in any element of the general plan for industrial, commercial, or multifamily residential uses. In 
any action in court, the burden of proof shall be on the local agency to show that its housing 
element does satisfy the requirements of paragraph (4) of subdivision (a) of Section 65583. 

(e) Nothing in this section shall be construed to relieve the local agency from complying with the 
congestion management program required by Chapter 2.6 (commencing with Section 65088) of 
Division 1 of Title 7 or the California Coastal Act of 1976 (Division 20 (commencing with Section 
30000) of the Public Resources Code). Neither shall anything in this section be construed to relieve 
the local agency from making one or more of the findings required pursuant to Section 21081 of 
the Public Resources Code or otherwise complying with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code). 

(f) (1) Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit a local agency from requiring the 
development project to comply with objective, quantifiable, written development standards, 
conditions, and policies appropriate to, and consistent with, meeting the jurisdiction’s share of the 
regional housing need pursuant to Section 65584. However, the development standards, 
conditions, and policies shall be applied to facilitate and accommodate development at the density 
permitted on the site and proposed by the development. 

(2) Nothing in this section shall be construed to prohibit a local agency from requiring an 
emergency shelter project to comply with objective, quantifiable, written development standards, 
conditions, and policies that are consistent with paragraph (4) of subdivision (a) of Section 65583 
and appropriate to, and consistent with, meeting the jurisdiction’s need for emergency shelter, as 
identified pursuant to paragraph (7) of subdivision (a) of Section 65583. However, the 
development standards, conditions, and policies shall be applied by the local agency to facilitate 
and accommodate the development of the emergency shelter project. 

(3) This section does not prohibit a local agency from imposing fees and other exactions otherwise 
authorized by law that are essential to provide necessary public services and facilities to the 
development project or emergency shelter. 

(g) This section shall be applicable to charter cities because the Legislature finds that the lack of 
housing, including emergency shelter, is a critical statewide problem. 

(h) The following definitions apply for the purposes of this section: 

(1) “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors. 

(2) “Housing development project” means a use consisting of any of the following: 

(A) Residential units only. 

(B) Mixed-use developments consisting of residential and nonresidential uses in which 
nonresidential uses are limited to neighborhood commercial uses and to the first floor of buildings 



 

APPENDIX A 
43 

 

that are two or more stories. As used in this paragraph, “neighborhood commercial” means small-
scale general or specialty stores that furnish goods and services primarily to residents of the 
neighborhood. 

(C) Transitional housing or supportive housing. 

(3) “Housing for very low, low-, or moderate-income households” means that either (A) at least 
20 percent of the total units shall be sold or rented to lower income households, as defined in 
Section 50079.5 of the Health and Safety Code, or (B) 100 percent of the units shall be sold or 
rented to persons and families of moderate income as defined in Section 50093 of the Health and 
Safety Code, or persons and families of middle income, as defined in Section 65008 of this code. 
Housing units targeted for lower income households shall be made available at a monthly housing 
cost that does not exceed 30 percent of 60 percent of area median income with adjustments for 
household size made in accordance with the adjustment factors on which the lower income 
eligibility limits are based. Housing units targeted for persons and families of moderate income 
shall be made available at a monthly housing cost that does not exceed 30 percent of 100 percent 
of area median income with adjustments for household size made in accordance with the 
adjustment factors on which the moderate-income eligibility limits are based. 

(4) “Area median income” means area median income as periodically established by the 
Department of Housing and Community Development pursuant to Section 50093 of the Health 
and Safety Code. The developer shall provide sufficient legal commitments to ensure continued 
availability of units for very low or low-income households in accordance with the provisions of 
this subdivision for 30 years. 

(5) “Disapprove the development project” includes any instance in which a local agency does 
either of the following: 

(A) Votes on a proposed housing development project application and the application is 
disapproved. 

(B) Fails to comply with the time periods specified in subdivision (a) of Section 65950. An 
extension of time pursuant to Article 5 (commencing with Section 65950) shall be deemed to be 
an extension of time pursuant to this paragraph. 

(i) If any city, county, or city and county denies approval or imposes restrictions, including design 
changes, a reduction of allowable densities or the percentage of a lot that may be occupied by a 
building or structure under the applicable planning and zoning in force at the time the application 
is deemed complete pursuant to Section 65943, that have a substantial adverse effect on the 
viability or affordability of a housing development for very low, low-, or moderate-income 
households, and the denial of the development or the imposition of restrictions on the development 
is the subject of a court action which challenges the denial, then the burden of proof shall be on 
the local legislative body to show that its decision is consistent with the findings as described in 
subdivision (d) and that the findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record. 

(j) When a proposed housing development project complies with applicable, objective general plan 
and zoning standards and criteria, including design review standards, in effect at the time that the 
housing development project’s application is determined to be complete, but the local agency 
proposes to disapprove the project or to approve it upon the condition that the project be developed 
at a lower density, the local agency shall base its decision regarding the proposed housing 
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development project upon written findings supported by substantial evidence on the record that 
both of the following conditions exist: 

(1) The housing development project would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public health 
or safety unless the project is disapproved or approved upon the condition that the project be 
developed at a lower density. As used in this paragraph, a “specific, adverse impact” means a 
significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on objective, identified written 
public health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they existed on the date the application 
was deemed complete. 

(2) There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the adverse impact identified 
pursuant to paragraph (1), other than the disapproval of the housing development project or the 
approval of the project upon the condition that it be developed at a lower density. 

(k) (1) The applicant, a person who would be eligible to apply for residency in the development or 
emergency shelter, or a housing organization may bring an action to enforce this section. If, in any 
action brought to enforce this section, a court finds that the local agency disapproved a project or 
conditioned its approval in a manner rendering it infeasible for the development of an emergency 
shelter, or housing for very low, low-, or moderate-income households, including farmworker 
housing, without making the findings required by this section or without making sufficient findings 
supported by substantial evidence, the court shall issue an order or judgment compelling 
compliance with this section within 60 days, including, but not limited to, an order that the local 
agency take action on the development project or emergency shelter. The court shall retain 
jurisdiction to ensure that its order or judgment is carried out and shall award reasonable attorney’s 
fees and costs of suit to the plaintiff or petitioner who proposed the housing development or 
emergency shelter, except under extraordinary circumstances in which the court finds that 
awarding fees would not further the purposes of this section. If the court determines that its order 
or judgment has not been carried out within 60 days, the court may issue further orders as provided 
by law to ensure that the purposes and policies of this section are fulfilled, including, but not 
limited to, an order to vacate the decision of the local agency, in which case the application for the 
project, as constituted at the time the local agency took the initial action determined to be in 
violation of this section, along with any standard conditions determined by the court to be generally 
imposed by the local agency on similar projects, shall be deemed approved unless the applicant 
consents to a different decision or action by the local agency. 

(2) For purposes of this subdivision, “housing organization” means a trade or industry group whose 
local members are primarily engaged in the construction or management of housing units or a 
nonprofit organization whose mission includes providing or advocating for increased access to 
housing for low-income households and have filed written or oral comments with the local agency 
prior to action on the project. A housing organization may only file an action pursuant to this 
section to challenge the disapproval of a housing development by a local agency. 

(l) If the court finds that the local agency (1) acted in bad faith when it disapproved or conditionally 
approved the housing development or emergency shelter in violation of this section and (2) failed 
to carry out the court’s order or judgment within 60 days as described in subdivision (k), the court, 
in addition to any other remedies provided by this section, may impose fines upon the local agency 
that the local agency shall be required to deposit into a housing trust fund. Fines shall not be paid 
from funds that are already dedicated for affordable housing, including, but not limited to, 
redevelopment or low- and moderate-income housing funds and federal HOME and CDBG funds. 
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The local agency shall commit the money in the trust fund within five years for the sole purpose 
of financing newly constructed housing units affordable to extremely low, very low, or low-income 
households. For purposes of this section, “bad faith” shall mean an action that is frivolous or 
otherwise entirely without merit. 

(m) Any action brought to enforce the provisions of this section shall be brought pursuant to 
Section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure, and the local agency shall prepare and certify the 
record of proceedings in accordance with subdivision (c) of Section 1094.6 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure no later than 30 days after the petition is served, provided that the cost of preparation of 
the record shall be borne by the local agency. Upon entry of the trial court’s order, a party shall, 
in order to obtain appellate review of the order, file a petition within 20 days after service upon it 
of a written notice of the entry of the order, or within such further time not exceeding an additional 
20 days as the trial court may for good cause allow. If the local agency appeals the judgment of 
the trial court, the local agency shall post a bond, in an amount to be determined by the court, to 
the benefit of the plaintiff if the plaintiff is the project applicant. 

(n) In any action, the record of the proceedings before the local agency shall be filed as 
expeditiously as possible and, notwithstanding Section 1094.6 of the Code of Civil Procedure or 
subdivision (m) of this section, all or part of the record may be prepared (1) by the petitioner with 
the petition or petitioner’s points and authorities, (2) by the respondent with respondent’s points 
and authorities, (3) after payment of costs by the petitioner, or (4) as otherwise directed by the 
court. If the expense of preparing the record has been borne by the petitioner and the petitioner is 
the prevailing party, the expense shall be taxable as costs. 

(o) This section shall be known, and may be cited, as the Housing Accountability Act.
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APPENDIX B: Zones That Permit Shelters  
 
 
B1. Existing Zoning Code 
 

County Zones Permitting Homeless Shelter with Non-Discretionary Review 
Title 22 
Section 

Zone Director’s Review Site 
Plan 

Subject to 
Homeless 

Shelter 
Principles & 
Standards (§ 
22.56.1760) 

Other 

§ 22.20.280 R-3 Yes Yes Yes  
§ 22.20.360 R-4 Yes Yes Yes  
§ 22.20.510 R-5 Yes, Pursuant to Part 12 of Chapter 22.56 Yes Yes  
§ 22.28.100 C-1 Yes Yes Yes § 22.28.050 

(Zone C-H) 
§ 22.28.150 C-2 Yes Yes Yes § 22.28.050 

(Zone C-H) 
§ 22.28.200 C-3 Yes Yes Yes  
§ 22.28.250 C-M Yes Yes Yes  
§ 22.28.380 C-RU Yes, Pursuant to Part 12 of Chapter 22.56 Yes Yes  
§ 22.32.060 M-1 Yes, Pursuant to Part 12 of Chapter 22.56 Yes Yes  
§ 22.32.130 M-1.5 Yes, Pursuant to Part 12 of Chapter 22.56 Yes Yes  
§ 22.32.180 M-2 Yes, Pursuant to Part 12 of Chapter 22.56 Yes Yes  
§ 22.40.470 MXD Yes, Pursuant to Part 12 of Chapter 22.56 Yes Yes  
§ 22.40.815 MXD-RU Yes, Pursuant to Part 12 of Chapter 22.56 Yes Yes  

 
 

County Zones Where Emergency Shelter is Permitted With Conditional Use Permit 
Zone  Existing Title 22 Title 22 Technical Update 
C-H, Commercial Highway § 22.28.260 Table 22.20.030-B 
C-MJ, Major Commercial § 22.28.450 Table 22.20.030-B 
M-2.5, Aircraft, Heavy Industrial § 22.32.250 Table 22.22.030-B 

 
 
 
B2. Technical Update 
 

TABLE 22.18.030-B: PRINCIPAL USE REGULATIONS FOR RESIDENTIAL ZONES 

  R-A R-1 R-2 R-3 R-4 R-5 Additional Regulations 

Homeless shelters - - - SPR SPR SPR Section 22.140.300 

 
 

Table 22.20.030-B: PRINCIPAL USE REGULATIONS FOR COMMERCIAL ZONES 

  C-H C-1 C-2 C-3 C-M C-MJ C-R Additional Regulations 

Homeless shelters CUP SPR SPR SPR SPR CUP - Section 22.140.300 
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Table 22.22.030-B: PRINCIPAL USE REGULATIONS FOR INDUSTRIAL ZONES 

  M-1 M-1.5 M-2 M-2.5 Additional Regulations 

Homeless shelters SPR SPR SPR CUP Section 22.140.300 
 
 

Table 22.24.030-B: PRINCIPAL USE REGULATIONS FOR RURAL ZONES 

  C-RU MXD-RU Additional Regulations 

Homeless shelters SPR SPR Section 22.140.300 
 
 

TABLE 22.26.030-B: PRINCIPAL USE REGULATIONS FOR ZONE MXD 

  Permit/Review Additional Regulations 

Homeless shelters SPR Section 22.140.300 
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APPENDIX C: Description of Review Requirements for Homeless Shelters 
 
 

C1. Existing Zoning Code: Director’s Review 
 
Director’s Review is described as “an administrative, staff-level procedure for uses subject 

to a Director’s Review in the zoning ordinance and does not require a public hearing. The staff 
follows a checklist to verify that the proposed uses meet the development standards and 
performance standards that are specified in the zoning ordinance.” (L.A. COUNTY 2014-2021 
HOUSING ELEMENT at 98, 103.) 
 

Part 12 of Chapter 22.56 of the Zoning Code describes the Director’s Review process in 
greater detail. Section 22.56.1680 outlines the information and documents required, including a 
site plan “drawn to a scale … indicating the use, location, and size of all buildings and structures, 
yards, driveways, access areas, vehicle and bicycle parking areas, pedestrian facilities, 
landscaping, walls or fences, and other similar features” (§ 22.56.1680(F)) and fee for Site Plan 
Review (§ 22.56.1680(H)). 
 

While every zone permitting emergency shelters includes reference to Director’s Review, 
only the Zoning Code provisions for Zones C-RU, M-1, M-1.5, M-2, MXD, MXD-RU clarify that 
Director’s Review is pursuant to Part 12 of Chapter 22.56.  
 
 
C2. Technical Update: Ministerial Site Plan Review 
 

Procedures for Ministerial Site Plan Review are found in Chapters 22.188 (Site Plan 
Review, Ministerial) and 22.226 (Type I Review – Ministerial). Type I Review is a ministerial 
process to verify that a proposed use, structure, development of land, or application of development 
standards is in compliance with all applicable provisions of the Zoning Code. An applicant’s Site 
Plan Review application would be evaluated using a Ministerial Site Plan Review Checklist by the 
Director or staff designee. The Director has review authority to approve or deny the application. 
 
 
C3. Site Plan Review: Fee 
 

A review of publicly available information on the LA County Department of Regional 
Planning website indicates that there is a general site plan application that is presumably the 
application required of homeless shelter developers. No application specifically related to 
homeless shelter development was found. Our review of the site plan application indicates that is 
made up of a series of checklists that instruct the developer to show conformity with standards 
derived from the Zoning Code.  

 
A review of the site plan fee schedule (§ 22.60.100(A)) indicates that there is no specified 

fee for Site Plan Review for homeless shelters; presumably, general site plan fees would apply. 
 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/apps/site-plan-review-application.pdf
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APPENDIX D: Recommended Fee Waiver or Reduction for Development of Homeless 
Shelters by Nonprofit Developers and Public Agencies 

 
 

D1. Existing Zoning Code: 
 
Fee Exemption: Incorporate provisions that would exempt nonprofit organizations developing 
emergency shelter from fees within existing §22.60.135 (“Fee exemption—Affordable housing.”) 

 
OR 
 

Fee Reduction: Add to §22.60.100 - Filing Fees and Deposits, the following: Site Plan Review, 
Ministerial, Homeless Shelters — $[X], except that a reduced fee of $[Y] shall be imposed where 
the applicant is a nonprofit organization. As used herein, "nonprofit organization" means an 
organization formed under the Nonprofit Public Benefit Corporation Law (Corporations Code 
section 5110 et seq.) and as described in section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 
provided, however that a corporation or any body organized for the private gain of any person, 
or for which any part of the net earnings inures to the benefit of any private shareholder or 
individual is not a nonprofit organization as used herein. 
 
 
D2. Technical Update: 

 
Fee Exemption: §22.222.080 (C)(3) Fee Exemption for Homeless Shelter. 

 
OR 

 
Fee Reduction: §22.222.080 (B)(2)(g) Site Plan Review, Ministerial, Homeless Shelters. Where 
the applicant is a nonprofit organization having an annual operating budget of less than $[amount], 
the fee shall be reduced by [X] percent. 
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APPENDIX E: Recommended Definitions for Transitional and Supportive Housing 
 
 
E1. Adopt a Definition of Supportive Housing Consistent with State Law. 
 
At Municipal Code section 22.08.190 (“S”) [or within Technical Update, Chapter 22.14 
(“Definitions”)], adopt the state law definition at Government Code section 65582(g) 
incorporating the definition of “target population” at section 65582(i) as follows.  Include same 
definitions and affirmative statements ensuring residential treatment in specific plans. 
 

State Law – Cal. Gov. Code § 65582 Recommendation 
(g) “Supportive housing” means 
housing with no limit on length of 
stay, that is occupied by the target 
population, and that is linked to an 
onsite or offsite service that assists 
the supportive housing resident in 
retaining the housing, improving his 
or her health status, and maximizing 
his or her ability to live and, when 
possible, work in the community. 

 
(i) “Target population” means 
persons with low incomes who have 
one or more disabilities, including 
mental illness, HIV or AIDS, 
substance abuse, or other chronic 
health condition, or individuals 
eligible for services provided 
pursuant to the Lanterman 
Developmental Disabilities Services 
Act (Division 4.5 (commencing with 
Section 4500) of the Welfare and 
Institutions Code) and may include, 
among other populations, adults, 
emancipated minors, families with 
children, elderly persons, young 
adults aging out of the foster care 
system, individuals exiting from 
institutional settings, veterans, and 
homeless people. 

“Supportive housing” is defined in California 
Government Code 65582(h) and  means housing: (a) 
with no limit on length of stay; (b) that is linked to 
an onsite or offsite service that assists the supportive 
housing resident in retaining the housing, improving 
his or her health status, and maximizing his or her 
ability to live and, when possible, work in the 
community; and (c) that is occupied by the following 
target population (as defined in subdivision (g) of 
Government Code Section 65582):  
 

A. Adults with low incomes having one or more 
disabilities, including mental illness, HIV or AIDS, 
substance abuse, or other chronic health conditions 
and may, among other populations, include adults, 
emancipated minors, families with children, elderly 
persons, young adults aging out of the foster care 
system, individuals exiting from institutional 
settings, veterans, and homeless people; or  

 
B. Individuals eligible for services provided 

under the Lanterman Developmental Disabilities 
Services Act (Division 4.5 (commencing with 
Section 4500) of the Welfare and Institutions Code), 
who include individuals with a disability that 
originated before the individual was eighteen (18) 
years old, but not including handicapping conditions 
that are solely physical in nature.  
 
Supportive housing shall be considered a residential 
use of property, and may be subject only to those 
restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings 
of the same type in the same zone.  
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E2. Adopt a Definition of Transitional Housing Consistent with State Law. 
 
At Section 22.08.200 (“T”) [or within Technical Update, Chapter 22.14 (“Definitions”)], adopt the 
state law definition at Government Code section 65582(j). Include same definitions and affirmative 
statements ensuring residential treatment in specific plans. 
 

State Law – Cal. Gov. Code § 65582 Recommendation 
(j) “Transitional housing” means 
buildings configured as rental 
housing developments, but operated 
under program requirements that 
require the termination of assistance 
and recirculating of the assisted unit 
to another eligible program recipient 
at a predetermined future point in 
time that shall be no less than six 
months from the beginning of the 
assistance. 

“Transitional housing” is defined in California 
Government Code 65582(h) and means housing 
configured as rental housing developments, but 
operated under program requirements that call for the 
termination of assistance and recirculation of the 
assisted unit to another eligible program recipient at 
some predetermined future point in time, which shall 
be no less than six (6) months from beginning of 
assistance.  
 
Transitional housing shall be considered a residential 
use of property, and may be subject only to those 
restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings 
of the same type in the same zone.  
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Introduction 
 
On February 9, 2016, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors unanimously approved a landmark plan 
representing the most comprehensive effort ever undertaken by the County to combat homelessness. The 
Homeless Initiative includes 47 strategies. The same day, the City of Los Angeles adopted its plan to address 
the homelessness crisis. Together, the City and County strategies aim for strategic and historic levels of 
collaboration to attack root causes of homelessness.  The County and City plan to spend hundreds of millions 
of dollars in the next several years on fighting homelessness in the region.1 
 
This SB 2 Best Practices Guide helps implement Strategy F1 (“Promote Regional SB 2 Compliance and 
Implementation”) of the County’s recommendations to increase affordable/homeless housing. Its purpose is 
to educate cities in Los Angeles County on zoning and land use actions they can take to increase housing 
opportunities for people experiencing homelessness in our communities.  It recognizes the need for all 
jurisdictions to do their fair share in zoning to address homelessness and encourages compliance with 
California Senate Bill 2 (SB 2), which amended State Housing Element Law and the State Housing 
Accountability Act (effective in 2008) to require removal of specific zoning barriers to development of 
supportive and transitional housing and emergency shelters.  
 
At its core, SB 2 uses land use policy to maximize the availability of affordable/homeless housing.  As funding 
for homeless housing means little without the availability of land appropriately zoned to build that housing, 
local SB 2 compliance is a necessary complement to the housing and services funding strategies set forth in 
the county and city plans.            
 
What does this guide do? 
 
This guide provides local governments and advocates in 
Los Angeles County with an understanding of what SB 2 
is, and how to implement its provisions in zoning codes in 
a manner that affirmatively advances solutions to 
homelessness. It addresses common misinterpretations of 
SB 2, and consequences for non-compliance, as well as 
how fair housing and anti-discrimination laws factor in. 
This guide then reviews implementation of SB 2 in cities 
across Los Angeles County. Finally, it concludes with 
examples of best practices in SB 2 implementation and 
suggestions for further actions jurisdictions can take 
beyond SB 2 to advance the provision of emergency 
shelter and transitional and supportive housing. 
 
What is SB 2? 
 
SB 2, effective January 2008, amended California’s 
housing element law (State Housing Element Law) and 
California’s Housing Accountability Act (HAA) to require 
local governments to take specific zoning actions to 
encourage the development of emergency shelters and 
transitional and supportive housing. It also clarifies that 
under the HAA, a jurisdiction cannot deny applications 
for such types of housing and shelter without making 
specific evidence-based findings.  
 
State Housing Element Law mandates that all local 
governments adopt a housing element as part of the local 
general plan, which “make[s] adequate provision for the 
housing needs of all economic segments of the 
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community.”2 The HAA prohibits a local government from denying affordable housing developments without 
making certain findings.3 State Housing Element Law and the HAA, along with other federal and state fair 
housing and anti-discrimination laws, work collectively to ensure jurisdictions advance inclusive land use and 
zoning policies that address housing needs for all – but particularly for people with lower incomes, special 
needs, seniors, persons with disabilities, veterans, and other target populations.4 
 
SB 2’s amendments to State Housing Element Law and the HAA describe four major requirements:  
 
• Assess need for emergency shelter:  Each jurisdiction’s housing element must assess the need for 

housing and services for homeless persons and families, and specifically assess the unmet need for 
emergency shelters.  

• Demonstrate by-right zoning for shelters:  Each jurisdiction must identify a zone or zones where 
shelters are permitted without discretionary approval (by-right) with sufficient capacity to meet the 
unmet need.  The jurisdiction must also demonstrate that existing or proposed permitting processes are 
objective and encourage the development of shelters.   

• Treat transitional and supportive housing the same as other residential uses:  Each 
jurisdiction must treat transitional and supportive housing as residential uses of property in its zoning 
code, subject only to restrictions that apply to other similar residential dwellings. 

• Include shelters and transitional and supportive housing as protected uses under the HAA: 
Emergency shelters and transitional and supportive housing are now specifically included within the 
categories of uses that are protected by the HAA (and therefore included within the types of projects that 
jurisdictions have limited bases to deny). 

 
Consistent with State Housing Element Law, SB 2 does not require jurisdictions to build or fund shelters or 
housing – it simply requires the local jurisdiction’s zoning code to affirmatively advance these uses. 
Importantly, SB 2 also does not restrict how local governments allocate resources to address local priorities 
and needs.  
 

 
Why should we care about implementing SB 2 in our jurisdiction? 
 
Compliance with SB 2 is a key step in developing a comprehensive strategy to house individuals and 
families who are homeless. SB 2 takes a fair share approach – requiring all jurisdictions across the State 
to update zoning ordinances to help house people in the jurisdiction who are homeless – so that the task 
does not fall on any single locality or region alone. It protects occupants of the shelter or housing from  
discrimination by clearly focusing on the impacts of the proposed use, rather than the occupants. Lastly, it 
helps remove barriers to siting the types of shelter and housing that would be most beneficial to people 
who are experiencing homelessness. 
 
In addition, implementing SB 2 will help ensure that local jurisdictions are eligible for certain state and 
federal funds. Housing element compliance is a requirement of many funding programs, and a finding of 
compliance is unlikely if a jurisdiction has not implemented SB 2. For example, the State’s Affordable 
Housing and Sustainable Communities Grant and Housing Related Parks program include housing 
element compliance either as a requirement or as a factor for consideration.5  Implementation of SB 2 
may also make local jurisdictions more competitive in applications for federal funds, such as those 
available from the Home Investments Partnerships (HOME) program.  
 
Finally, an SB 2 compliant zoning code helps local jurisdictions shield themselves from costly litigation. 
Recent SB 2-focused litigation included consequences ranging from orders compelling compliance, 
moratoriums on building permits, and payment of tens of thousands in attorneys’ fees.6   
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Uses protected by SB 2: emergency shelters, transitional 
housing, and supportive housing 
 
SB 2 protects emergency shelters, transitional housing, and supportive housing. The technical definitions 
of these uses are defined in the statute and discussed later in this Guide. The following is an explanation 
of the common usages of the terms, and how these uses fit into a comprehensive homeless strategy. 
 
What is an emergency shelter?  
 
Emergency shelters are temporary housing available to individuals and families experiencing 
homelessness.  Shelters provide the least intensive programs, generally providing meals, a cot and 
minimum case management services. They often operate from late afternoon to early morning. 
Individuals and families can typically stay in shelters for up to six months.   
 
What is transitional housing?  
 
Transitional housing serves as a short-term stay when an individual or household is either waiting to 
secure permanent housing, or has secured permanent housing that is not immediately available. In the 
homeless services field, the current model for this type of intermediary housing is called ‘bridge housing’ 
or ‘interim housing.’ Most ‘bridge housing’ and ‘interim housing’ falls under SB2’s definition of 
‘transitional housing.’ The target population for transitional housing may be those with special needs, 
including people with substance abuse problems, people with mental health issues, domestic violence 
survivors, veterans, or people with AIDS/HIV.7  Transitional housing programs typically provide residents 
with services (often geared toward fostering independent living) through a housing provider directly 
and/or through coordination with local nonprofit and government agencies. Because the intent is to 
prepare residents to transition to permanent housing, residential stay is limited to two years (24 months). 
Living in transitional housing is not a prerequisite to obtaining permanent housing or permanent 
supportive housing. Transitional housing is typically in multi-family residences, but can also be single-
family residences, and may be provided at no cost to residents, or at an affordable cost.  
 
What is supportive housing? 
 
Supportive housing offers deeply affordable rents where the tenant pays no more than 30 to 40 percent of 
his/her household income on housing costs and the tenant has easy access to a comprehensive array of 
individualized and flexible services, either on-site or in proximity to the housing site. Tenants have a lease 
offering an indefinite length of stay as long as the tenant complies with lease requirements. Supportive 
housing provides access to health and social services, such as mental health and addiction therapy, 
medical care, and case management to assist tenants achieve stability and lead productive lives in the 
community.8  Supportive housing can include apartments and single-family homes. The term “single-site” 
housing refers to people living together in a building or complex of buildings, while “scattered-site” 
housing refers to residents living in apartments or houses located throughout the community.9  
 
Why are these uses critical to ending homelessness? 
 
Housing is the key to ending a person’s homelessness. Often people experiencing homelessness are facing 
multiple barriers to employment and housing stability, including mental illness, substance use, and/or 
other disabling or chronic health conditions. Supportive housing provides a combination of affordable 
housing and supportive services designed to help vulnerable individuals and families use stable housing 
as a platform for health, recovery and personal growth.  
 
While ending homelessness requires a focus on permanent housing solutions, temporary housing is still 
necessary to support a full system. Shelters and transitional housing should not only provide a place to 
stay, but also serve as a place to triage and assess clients’ short- and long-term housing and service needs.  
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Why do these uses need special treatment in the zoning code? 
 
These uses tend to face vocal opposition, often based on misperceptions about the population served. 
Opposition can also stem from an overall community resistance to change, increased density or traffic 
associated with the project, and any other host of concerns (some legitimate, some not). Unfortunately, 
local prejudices often result in policies and practices that inhibit the development of these uses, thereby 
exacerbating patterns of racial and economic segregation.10 SB 2 limits the influence of this prejudice, 
thereby paving the way for a smoother approval process for these uses. 
 
 
 
How do SB2’s amendments to State Housing Element Law 
protect siting of emergency shelters?  
 
Immediate shelter is a critical and necessary resource for people experiencing homelessness. Yet the 
process for approval of emergency shelters in local jurisdictions has a history of uncertainty and barriers. 
SB 2 was enacted to address the State’s concern that shelter providers “encounter tremendous resistance 
at the local level” and that despite the need for shelter, “some communities offer no zones in which 
shelters are allowed.”11   
 
In March 2017, Corporation for Supportive Housing 
(“CSH”) and Public Counsel conducted an online survey 
(the “survey”) of nonprofit organizations developing and 
siting supportive housing, transitional housing and 
emergency shelters throughout Los Angeles County in 
order to determine the extent to which cities are 
affirmatively advancing these uses in their zoning codes. 
According to that survey, emergency shelter providers 
identified overly burdensome local conditions for approval 
- including low bed limits, required monthly community 
meetings, neighborhood patrols, and limits on the number 
of people that could be served daily at the shelter. Providers also described expensive, time-consuming 
discretionary approvals processes, the outcomes of which were unlawful denials. For example, shelters 
have been denied because the population served and location were too close to schools or daycare centers.  
In one case, a shelter provider proposed 12 sites to a local jurisdiction. All were denied, and during the 3-
year legal challenge of this decision, the provider lost its funding to build.  

 
To address these types of barriers, the basic requirement in 
SB 2 related to shelters is that cities and counties must have 
at least one zone that permits emergency shelters without 
discretionary approval, or “by right.”12  The by-right zone (or 
zones) must be identified in the housing element, and must 
be large enough to meet the jurisdiction’s need for shelter. 
By-right projects that meet the community’s zoning and 

development standards are subject to approval at the staff level, rather than a discretionary approval at a 
public hearing.  
 
With SB 2, shelter developers will know where they are permitted to build and operate shelters by-right in 
the jurisdiction, and will not spend valuable time and resources acquiring parcels that have no realistic 
potential for approval for use as a shelter. Since zoning ordinances require legislative body approval 
through a public hearing process, the community still has the opportunity to weigh in on where shelters 
should be permitted in the zoning code amendment process, rather than at a more controversial point 
where an individual shelter is seeking approvals from the jurisdiction. 
 

Shelters have been denied or 
unpermitted for unlawful reasons 

– for example – because the 
population served and location were 

“too close” to schools or daycare 
centers.  SB 2 prohibits such 

reasons for denial. 

The by-right zone (or zones) for 
shelter must be large enough to 
meet the jurisdiction’s “unmet 

need” for shelter. 
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SB 2 does not require a jurisdiction to build any shelter, nor does it require a locality to permit shelters 
by-right on every site. Once a jurisdiction has identified sufficient by-right zoning to meet its unmet need 
for shelters, it may designate other zones that require a conditional use or other discretionary permit for 
shelter use.13   
 
What types of emergency shelters are protected by SB 2? 
 
SB 2 defines emergency shelter as “housing with minimal supportive services for homeless persons that is 
limited to occupancy of six months or less by a homeless person. No individual or household may be 
denied emergency shelter because of an inability to pay.”14    
 
Given the broad scope of the SB 2 definition, most emergency shelters that commonly operate to house 
people experiencing homelessness and that do not charge for such service are likely to fall within the 
scope of the statute’s protection. Thus, as a jurisdiction looks to ensure its zoning code complies with SB 
2, it is important to ensure that the zoning code definition of emergency shelter is consistent with the 
statutory definition. A more narrow definition may conflict with the statute.  For example, some 
jurisdictions define emergency shelters to include only shelters operated by nonprofits or religious 
organizations.  Others require the emergency shelter developer to provide more than minimal services. 
Others fail to include the required language ensuring shelters do not deny anyone based on inability to 
pay.  Insofar as these definitions limit the types of shelter that would be permitted by-right under SB 2, 
they do not comply with SB 2.    
 
How can my jurisdiction assess unmet need for shelter beds? 
 

The by-right zones must demonstrate “sufficient capacity” to accommodate “unmet need.”15  How 
does a jurisdiction assess whether its zoning meets this requirement?  To start, the jurisdiction needs 
to understand its unmet need for emergency shelter.  While SB 2 does not provide a specific formula 
to determine this number, Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) guidance is 
instructive and explained below:16  
 

• Determine unsheltered homeless count: Determine the total daily average number of unsheltered 
persons, including, if possible, a breakdown of the number of single males, single females, and families 
with children. Datasets are available for the 2016 Greater LA Homeless Count that break down the 
number of unsheltered homeless persons by jurisdiction and by census tract.17  The number of 
unsheltered homeless persons take into account seasonal and year-round need.18 

• Subtract existing beds and units that are vacant and available to homeless population: 
Determine the number of available and existing resources available to persons experiencing 
homelessness in the community, including shelter beds, transitional housing and supportive housing 
units. Count only vacant and available beds or units in the community.  Also, take into 
consideration whether available beds/units match the needs of your jurisdiction’s homeless population.  
For example, if your jurisdiction has only one shelter, and the shelter does not accept families, any 
available beds in that shelter should not be counted as an available resource for the family portion of the 
homeless population. 

• Subtract qualifying pipeline beds and units:  The unmet need for shelter beds can be further 
reduced by taking into account certain beds or units that are in the pipeline for production during the 
housing element planning period. There are two ways to do this. First, jurisdictions that have adopted a 
10-year plan to end chronic homelessness (a separate document from the housing element) may 
subtract the number of supportive housing units identified in that 10-year plan that are in the pipeline 
for production during the housing element planning period.  Second, local governments can agree to 
work with up to two other adjacent communities using a multijurisdictional agreement requiring parties 
to develop at least one year-round emergency shelter within two years of the beginning of the housing 
element planning period. A qualifying agreement (as detailed in a housing element approved by HCD) 
will allow the jurisdiction to reduce its unmet need further, in proportion to the number of beds in the 
pipeline allocated to it in the agreement. 
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• Calculate the unmet need:   The result of the preceding steps is the unmet need for shelter for 
persons experiencing homelessness in the jurisdiction, both seasonally and year-round. The steps are 
illustrated in the following table. 

 

Calculating Unmet Need for Shelter Beds 

Number of 
Unsheltered 

Homeless People 

Number of 
Available, Vacant 

Beds and Units 

Deductions for Pipeline SH Units19 
or Pipeline Beds in a 

Multijurisdictional Agreement 20 

Unmet Need for 
Shelter Beds 

X Y Z  X-Y-Z 
 

 
How does my jurisdiction demonstrate sufficient by-right capacity to 
accommodate unmet need? 
 
Once the unmet need for shelter beds is determined, the jurisdiction must identify a zone or zones with 
sufficient by-right capacity to accommodate the need.  
 
What does “by-right” mean? 
 
In the SB 2 context, “by-right” means that emergency shelter is a permitted use that does not require a 
conditional use permit or other discretionary permit.21 Only administrative approval may be required – 
meaning that the decision-maker determines only whether there is conformity with objective standards, 
and is not authorized to exercise independent, subjective judgment. Requiring conditional use permits, 
variances, or other procedures requiring discretionary decision-making for the chosen zone or zones 
would violate the statute. Design review is permissible, but this process must be ministerial, rather than 
discretionary.22 And unless the jurisdiction requires public notice of other non-discretionary actions, it 
should not require public notice of applications for emergency shelters. 
 
Some jurisdictions create “overlay zones” as a mechanism to permit shelters by-right. An overlay zone is 
superimposed on the existing zoning map, and modifies the underlying zoning classification within its 
boundaries. Consistent with the general requirements of SB 2, if a jurisdiction chooses to do an overlay 
zone, it should ensure that there is sufficient capacity in the overlay zone to address the entire unmet need 
for emergency shelter, after subtracting any sites that are not suitable, have limited realistic potential for 
development, or are otherwise inconsistent with SB 2.23  
 
What does “sufficient capacity” mean? 
 
Sufficient capacity means that the identified by-right zone or zones have enough space to physically 
accommodate the unmet need for shelter beds identified in the jurisdiction’s housing element. To 
understand if there is sufficient capacity within the identified zone or zones, a jurisdiction may take the 
following steps: 
 

• Determine total by-right acreage: Calculate the total acreage of sites in the by-right zone or zones. 
 

• Subtract sites within the by-right zone or zones that do not have realistic potential for 
development or are not suitable for shelter development: Sites within the by-right zone or zones 
must have realistic potential for development or reuse in the housing element period, and must be 
suitable for shelters, accounting for safety hazards such as flooding, contamination, and other 
environmental constraints, and accounting for location, including proximity to transit, job centers and 
public and community services.24  More details on determining realistic potential and suitability are 
discussed later in this section. The result of this step is the realistic and suitable by-right acreage.  
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• Determine an average or ideal beds per acre: The jurisdiction should determine an average or ideal 
“beds per acre” for a shelter by looking at existing shelters. This can vary between jurisdictions, so there is no 
one-size-fits-all number.   

 
• Multiply the realistic and suitable by-right acreage by the beds per acre: The result of this 

calculation is the jurisdiction’s shelter bed capacity. In other words, the number of shelter beds that could be 
developed within the identified zone or zones in the jurisdiction. 

 
• Compare the capacity to the unmet need: If the jurisdiction’s shelter bed capacity is more than the 

unmet need, the jurisdiction has demonstrated sufficient capacity. If the jurisdiction’s shelter bed capacity is 
less than the unmet need, then the jurisdiction must identify additional by-right zone or zones.  

 

 
The sufficient capacity analysis must appear in the jurisdiction’s housing element. This capacity analysis 
may include only the zones designated by-right for shelter – any additional zones where shelters are 
permitted as a conditional use or subject to other discretionary approval cannot be considered.  
Regardless of the extent of need identified in the housing element, the jurisdiction is required to have at 
least one by-right zone able to accommodate at least one year-round emergency shelter.25  The only 
exceptions to this requirement are if the jurisdiction is able to demonstrate that the need is fully 
accommodated with existing, available shelter beds or through a multi-jurisdictional agreement.26   
 
 
How can my jurisdiction demonstrate sites have “realistic potential” for development? 
 
The housing element should include the vacant or underutilized acreage of the by-right zone(s), and the 
realistic capacity for shelters in the zone(s).27 This may include addressing the potential for conversion of 
existing, underutilized property uses to shelters. 
 
Realistic potential means that emergency shelter development is actually feasible. For example, if a 
jurisdiction where the unmet need is significant identifies a single by-right zone with limited lots or sites 
available for development or conversion, it will be difficult to demonstrate sufficient capacity.  Identifying 
multiple zones that demonstrate, in the aggregate, significant square footage is a better approach allowing 
potential shelter developers flexibility in the site acquisition process. While not all lots will be realistic for 
development, there is a greater chance that enough may be to satisfy the unmet need.  
 
In the same way, sites occupied exclusively by existing, thriving uses are unlikely to have realistic 
potential for emergency shelter development unless the jurisdiction can show a likelihood of 
redevelopment.  Examples may include sites substantially occupied by uses such as stadiums, shopping 
complexes, and newly constructed apartments, etc.  It would be difficult to demonstrate potential for 
redevelopment of such sites. 
 

Realistic and Suitable By-Right Acreage Times Average Beds Per Acre = Capacity 

Realistic and Suitable  
By-Right Acreage Average Beds Per Acre Capacity 

Acreage of sites in the by-right 
zone or zones that have realistic 

potential for development and are 
suitable for shelter development 

Determine based on previous 
shelter developments, or 

ideal for shelters based on 
input from providers 

Once calculated, compare the 
capacity number to the 

unmet need for shelter to 
determine if sufficient. 
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How can my jurisdiction demonstrate a zone is “suitable” for emergency shelters? 
 
Suitability of a zone for emergency shelter uses is 
determined by examining what other uses are permitted 
in that zone, and whether those uses are generally 
compatible with residential and shelter use. Industrial 
zones are likely not suitable for residential uses due to 
potential environmental impacts. However, areas within 
the zone that are in the process of being redeveloped to 
include residential uses and where industrial uses are 
being phased out may be compatible.28 A commercial 
zone that permits residential or residential compatible 
services (i.e., social services, offices) may be suitable for 
shelters. Underutilized civic buildings that have the  
potential for conversion may also be suitable for shelters if compatible with residential uses. In 
establishing a by-right zone or zones, the local government should consider proximity to transit, job 
centers and public and community services.29 Like any other residential uses, emergency shelters require 
zones where day-to-day living is appropriate.  
 
 
What are the minimum, objective standards for shelters in by-right zones? 
 
Communities may express concern that “by-right” means that they are not able to ensure health and 
safety standards. However, “by-right” in this context does not mean “anything goes.” SB 2 permits local 
governments to apply objective zoning standards to shelters in by-right zones, as long as the jurisdiction 
uses a non-discretionary process to ensure those objective standards are met.  One way to do this would 
be through a site plan review application that clearly denotes the objective standards.  
 
Generally, there are two categories of permissible standards for emergency shelters under SB 2. First, a 
jurisdiction may only apply development and management standards that apply to residential or 
commercial use within the same zone.  
 
Second, a jurisdiction may apply written, objective standards 
related to:30 
 

1. maximum bed limits,  
2. off-street parking,  
3. size and location of waiting and client intake areas,  
4. provision of on-site management,  
5. up to 300 feet separation requirements from other 

shelters,  
6. length of stay,  
7. lighting, and  
8. security.  

 
Even if permitted by SB 2 (either because it is listed in the 
statute in the category of an acceptable standard, or because it 
may otherwise be applicable to residential or commercial 
development), emergency shelter standards must be objective, 
encourage and facilitate the approval of shelters, and may not be 
applied in a manner that renders shelter development 
infeasible.31  For example, a restrictive bed limit might make 
shelter development impractical.   
 

Common standards/amenity 
requirements for emergency 

shelters that go beyond what SB 2 
likely allows: 

• Proximity restrictions to public parks, 
schools, colleges, universities and 
childcare facilities 

• Compatibility with neighborhood 
character requirements 

• Unreasonably low bed limits for by-
right sites 

• Commercial kitchen and dining room 
• Counseling centers 
• Laundry, personal storage, and lockers 
• Pet kennels 
• Expensive landscaping 
• Neighborhood reports 
• Community relations plans 
• Outdoor gathering space 
• Play areas 

Unsuitable or unrealistic sites may 
include: 
• Industrial sites 
• City- or county-owned water reservoirs 
• Beach parking lots 
• Actively utilized civic buildings 
• Sewage treatment plants 
• Fire stations 
• City- or county-owned utility lots 
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Standards must focus on the use as an emergency shelter, and not on the perceived characteristics of 
potential occupants.32     
 
Why are permissible standards limited to eight categories? 
 
Zoning standards on shelters that are not required of other development may be unnecessarily 
burdensome. Shelter providers report needing flexibility to ensure successful operations. For example, 
requiring particular amenities could raise construction and/or operation costs. And some standards may 
be implemented in a subjective manner, leaving room for decision-makers to deny the shelter for 
unlawful, arbitrary reasons.   
 
It is important to remember that shelters are still subject to standards generally applicable to residential 
or commercial development within the same zone, and that emergency shelter funders often require 
additional standards. There is no need to duplicate these standards in the zoning code. 
 
Can the zoning code require standards to ensure resident safety? 
 
Yes.  As the list of permissible standards under SB 2 includes on-site management, lighting and security,  
jurisdictions are free to regulate in these areas, and to rely on building codes and other safety standards 
that apply equally to residential or commercial development within the same zone. However, the imposed 
standards cannot be unreasonably difficult to meet or implemented in a subjective way.  For example, a 
jurisdiction can require a site management plan, but should not maintain discretionary approval power 
over the contents of the plan. 
 
Can the zoning code limit the number of beds per shelter? 
 
Yes. But while SB 2 allows jurisdictions to impose a cap on the number of persons “served nightly” by a 
shelter, any limit imposed must not discourage development of shelters.  Low maximum bed limits may 
make it difficult to obtain adequate funding to maintain and administer the shelter.  Generally, a higher 
number (or no limit) is preferable to encourage and facilitate development. For example, the City of 
Oakland has a 100-bed limit per shelter in its by-right zones.33  
 
What about design review standards? 
 
A jurisdiction may impose design review standards, but these standards should be comparable to what is 
required of residential or commercial developments in the same zones, and applied in a manner that does 
not render shelter development infeasible. Some specific design guidelines might include screened refuse 
areas or wheelchair accessibility.  
 
Can the zoning code require particular amenities? 
 
Amenities, such as laundry facilities and kitchens, cannot be required of shelters in by-right zones, unless 
such amenities are also required of other residential or commercial uses in that zone. And even if required 
of residential or commercial uses in the zone, an amenity requirement could be problematic if it would 
make shelter development infeasible. Jurisdictions can still choose to encourage desired amenities with 
permissive language in their zoning codes. A jurisdiction can also consider providing additional funding 
for amenities – such as accommodations for service or emotional support animals, exercise facilities, and 
community gardens.34   
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Can the zoning code require minimum onsite parking spaces? 
 
A jurisdiction may require off-street parking based upon demonstrated need, but cannot require 
more parking for emergency shelters than it requires of other residential or commercial uses 
within the same zone. The burden is on the jurisdiction both to demonstrate that the parking 
requirement is based on demonstrated need, and that it does not exceed parking requirements for 
other residential and commercial uses in the same zone. It would therefore be important for the 
jurisdiction to document (through a study of local shelters) the need for parking for shelters, 
factoring in specific population types.  For example, shelters that serve people experiencing 
chronic homelessness will likely have lower parking needs.  
 
Also, the jurisdiction should analyze its parking requirement for shelters and compare it to the 
parking required of other residential and commercial uses in the zone. Where this is not directly 
possible because parking requirements for shelters are based on number of beds, the jurisdiction 
may consider translating its shelter parking requirement into a square footage requirement (or 
other measure that is more easily comparable to nearby commercial or residential requirements). 
This will allow the jurisdiction to compare its shelter parking requirement against parking 
required for any other residential or commercial uses. Alternatively, the jurisdiction might simply 
also allow a developer to choose one of two parking options: either the designated parking 
standard for shelters, or the comparable parking standard for commercial or residential uses in 
the zone, whichever is lower.  
 
 
 

Case study: City of Los Angeles response to shelter crisis 
 
The City of Los Angeles has the largest population of unsheltered homeless 
residents in the nation.35  Los Angeles recently amended its municipal code 
to allow shelters streamlined processing if the city council declares a shelter 
crisis.36  These regulations apply in residential (R3, RAS3, R4, RAS4, R5), 
commercial (C2, C4, C5, CM), and industrial (M1, M2, M3) zones on land 
owned by and operated by a church or non-profit organization, and on all 
city-owned properties regardless of zone.37  The amendment includes 
several provisions that facilitate new homeless shelters during a shelter 
crisis, including provisions that: 
 

• Allow shelters on land owned and operated by religious organizations, nonprofits or the city to be 
built by-right, with no limitation on occupancy38 ; 

• Dispense with parking requirements for shelters if there is insufficient space; and 
• Dispense with any separation requirements for shelters. 

 
Shelters established by religious organizations and churches under the relaxed restrictions above must 
comply with operating requirements established by the fire department and notify neighboring properties 
and nearby schools before opening the shelter.39  Under the City’s rules, it may declare a shelter crisis for 
up to one year and renew such declaration on an annual basis.40  On April 19, 2017, the Los Angeles City 
Council declared a shelter crisis, activating the relaxed restrictions.41 For cities, a benefit of declaring a 
shelter crisis is that state law limits the liability of government agencies permitting homeless shelters 
during a shelter crisis.  Specifically, during a declared shelter crisis, state law provides immunity from 
liability for ordinary negligence, and suspends “the provisions of any state or local regulatory statute, 
regulation, or ordinance prescribing standards of housing, health, or safety" to the extent that strict 
compliance would hinder crisis mitigation efforts.42 
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Understanding the Law: 
Do’s and Don’ts for Emergency Shelter Zoning 

DO properly define “emergency shelter.”43 

State law defines emergency shelter broadly. A 
local definition that is more limiting may result in 
fewer providers being able to benefit from the by-
right zoning in that community, resulting in fewer 
resources for people experiencing homelessness. 

DO identify the unmet need for emergency 
shelters. 

The jurisdiction cannot demonstrate sufficient 
zoning capacity to meet the need without this 

number.44 
DO ensure that your zoning code explicitly 

permits emergency shelters by-right 
(without discretionary approval) in at least 

one zone. 

All jurisdictions, regardless of need, must 
designate at least one by-right zone for shelters. 

DO identify suitable and realistic sites. 
Sites must be suitable and have realistic potential 
for residential development, and have sufficient 
capacity to meet the emergency shelter need.45 

DON’T apply standards to shelters that 
require more than what is required of 

residential or commercial development 
within the same zone, unless expressly 

permitted by SB 2. 

Jurisdictions may apply written, objective 
standards on eight (8) enumerated concerns.46 

DON’T implement unnecessary operational 
standards, and don’t impose requirements 
that shelters be located a certain distance 

from parks, schools, etc. 

The only distance limitation allowed by law is to 
require that emergency shelters be up to 300 feet 

apart.47 

DON’T require, but DO encourage 
amenities. 

Requiring amenities through the zoning code is 
beyond what SB 2 allows. 

DO use permissive language when drafting 
(“can” or “may” rather than “shall” or 
“must”) in connection with amenities. 

Permissive language allows shelters the needed 
flexibility while also identifying jurisdictional 

priorities for shelters. 

DON’T limit the maximum number of beds 
or persons to be served nightly. 

Bed limits are permissible, but such limitations 
would not be allowed if they discourage or 

prohibit development.48 
Optional: DO designate zones on a map 

clearly such that members of the public can 
determine what properties are designated 

“by right” in a clearly marked and easily 
identifiable fashion. 

This will encourage community participation at 
the time zoning code amendments are considered, 

rather than during the shelter approval process, 
and will help providers easily identify where they 

can build and operate shelters. 
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How do SB2’s amendments to State Housing Element Law 
protect siting of transitional and supportive housing?   
 
SB 2 mandates that local governments treat supportive and transitional housing as residential uses in 
local zoning codes, “subject only to those restrictions that apply to other residential dwellings of the same 
type in the same zone.” Implemented properly, this ensures equality of treatment for all residential uses 
regardless of the occupant. 
 
By ensuring such equality of treatment, SB 2 addresses community opposition to transitional and 
supportive housing due to misperceptions about occupants and any other host of fears. Indeed, one issue 
that often arises with transitional and supportive housing is the description in public notices or in public 
meetings of such uses as “facilities,” as opposed to “housing.” As a result, opposition to the proposed 
housing may form because of the perception that the use is not residential. Likewise, jurisdictions have 
attempted to put unreasonable or inappropriate conditions on such developments, or have treated such 
developments as either uses requiring conditional use permits or uses prohibited in residential zones. In 
our survey, 12 out of 14 developers reported that supportive housing was not defined in the zoning code, 
and 2 out of 4 developers reported that transitional housing was not defined. Over half of the developers 
of supportive housing reported that their projects were subject to greater restrictions than what was 
required of other residential housing. Examples include increased parking, increased fees, and requests to 
host community meetings not required by the zoning code. 
 
Under SB 2, transitional and supportive housing are residential uses intended for certain “target 
populations,” including individuals and families experiencing homelessness.  These uses, and the 
populations they are designed to serve, are defined in the state housing element law:49 
 

(g) “Supportive housing” means housing with no limit on length of stay, that is occupied 
by the target population, and that is linked to an onsite or offsite service that assists the 
supportive housing resident in retaining the housing, improving his or her health status, 
and maximizing his or her ability to live and, when possible, work in the community.   
 
(i) “Target population” means persons with low incomes who have one or more 
disabilities, including mental illness, HIV or AIDS, substance abuse, or other chronic 
health condition, or individuals eligible for services provided pursuant to the 
Lanterman Developmental Disabilities Services Act (Division 4.5 (commencing with 
Section 4500) of the Welfare and Institutions Code) and may include, among other 
populations, adults, emancipated minors, families with children, elderly persons, young 
adults aging out of the foster care system, individuals exiting from institutional settings, 
veterans, and homeless people. 
 
(j) “Transitional housing” means buildings configured as rental housing developments, 
but operated under program requirements that require the termination of assistance 
and recirculating of the assisted unit to another eligible program recipient at a 
predetermined future point in time that shall be no less than six months from the 
beginning of the assistance. 

 
Our zoning code doesn’t mention transitional and supportive housing. Does 
our zoning code need to be amended? 
 
More than likely, yes. For clarity, and to comply with state law, jurisdictions should specifically adopt the 
SB 2 definitions of transitional and supportive housing into their zoning codes. They should also include 
an affirmative statement following each definition that such use “may be subject only to those restrictions 
that apply to other residential dwellings of the same type in the same zone.”    
 
In addition, jurisdictions should explicitly include supportive and transitional housing as permitted uses 
in all residential zones, subject only to the development standards applicable to residential uses of the 
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same type in the same zone. To avoid any internal conflicts with the zoning code, the jurisdiction should 
also update any applicable tables of permitted uses to mark supportive and transitional housing as  
permitted uses. 
 
Jurisdictions should also review their zoning codes carefully to remove any other barriers to transitional 
and supportive housing. For example, the zoning code may contain definitions of uses that could be 
confused with transitional or supportive housing, such as community care facilities50 or boarding 
houses.51 The jurisdiction should clarify that these other uses are in fact distinct from transitional or 
supportive housing. One way is to remove potentially overlapping definitions, or clarify within any such 
definitions that they do not include supportive and transitional housing.  
 
There may be other barriers to transitional and supportive housing that are specific to a jurisdiction’s 
zoning code. An individualized analysis of the zoning code for SB 2 compliance is recommended.  
 
 

City of Oakland’s SB 2 zoning code revisions in response to homelessness crisis 
 
The City of Oakland, along with the entire Bay Area region, is facing growing levels of displacement.  With 
more people unable to afford housing, the proliferation of high levels of homelessness, tent encampments, 
and people losing their homes are on the rise.52 A January 2015 homeless count reported approximately 
1,400 homeless individuals on the streets of Oakland,53 and 4,040 homeless individuals in Alameda 
County generally.54  In 2014, the City of Oakland implemented a number of changes to its zoning code (to 
address SB 2’s requirements), including clearly depicting and zoning areas across the city where 
emergency shelters are allowed by-right, and revising the characterization of transitional and supportive 
housing in the zoning code.  
 
The amended zoning code uses a visual map to identify 
permitted areas where emergency shelters can be built by-
right across the city – including in residential, mixed use, 
urban residential, neighborhood center, community 
commercial, retail, medical, business and industrial zones, 
totaling approximately 544 acres. Shelters are permitted to 
have a maximum of 100 beds and allow residents to stay for 
up to 180 days – both relatively permissive standards 
compared to other cities. The amended code also explicitly 
treats transitional and supportive housing the same as other 
residential dwellings as required by Government Code 
Section 65583(a)(5). 
 
 
Is my jurisdiction required to do anything beyond amend the zoning code? 
  
Yes. Jurisdictions must still ensure that in practice, supportive and transitional housing developments are 
not subject to greater restrictions when compared to other residential uses of the same type in the same 
zone during the approvals process.   
 
For example, if a provider uses an existing duplex for transitional or supportive housing, then that project 
is subject only to development standards applied to any other duplex in that zone, and would not need 
separate approval for a change in use. Likewise, if a developer chooses to build transitional or supportive 
housing apartments, then standards for multi-family apartment buildings in that zone will apply. And 
while transitional and supportive housing are typically multi-family housing, they can also be single-
family residences. To comply with SB 2, jurisdictions must not prohibit transitional and supportive 
housing in single-family zones.    
 
Some jurisdictions require staff to review a management plan for transitional housing approval, but do 
not apply the same or similar requirements to other types of residential development. Others require 
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planning review of House Rules and 
specific service provider referrals and 
quotas, which might be appropriate as 
funding criteria or requirements, but 
would not be appropriate or permitted by 
SB 2 unless also required of other 
residential developments.    
 
 
Can specific plans, mixed-use 
zones, overlay zones, or other zoning tools prohibit transitional and 
supportive housing? 
 
No. If residential development is permitted in mixed-use zones, etc., the jurisdiction should make explicit 
that transitional and supportive housing are permitted in those zones, and that such uses will be 
processed and treated equally to applications for other permitted residential development.  
 
Can we do more to promote transitional and 
supportive housing? 
 
Yes. SB 2 sets forth baseline requirements to ensure transitional and 
supportive housing are treated equally to other residential uses. 
Many jurisdictions now recognize the benefits of transitional and 
supportive housing in addressing homelessness and have begun to 
take action to encourage development. Nothing in SB 2 or State 
Housing Element Law restricts the ability of a jurisdiction to use 
zoning to encourage these housing types. For example, a jurisdiction 
may decide to expand commercial zones to allow residential uses by-
right, to affirmatively permit transitional and supportive housing in all residential zones regardless of the 
treatment of other residential uses, or to remove conditional use permit requirements for multi-family 
housing to ensure that supportive and transitional housing are not subject to conditional use permits. A 
jurisdiction could also exempt fees for transitional and supportive housing (and/or 100% affordable 
housing developments) and provide streamlined processing.  

Finally, if the jurisdiction directs funding towards developing affordable and transitional and supportive 
housing, the jurisdiction should assess the degree to which any funding requirements imposed may act as 
a barrier, and weigh such requirements from a cost-benefit perspective.55 

 
  

A zoning code cannot require of transitional or 
supportive housing any standard not also 
required of another residential use in that zone, 
such as: 
 

• Management plan 
• Review of house rules 
• Local resident quotas or preferences 
• Service provider referral requirements 

 

Nothing in SB 2 or 
State Housing Element 

Law restricts the 
ability of a jurisdiction 
to zone to encourage 

transitional and 
supportive housing. 
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Understanding the Law: 

Do’s and Don’ts for Transitional and Supportive Housing 

DO define “transitional housing” and 
“supportive housing” in zoning code in a 

manner consistent with SB 2. 

Local definitions that are more limiting than the 
state law definitions may result in fewer providers 

being able to benefit from the protections for 
supportive and transitional housing. 

DO include an affirmative provision stating 
that transitional housing and supportive 
housing shall be considered a residential 

use of property. 

Zoning codes that are silent on this matter leave 
room for ambiguity. 

DON’T require additional approvals, or put 
conditions on, transitional and supportive 

housing that do not apply to similar 
residential developments. 

Some cities require review of a housing project’s 
management plan, local preferences, quotas, 

screening and security procedures.  This is not 
permissible to do through zoning unless also 

required of other residential uses.56 

DO review the zoning code for definitions 
that might be confused with transitional 
and supportive housing, and remove or 

clarify such provisions. 

Avoid confusion and ensure treatment of 
supportive and transitional housing as a 

residential use by removing or clarifying such 
definitions. 

DON’T prohibit transitional housing and 
supportive housing in areas zoned for 

single-family housing. 

While transitional housing and supportive 
housing uses are typically multifamily residences, 

they can also be single-family residences. 

DON’T prohibit or restrict transitional or 
supportive housing in “mixed-use” zones 

that allow residential dwellings. 

Allowing transitional and supportive housing on 
the same terms as other residential uses is 

required across all zones, including mixed-use 
zones. 
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How do SB 2’s amendments to the Housing Accountability Act 
protect shelters and transitional and supportive housing?   
 
Enacted in 1982 and commonly referred to as the “Anti-Nimby Act,” California’s Housing Accountability 
Act (HAA) addresses uncertainties in local governments’ approval processes by limiting the reasons for 
denial of certain projects. SB 2 amended the HAA in 2008 to explicitly include emergency shelters and 
transitional and supportive housing within the scope of its protection.57  As amended, the purpose of the 
HAA is to ensure that “a local government not reject or make infeasible housing developments, including 
emergency shelters” that contribute to meeting the regional housing need.58 
 
Government Code Section 65589.5(d) provides that a local 
agency cannot deny a housing development project (including 
transitional and supportive housing) for very low, low-or 
moderate-income households,59 or an emergency shelter, or 
condition approval in a manner that renders the project 
infeasible60, unless it makes written findings based on 
substantial evidence as to one of the following: 
 

(1) Jurisdiction is in compliance with its housing element 
and has met its share of the regional housing need for the 
income category proposed to be built, or for emergency 
shelter, as the case may be;  

(2) Development project or emergency shelter as proposed 
would have a specific, adverse impact upon the public 
health or safety with no feasible method to mitigate 
(inconsistency with zoning ordinance or general plan 
land use designation is not a specific, adverse impact); 

(3) Denial of project is required to comply with state or 
federal law;  

(4) Development is proposed in agricultural area or area with insufficient water or wastewater facilities;  
(5) Development is inconsistent with both the jurisdiction’s zoning ordinance and general plan land use 

designation, and jurisdiction has a compliant housing element.61  
 
Another provision of the HAA is helpful for supportive and transitional housing developers and relates to 
jurisdictional attempts to reduce the size of the project. Government Code Section 65589.5(j) applies to 
housing development projects (defined to include transitional and supportive housing) that comply with 
applicable, objective general plan and zoning standards and criteria, and restricts the ability of local 
agencies to disapprove such projects, or to approve them at lower densities.   
 
Under section 65589.5(j), agencies must find that the project would have a “specific, adverse impact upon 
the public health or safety unless the project is disapproved or approved upon the condition that the 
project be developed at a lower density.”62  These findings are similar to those described in Government 
Code Section 65589.5(d)(2), but “the focus is on the necessity of requiring reduced density in the 
development.”63   
 
Because sections 65589(d) and (j) require specific written 
findings supported by evidence, they limit improper 
consideration of who will reside in an affordable housing 
development – essentially, pretextual objections that have no 
basis in fact. Under the HAA, therefore, jurisdictions ultimately 
have limited bases upon which to disapprove or condition 
shelters and transitional and supportive housing. Also, note 
that if the locality failed to identify adequate sites for housing 
or by-right zoning for shelter required by SB 2 and State 

Examples of potential violations of 
HAA: 

• Approval of a shelter with conditions 
that make the development of the 
shelter infeasible. 

• Unnecessarily delaying hearings on a 
supportive housing project. 

• Denying a supportive housing project 
without making required findings. 

• Approval of supportive housing project 
with conditions beyond what is required 
of other residential uses. 

• Requiring a developer of a shelter or 
supportive housing with site control to 
find different sites to build on.   

If a developer of transitional or 
supportive housing is 

required to reduce the 
proposed number of units for 
the site, such condition could 
be a violation of the HAA. 
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Housing Element Law, then there would be even fewer permitted reasons to disapprove a project.  
 
If a qualifying project is denied, or the jurisdiction either imposes conditions that have a substantial 
adverse impact on the viability of the project, and/or approves the project at a lower density than 
proposed, the applicant, persons eligible for the housing or shelter, or a “housing organization” may file 
suit to challenge the action. Denial of a project includes both an affirmative vote to deny the project by a 
local agency, and the mere passage of a specified time period following certification of an environmental 
document without action on the application.64 In any HAA suit, the jurisdiction has the burden of proof to 
demonstrate that its action was consistent with the findings required by the HAA. Non-compliance could 
result in a court order requiring the jurisdiction to comply with the HAA, approve the project, and pay the 
plaintiff’s counsel’s attorneys’ fees.65   
 
Staff and decision-maker familiarity with the Housing Accountability Act and education on its provisions 
may help prevent illegal denials of projects and is an appropriate strategy to help advance development of 
shelters and transitional and supportive housing. 
 
 
 
 
 

Understanding the Law: 
Housing Accountability Act Do’s and Don’ts 

 
DO educate planning staff and decision-

makers on the types of projects protected 
by the HAA and the consequences for non-

compliance. 
 

May result in fewer actions to deny or 
unreasonably condition projects. 

DO draft and submit a compliant housing 
element to HCD identifying adequate sites 
to accommodate both the regional housing 
need and the need for emergency shelter. 

Having adequate sites gives flexibility to make 
decisions based on the merits of a project rather 
than based on the penalties associated with not 

having adequate sites. 

DO maintain objective, quantifiable, 
written development standards for 

approval of projects. 

Nothing in the HAA stops a jurisdiction from 
regulating projects for health and safety and other 
permissible reasons through objective standards. 

DO ensure standards placed on qualifying 
projects actually facilitate development. 

Standards that in practice make a project 
infeasible could subject the jurisdiction to a claim 

under the HAA. 
 

DON’T place unreasonable conditions on 
shelters and transitional and supportive 

housing. 
 

Such conditions could make the project infeasible, 
and subject the jurisdiction to a claim under the 

HAA. 

DON’T react to community opposition by 
delaying or denying a qualifying project, or 

reducing its density. 

Such actions could violate the HAA and other 
anti-discrimination and fair housing and land use 
laws if based on perceptions about the occupants 

of the housing, or the fact that the housing is 
affordable. 
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How do fair housing and anti-discrimination laws protect the 
siting, development and funding of emergency shelters, 
supportive and transitional housing?   
 
SB 2’s planning and zoning requirements are intertwined with the goals of fair housing and anti-
discrimination efforts: to combat segregation and policies that exclude (either intentionally or effectively) 
certain populations and to ensure access to housing opportunity within communities. Below is a summary 
of relevant laws in this area. 
 

 Fair Housing & Anti-Discrimination Laws that Prohibit 
Discrimination in Land Use Actions  

 
Fair Housing Act, as amended (FHA), 42 
U.S.C. § 3601 et seq. and implementing 

regulations, 24 CFR Part 100 et seq. 
 
 

Prohibits discriminatory activities, including 
“otherwise making unavailable” or denying 

housing on the basis of race, color, national origin, 
religion, sex, familial status and disability. 

 

Title II of the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA), 42 U.S.C.A. § 12132 and 

implementing regulations, 28 CFR Part 35 
et seq. 

 
Prohibits land use discrimination against persons 

with disabilities by state or local governments; 
imposes affirmative obligation on state and local 

governments to grant reasonable 
accommodations. 

 

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973 (Section 504), and implementing 

regulations, 24 CFR 8 et seq. 

Prohibits land use discrimination against persons 
with disabilities involving the receipt of federal 

funds. 
 

 
California Government Code Section 11135 

(Section 11135) 
 

 
Prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex, race, 

color, religion, ancestry, national origin, ethnic 
group identification, age, mental disability, 

physical disability, medical condition, genetic 
information, marital status, or sexual orientation 

by the state government and entities receiving 
state funding. 

 

 
California Fair Employment and Housing 

Act (FEHA), Cal. Gov. Code § 12955 et 
seq.66 

 

 
12955 (l) prohibits land use discrimination on 

basis of race, color, religion, national origin, sex, 
familial status, disability, gender, gender identity, 

gender expression, sexual orientation, marital 
status, ancestry, source of income, and genetic 

information. 
 

California Government Code § 65008 

 
Prohibits local government discrimination against 

emergency shelter, subsidized housing and any 
housing intended for occupancy by low- and 
moderate-income persons (generally same 
categories under FEHA plus age and lawful 

occupation). 
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In general: how can a jurisdiction avoid discriminatory intent and 
discriminatory effect in land use decisions? 
 
Land use practices and decisions violate federal and state fair housing laws if they either intentionally or 
effectively deny equal housing opportunities to a protected class. A land use practice or decision 
effectively denies equal housing opportunity where it creates a disparate impact. Disparate impact refers 
to zoning or land use requirements and practices that adversely affect one group of people of a protected 
characteristic more than another, even if those practices are facially neutral. The federal Fair Housing Act, 
as amended (“FHA”) and the California Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) explicitly prohibit 
discriminatory practices that make housing unavailable to protected classes, including to individuals 
based on disability.67  

Under California law, local governments are required to consider and attempt to avoid any land use 
actions that would have a potential disparate impact, including increased segregation or disproportionate 
displacement, unless there is a sufficiently compelling purpose and no feasible alternatives.68 California 
law unequivocally prohibits any local government from “impos[ing] different requirements on a 
residential development or emergency shelter that is subsidized, financed, insured, or otherwise assisted 
by the federal or state government or by a local public entity… than those imposed on non-assisted 
developments.”69 The law not only prohibits discrimination against affordable housing and emergency 
shelters, it allows for the preferential treatment for such housing and shelters. Because “residential 
development” includes supportive housing and transitional housing, these uses also come under the cover 
of Section 65008.70  

 

Understanding the Law: 
Fair Housing Do’s and Don’ts 

DO make decisions that have an 
identifiable relationship to 

legitimate, nondiscriminatory 
zoning policies. 

 

For example, a community group opposes an emergency shelter 
in your jurisdiction, citing concerns about traffic congestion. Your 
jurisdiction’s homeless population is growing. An environmental 
study establishes that the traffic congestion can be effectively 
mitigated. The planning commission approves the 
development’s requested entitlement based on the environmental 
study. 

DON’T rely on “fake facts”: 
assumptions and speculation about 

particular uses and the persons 
these uses will serve. 

A planning commission denies a conditional use permit for a 
supportive housing development, citing community concerns 
regarding a perceived increase in crime and impact on property 
values. As those concerns are speculative, the planning 
commission’s decision is vulnerable to a fair housing challenge. 

DO reject community concerns 
based on discriminatory attitudes 

about who will reside in the 
development. 

A group of local residents opposes a supportive housing 
development, commenting that they are “really against welfare 
recipients next door to our homes,” and that the development will 
attract “gangs.” Citing “community concerns,” planning staff 
requires the developer to enter into an agreement that includes a 
provision that the developer agrees not to rent to individuals with 
criminal convictions. Here, the planning staff allows 
discriminatory attitudes to guide decision-making and the 
jurisdiction is vulnerable to a fair housing challenge. 
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What is a reasonable accommodation? 

Federal and state law place an affirmative duty on local 
governments to provide persons with disabilities reasonable 
accommodations to zoning and land use rules, policies or 
practices when such accommodations may be necessary to 
afford such persons equal opportunity to housing.71 Housing 
element law further requires local governments to provide 
reasonable accommodations for housing for persons with 
disabilities.”72  

Federal law defines a person with a disability as “any person 
who has a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits one or more major life activities; has a 
record of such impairment; or is regarded as having such impairment.”73 California law applies a broader 
definition of disability that would include any physical or mental impairment that limits one or more major 
life activities.74 Both the Fair Housing Act (FHA) and Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) prohibit 
discrimination through land use decisions that make housing opportunities for such individuals 
unavailable.75  

A reasonable accommodation may be requested by a person or persons with disabilities, or a developer 
whose project will provide housing opportunities to persons with disabilities. Who requests the 
accommodation matters less than the assessment of whether the accommodation is reasonable, and 
therefore necessary, to facilitate equal housing opportunities for persons with disabilities. For example, a 
homeowner may need a wheelchair ramp in order to access his or her home. The homeowner may request 
a modification from the city’s setback requirement as a reasonable accommodation. An accommodation is 
presumed to be reasonable unless granting the accommodation would constitute a fundamental alteration 
of the nature of the zoning scheme or create an undue financial or administrative burden on the 
jurisdiction. Note that financial or administrative burden is qualified by “undue” – a jurisdiction cannot 
cite any financial or administrative burden to justify denial of a reasonable accommodation. Even where a 
jurisdiction makes a supported finding that a requested accommodation is not reasonable, it is required to 
engage in an “interactive process” with the requesting party to determine if there is any accommodation 
that will facilitate access but not result in an undue financial or administrative burden, or fundamentally 
alter the zoning scheme. The question of whether an accommodation is reasonable must be determined 
on a case-by-case basis. Jurisdictions should therefore be wary of creating or applying blanket rules that 
could serve to limit access to accommodations.   

What are best practices in reasonable accommodations?  

In crafting or reviewing reasonable accommodation policies, jurisdictions should consider the following:76 

• Start with the broader definition of disability under state law.  
• It is unlawful to charge a fee for a reasonable accommodation application.77  
• Include confidentiality provisions and exclude any public notice requirements. Specifically, 

Disability Rights California recommends handling reasonable accommodation requests “in a 
confidential manner on a separate, but coordinated, track with other related land use approvals,” 
and an appeals process for the applicant that is decided by an administrator and not a public 
body.78    

• Narrowly tailor any application form or information sought to determine the reasonableness of 
the accommodation, make it user-friendly, and assist applicants who cannot make a written 
request on their own.   
 

What is affirmatively furthering fair housing? 

The FHA requires that the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
administer programs and activities relating to housing and urban development in a manner that 
affirmatively furthers the policies of the Act. This duty extends to recipients of federal funds administered 

A “reasonable accommodation” 
is a change to, or flexible application 
of, land use or zoning policies and 
procedures where the requested 
accommodation may be necessary 
to afford a person or groups of 
persons with disabilities an equal 
opportunity to use and enjoy housing.  
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by HUD, including local governments and public housing authorities.  The failure to affirmatively further 
fair housing can result in HUD suspending or withdrawing federal funding from subject jurisdictions.79  

HUD published a final rule on Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH Rule) in July 2015. The 
AFFH Rule created a standardized process for fair housing planning, required of recipients of Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investments Partnership (HOME), Housing Opportunities for 
Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) and Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) funding. In addition to certifying 
that they will take affirmative steps to address discrimination and further integration, local governments 
and public housing authorities must engage in the Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) planning process.80 
Using HUD data, jurisdictions must assess patterns of integration and segregation; racially or ethnically 
concentrated areas of poverty; disparities in access to opportunity; and disproportionate housing needs. 
The process is required to engage meaningful community participation to set fair housing goals to 
increase choice and provide access to opportunity.  

The AFFH rule does not require jurisdictions to make particular land use decisions or zoning changes. It 
does require them to assess current land use policies and zoning to evaluate their impacts on fair housing 
choice. “The purpose of this assessment is to enable [jurisdictions] to better fulfill their existing legal 
obligation to affirmatively further fair housing, in accordance with the Fair Housing Act and other civil 
rights laws.”81 

The City of Los Angeles, County of Los Angeles,  (in addition to 47 participating cities), and their public 
housing authorities are undergoing the AFH process and are currently required to complete this process 
in 2017.82  These assessments will necessarily include the racial and ethnic make-up of persons 
experiencing homelessness and those at risk of homelessness, as well as the intersection between 
disability and homelessness. The AFH is an opportunity to meaningfully engage in a discussion about how 
land use and zoning are barriers to housing opportunities for these populations and how to break down 
these barriers.  

For example, a jurisdiction may find that because the separation between homes and stores, public 
transportation, and medical facilities is great, people with fixed incomes generally have fewer realistic 
housing choices in this community. This disproportionately affects people with physical disabilities. To 
respond to this barrier, the jurisdiction includes a program in its AFH to review its land use policies, 
particularly its investment in equitable transit-oriented development, including along commercial 
corridors.  

The same jurisdiction finds that in several neighborhoods, gentrification pressures are causing 
displacement and an increase in homelessness of existing low-income immigrant communities of color. 
The AFH therefore includes several programs in response, including a requirement that new residential 
projects that receive subsidy, zoning benefits, or benefits from the use of public land provide affordable 
housing and replace any demolished units, with a right of first refusal to displaced low-income tenants. 

 
Interaction of law with practice - how is Los Angeles County 
doing in zoning for homeless populations?  
 
Many jurisdictions have yet to implement SB 2 in their zoning codes properly, despite the fact that SB 2 
went into effect in 2008.  Even jurisdictions with a strong history of funding shelter and transitional and 
supportive housing have demonstrated some level of technical non-compliance with SB 2.  In some cases, 
the jurisdiction had yet to update its zoning code as required by SB 2. In other cases, interaction between 
different code provisions when read together resulted in ambiguity and/or technical non-compliance. 
Finally, some jurisdictions were entirely 
silent on treatment of supportive and 
transitional housing, again, resulting in 
ambiguity.83 
 

35% of jurisdictions that imposed proximity 
restrictions did so illegally.  For amenities, 
58% of jurisdictions that regulated on this 
basis imposed illegal amenity requirements. 
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In a March 2017 review of publicly available zoning codes of 88 cities in Los Angeles County, jurisdictions 
demonstrated mixed results and an overall substantial lack of compliance.84  For emergency shelters, 
jurisdictions often placed conditions on shelters beyond what SB 2 allows, or designated inappropriate or 
unsuitable zones for shelters.  Jurisdictions tended to have restrictive maximum bed requirements and 
parking requirements. Zoning codes retained illegal proximity restrictions (e.g., requiring shelters to be at 
least 300 feet from a park or school). 35% of jurisdictions that imposed proximity restrictions did so 
illegally. For amenities, 58% of those that regulated on this basis imposed illegal amenity requirements.  
With respect to transitional and supportive housing, 72% of localities surveyed did not clearly and 
affirmatively treat transitional and supportive housing equally to other residential uses in their zoning 
codes. 
 
 
 
 

What are Jurisdictions in Los Angeles County Doing 
With Respect to SB 2? 

 

 Max Number of 
Beds 

Off-Street Parking 
Required 

300 Feet 
Proximity 

Length 
of Stay Amenities 

SB 2's 
Requirement 

The maximum 
number of beds or 
persons permitted 

to be served 
nightly by the 
facility must 

encourage and 
facilitate 

emergency shelter 
development. 

Off-street parking, if any, 
must be based on 

demonstrated need, 
provided that the 

standards do not require 
more parking for 

emergency shelters than 
for other residential or 
commercial uses within 

the same zone. 

Emergency 
shelters cannot 
be required to 
be more than 

300 feet apart. 
No other 

reparation 
requirements 
are allowed. 

The 
length of 

stay is 
limited to 
6 months 

or less. 

Amenities 
cannot be 
required. 

Ranges for 
Cities in LA 

County 

Median: 30 
Highest: 150 

Lowest: 5 

Median: 1 space per 5 beds 
Highest: 1 space per 3 beds 

Lowest: 1 space per 50 
beds 

- 14 days to 
6 months - 

 Cities in LA 
County 

Regulating On 
This Basis 

45 cities allow 15 
or more beds; 

42 cities allow 20 
or more beds. 

10 cities require no more 
than 1 space per 7 beds; 
15 cities require no more 
than 1 space per 6 beds. 

72% - 67% 

Examples 

Burbank: 150 beds 
per establishment; 
Hawthorne:  150 
beds per facility; 
Inglewood:  100 
beds per shelter. 

Inglewood: 1 space per 50 
beds plus 2 additional 

spaces; 
Monterey Park: 1 space per 

10 beds plus 1 space for 
each staff member; 

Santa Monica: 1 space per 
10 beds. 

- - - 

Recommended  
Best Practice 

No limit on 
number of beds 
per emergency 

shelter. 

No off-street parking 
requirement for 

emergency shelters. 
- - - 
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 Define Transitional  and 
Supportive Housing 

Zoning Code Clearly States That 
Transitional and Supportive Housing is 

Treated as a Residential Use 

SB 2 Requirement 

Define transitional and 
supportive housing consistent 
with Cal Gov’t. Code § 65582, 

subds. (g), (i), (j). 

Treat transitional and supportive housing as 
residential uses subject only to those 

restrictions that apply to other residential 
dwellings of the same type in the same zone. 

Estimated Percentage of 
Cities Meeting This SB 2 

Requirement 
66% 28% 

 
 
The following table illustrates several examples of zoning code provisions that technically did not comply 
with SB 2 based on an informal review of zoning codes in Los Angeles County jurisdictions: 
 

Example Zoning Code Provision Compliance with SB 2? 

Limiting By-Right Sites to M-1:  Zoning code allows 
development of shelters by right in the Manufacturing Light 
(M-1) zone for shelters with less than 10 beds.  The City has 
an unmet homeless need of 80. There are only 6 sites in the 
M-1 zone, and the 6 sites are each only permitted 9 beds by 
right. 

Not compliant.  M-1 zone may not be suitable or 
appropriate.  Also, jurisdiction cannot demonstrate 
capacity to meet the need of 80 beds, with only 6 sites 
that permt 9 beds by right per site. 

Burdensome Parking: Zoning code requires that 
shelters provide street parking at a rate of 1 space per 4 
beds, 1.5 spaces per bedroom intended for families with 
children, 1 space per employee, and 2 additional guest 
parking spots. The number of parking spaces may be 
reduced by 25 percent if the shelter is located within one 
thousand feet (1,000') of a public transit stop. 

Likely not compliant without documentation 
demonstrating need, especially if this is more than 
what is required of other residential or commercial 
developments. 

Supportive Housing for Six or Fewer People:  
Zoning code provides that supportive housing is permitted 
in all zones if it serves six or fewer residents. The same 
limitation does not apply to single or multi-family housing. 
(This “six or fewer” resident standard is similar to the 
required treatment of licensed residential facilities pursuant 
to Health and Safety Code Section 1566.2, which states that 
licensed residential facilities serving six or fewer residents 
must be treated as a residential use). 

Not compliant. Conflates supportive housing with a 
licensed residential facility. Supportive housing 
cannot be treated differently than other residential 
housing, regardless of the number of residents. 

Confusion with SRO Use: Zoning code includes a 
definition of “single room occupancy (SRO) facility” that 
overlaps with the definitions for transitional housing and 
supportive housing. SROs are only permitted in a special 
overlay zone, require a conditional use permit, and are 
subject to other placement restrictions. 

It depends on how clear the definitions of supportive 
and transitional housing are, and the extent of overlap 
with the definition of SRO. The jurisdiction should 
remove the code provisions referring to SROs or 
redefine SRO to exclude projects that meet the state 
law definitions of transitional or supportive housing. 

Defining Family to Exclude Supportive and 
Transitional: Zoning code defines “family” in connection 
with permitted uses in single-family zones by referring to 
relations by blood, marriage, or adoption. 

Not compliant. By requiring occupants to be related in 
the traditional sense of “family”, this definition may 
be interpreted to prohibit transitional or supportive 
housing in single-family zones. 

Prohibiting Use in Single-Family Zones: Zoning code 
states that transitional housing and supportive housing are 
residential uses subject only to the restrictions that apply to 
other residential dwellings of the same type in the same 
zone. However, the zoning code also includes a table of 
permitted uses indicating that transitional housing and 
supportive housing is prohibited in R1 zones (single-family). 

Not compliant.  Supportive and transitional housing 
can be found in single-family homes and must be 
treated no differently than other single-family homes 
in that zone. 
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Looking beyond SB 2 – exploring zoning issues associated with 
other modes of shelter and supportive housing 
 
Beyond the requirements of SB 2, which explicitly protects shelters and transitional and supportive 
housing, a number of jurisdictions have taken the initiative to explore additional modes of shelter, or 
methods of streamlining of shelter. Some initiatives are described below. 
 
Encouraging the provision of shelter through accessory or ancillary uses 
 
With 58,000 people that are homeless in Los Angeles County, zoning for shelters in compliance with SB 2 
is a good start, but not nearly enough.85 A number of jurisdictions have been exploring allowing shelters 
as ancillary or accessory uses to existing uses.  This recognizes the important role that nonprofits and 
faith-based organizations play in providing shelter to those in need. Jurisdictions vary in how they 
manage shelter as an accessory use. 
 
Some jurisdictions manage accessory uses by requiring a conditional use permit or an amendment to the 
facility’s conditional use permit. For example, City of Burlingame requires religious and non-profit 
institutions to apply for a conditional use permit to provide temporary shelter for homeless individuals or 
families, if the facility is located within a transportation corridor and the use does not occur continuously 
at any one location for more than six (6) months of any twelve (12) month period. The process involves 
applying to the planning commission, which then determines through a public hearing process whether 
the proposed use is consistent with the general plan. CUPs in Burlingame were granted for the Home and 
Hope program at numerous local churches, and the program operates in these churches on a rotating 
basis.  
 
Other jurisdictions allow religious institutions to provide shelters through a non-discretionary process 
with certain limitations. For example, the City of San Diego allows religious institutions to provide 
emergency shelters as an accessory use (without subjecting them to common regulations for shelters). 
However, religious institutions are restricted to operating accessory shelter for 30 days or less in any 365-
day period. No approvals are necessary as long as this restriction is not exceeded.  
 
County of Santa Clara permits County-authorized non-profits and religious institutions86 to operate 
small-scale emergency shelters (serving 7 – 14 people) by-right. These small-scale shelters are not subject 
to most of the County’s emergency shelter operation standards.87 “By-right” here means that County-
authorized non-profits and churches are able to provide shelter for 7 to 14 people without going through a 
public approval process, regardless of any underlying zoning restrictions. 
 
San Jose’s City Council recently voted to amend its zoning code to make it easier for religious institutions 
and assembly use buildings to provide shelter as an incidental (i.e. ancillary) use.88 The amended 
ordinance will eliminate the need for a CUP or special permit89 and will apply to any assembly use 
building (a building that is used primarily for the gathering of persons to participate in a group or 
common activity or to observe a presentation, performance, or exhibition).90 Incidental shelters will also 
be subject to several requirements such as a maximum occupancy of 50 persons (or as set forth by the 
city’s Fire Code); a minimum lot size of 3,000 square feet; registration with the Housing Department; and 
must be located within the city’s Urban Service Area.91 The sites envisioned for incidental shelter include 
religious assemblies, gymnasiums, libraries, theaters, schools, and community centers. 
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Sanctioned Urban Communities and Villages 
 
The urgency of the homelessness crisis in some jurisdictions has spurred efforts to utilize available 
property to house people quickly, adopting innovative approaches to regulation of these temporary and 
permanent structures. 
 
Los Angeles - Temporary Trailers on Private Property 
 
The City of Los Angeles, under Los Angeles Municipal Code 14.00 A.9, allows governments, non-profits 
and religious institutions to place up to six temporary trailers on their property to use for temporary 
accommodations for homeless persons.  These sites must be located at least 300 feet from any nearby 
homeless shelters and at least 500 feet from any residential zone or use.92   
 
San Jose - Unconventional Housing Structures 
 
Assembly Bill 2176, authored by Assemblywoman Nora Campos, D-San Jose, and signed by Gov. Jerry 
Brown on Sept. 27, 2016, allows the City of San Jose to temporarily suspend state building, safety and 
health codes for the purpose of building “unconventional” housing structures to house its homeless 
population.  Under the law, if the City of San Jose declares a “shelter crisis,” which it did in December 
2015, it may use city-owned or city-leased land for unconventional housing structures.93 Minimum 
standards for these structures include the presence of a vacant or minimally developed (i.e., paving only) 
site of at least 0.50 to 0.75 acres; a 10,000 square-foot building plus parking for 16 vehicles and a 
dumpster enclosure; access to transit; ready access to utilities (electricity, water and sanitary sewer); and 
city ownership or leasing of sites.  Sites meeting these minimum standards would allow for a community 
of up to twenty-five individuals living in either a converted existing structure or an emergency housing 
cabin.94 
 
The housing structures must be insulated, have weather-proof roofing, lighting and electrical outlets.95 
They may consist of accommodations such as emergency sleeping cabins.96  Furthermore, “reasonable 
local standards” for emergency bridge housing communities may be adopted in lieu of compliance with 
state and local building, housing, health, habitability, or safety standards and laws.97 Currently a research 
team working with local council members is gathering data on proposed sites deemed eligible to house 
homeless communities.  The City of San Jose has proposed 300 potential sites, and each district in San 
Jose would house one “microvillage” of emergency homeless housing.98 
 
Seattle - Tents and Tiny Homes 
 
The city council of Seattle, Washington approved the construction of tents and tiny homes on privately 
owned and city-owned properties for people in need.99  Each tiny home, built by volunteers, costs about 
$2,200 to produce.100 Othello Village, one of Seattle’s tiny home villages, opened in March 2015 and hosts 
eight 100-square-foot tiny houses as short-term housing for up to 100 people.101 The city pays about 
$160,000 each year to supply the village with water, garbage services, and on-site counseling. Othello 
Village moved 68 individuals into either permanent or two-year housing; gave bus tickets to fourteen 
individuals to rejoin family members in other states, and moved thirteen individuals into transitional 
shelter.102 
 
Finding additional sites to build tiny houses in Seattle is difficult due to community opposition.103 The 
city’s ordinance requires each site to close after two years and not return to the same location for another 
year.104 Some commentators argue that moving homeless people into tiny houses is an alarming shift in 
urban planning that could pave the way for the creation of shantytowns, advising against funding tiny 
house encampments and arguing the money is better spent constructing permanent affordable housing.105 
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Safe Parking Programs 

To serve residents that use their vehicles as dwellings, several cities have adopted, or are exploring, “safe 
parking” programs that allow these residents to park their cars in designated lots overnight.  Santa 
Barbara, in collaboration with a nonprofit organization, has operated a safe parking program for the last 
12 years.106 The program provides safe overnight parking to individuals and families living in their 
vehicles.    The city provides 115 confidential, daily-monitored parking places107 in 20 city, county, church, 
nonprofit agency and industrial lots for homeless individuals living in their vehicles.108 Individuals are 
allowed to stay overnight, but must leave by morning.109 New Beginnings Counseling Center, which runs 
the $270,000 program on a city contract, furnishes bathrooms and spot monitoring, and works to connect 
those individuals using the Safe Parking Program to more stabilized shelter and services.110   
 
In the City of San Diego, under the Dreams for Change Safe Parking Program, a non-profit organization 
manages the parking lot overnight, while a church provides the space to park.   
 
The City of Los Angeles included a safe 
parking program as one component of its 
“Comprehensive Homeless Strategy.”

Under the program

111 In 
the City of Los Angeles, there were over 
4,700 vehicles identified as being used as 
shelter by homeless residents during the 
2017 homeless count.112 As of June 20, 
2017, the City’s recently initiated safe 
parking program was operating in a single 
parking lot with capacity to serve up to 10 
households living in their vehicles. The 
program rules allow participants to park 
overnight in the designated lot with onsite 
case management, showers, and trash 
receptacles.  rules, cars 
must be registered and operational, and 
participants must have a valid driver’s 
license.115 The pilot program will expire in 
July 2018, unless renewed. 

 

Recommendations for implementing a successful SB 2 program 
 
Jurisdictions in Los Angeles County may have different approaches to implementing SB 2 in their zoning 
codes, but certain broad principles apply across the board. The following recommendations derive from 
our analysis of zoning codes across Los Angeles County, and are intended to be a starting point for 
jurisdictions working to implement SB 2 appropriately and meaningfully in both code and practice. In 
addition to the below recommendations, jurisdictions should be sure to conduct an individualized analysis 
of their zoning codes to evaluate compliance with SB 2 and other state-wide planning and zoning 
requirements. 
 
Recommendations for advancing emergency shelters: 
 

• Identify unmet need and propose realistic and suitable sites for shelter:  To comply 
with SB 2, a jurisdiction should include in its housing element an identification and analysis of 
unmet need for emergency shelters and propose realistic and suitable sites zoned “by-right,” with 
sufficient capacity to meet the unmet need.  
 

• Define emergency shelter consistent with SB 2, and ensure standards applicable to 
shelters facilitate development of shelter:  In the zoning code, properly define emergency 

Safe Parking is not a cure-all 

Despite the interest in “safe parking” programs, 
jurisdictions that have such programs may unlawfully 
prohibit homeless residents from living in their cars on 
public streets. For over 30 years, the City of Los Angeles 
restricted the use of vehicles as living quarters on any city 
street or city-owned parking lot. In 2014, the 9th Circuit 
Court of Appeals struck down this law as 
unconstitutionally vague, finding that it “provide[d] 
inadequate notice of the unlawful conduct it proscribe[d], 
and open[ed] the door to discriminatory enforcement 
against the homeless and the poor.”113 In response, Los 
Angeles recently adopted an ordinance prohibiting the use 
of vehicles as dwellings on most city streets, except for a 
small portion of streets in commercial and industrial 
zones. Among the issues with the new ordinance, 
advocates have asserted that it may be applied in a 
discriminatory manner to target homeless residents.114 
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shelters, incorporate only management standards that are consistent with SB 2 or otherwise 
equally applicable to residential or commercial development within the zone, and ensure that any 
standards encourage and facilitate the development of shelters. 
 

• Develop a site plan application specific to emergency shelters: There needs to be some 
mechanism to ensure that the objective standards required of shelters for by-right treatment 
under SB 2 are met. A specific site plan application for emergency shelters listing these standards 
can be a useful tool to streamline the process and to enable zoning enforcement.  

 
Recommendations for advancing supportive and transitional housing: 
 

• Define transitional and supportive housing in the zoning code consistent with SB 
2, and include an affirmative provision treating supportive and transitional 
housing as residential uses:  Explicit language in the zoning code should be present to 
ensure that supportive and transitional housing are treated like any other residential use. In 
zoning code and in practice, do not require additional approvals for, or put conditions on, 
transitional and supportive housing that do not also apply to residential developments of the 
same type in the same zone.  
 

• Remove constraints to multi-family housing in the zoning code: Supportive and 
transitional housing are often configured as multifamily apartments, and even if treated as a 
residential use, may not be advanced if unreasonable constraints to multifamily housing appear in 
the zoning code. Examples of unreasonable constraints might be: the requirement of a conditional 
use permit on any housing over two units; excessive landscaping requirements; failing to 
streamline affordable housing developments, either generally, or as they interact with CEQA; 
buildable lot area limitations and density limitations.     
 

• Review the zoning code for definitions that might overlap with, or be confused 
with, transitional and supportive housing:  Consider amending definitions that indirectly 
impact siting of supportive and transitional housing. For example, the definitions of residential 
care facility and boarding house in the code may need to be defined or updated to ensure no 
overlap or confusion with the definitions of transitional and supportive housing. 
 

• Allow transitional and supportive housing by-right in all zones that allow 
residential uses:  Affirmatively permit transitional and supportive housing in all zones that 
allow residential uses as long as it complies with requirements of the zone (regardless of how 
residential is treated within that zone), and consider permitting transitional and supportive 
housing in other zones. 
 

• Do not define “family” to exclude common transitional and supportive housing 
arrangements:  Some jurisdictions use overly restrictive definitions of “family” in connection 
with permitted uses in single-family zones that refer to relations by blood, marriage, or adoption, 
or are otherwise inconsistent with common transitional and supportive housing arrangements. 
Jurisdictions should remove outdated definitions of “family” that restrict occupants of single-
family homes. 

 
General recommendations: 
 

• Do not use the word “facilities” to describe housing or shelter: Referring to shelters 
and transitional and supportive housing116 as “facilities” implies a clinical approach requiring 
licensing, as opposed to simply a dwelling or shelter.  Developers have advised us that staff 
coining a project as a “facility” increased public opposition to the project.117  

 
• Do not incorporate funding requirements as a proxy for zoning standards: Many 

jurisdictions incorporate Title 25 or local shelter funding requirements into the zoning code. This 
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is not permitted for sites that the jurisdiction is relying on to meet SB 2 “by-right” requirements, 
as discussed earlier, and there would be no reason to duplicate such requirements in the zoning 
code as any such program requirements are monitored by the funding agency. In addition, 
funding requirements for shelters and transitional and supportive housing may overlap or conflict 
with the zoning code, causing ambiguity and delay in processing. Finally, jurisdictions should 
ensure that funding requirements do not themselves act as an unnecessary barrier and carefully 
weigh the costs and benefits.  
 

• Create fee waivers for nonprofits: Many jurisdictions already reduce or waive fees for 
nonprofits for certain uses, e.g., large childcare facilities, and waive fees for development of 
affordable housing. Nonprofits are subject to a myriad of other regulations required by funding 
sources, so fee waivers and other ways to reduce requirements on nonprofits could help speed up 
the process of developing adequate shelter and housing. 
 

• Educate staff and decision-makers on compliance with the Housing Accountability 
Act (HAA):  Educate planning staff and decision-makers on the HAA’s mandates and 
consequences; maintain objective, quantifiable, written development standards for project 
approvals; do not place unreasonable conditions on protected housing developments.   
 

• Educate staff and decision-makers on compliance with fair housing laws:  Educate 
planning staff and decision-makers on the intersection of fair housing and land use. Among other 
things, a local jurisdiction must not base its land use and zoning decisions, in total or in part, on 
animus towards, or stereotypes about, people based on characteristics against which it is unlawful 
to discriminate. 
 

• Reasonable accommodations: Develop a reasonable accommodation policy that allows 
changes to, or flexible application of, land use policies necessary to afford a person or groups of 
persons with disabilities an equal opportunity to use and enjoy housing. 
 

• Accessory uses: Minimizing restrictions on accessory/ancillary uses for religious and non-
profit organizations as a means of increasing a community’s capacity to meet its shelter needs 
offers an efficient, cost-effective approach.   
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1  http://www.scpr.org/news/2017/04/24/71120/la-to-spend-some-737-million-to-combat-homelessnes/ 
2 Cal. Gov’t Code §65583 et seq. 
3 Cal. Gov’t Code §65589.5—the Housing Accountability Act. 
4 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65582 (i) defines “target population”; this definition is discussed in detail in section 
“How does SB 2 protect siting of transitional and supportive housing?” of this guide.  
5 A complete list of state funds that require housing element compliance is published by the State 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), available at 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-
element/docs/loan_grant_hecompl011708.pdf 
6 Consequences for non-compliance with state laws can be stiff.  In addition to being ineligible for certain 
funding streams, as discussed in Section “Why should we care about implementing SB 2 in our 
jurisdiction”?, infra, jurisdictions can be challenged in court for failure to comply with State Housing 
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Element Law, SB 2, and associated land use and fair housing laws.  For more information on the types of 
suits that could be brought, a good resource is Public Interest Law Project’s Housing Element Manual.  
There have been several notable lawsuits addressing SB 2 compliance filed recently. In Gamble v. 
Fullerton (Orange County Superior Court Case No. 30-2013-00675291), individuals experiencing 
homelessness sued the City of Fullerton for rejecting a year-round shelter that had been proposed by the 
Fullerton Task Force on Homelessness and Mental Health Services and unanimously recommended by 
the Fullerton Planning Commission. The case was based on allegations that Fullerton, motivated by 
discriminatory reasons, failed to establish proper by-right zones, required excessive development 
standards, and selected a zone that did not provide a suitable living environment. The claims included 
violations of SB 2, inconsistency with the housing element, unlawful land use discrimination, unlawful 
housing discrimination, and disability discrimination. In Emergency Shelter Coalition v. San Clemente 
(Orange County Superior Court Case No. 30-2014-00758880), a group of advocates for homeless persons 
sued the City of San Clemente for failing to adopt a zoning ordinance that complies with SB 2, which had 
rejected its planning commission’s proposed ordinance to zone 162 commercial and industrial lots as 
possible sites for emergency shelters. San Clemente allegedly designated city-owned water towers, beach 
parking lots, civic buildings, and other public facilities to serve as shelter sites. The city also allegedly 
waited well past a year after adopting a housing element to adopt an SB 2 compliant zoning ordinance; set 
forth improper development standards such as a minimum floor area for each bed; and required shelter 
operators to provide onsite kennels, install surveillance equipment, and excessive amounts of 
landscaping. In addition to agreeing to provide zoning for by-right emergency shelter development, 
Fullerton also agreed to dedicate $1 million to the development of rapid rehousing and extremely low 
income housing. San Clemente’s non-compliance resulted in a court order prohibiting the city from 
issuing building permits or zoning entitlements in key commercial areas until it complied with state law. 
7 California Housing and Community Development- Building Blocks, People Experiencing Homelessness, 
found at: http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/building-blocks/housing-needs/people-
experiencing-homelessness.shtml 
8 Outcome From Housing High Cost Homeless Hospital Patients, found at:  
https://economicrt.org/publication/getting-home/ 
9 Disability Rights California.  Each Mind Matters: California’s Mental Health Movement (2014) at 8. 
10 See, e.g., Everyone’s Neighborhood: Addressing “Not in My Backyard” Opposition to Supportive 
Housing for People with Mental Health Disabilities, found at: 
http://www.disabilityrightsca.org/pubs/CM5301.pdf, and Anti-Nimby Tools, found at: 
http://www.housingadvocates.org/docs/antinimbytools.pdf. 
11 Williams, Brad.  Assembly Committee on Appropriations (August 22, 2007). 
12 Cal.Gov’t. Code 65583(a)(4)(A). 
13 HCD Technical Assistance Paper at 9. 
14 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65582(d); Cal. Health & Safety Code § 50801(e). 
15 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583(a)(4)(A).   
16 HCD Technical Assistance Memo. 
17 Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority 2016 Data and Reports, found at: 
https://documents.lahsa.org/Planning/homelesscount/2016/dataSets/HC2016_Total_Counts_by_Cens
us_Tract_LA_CoC_07132016.xlsx 
18 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(7). 
19 If the jurisdiction has adopted a 10-year plan to end chronic homelessness, it may further reduce its 
unmet need for emergency shelter beds by the number of supportive housing units identified in the 10-
year plan and that are either vacant, or in the pipeline for development in the housing element planning 
period (i.e., funding has been identified for construction). Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583, subd. (a)(7); HCD 
Technical Assistance Paper at 7.  
20 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583, subds. (a)(4)(C), (d)(1). 
21 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583 (a)(4)(A).   
22 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583.2(i); HCD Technical Assistance Memo at 10. 
23 An overlay zone is a zoning district which is applied over one or more previously established zoning 
districts, establishing additional or stricter standards and criteria for covered properties in addition to 
those of the underlying zoning district.  Communities often use overlay zones to protect special features 
such as historic buildings, wetlands, steep slopes, and waterfronts.  Overlay zones can also be used to 
promote specific development projects, such as mixed-used developments, waterfront developments, 
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housing along transit corridors, or affordable housing.  See American Planning Association, Property 
Topics and Concepts, found at 
https://www.planning.org/divisions/planningandlaw/propertytopics.htm#Overlay. 
24 HCD Technical Assistance Memo at 9.   
25 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583(a)(4)(A) 
26 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583(a)(4)(C)(“A local government that can demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
department the existence of one or more emergency shelters either within its jurisdiction or pursuant to a 
multijurisdictional agreement that can accommodate that jurisdiction’s need for emergency shelter 
identified in paragraph (7) may comply with the zoning requirements of subparagraph (A) by identifying a 
zone or zones where new emergency shelters are allowed with a conditional use permit.”)  See also HCD 
Technical Assistance Memo at 9 (“The only exceptions permitted to the non-discretionary zoning 
requirement are where a jurisdiction demonstrates their homeless needs can be accommodated in 
existing shelters; or where the jurisdiction meets all of its need through a multi-jurisdictional 
agreement...”) 
27 Id. 
28 HCD Technical Assistance Memo at 9. 
29 Id. 
30 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583(a)(4)(A)(i)-(viii). 
31 The identified zone or zones must also demonstrate that “existing or proposed permit processing, 
development, and management standards are objective and encourage and facilitate the development of, 
or conversion to, emergency shelters.” Cal. Gov’t Code 65583(a)(4)(A).   
32 HCD Technical Assistance Memo at 10. 
33 For example, the City of Oakland sets a maximum bed limit of 100 beds per shelter in by-right shelter 
zones. Oakland Mun. Code, § 17.103.015, subd. (B)(2) (“A maximum of number of one hundred (100) 
beds or persons are permitted to be served nightly by the facility.”) 
34 See http://nationswell.com/star-apartments-los-angeles-housing-amenities-homeless/as an example. 
35 https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/2016-AHAR-Part-1.pdf 
36 Los Angeles Ordinance No. 184836 
37 Los Angeles Mun. Code § 91.8605. 
38 Shelters must still comply with Los Angeles Fire Department requirements. Under current such 
requirements, shelters with more than 49 beds require additional permits from Los Angeles Department 
of Building and Safety, found at: http://elninoshelter.lacity.org/PDFDocuments/LAFDDIRECTIVE.pdf 
39 Id. 
40 Los Angeles Ordinance No. 184836. 
41 See Council File No.: 15-1138-S24 available at 
http://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm?fa=ccfi.viewrecord&cfnumber=15-1138-S24  
42 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 8698.1(b). 
43 Cal. Health & Safety Code § 50801(e) (“"Emergency shelter" means housing with minimal supportive 
services for homeless persons that is limited to occupancy of six months or less by a homeless person. No 
individual or household may be denied emergency shelter because of an inability to pay.”) 
44 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583(a)(7). 
45 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583(a)(3) and (4)(A). 
46 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583(a)(4)(A)(i)-(viii). 
47 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583(a)(4)(A)(v). 
48 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583(a)(4)(A)(i). See, HCD Technical Assistance Memo at 11. (“A standard 
establishing the maximum number of beds should act to encourage the development of emergency 
shelter.”) 
49 Cal Gov’t. Code § 65582, subds. (g), (i), (j). As described in the HCD SB 745 memo, in 2014, the 
legislature amended section 65582 of the Government Code to replace prior Health and Safety Code 
definitions of “supportive housing,” “target population,” and “transitional housing” with definitions 
within the Government Code (in housing element law). Section 65582 was subsequently amended to add 
other definitions; while there are no substantive changes to the definitions used herein, the citations were 
changed. (Assem. Bill No. 1403 (2015-2016 Reg. Sess.)). 
50 State law defines “community care facility” as “any facility, place, or building that is maintained and 
operated to provide nonmedical residential care, day treatment, adult day care, or foster family agency 
services for children, adults, or children and adults, including, but not limited to, the physically 
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handicapped, mentally impaired, incompetent persons, and abused or neglected children.” (Cal. Health & 
Saf. Code § 1502. Community care facilities are licensed by the Community Care Licensing Division of the 
State Department of Social Services, and include residential care facilities and group homes, among other 
uses. (Id.) The California Community Care Facilities Act explicitly exempts supportive housing from state 
licensing requirements. (Cal. Health & Saf. Code § 1504.5.)  
51 Definitions of boarding, or rooming, houses are often found in municipal codes. For example, Los 
Angeles County’s Planning and Zoning Code defines “boarding house” as “a lodging house or other facility 
maintained, advertised or held out to the public as a place where sleeping or rooming accommodations 
are available, with or without meals,” may also be confused with transitional or supportive housing. (LA 
Co. Zoning Code § 22.08.180.) 
52 http://www2.oaklandnet.com/government/o/CityCouncil/o/AtLarge/Issues/responding-to-
homelessness/index.htm 
53 http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Instead-of-clearing-homeless-camps-Oakland-is-9981956.php 
54 http://everyonehome.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/EOC_Full2.pdf 
55 It is outside the scope of this Guide to assess the legal implications of funding requirements.  
56 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65583(a)(5). 
57 Sen. Bill No. 2 (Chapter 633, Statutes of 2007).  Approved by Governor, Oct. 13, 2007 (2006-2007 Reg. 
Sess.). 
58 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65589.5, subd. (b). 
59 Under the Act, qualifying projects are emergency shelters and transitional and supportive housing, and 
residential or mixed-use projects containing at least 20% of total units sold or rented to lower income 
households or 100% of units sold or rented to moderate income households.  Housing units targeted for 
lower income households must be made available at a cost that does not exceed 30% of 60% of the area 
median income, and housing units targeted for moderate-income households must be made available at a 
cost that does not exceed 30% of 100% of the area median income. Cal. Gov’t. Code §  65589.5(h).   
60 Conditions that could have a substantial impact on the viability of the project include design changes, 
buildable lot size reductions, or a reduction of allowable densities.  Lindgren and Mattas, California Land 
Use Practice (1st ed. 2016 update), §6:16.   
61 A jurisdiction cannot rely on this finding to deny a qualifying project if (i) the development is proposed 
on a site identified in housing element as suitable for affordable housing; or (ii) the jurisdiction failed to 
identify adequate sites for housing development or adequate zones for emergency shelter as required by 
state housing element law and SB 2. Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65589.5, subd. (d).     
62 Cal. Gov’t. Code §  65589.5(j).   
63 Lindgren and Mattas, California Land Use Practice (1st ed. 2016 update), §6:16.   
64 Cal. Gov’t. Code §  65589.5(h)(5). 
65 Cal. Gov’t. Code §  65589.5(k). 
66 The Fair Employment and Housing Council of the Department of Fair Employment and Housing has 
proposed regulations regarding discriminatory effect, discriminatory land use practices, and use of 
criminal history information. See https://www.dfeh.ca.gov/fehcouncil/. 
67 In California, local governments must not deny equal housing opportunities on the basis of race, color, 
religion, national origin, sex, familial status, disability (both physical and mental), gender, gender 
identity, gender expression, sexual orientation, marital status, ancestry, source of income, and genetic 
information. (42 U.S.C. §3604; Cal Gov’t. Code §12955.) 
68 See, e.g., Cal. Gov’t. Code § 12955.8(b). 
69 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65008(d)(1). 
70 Cal. Gov’t. Code § 65008(d)(2). 
71 42 U.S.C. §3604(f)(3); 28 C.F.R. § 35.130(b)(7), implementing Title II of the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA), 42 U.S.C.A. § 12132 and implementing regulations (see e.g., Pierce v. County of Orange, 526 
F.3d 1190, 1215 (9th Cir.2008).) Cal. Gov’t. Code, §§ 12927(c)(1), 12955(1). In 2001, the California 
Attorney General urged California Mayors to amend their zoning codes to include reasonable 
accommodation procedure, found at:  http://ag.ca.gov/civilrights/pdf/reasonab_1.pdf.  
72 Cal. Gov’t Code §65583(c)(3). 
73 42 U.S.C. § 3602(h). 
74 Cal. Gov’t. Code §§ 12926(j), 12926(m); see also § 12926.1(c). 
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75 42 U.S.C. § 3604(a); City of Edmonds v. Oxford House, Inc., 514 U.S. 725, 729 (1995); Project Life v. 
Glendening, 139 F. Supp. 703, 710 (D. Md. 2001), aff'd 2002 WL 2012545 (4th Cir. 2002); Cal. Gon’tv. 
Code § 12955(l). 
76http://www.disabilityrightsca.org/news/2015NewsAboutUs/20150810ReasonableAccommodationsClea
ringHouse.htm 
77 Title II of the ADA, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as well as the California Unruh Civil 
Rights Act. 
78 Nisen, Fred, Schur, Dara L., and Cole, Tomasine. “Creating a reasonable accommodation ordinance that 
protects people with disabilities.” Disability Rights California, August 10, 2015, 
http://www.disabilityrightsca.org/news/2015NewsAboutUs/20150810ReasonableAccommodationsCleari
ngHouse.htm. 
79 See, e.g., US ex rel. Anti-Discrimination Center of Metro New York, Inc. v. Westchester County, NY, 
668 F. Supp. 2d 548, 569 (2009). 
80 42 U.S.C. 3608(e)(5);. 24 CFR § 5.154 (b); 42 U.S.C. §§ 5304(b)(2), 5306(d)(7)(B), 12705(b)(15), 1437C-
1(d)(16) 
81 80 Fed. Reg. 42,272, 42,309 (preamble). 
82 https://www.lacdc.org/programs/community-development-block-grant/plans-and-
reports/assessment-of-fair-housing/community-meetings; http://hcidla.lacity.org/public-policy-
development 
83 Trends identified by a review by Public Counsel attorneys of publicly available zoning codes and 
Housing Elements in 88 cities in Los Angeles County in March 2017. 
84 Compliance estimates are estimates only and based upon analysis of publicly available information as of 
March 2017. 
85 Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority, 2017 Homeless Count Results - Los Angeles County, found at 
https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=1353-homeless-count-2017-countywide-results.pdf. 
86 Santa Clara County Code of Ordinances § 4.10.115. “County-authorized” means that the facility is 
operating under a valid CUP. 
87 Santa Clara County Code of Ordinances § 4.10.115. These accessory use small scale shelters have a 
limited duration of stay, require on-site staffing and written notice of operati0n to the Planning Office. 
88 Incidental shelter is defined as providing shelter inside an assembly building as an incidental use to an 
existing primary assembly use, which occupies less than 50% of the usable square footage of the assembly 
building. See the draft ordinance at: 
http://sanjose.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=&event_id=2690&meta_id=643038 
89 http://sanjose.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=&event_id=2690&meta_id=643038, p. 6. 
90 Id. at 3. 
91 Id. at 6-7. 
92 Los Angeles Mun. Code § 14.00, subd. (A)(9). 
93 http://americantinyhouseassociation.org/san-jose-assembly-bill-2176-waives-state-building-code-for-
tiny-houses-for-the-homeless/ 
94 Memorandum from Jacky Morales-Ferrand, Director, San Jose Housing Department to Mayor and City 
Council of San Jose, October 4, 2016, Workplan for AB2176: Emergency Bridge Housing Communities, 
available at http://www.sanjoseca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/68905. 
95 http://americantinyhouseassociation.org/san-jose-assembly-bill-2176-waives-state-building-code-for-
tiny-houses-for-the-homeless/ 
96 Cal. Gov’t Code § 8698. 
97 http://americantinyhouseassociation.org/san-jose-assembly-bill-2176-waives-state-building-code-for-
tiny-houses-for-the-homeless/ 
98 http://www.sjsunews.com/spartan_daily/news/article_cc3a2556-10c0-11e7-bdf8-ef4b8ebbd420.html 
99 City of Seattle Encampment Ordinance, found at 
http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/vault/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/s020628.pdf. 
100 http://crosscut.com/2017/05/seattle-homeless-build-more-tiny-homes/. 
101 https://www.curbed.com/maps/tiny-houses-for-the-homeless. 
102 http://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/politics/seattles-teeny-response-to-tiny-houses-for-the-
homeless/. 
103 http://crosscut.com/2017/05/seattle-homeless-build-more-tiny-homes/. 
104 http://crosscut.com/2017/05/seattle-homeless-build-more-tiny-homes/. 
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105 https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2017/mar/23/tiny-houses-solution-homelessness-seattle 
106 http://www.latimes.com/local/california/la-me-homeless-safe-parking-20160504-story.html; 
http://sbnbcc.org/safe-parking/ 
107 http://sbnbcc.org/safe-parking/ 
108 http://www.latimes.com/local/california/la-me-homeless-safe-parking-20160504-story.html 
http://services.santabarbaraca.gov/CAP/MG133648/AS133652/AS133659/AS133660/AI137320/DO1373
77/DO_137377.pdf 
109 http://www.citylab.com/housing/2016/05/can-parking-lots-become-a-safe-haven-for-las-homeless-
santa-barbara/481623/ 
110 http://www.latimes.com/local/california/la-me-homeless-safe-parking-20160504-story.html 
111 http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2015/15-1138-s1_misc_03-21-2016.pdf 
112 https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=1403-2017-homeless-count-results-vehicles-and-encampments-
by-geographic-area.pdf  
113 Desertrain v. City of Los Angeles, 754 F.3d 1147, 1157 (9th Cir. 2014). 
114 http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-vehicle-sleeping-ban-20161109-story.html 
115 http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2015/15-1138-S15_rpt_LAHSA_6-20-17.pdf 
116 The California Community Care Facilities Act exempts supportive housing meeting certain 
characteristics from state licensing requirements, including being affordable, offering independent living, 
offering its own lease to each resident, and there are no limits on length of stay.  Health & Safety Code 
§1504.5. 
117 In March 2017, Corporation for Supportive Housing (“CSH”) and Public Counsel conducted an online 
survey of nonprofit organizations developing and siting supportive housing, transitional housing and 
emergency shelters throughout Los Angeles County in order to determine the extent to which cities are 
affirmatively advancing these uses in their zoning codes. There were 28 responses.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This guide was produced by the Community Development Project at Public Counsel. Public Counsel is the 
nation's largest not-for-profit law firm of its kind with a 40-year track record of fighting for the rights of 
children and youth, persecuted immigrants, military veterans, nonprofit organizations, and small 
businesses. Its Community Development Project builds foundations for healthy, vibrant, economically 

https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=1403-2017-homeless-count-results-vehicles-and-encampments-by-geographic-area.pdf
https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=1403-2017-homeless-count-results-vehicles-and-encampments-by-geographic-area.pdf
http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-vehicle-sleeping-ban-20161109-story.html
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The County of Los Angeles (“County”) is confronting a housing and homelessness crisis. Residents are 
contending with a shortage of 551,807 affordable homes for households earning less than $41,500 for a 
four-person household.1 Los Angeles County’s lowest-income renters spend about 70 percent of their 
income on rent, which leaves only 30 percent of their income for daily essentials such as food, 
transportation, health expenses, and other needs.2 Nationally, median renters typically spend roughly 30 
percent of their income on housing.3 Additionally, the Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) 
reported that the Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count of the sheltered and unsheltered homeless 
population in the County increased 23 percent from 46,874 in 2016 to 57,794 in 2017.4 
 
Housing needs in Los Angeles County will continue to rise with projected population growth. According to 
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS), the population within SCAG’s Los Angeles region 
is expected to increase from 9,923,000 in 2012 to 11,514,000 by 2040 (or by 16 percent). The number of 
households within the region is also expected to increase from 3,257,000 in 2012 to 3,945,000 by 2040 
(or by 21 percent).  
 
According to the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), 38 percent of 
new household growth through 2025 in the State of California (“State”) is expected to concentrate in 
Southern California. The Southern California region already comprises nearly half of California’s 
population and two-thirds of the state’s disadvantaged communities, which are defined by the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) as the State’s most burdened communities with poor public 
health, quality of life, and economic opportunity.5  
 
Projected County population growth translates into a Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) for the 
County’s unincorporated areas for the 2014-2021 Housing Element planning period of 29,372 units.6 Table 
1.1 shows the breakdown of the RHNA allocation by Area Median Income (AMI) income categories. As of 
2017, 26,226 units are needed. 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
1 Maxwell, C. (February 24, 2017). New Study Finds Los Angeles County Needs 551,807 Affordable Homes. Retrieved June 2017 from 
https://chpc.net/resources/newsletter-new-study-finds-los-angeles-county-needs-551807-affordable-homes/  
2 Los Angeles County Rents in Crisis: A Call for Action, California Housing Partnership Corporation (May 2017) 
http://1p08d91kd0c03rlxhmhtydpr.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Los-Angeles-County-2017.pdf 
3 Taylor, M. (March 17, 2015). California’s High Housing Costs Causes and Consequences. Retrieved June 2017 from 
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf  
4 Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (2017). Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count Results. Retrieved June 2017 from 
https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=1385-2017-homeless-count-results-los-angeles-county-presentation.pdf  
5 Refer to the CalEnviroScreen 3.0 for a map of disadvantaged communities https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-30  
6 The County’s RHNA for the 2014-2021 planning period is 30,145 units, but it has been adjusted to account for annexations that have occurred 
to date. 
 

https://chpc.net/resources/newsletter-new-study-finds-los-angeles-county-needs-551807-affordable-homes/
http://1p08d91kd0c03rlxhmhtydpr.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Los-Angeles-County-2017.pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf
https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=1385-2017-homeless-count-results-los-angeles-county-presentation.pdf
https://oehha.ca.gov/calenviroscreen/report/calenviroscreen-30
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Table 1.1: Los Angeles County Unincorporated Areas RHNA Allocation (2014-2021)7 
 

Income Category AMI Units 
Needed 

Units 
Completed 

to Date 

Remaining as of 2017 

Units % of Total 
Very Low Income <50% of AMI 7,655 226 7,429 25% 
Lower Income 51-80% of AMI 4,531 0 4,531 17% 
Moderate Income 81-120% of AMI  4,930 0 4,930 19% 
Above Moderate >120% of AMI  12,256 2,923 9,333 36% 
Total  29,372 3,149 26,226 100% 

 
Over the last several years, the County’s leaders and voters have sought to address the critical need for 
affordable housing through a variety of actions. 

 
• In February 2014, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (Board) approved the Housing 

Element of the County General Plan. 
 

• In December 2015, the Board approved a motion to initiate an Equitable Development Work 
Plan, which included updating the Density Bonus Ordinance, conducting a nexus study on the 
creation of a linkage fee for affordable housing, providing a menu of options for the 
implementation of an inclusionary housing program, and exploring strategies to preserve 
existing affordable housing. 
 

• In February 2016, the Board adopted 47 recommendations as part of the County’s Homeless 
Initiative, which included the following six strategies to increase affordable/homeless 
housing: 

 
o Strategy F1: Promote Regional SB 2 Compliance and Implementation 
o Strategy F2: Linkage Fee Nexus Study 
o Strategy F3: Support Inclusionary Zoning for Affordable Housing Rental Units 
o Strategy F4: Development of Second Dwelling Units Pilot Program 
o Strategy F5: Incentive Zoning/Value Capture Strategies 
o Strategy F6: Using Public Land for Homeless Housing 

 
• In March 2017, County voters approved a sales-tax measure (Measure H) to generate 

approximately $355 million annually for services to combat homelessness, with $45 million 
dedicated towards preserving and promoting the development of affordable housing for 
homeless families and individuals within the first three years.8 
 

• In September 2017, Governor Jerry Brown signed a robust legislative package of 15 housing-
related funding and regulation bills. 
 

                                                           
7 RHNA data based on General Plan and Housing Element Progress Report for 2016 (March 21, 2017) 
http://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/112305.pdf  
8 Measure M Funding Recommendations adopted on May 10, 2017 http://homeless.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Measure-H-
Funding-Recos.pdf  

http://file.lacounty.gov/SDSInter/bos/supdocs/112305.pdf
http://homeless.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Measure-H-Funding-Recos.pdf
http://homeless.lacounty.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Measure-H-Funding-Recos.pdf
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• The County’s Department of Regional Planning (DRP) is currently spearheading the following 
housing initiatives: 

 
o Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Ordinance Update 
o Compact Lot Subdivision Ordinance 
o Density Bonus Ordinance Update 

 
Intent of the Affordable Housing Action Plan for the Unincorporated Areas 
As part of this concerted effort to address housing affordability, DRP commissioned the Affordable 
Housing Action Plan (Action Plan) to provide a road map for County departments to work together to 
implement recommendations for the unincorporated areas that: 
 

• Produce more affordable housing units in the short-term, particularly for vulnerable 
communities in priority locations;  

• Generate funding for affordable housing;  
• Reduce barriers to streamline the process for housing development; and 
• Draw from other successful programs and initiatives to avoid reinventing the wheel. 

 
SUMMARY OF POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
This Action Plan highlights recommendations for the seven policy options listed below. The effectiveness 
of the proposed recommendations depends on the availability of staff resources and political and 
community support. In most cases, policies are complementary.  
  

1. Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 
The County is currently in the process of updating its ADU ordinance to comply with recent State 
legislation to ease restrictions on ADU construction. The County should also consider the following 
recommendations: (1) encourage property owners to legalize existing unpermitted ADUs, such as 
providing incentives and subsidies for improvement costs, as well as offering free inspections or 
fee waivers; and (2) encourage property owners to build new ADUs and convert existing spaces 
into ADUs through education and outreach in target areas with a high potential for ADU 
production.  
 

2. Affordable Housing Preservation  
In 2012, approximately 582 affordable units in the County’s unincorporated areas were at risk of 
converting to market-rate. Preventing the conversion of affordable housing to market-rate units 
will help maintain the rental housing stock for extremely low-income to moderate-income 
households. The County should consider the following policies to encourage the preservation of 
housing and generate funding to preserve or rehabilitate existing affordable housing: (1) draft an 
affordable housing preservation ordinance that considers policies for condominium conversions, 
one-for-one replacement, mobile home park closures, etc.; (2) explore partnerships to establish 
an affordable housing preservation fund program; and (3) regulate short-term rentals. 
 

3. Community Land Trusts 
Community Land Trusts (CLTs) help create long-term housing affordability by assembling land into 
a permanent trust that serves as an effective tool to preserve existing housing affordability and 
prevent displacement of low-income residents in an area with rapidly rising rents and home 
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prices. The County should explore the feasibility of CLTs by conducting the following: (1) work 
with successful CLTs in the region to help establish a business plan for CLTs in the County’s 
unincorporated areas; (2) consider offering a right of first refusal for small lot properties intended 
for residential development; (3) establish protocols with the County Treasurer and Tax Collector 
to enable CLTs to purchase foreclosed housing properties owned by the County; and (4) earmark 
funding to provide equity funding for the purchase of existing small lots for purchase by local CLTs. 
 

4. Affordable Housing Linkage Fees 
The County should not establish an affordable housing linkage fee program. The County should 
not pursue a non-residential linkage fee program because there is a limited amount of vacant land 
available for non-residential development within the County’s unincorporated areas, and because 
substantial revenue would not be generated. The County should not pursue a residential linkage 
fee program, given the increased options recently made available legislatively for inclusionary 
housing. 

 
5. Inclusionary Housing 

The County should create and implement an inclusionary housing program. A phase-in period 
should be identified by the County. The County has wide latitude for imposing inclusionary 
housing requirements on both for-sale and rental projects. The County’s inclusionary housing 
program should consider specific restrictions for each of the defined submarkets. For a successful 
implementation of the program, the County should develop the following: (1) an administrative 
procedures manual; and (2) a staffing plan for managing the development process and the 
ongoing monitoring of the units once they are built. 

 
6. Innovative Housing Typologies 

The County should consider various types of housing typologies to produce housing units at a 
lower cost and within a shorter time period. Innovative ways to create housing include the 
following: converting existing underutilized motels into permanent supportive housing, using 
modular homes, and adaptive reuse. The County should consider the following actions: (1) draft 
and implement a motel conversion ordinance that includes creating a list of candidate criteria and 
potential motel conversion sites, and partnering with a non-profit organization to undertake a 
motel conversion process and conduct an outreach and education strategy; (2) provide guidance 
to encourage multifamily modular housing construction; and (3) implement a pilot project for 
multifamily modular housing. 
 

7. Value Capture and Incentive Zoning 
The County can use various value capture mechanisms and incentive zoning to support the 
construction of affordable housing, such as air rights, joint development, tax increment financing 
(TIF), density bonus, parking reductions, and fee deferrals or waivers. The feasible options for the 
County to consider include the following: (1) unlock underutilized County-owned properties, such 
as facilities, parking lots, etc.; (2) amend Zoning Code to encourage affordable housing with 
incentives; (3) impose policy requirements for affordable housing in the formation of Enhanced 
Infrastructure Financing Districts and Community Revitalization and Investment Authorities; and 
(4) acquire land for affordable housing projects near future high-quality transit areas in the long-
term.  
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ADDITIONAL SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS 
 

Policy Evaluation 
 
Appendix A provides the scores of the seven policy options using an evaluation tool. Overall, the 
evaluation tool yielded inclusionary housing, joint development, and multifamily modular housing as the 
policies with the greatest potential for implementation.  

 
Existing Conditions and Real Estate Market Study 

 
Appendix B provides an overview of the demographics and real estate markets for the unincorporated 
areas of Los Angeles County, with a comparison to the overall County and the State of California. The 
study also contains information to identify emerging trends that provide insight into the proposed policy 
recommendations to address affordable housing.  

 
Residential Nexus Study and Inclusionary Housing Analysis 
 
Appendix C provides a summary of policy recommendations developed by Keyser Marston Associates 
(KMA) based on the Residential Nexus Study and Inclusionary Housing Analysis. Appendix D provides 
the nexus study for residential linkage fees prepared by KMA. A summary of the policy 
recommendations is outlined in Chapter 4 of this Action Plan. Appendix E provides the inclusionary 
housing analysis prepared by KMA. A summary of the policy recommendations is outlined in Chapter 5 
of this Action Plan. These studies examine the feasibility of the both policies by multiple submarkets 
within Los Angeles County, which include: 
 

1. Coastal South Los Angeles 
2. South Los Angeles 
3. East Los Angeles/Gateway 
4. San Gabriel Valley 
5. Santa Clarita Valley 
6. Antelope Valley 

 
CONCLUSION  
 
With an unprecedented alignment of County and State resources, policies and political will, the County is 
poised to pursue a comprehensive approach to addressing its acute housing shortage. By implementing 
the policies recommended in this report, quickly deploying Measure H and other development funds, and 
vigilantly advocating for continued State assistance in streamlining development approvals and 
environmental review, the County can help the region turn the corner on the housing crisis. 
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1. ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS  

  

 
BACKGROUND 
 
In 2016, Governor Brown signed AB 2299 (Bloom) and SB 1069 (Wieckowski), which amended the State 
Second Unit Law to ease restrictions on ADU construction. Effective January 2017, this legislation has 
increased the number of permits issued for ADU construction statewide, helping to alleviate the current 
housing shortage. The uptick in applications is clear in Los Angeles County. In 2016, DRP approved 63 
ADUs, for a total of 681 ADUs in the County’s unincorporated areas since the ADU Ordinance took effect 
in 2004. As of August 2017, DRP had already received 283 ADU applications since the new State mandate 
went into effect.  
 
Building ADUs is included in the County’s Homeless Initiative Strategy as “Strategy F4”, which calls for a 
second dwelling unit pilot program. In August 2017, the Board of Supervisors approved the pilot program 
to: 1) update the County’s ADU ordinance and streamline the approval process; 2) develop an 
architectural competition for innovative design; 3) provide homeowners with a subsidy to build ADUs (for 
up to three ADUs) on their properties with an incentive to rent the unit to a homeless family or individual; 
and 4) provide a subsidy to preserve existing unpermitted ADUs (for up to three ADUs). 
 
ISSUES AND CHALLENGES 
 

• Unpermitted and illegal dwelling units, including the conversion of garages, basements, attics, 
and other spaces into dwelling units, may not meet safety building standards. 

• Homeowners are unaware of ADU opportunities, regulations, and development standards. 
• Lack of conventional loans and access to financing to build ADUs are a barrier to homeowners, 

particularly those with little equity. 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Encourage property owners to legalize existing unpermitted ADUs 
2. Encourage property owners to build new ADUs and convert existing spaces into ADUs 

 
Objective 1: Encourage property owners to legalize existing unpermitted ADUs 
The County should encourage homeowners to legalize existing unpermitted ADUs to maintain housing, 
meet safety building standards, and provide existing occupants with tenant rights information. The 
County can design a pilot program to provide incentives, offer free inspections, provide subsidies for 
additional improvement costs to bring the unit up to code, offer permitting and plan review fee waivers, 
and provide tenant rights information. 

 

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), also known as “backyard homes” or 
“granny flats,” are an existing source of lower cost housing in single-family 
neighborhoods. The County is updating its regulations on ADUs to comply 
with State laws that encourage ADUs and provide more flexibility for 
homeowners.  
Photo source: Avaya Systems 
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Objective 2: Encourage property owners to build new ADUs and convert existing spaces into ADUs  
The County is updating its ordinance on ADUs to comply with State laws that encourage ADUs and 
provide more flexibility for property owners. The County should develop resources to help property 
owners who are interested in building a new ADU or converting an existing space. 

 
A. Create a one-stop portal for ADU information 

The County should assist property owners through the dissemination of informational materials 
available on the DRP website as a one-stop resource. For example, the City and County of San 
Francisco provides a webpage that offers information to property owners who are interested in 
building an ADU.9 The website describes the benefits of building ADUs and includes the video “Are 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) Right for You?” and a link to a “Property Information Map” for 
property owners to look up their zoning information. Table 2.1 provide examples of materials that 
the County can post on its website to help implement the updated ADU ordinance and provide 
additional resources for the ADU program. 
 

Table 2.1: ADU Informational Materials 
 

Program fact sheets 
and/or FAQs 
 

• Benefits of ADUs (e.g., generate income, expand housing for family 
members, etc.) 

• Recent legislative changes and revised ordinance 
• Navigating the permitting process 
• Legalizing an existing unpermitted unit  

 
Permit intake 
checklist 

• To ensure that owners meet the requirements to submit a building 
permit application to build or legalize a unit 
 

Financing ADUs • Finance guide  
o Provide a list of financing options available to County residents 
o [Guide from the following webpage: 

https://accessorydwellings.org/2014/11/03/finance-guide-for-
adus/] 

• ADU breakeven financial calculator  
o To help owners calculate the number of years to break even on an 

ADU  
o [Excel sheet from the following webpage: 

https://accessorydwellings.org/2014/11/03/finance-guide-for-
adus/] 
 

Prototype designs • Handouts that illustrate examples of ADUs based on location, size, etc. 
 

 
B. Identify target areas for ADUs 

The County should conduct a development capacity analysis to understand the potential for ADU 
production and determine the baseline of how many ADUs can be built within the unincorporated 
areas. The County should use this information to focus targeted outreach within areas with a high 
potential for ADU production. The development capacity analysis can be mapped out based on 
parcel data, such as lot size, zoning, and building outlines. For example, the City of San Diego 

                                                           
9 City and County of San Francisco Accessory Dwelling Unit Webpage http://sf-planning.org/accessory-dwelling-units   

https://accessorydwellings.org/2014/11/03/finance-guide-for-adus/
https://accessorydwellings.org/2014/11/03/finance-guide-for-adus/
https://accessorydwellings.org/2014/11/03/finance-guide-for-adus/
https://accessorydwellings.org/2014/11/03/finance-guide-for-adus/
http://sf-planning.org/accessory-dwelling-units
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commissioned a Companion Unit Capacity Analysis to understand the potential for ADU 
development, which included a map of parcels that are eligible for ADUs under the State law.  
 

C. Consider waiving development fees on ADU construction for lower income, very low-income, 
and extremely low-income households 
The County should consider waiving development fees to encourage the construction of more 
units for lower income, very low-income, and extremely low-income households. For example, 
the City of Santa Cruz waives various permit fees to property owners in exchange for their 
agreement to rent their ADUs to lower or very low-income households.10  

 
D. Host ADU Community Workshop or Open House 

The County should present to existing homeowners the opportunities and potential benefits of 
building ADUs and provide technical assistance, particularly in opportunity areas. In 2017, for 
example, the County of Santa Clara hosted a community workshop/open house to encourage 
ADUs to better understand and improve the process of building and financing ADUs from property 
owners with experience or interest. We suggest organizing a workshop as shown in Table 2.2:11 

 
Table 2.2: ADU Workshop Topics 

 
# Topic 
1 Benefits of ADUs 
2 Summary of revised ordinance   
3 Legalizing existing unpermitted ADUs 
4 Development standards 
5 Permit requirements 
6 Design ideas (e.g., attached, detached, parcel size, modular, pre-fab, shipping 

containers, etc.) 
7 Navigating the permitting process 
8 Financing ADUs 

• General costs (e.g., design, permits, fees, construction, etc.) 
• County assistance (if applicable) 
• Financing options (e.g., loans, existing mortgage, etc.) 

9 Technical assistance session 
 
POTENTIAL POLICY OUTCOMES 
 

• Increase housing stock. 
• Incentivize affordable housing for low-income, senior, and homeless individuals, as well as 

students. 
• Bring existing and unpermitted ADUs into compliance with building codes to reduce health and 

safety hazards to tenants. 
• Allow homeowners to generate income on underutilized residential property. 

 
  

                                                           
10 Refer to the following link for information on the City of Santa Cruz 2016 Accessory Dwelling Units Fee Waiver Information and Application 
http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/home/showdocument?id=53802  
11 Refer to the following link to access the Santa Cruz County ADU Study Community Workshop PowerPoint presentation 
http://sccoplanning.com/Portals/2/County/Planning/policy/AccessoryDwellingUnits/Powerpoint/ADU%20Workshop%204.17.17.pdf  

http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/home/showdocument?id=53802
http://sccoplanning.com/Portals/2/County/Planning/policy/AccessoryDwellingUnits/Powerpoint/ADU%20Workshop%204.17.17.pdf
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2. AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRESERVATION 

   

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Preserving affordable housing will help maintain the rental housing stock for low-income to moderate-
income households. Affordable housing preservation programs can address expiring income-restricted 
affordable housing, but also naturally occurring affordable housing (NOAH), which is housing that is 
considered affordable without the support of public subsidies, such as Low-Income Housing Tax Credits. 
NOAH properties are also at risk of converting into market-rate or luxury housing, and are often in need 
of rehabilitation. According to CoStar, approximately 5.5 million NOAH units exist throughout the nation.12 
Strategies to stabilize and preserve affordable housing include: limiting the conversion of rental housing 
to market-rate condominiums, establishing a funding program for NOAH units, requiring a one-for-one 
replacement of any affordable units that are demolished or removed, and regulating short-term rentals.  
 

Condominium Conversions  
Converting rental units to market-rate condominiums decreases the overall rental housing stock and 
causes potential displacement of current tenants. Some local jurisdictions implement condominium 
conversion ordinances to set limits on the number of conversions as an anti-displacement strategy, or 
to collect fees to mitigate displacement. According to the League of California Cities, there are two types 
of condominium conversion ordinances: procedural and substantive. Procedural ordinances do not 
place limits on conversions, but they do provide tenants with additional rights and notices. Substantive 
ordinances place a limit on the number of units that can be converted each year.13 For example, the City 
of Los Angeles imposes a condominium conversion fee of $1,492 for each unit, which is deposited into 
its Rental Housing Production Account.14 Some ordinances also offer a ‘First Right of Refusal’ to current 
tenants who are interested in purchasing their unit when it is converted into a condominium.  
 
Local jurisdictions may apply inclusionary housing requirements to condominium conversions. For 
example, the City of Walnut Creek’s conversion code limits the annual conversion of rental units to 
condominiums to no more than five percent of the total rental stock and also subjects converting 
properties to inclusionary requirements.15 The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) created a 

                                                           
12 Pyati, A. (October 18, 2016). New CoStar data identifies 5.5 million units of naturally occurring affordable housing in markets across the 
United States. Retrieved October 2017 from https://americas.uli.org/general-posts/new-costar-data-identifies-5-5-million-units-naturally-
occurring-affordable-housing-markets-across-united-states/  
13 Bakker, J. (October 2005). Condominium conversions: They’re back. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.cacities.org/UploadedFiles/LeagueInternet/c5/c5e504c3-e261-4986-b983-c964db35d7c0.pdf  
14 HCID Condominium Conversion Fee. Retrieved October 2017 from http://hcidla.lacity.org/condominium-coversion-fees  
15 ABAG Condominium Conversion Ordinances https://abag.ca.gov/planning/housing/toolkit/condominium_conversion.html  

 

Affordable housing preservation refers to strategies that maintain existing 
affordable housing, including income-restricted and non-income restricted 
units, and that address displacement.  
 Photo source: Rolland Curtis Gardens, Abode Communities 

 

 

http://hcidla.lacity.org/condominium-coversion-fees
https://americas.uli.org/general-posts/new-costar-data-identifies-5-5-million-units-naturally-occurring-affordable-housing-markets-across-united-states/
https://americas.uli.org/general-posts/new-costar-data-identifies-5-5-million-units-naturally-occurring-affordable-housing-markets-across-united-states/
https://www.cacities.org/UploadedFiles/LeagueInternet/c5/c5e504c3-e261-4986-b983-c964db35d7c0.pdf
http://hcidla.lacity.org/condominium-coversion-fees
https://abag.ca.gov/planning/housing/toolkit/condominium_conversion.html
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toolkit for condominium conversion ordinances, which lists the following questions that we recommend 
the County consider:14 
 

• Is there a large share of rental units being converted to condominiums? 
• Is there a balance of rental and for-sale units that is appropriate for the jurisdiction? 
• Should there be a limit on the number of units that can be converted in any given year based 

on total figures or a share of jurisdiction-wide rental stock? 
• Should there be a replacement requirement for converted units or application of any 

inclusionary policy requirement? 
• Is there a fee paid into an affordable housing trust fund? 
• Should additional tenant protections be imposed such as: relocation assistance, lifetime 

leases, restricting rent increases for remaining tenants, providing discounts for tenants on the 
sale price of the converted units? 

 
Funding for Acquisition, Rehabilitation, and Maintenance  
Local jurisdictions are developing funding sources to preserve the affordability of expiring income-
restricted units and NOAH units for the long term by financing their acquisition or rehabilitation, and 
maintenance. For example, in Minnesota, the Greater Minnesota Housing Fund and Freddie Mac 
launched a $25 million fund to provide low-cost interest loans to acquire at least 1,000 units for 
affordable housing in three years and preserve existing affordable properties for the next 15 years.16 
Lenders, such as Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, have also created other loan programs to maintain 
affordable properties.17   
 
In July 2017, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) set aside $10 million for a NOAH 
revolving loan fund to address anti-displacement and affordable housing in the San Francisco Bay 
Area.18 The funds will be used to acquire housing occupied by low-income residents and reserve it as 
affordable. In Los Angeles, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) 
recently launched the Metro Affordable Transit Connected Housing (MATCH) Program, which provides 
low-interest loans to developers to help preserve existing affordable housing in areas where rising rental 
rates are causing displacement. The predevelopment loans from the program may also be used for 
preservation projects.19  

 
One-for-One Replacement 
One-for-one replacement, or no-net-loss policies, require developers to build one affordable housing 
unit for each existing unit that is demolished or removed in the process of conversion to market-rate 
units or condominiums. The existing unit could be income-restricted or naturally occurring affordable. 
Such a policy can also allow developers to pay a fee in lieu of building the affordable housing unit. This 
policy could be implemented throughout the unincorporated areas, or within specifically defined areas 
that are facing acute displacement pressure.  

 
 

                                                           
16 Abello, O.P. (June 7. 2017). Millions of affordable housing units are flying under the radar. Retrieved October 2017 from http://naahl.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/06/NC-Millions-of-Affordable-Housing-Units-Are-Flying-Under-the-Radar.pdf  
17Anderson, B. (May 9, 2017). Fannie and Freddie double down on financing workforce housing. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://www.nreionline.com/multifamily/fannie-and-freddie-double-down-financing-workforce-housing  
18 Metropolitan Transportation Commission OBAG 2. Retrieved October 2017 from https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/federal-
funding/obag-2  
19 Metro Affordable Transit Connected Housing Program. Retrieved October 2017 from http://www.matchfundla.com/  

https://abag.ca.gov/planning/housing/toolkit/condominium_conversion.html
http://www.nreionline.com/multifamily/fannie-and-freddie-double-down-financing-workforce-housing
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/federal-funding/obag-2
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/federal-funding/obag-2
http://www.matchfundla.com/
http://naahl.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/NC-Millions-of-Affordable-Housing-Units-Are-Flying-Under-the-Radar.pdf
http://naahl.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/NC-Millions-of-Affordable-Housing-Units-Are-Flying-Under-the-Radar.pdf
http://www.nreionline.com/multifamily/fannie-and-freddie-double-down-financing-workforce-housing
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/federal-funding/obag-2
https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/fund-invest/federal-funding/obag-2
http://www.matchfundla.com/
http://www.matchfundla.com/
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Preservation of Mobile Home Parks  
Mobile home parks provide naturally occurring affordable housing for extremely low-income 
households, veterans, senior citizens, and other households on fixed incomes. Currently, a proposed 
development on the site of an existing mobile home park requires closure impact reports. There is an 
opportunity to update these relocation policies for impacted residents, but also to develop policies to 
preserve, maintain, and update existing mobile home parks. 
 
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) or Air Rights 
Air rights transfers or the transfer of development rights (TDR) have been used to preserve historic 
structures, as well as affordable housing. Local jurisdictions can preserve existing affordable housing by 
selling the unused floor area ratio (FAR) of an affordable housing property to a developer wishing to 
acquire additional density for a nearby new construction project. The income generated from the 
transaction can then be used to extend the housing affordability period for a longer-term, or in some 
cases permanently.20 The funds can also be used to pay for the rehabilitation of existing affordable 
housing and the construction of new affordable housing units. For more information on air rights and 
TDR, refer to section Chapter 7 - Value Capture and Incentive Zoning.  
 
Short-Term Rentals  
Short-term rentals can negatively affect the rental housing stock when long-term rental units are lost 
or replaced as short-term rentals. Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy (LAANE) reported that short-
term rentals (e.g., Airbnb, HomeAway, FlipKey, onefinestay, and VRBO) encourage landlords to take 
rental units off the market.21 Regulating short-term rentals can be controversial. Some cities, such as 
San Francisco, have placed a cap on the number of rental days; other cities such as the City of West 
Hollywood, have directly banned short-term rentals.22   
 
Many local jurisdictions are collecting a transient occupancy tax (TOT), also known as hotel bed tax, 
from short-term rentals to generate local revenue. In 2016, the City of Los Angeles began imposing a 14 
percent tax on Airbnb units under a three-year agreement. So far, the City has already generated $13 
million in revenue, of which nearly 40 percent has been allocated to support affordable and low-income 
housing initiatives, such as rapid re-housing.23 Mayor Eric Garcetti previously proposed to direct the TOT 
revenue to the City’s Affordable Housing Trust Fund to build more affordable housing.24  
 
Airbnb established a program in 2014 to collect and remit hotel and other tourist taxes on behalf of 
cities, including Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Portland. Airbnb currently does not collect taxes on 
behalf of the County. However, the County Treasurer and Tax Collector recently began requiring short-
term rental hosts to obtain a business license and pay a 12 percent TOT for short-term rentals located 

                                                           
20 Profile on The Prince George Project. Retrieved October 2017 from http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/developers/projects/the-prince-
george.page  
21 Samaan, R. (March 2015). Airbnb, rising rent, and the housing crisis in Los Angeles. Retrieved October 2015 from https://www.laane.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/03/AirBnB-Final.pdf  
22 City of West Hollywood Department of Public Works. Retrieved October 2017 from http://www.weho.org/city-hall/city-departments-
divisions/public-works/code-compliance/short-term-rentals  
23 Smith, K. (September 10, 2017). How Airbnb is generating hefty tax revenues for LA. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.dailynews.com/2017/09/10/how-airbnb-is-generating-hefty-tax-revenues-for-la/  
24 Bergman, B. (April 16, 2015). Garcetti wants Airbnb to help solve LA’s affordability crisis. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://www.scpr.org/news/2015/04/16/51042/garcetti-wants-airbnb-to-help-solve-la-s-affordabi/   
 

http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/developers/projects/the-prince-george.page
http://www1.nyc.gov/site/hpd/developers/projects/the-prince-george.page
https://www.laane.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/AirBnB-Final.pdf
https://www.laane.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/AirBnB-Final.pdf
http://www.weho.org/city-hall/city-departments-divisions/public-works/code-compliance/short-term-rentals
http://www.weho.org/city-hall/city-departments-divisions/public-works/code-compliance/short-term-rentals
https://www.dailynews.com/2017/09/10/how-airbnb-is-generating-hefty-tax-revenues-for-la/
http://www.scpr.org/news/2015/04/16/51042/garcetti-wants-airbnb-to-help-solve-la-s-affordabi/
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in the unincorporated areas.25 The Airbnb website lists the current cities where occupancy tax collection 
and remittance by Airbnb are available.26  

 
ISSUES AND CHALLENGES 
 

• During the period 2014-2024, approximately 582 affordable units in the County are at risk of 
converting to market-rate.  

• Short-term rentals, such as Airbnb, could potentially encourage landlords to take rental units off 
the market, further exacerbating the housing shortage. 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Draft an affordable housing preservation ordinance  
2. Explore partnerships to establish an affordable housing preservation fund program 
3. Regulate short-term rentals 

 
Objective 1: Draft an affordable housing preservation ordinance 
The County should consider drafting an ordinance to impose fees on rental units being converted into 
condominiums. The fees generated from this program could be deposited into the County Affordable 
Housing Trust Fund to provide funding for other preservation projects, or to assist tenants that are 
displaced by conversions. Should the County implement an inclusionary housing program (see Chapter 
5 - Inclusionary Housing), the ordinance could also contain provisions that require condominium 
conversions to be subject to the inclusionary housing regulations and require a certain percentage of 
converted units to be affordable.  

 
The County should also consider establishing a one-for-one replacement policy for any affordable units 
that are demolished, removed from stock, or converted into market-rate housing and condominiums. 
The County could also allow developers to pay an in-lieu fee instead of constructing a new affordable 
unit on site. The revenue generated from the in-lieu fees could be deposited into the County Affordable 
Housing Trust Fund to create new affordable housing units or preserve and rehabilitate existing 
affordable housing.  
 
Furthermore, the County should consider changes to the County Code to update relocation policies for 
residents impacted by mobile home closures and to protect existing mobile home parks from conversion 
to other uses. 
 
Objective 2: Explore partnerships to establish an affordable housing preservation fund program 
The County should consider initiating a regional discussion with SCAG and/or other cities and interested 
investors to create a regional or Countywide preservation fund program that provides low-interest loans 
to property owners to acquire, rehabilitate, or maintain existing affordable housing units (at-risk and 
NOAH).  

 
 

 
                                                           
25 Los Angeles County Transient Occupancy Tax FAQ. Retrieved October 2015 from 
http://ttc.lacounty.gov/Othertaxes/docs/FAQs%20for%20Online%20Hosting%20Platform%20FINAL.pdf  
26 Airbnb: In what areas is occupancy tax collection and remittance by Airbnb available? Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.airbnb.com/help/article/653/in-what-areas-is-occupancy-tax-collection-and-remittance-by-airbnb-available#California  

https://www.airbnb.com/help/article/653/in-what-areas-is-occupancy-tax-collection-and-remittance-by-airbnb-available#California
http://ttc.lacounty.gov/Othertaxes/docs/FAQs%20for%20Online%20Hosting%20Platform%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.airbnb.com/help/article/653/in-what-areas-is-occupancy-tax-collection-and-remittance-by-airbnb-available#California
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Objective 3: Regulate short-term rentals 
The County should consider regulating short-term rentals to limit the conversion of rental units to short-
term rentals, as well as to collect taxes from short-term rentals to generate funding for the preservation 
of affordable housing.  
 

A. Draft an ordinance to limit the number of rental days per short-term rental host 
The County should consider regulating the number of days the host can rent their units to 
prevent long-term rental units from converting to short-term rentals. For example, in June 2017, 
the City of Los Angeles Planning and Land Use Management Committee discussed limiting the 
number of rental days to 180 days per year.27   
 

B. Require short-term rental companies to collect and remit taxes on behalf of the County 
The County does not have an enforcement mechanism in place to monitor and collect their 
recently-imposed TOT. Airbnb currently offers agreements with local jurisdictions to 
automatically collect and remit local taxes on behalf of the hosts when the unit is reserved 
online.28 The County should consider such agreements with short-term rental companies to 
ensure that taxes are collected. The County should also consider imposing fines on hosts that 
do not meet the County requirements, such as obtaining a business license or exceeding the 
limited number of rental days.  
 

C. Dedicate all tax revenue to the County Affordable Housing Trust Fund 
The County should dedicate the TOT revenue from short-term rentals in the unincorporated 
areas and deposit it into the County Affordable Housing Trust Fund, specifically to preserve 
affordable housing in the unincorporated areas.  

 
POTENTIAL POLICY OUTCOMES 
 

• The preservation of affordable housing units provides a cost-effective alternative to constructing 
new affordable units, typically costing one-half to two-thirds less than new construction. 

• Preservation prevents displacement by allowing low-income tenants to remain in place. 
• Preservation can deepen and lengthen affordability protections. 

  

                                                           
27 City of Los Angeles Proposed Home-sharing Ordinance (October 19, 2017). Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2014/14-1635-S2_rpt_PLAN_10-20-2017.pdf  
28Airbnb: How does occupancy tax collection and remittance by Airbnb work? Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.airbnb.com/help/article/1036/how-does-occupancy-tax-collection-and-remittance-by-airbnb-work  

http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2014/14-1635-S2_rpt_PLAN_10-20-2017.pdf
https://www.airbnb.com/help/article/1036/how-does-occupancy-tax-collection-and-remittance-by-airbnb-work
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3. COMMUNITY LAND TRUSTS 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Community Land Trusts (CLTs) can be an effective tool to preserve housing affordability and prevent 
displacement of low-income residents in an area with rapidly rising rents and home prices. A CLT can 
provide home ownership and rental housing, and in some cases a combination of the two. A CLT’s business 
model will typically involve the purchase of smaller collections of housing units, such as single-family 
homes or small apartment buildings of under 20 units, by using local subsidy funding and private loans. 
 
While many CLTs have not achieved a significant level of scale to become self-sustaining, with the right 
levels of support, CLTs can play an important role in addressing the housing crisis by focusing on smaller 
properties, both vacant and with existing buildings. These smaller sites may not be feasible for larger 
multifamily developments using tax credits and other public funding, but cumulatively, they can enable a 
CLT to build a growing portfolio of housing units that will be insulated from rising real estate costs and will 
be preserved as affordable to homeowners and renters in perpetuity. The CLT model also can capitalize 
on the predominant land use patterns in many parts of the unincorporated areas, characterized by single-
family homes and smaller apartment buildings. 
 
Community Land Models 
 
There are several models of Community Land, including Shared Equity and Rental Preservation.   
 

Shared Equity 
Shared equity refers to an affordable housing strategy that enables low-income homeowners to 
purchase a home, a condominium, or an interest in a multifamily cooperative, and later resell. A CLT 
shared equity model promotes long-term affordability by removing the cost of land from the sale price 
of the home. The buyer leases the land from a CLT, which owns and manages the land, and the 
homebuyer owns and pays its portion of the debt service on the residential dwelling.  
 
When the homebuyer seeks to sell the unit in a shared equity ownership, it will have the right to sell at 
a given price, often the original purchase price plus accrued inflation, to a new eligible homebuyer. The 
CLT continues to control the land via the long-term ground lease. 
 

 

Community Land Trusts (CLTs) help create long-term housing affordability by 
assembling land into a permanent trust. The CLT will then sell the structures on 
that land to homeowners at affordable prices in a limited equity cooperative 
model, or continue to own the homes and rent them to low-income tenants. A 
long-term ground lease is often put into place for the limited equity cooperative 
units intended for sale to low-income buyers. This structure gives the CLTs the 
exclusive use of the land beneath their buildings, and provides a mechanism to 
ensure long-term affordability of the homes to benefit the larger community. 
Photo source: Homestead Community Land Trust 
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This strategy allows for some appreciation on the original homebuyer’s capital, in addition to the return 
of its equity accumulated from paying the mortgage, while allowing a new low-income buyer to 
purchase the home at an affordable rate. 
 
Rental Preservation 
Some CLTs purchase a multifamily or other residential dwelling with the goal to rent the units at a below-
market rate. CLTs that can leverage some public-sector funding will be able to purchase homes with a 
supportable level of debt, and then rent the units at a level that is sufficient to cover debt service and 
operating expenses. In this model, the CLT is the long-term owner and manager of the housing units. 

 
Recognizing that some low-income residents are not prepared to purchase and own a home—even one 
sold at below-market rates—most CLTs provide mandatory homebuyer classes to potential buyers. Land 
trusts have also played an active role in advocating for affordable housing and in the creation of funding 
mechanisms to support their work.   
 
Public Support of Land Trusts 
 
Unlike the larger multifamily developers, most CLTs do not have the ability to grow a fund balance by 
earning developer fees and receiving property management revenue. Instead, CLTs rely on alternative 
sources of funding to enable the purchase of land and housing, and these transactions are generally not 
large enough to generate enough surplus to pay a developer fee to the CLT. The County can explore a 
number of ways to support local community land trusts.  
 
Two key areas of support that CLTs need are funding and access to properties. 
 

Funding 
Access to debt and equity capital is an on-going challenge to community land trusts. If a CLT purchases 
a property on the open market, it will need some down payment funds in order to secure a loan from a 
bank or community development financial institution (CDFI). In order to allow low- income homebuyers 
or renters to afford the home, additional subsidies will generally be required to enable the affordable 
home payments to be sufficient to pay debt services, taxes, insurance, and other maintenance costs. 
While some CLTs have benefited from donated land or buildings, in order to achieve sustainability and 
scale, they will need ongoing access to capital on favorable terms in order to preserve the affordability 
of the housing held under the trust. 
 
In San Francisco, the City’s Small Sites Program (SSP) was launched in 2014 and became instrumental in 
the growth of the San Francisco Community Land Trust (SFCLT), enabling it to purchase nearly 80 units 
of housing in a few years. The SSP provides a large equity contribution towards an acquisition of rental 
properties of under 25 units, with an average area median income per property of 80% of AMI. The 
significant level of publicly funded down payment enables a land trust and other affordable real estate 
developers to find private capital, with payment amounts and terms that are affordable to enable the 
long-term affordability of the property. A number of tenants facing eviction due to rising rents or other 
factors, such as Ellis Act29 evictions, have been able to remain in their units due to the Small Sites 
Program. The City of Oakland is now considering a similar small sites program with funding that has 
been made available from recent bond measures that were passed in Alameda County. 

                                                           
29 The Ellis Act provides a means for owners of rental property in California to exit the business of renting or to change the use of a residential 
rental property, and compel the existing residents of a property to vacate. 
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Access to Properties 
The most successful CLTs have relationships with their local jurisdictions to allow access to purchase 
opportunities as they become available. These opportunities include: 
 
• Providing CLTs access to foreclosed real estate assets due to non-payment of taxes, particularly 

single-family homes. Both the Oakland CLT and Homestead CLT in Seattle, WA have been able to 
grow their portfolios by accessing foreclosed homes. 

• Making government surplus properties available to CLTs, especially parcels that are small and 
difficult to develop at scale.  

• Finally, CLTs can be deemed the beneficiaries of land that is donated under inclusionary zoning 
policies, such as with the Irvine Community Land Trust (ICLT). ICLT will often partner with a local 
affordable housing developer to build on the land transferred to it via the inclusionary policy. In 
this respect, ICLT is a hybrid organization as both a land trust and developer.  

 
Community Land Trusts 
 

San Francisco Community Land Trust (SFCLT), est. 2001 
It owns 107 units of multifamily housing in 12 buildings. It is currently landlord to all residents and 
looking to convert the buildings to cooperative ownership managed by the residents, which it estimates 
is a five to seven year process. With the launching of San Francisco’s Small Sites Program in 2014, SFCLT 
was able to secure subsidies and debt financing from local CDFIs, and rapidly grow its portfolio. It also 
experimented with crowdsourcing as a way to raise equity capital and make a down payment on one of 
its properties.  
 
Northern California Land Trust (NCLT), est. 1972   
As one of the older CLTs in California, it assisted with the other land trusts, and works closely with 
resident groups looking to cooperative ownership. It now owns 28 rental and coop rental units as well 
as seven units for residents with mental illness and chemical dependency that are managed by Options 
Recovery. 
 
Bay Area Community Land Trust (BACLT), est. 2006   
It has purchased three buildings with a total of 14 units, of which two of the buildings are limited equity 
cooperatives and one is rental housing. It has been unable to fundraise or secure public-sector funding. 
They have been able to gain a welfare exemption on their rental property to save on property taxes; 
however, this cost saving measure is not available to the limited equity cooperatives given the private 
ownership structure. 
 
Oakland Community Land Trust (OCLT), est. 2009   
With support from the City of Oakland and funding from the Neighborhood Stabilization Program, OCLT 
purchased 18 single-family homes that were in foreclosure throughout the City of Oakland. These 
properties are structured as limited equity ownership, in which OCLK sells the home to an income 
qualified household (below 80% AMI), but retains fee ownership of the land. OCLT enters into a 99-year, 
renewable ground lease with the household. The ground lease includes regulations on resale, 
occupancy, equity appreciation, etc., as well as a first right of refusal for the land trust to re-purchase 
the property in the event of a default or other unforeseen issue. Its resale formula for the single-family 
units guarantees an annual appreciation of two percent, or the change in the Consumer Price Index 
(CPI), whichever is greater. Additionally, families benefit from the forced savings/equity accrual from 
paying down their mortgage. 
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Homestead Community Land Trust, Seattle, WA (HCLT), est. 1992 
Initially an activist organization, in the early 2000s, they converted to a land trust model starting with 
the donation of one property. Funded by public dollars, developer and transaction fees, and individual 
and philanthropic donations, Homestead CLT now has 214 properties in its trust with a goal of adding 
30 units per year over the next five years. It has a productive partnership with the City of Seattle to help 
identify sites for purchase. 
 
Irvine Community Land Trust (ICLT), est. 2006  
The City of Irvine created the ICLT, assisting with incorporation, seed funding, and in-kind staffing. The 
purpose was to address the increasing affordability problem through an independent but city-supported 
non-profit organization. Using funding and land donated to it through the City’s Inclusionary Housing 
Ordinance, which requires developers to either build affordable units on site or donate land or money 
in-lieu of those units, ICLT has 261 units completed or under development, for both sale and rental. It 
partners with local developers to complete construction on new units. 
 
T.R.U.S.T. South LA, est. 2005  
This community based organization engages in tenant advocacy and community organizing in addition 
to its role as a land trust. It owns one recently-acquired five-unit apartment building. In addition, 
T.R.U.S.T. South LA has partnered with Abode Communities (an affordable housing developer) to 
develop 261 units at two mixed-use sites. All units will be affordable rentals developed with low-income 
housing tax credits and other public subsidies.   

 
ISSUES AND CHALLENGES 
 
The CLT model provides an opportunity to fundamentally change the economics of affordable housing by 
removing land costs permanently from the value of the home. This can be especially impactful in areas 
where home prices are increasing—most often due to rapid appreciation of the underlying land. In doing 
so, the CLT model can also provide a pathway to permanent affordability that, unlike other approaches 
such as rental or home ownership subsidies, will never expire. In addition, a successful CLT can purchase 
and perform needed rehabilitation to a series of small apartment buildings with relatively few sources of 
funding, providing significant numbers of affordable units to low-income renters and homebuyers both 
quickly and efficiently. 

 
There are, however, challenges to this model’s potential impact. CLTs historically have been difficult to 
scale, due to difficulty obtaining acquisition funding and a cost-effective way to find available sites. In 
contrast to classic land trust models that have been established to purchase and hold environmentally 
sensitive land, often with major foundation or private grants, CLTs work in urbanized areas and compete 
with market rate developers for purchase opportunities. In a market with rising real estate values, CLTs 
often find it particularly difficult to obtain funding to obtain expensive properties. At the same time CLTs 
are typically mission-driven and seek sites in urbanized areas near transit, which are typically expensive.   

 
Achieving Scale Through Partnerships 
Some CLTs interviewed for this report created partnerships with their respective cities and counties to 
access public properties. For example, the Irvine Community Land Trust receives land and funding 
contributed by developers under the City of Irvine’s Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, giving the Irvine CLT 
a pipeline of both funding and property. With those resources, the Irvine CLT then partners with 
developers to build rental and for-sale units with permanent affordability. In Seattle, Homestead 
Community Land Trust has 214 units of both single- and multifamily under management with a goal of 
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adding 30 new units per year to its inventory. This is made possible through a partnership with the City 
of Seattle to access surplus and foreclosed properties, as well as partnerships with developers such as 
Habitat for Humanity. The Oakland Community Land Trust has been able to secure down payment 
funding and ongoing operating support from large foundations such as the California Endowment, 
Enterprise Community Partners, and the San Francisco Foundation, allowing it to purchase a number of 
foreclosed homes since its founding in 2009.   
 
Smaller Community Land Trusts 
Other CLTs have not been able to access funding or real estate acquisition opportunities from their local 
jurisdictions or from local philanthropy, and in general, these CLTs are organizations that have found it 
challenging to achieve scale, despite many years of effort. As an example, the Bay Area CLT and Northern 
California CLT have not found ready access to capital to enable them to purchase additional properties 
in the white hot San Francisco Bay Area housing market. Similarly, while T.R.U.S.T South LA has had 
success in purchasing and holding properties so that its development partner, Abode Communities, can 
secure financing and entitlements, the only other asset it controls is a single apartment building 
consisting of five units. CLTs such as T.R.U.S.T South LA could be ready to scale with the right access to 
capital and properties, along with technical assistance. 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Establish a business plan 
2. Offer a right of first refusal for small lot surplus County-owned properties 
3. Purchase foreclosed housing properties owned by the County 
4. Purchase existing small sites for purchase by local CLTs 

 
Objective 1: Establish a business plan 
Establish a business plan by partnering with successful CLTs or other technical assistance providers; 
work with local Los Angeles-area land trusts (e.g., T.R.U.S.T South LA) to enable it to scale. Provide direct 
funding and in-kind staff time until the CLT reaches level where it is self-sustaining. 
 
Objective 2: Offer a right of first refusal for small lot surplus County-owned properties 
Explore the feasibility of offering a right of first refusal for small lot surplus County-owned properties 
intended for residential development. 
 
Objective 3: Purchase foreclosed housing properties owned by the County 
Establish protocols with the County Treasurer and Tax Collector to enable CLTs to purchase foreclosed 
housing properties owned by the County. 
 
Objective 4: Purchase existing small sites for purchase by local CLTs 
Earmark funding sources to provide equity funding for purchase of existing small sites, such as 25 units 
or less, for purchase by local CLTs. Outreach to local banks and CDFIs to ensure these local funding 
sources can be leveraged with private debt. 

 
POTENTIAL POLICY OUTCOMES 
 

• Preserve housing affordability and prevent displacement of low-income residents in an area with 
rapidly rising rents and home prices. 

• Provide home ownership and rental housing, and in some cases, a combination of the two.  
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4. AFFORDABLE HOUSING LINKAGE FEES 

   

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Affordable housing linkage fees are utilized to mitigate the increased demand for affordable housing 
created by new market rate development. Affordable housing linkage fees (also known as “affordable 
housing impact fees”) can be assessed on both non-residential development (non-residential linkage fee) 
and residential development (residential linkage fee). The revenue generated by affordable housing 
linkage fees provides a funding source to fill the financial gap associated with dedicated affordable 
housing projects. 
 
Affordable housing linkage fees are subject to the Mitigation Fee Act and therefore, must be supported 
by a nexus study. The legally supportable linkage fee amounts are directly tied to the increase in demand 
for goods and services created by the new market rate development projects. As the need for goods and 
services increases, the demand for low- and moderate-income workers also increases. In turn, this creates 
the need for affordable units to house the new low- and moderate-income households. The maximum 
legally supportable affordable housing linkage fees are quantified in the nexus study. 
 
In December 2015, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (Board) approved a motion to initiate an 
Equitable Development Work Plan, which included conducting a nexus study on the creation of a linkage 
fee for affordable housing. In February 2016, the Board also included the nexus study as “Strategy F2” of 
the County’s Homeless Initiative. In 2017, Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) evaluated the potential for 
creating both a non-residential linkage fee program, as well as a residential linkage fee program. The 
following sections summarize the findings.  
 
NON-RESIDENTIAL LINKAGE FEE 
 

Potential for New Development 
A non-residential linkage fee would be imposed on new non-residential development within Los Angeles 
County, typically commercial and industrial uses. Approximately 0.6% of the land area in the 
unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County is zoned for commercial uses and approximately 3.6% of 
the land area is zoned for industrial uses. 
 
Given that linkage fees are only imposed on new development, any existing gross building area that 
would be demolished as part of a new development project would need to be deducted from the total 
gross building area of the new project for the purposes of calculating the total linkage fee amount. As 
such, KMA analyzed the amount of vacant land area available for commercial and industrial 
development. Approximately 1,170 acres of vacant commercial land are available, which equates to 

 

Affordable Housing Linkage Fees are directly tied to the 
increased need for affordable housing created by new market 
rate development. The fee is assessed on new development on 
a per square foot basis. The fee provides a funding source to fill 
the financial gap associated with dedicated affordable housing 
projects. 
Photo source: Epworth Apartments, Los Angeles County  
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13% of total commercial land area. Approximately 3,000 acres of vacant industrial land are available, 
which equates to 5% of industrial land area. 

 
The amount of vacant land area available to be developed with commercial or industrial development 
is limited. 

 
Potential Non-Residential Linkage Fee Revenue 
KMA analyzed the potential non-residential linkage fee revenue that could be generated based on 
“finaled” construction permits between January 2012 and May 2017. During this 5.5-year period, the 
County permitted approximately 100,000 square feet of commercial and industrial building area per 
year. Based on the assumption that the non-residential linkage fee is set at $5.00 per square foot of 
building area, KMA estimated that a non-residential linkage fee program could generate approximately 
$500,000 in non-residential linkage fee revenue per year. The majority of this linkage fee revenue would 
be generated from industrial development. 

 
Non-Residential Linkage Fee Recommendation 
Based on the following conclusions, KMA recommends that the County should not pursue implementing 
a non-residential linkage fee program because there is a limited amount of vacant land available for 
non-residential development. Based on the amount of non-residential development that occurred 
during the previous five years, substantial revenue would not be generated from a non-residential 
linkage fee program. 

 
RESIDENTIAL LINKAGE FEE 
 
KMA prepared a Residential Nexus Study (see Appendix D) to quantify the maximum legally supportable 
residential linkage fee amounts for various submarkets of Los Angeles County. At the time of the 
Residential Nexus Study, the County was prohibited from imposing inclusionary housing requirements on 
rental housing developments. As such, a residential linkage fee was the primary method for imposing 
affordable housing requirements on market rate rental development. However, Governor Jerry Brown 
signed into law AB 1505 (Bloom) in September 2017, which provides local jurisdictions with the ability to 
adopt ordinances that impose inclusionary housing requirements on rental housing developments.30 
Given this new ability, it is recommended that the County establish an inclusionary housing program for 
market rate residential development rather than a residential linkage fee. 
 
  

                                                           
30 Assembly Bill 1505 (Bloom). September 28, 2017. Retrieved December 2017 from 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1505  

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1505
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5. INCLUSIONARY HOUSING 

   

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Inclusionary housing programs can be an effective strategy for creating mixed-income housing projects 
and mitigating economic segregation by dispersing affordable housing throughout the community. The 
primary focus of an inclusionary housing program is the provision of affordable housing units on-site 
within market-rate housing developments. However, well-designed inclusionary housing programs 
provide developers with a variety of methods under which the requirements can be fulfilled. Options for 
inclusionary housing include onsite and offsite affordable housing, in-lieu fees, and land donations. In 
California, the financial impacts associated with inclusionary housing requirements can potentially be 
offset by the density bonus that is mandated by California Government Code Sections 65915-65918 
(Section 65915), and a variety of Federal, State and local financial assistance programs. 
 

Construction of Affordable Housing Units 
 
Onsite affordable housing units are typically required to be indistinguishable from market rate units in 
terms of size and quality. However, in some programs the comparability is limited to the exterior 
improvements and the number of bedrooms that are provided in the unit. Some programs allow 
inclusionary housing requirements to be fulfilled in offsite locations. Requirements for building 
affordable units at offsite locations may include: 
 
• Distance from the affordable housing units to the market rate project. 
• Specific scope, design, building quality, and maintenance standards on all offsite affordable 

housing developments.  
• Increased affordable housing set-aside when the affordable housing projects vary significantly 

from the market rate housing development. 
 

Inclusionary Housing Production Requirements 
For the purposes of the Action Plan, Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) used pro forma analyses of 
prototype developments to identify the inclusionary housing requirements that are currently 
financially feasible in each submarket within the unincorporated areas. The analyses are based on the 
onsite provision of affordable units. The maximum percentages of affordable housing units that can 
be supported onsite within market rate projects are identified for a moderate income scenario and 
for a lower income scenario. The results are detailed in Appendix E and are summarized in Table 5-1 
below and in Appendix C. 
 

 
 

 

An inclusionary housing program is targeted to the community’s existing unmet 
need for affordable housing. Such a program may require developers to set 
aside a percentage of residential units at affordable rates in projects. 
Photo source: New York City Department of City Planning 
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Table 5.1: Feasible Inclusionary Housing Set-Asides for Each Submarket 
 

Submarket 

 

Moderate Income 
Scenarios 

 

 

Lower Income  
Scenarios 

 
 

Coastal South Los Angeles 
  

  Single-Family Homes 16% 12% 
  Condominiums 18% 11% 
  Rental Apartment Projects N/A 19% 

 
 

South Los Angeles 
  

  Single-Family Homes 19% 9% 
  Condominiums N/A N/A 
  Rental Apartment Projects N/A N/A 

 
 

East Los Angeles/Gateway 
  

  Single-Family Homes 14% 9% 
  Condominiums 17% 9% 
  Rental Apartment Projects N/A 20% 

 
 

San Gabriel Valley 
  

  Single-Family Homes 11% 9% 
  Condominiums 14% 10% 
  Rental Apartment Projects N/A 24% 

 
 

Santa Clarita Valley   

  Single-Family Homes 5% 3% 
  Condominiums 6% 3% 
  Rental Apartment Projects N/A 16% 

 
 

Antelope Valley   

  Single-Family Homes 6% 3% 
  Condominiums N/A N/A 
  Rental Apartment Projects N/A 24% 

 

 
Note: 

 
• Condominium analyses were not prepared for the South Los Angeles and Antelope Valley 

submarkets, and a Rental Apartment Project analysis was not prepared for the South Los 
Angeles submarket, due to the relative lack of new development of these housing types 
currently occurring in these submarkets. 

• Moderate income scenarios were not prepared for Rental Apartment Projects. 
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Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee 
A fee can be paid in-lieu of producing any affordable housing units. In some communities, the in-lieu 
fee option is provided by right, while other communities require the developer to prove through a 
discretionary procedure that producing the affordable housing units would create an untenable 
financial burden. 

 
Supportable In-Lieu Fee Amounts 
The prototype pro forma analyses prepared by KMA includes an analysis to determine the range of 
supportable in-lieu fee amounts that could currently be charged within the unincorporated areas on 
a financially feasible basis. The results of these analyses are detailed in Appendix E and are 
summarized in Table 5-2 below and in Appendix C. 
 

Table 5.2: Supportable Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee Amounts  
Per Square Foot of Building Area 

 

Submarket 

 

Land Value 
Reduction 
Approach 

 

Affordability  
Gap Approach 

 

Coastal South Los Angeles 
  

  Single-Family Homes $21.60 $28.60 
  Condominiums $20.00 $23.40 
  Rental Apartment Projects $6.64 $39.84 

 
 

South Los Angeles 
  

  Single-Family Homes $13.33 $14.70 
  Condominiums N/A N/A 
  Rental Apartment Projects N/A N/A 

 
 

East Los Angeles/Gateway   

  Single-Family Homes $15.48 $21.80 
  Condominiums $14.41 $19.50 
  Rental Apartment Projects $6.94 $32.82 

 
 

San Gabriel Valley   

  Single-Family Homes $27.27 $54.00 
  Condominiums $18.15 $28.00 
  Rental Apartment Projects $10.35 $34.04 
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Submarket 

 

Land Value 
Reduction 
Approach 

 

Affordability  
Gap Approach 

 

Santa Clarita Valley   

  Single-Family Homes $6.17 $30.00 
  Condominiums $4.00 $14.80 
  Rental Apartment Projects $2.61 $24.51 

 
 

Antelope Valley   

  Single-Family Homes $2.40 $7.70 
  Condominiums N/A N/A 
  Rental Apartment Projects $2.13 $15.56 

 

 
Note: 

 
• Condominium analyses were not prepared for the South Los Angeles and Antelope Valley 

submarkets, and a Rental Apartment Project analysis was not prepared for the South Los 
Angeles submarket, due to the relative lack of new development of these housing types 
currently occurring in these submarkets. 

 
Land Donation 
 
Some inclusionary housing programs provide a land donation option. For this to be successful, the land 
should have the General Plan and zoning designations in place that allow for the development of 
affordable housing units. In addition, a developer that donates land should be required to make a cash 
contribution to fill any financial gap that remains after the donation of the property at no cost. 

 
ISSUES AND CHALLENGES 
 

• Opponents assert that an inclusionary housing program can result in a reduced supply of housing 
and higher housing prices. 

• It is not advisable to have both an affordable housing linkage fee and an inclusionary housing 
program requirement. The adoption of both program types would likely impose an untenable 
financial burden on residential development. 

• Inclusionary housing programs can only be expected to fill a small piece of a community’s 
affordable housing needs. 

• Inclusionary housing policies may be imposed on rental housing per AB 1505 (Bloom), which was 
signed by Governor Jerry Brown in September 2017. However, inclusionary housing policies that 
require more than 15% of the residential units be affordable to those making 80% of area median 
income or less may have their ordinance reviewed within 10 years of adoption to make sure that 
it does not unduly constrain housing production. 
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RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Create an inclusionary housing program 
2. Develop an administrative procedures manual 
3. Prepare staffing plan 

 
Objective 1: Create an inclusionary housing program 
A structure needs to be created for implementing the inclusionary housing program. A phase-in period 
should be identified by the County. The County has wide latitude for imposing inclusionary housing 
requirements on both for-sale and rental projects. The County should include the following key 
components in the inclusionary housing program: 

 
A. Consider specific restrictions for each of the defined submarkets in the unincorporated areas 

These restrictions should reflect the demographic, economic and real estate conditions in each 
submarket. 
 

B. Consider alternatives 
Any alternatives offered to the provision of onsite affordable housing units should be 
economically comparable to the net cost associated with providing the affordable housing units 
onsite within proposed market rate projects. 
 

C. Consider a range of policy options 
Such policy options may include imposing long-term income and affordability covenants for 
affordable for-sale and rental units. 

 
Objective 2: Develop an administrative procedures manual 
The most successful inclusionary housing programs are based on a clear set of administrative 
procedures. Consistent application of clear guidelines allows developers to factor in the programs’ 
impacts as part of the due diligence process related to property acquisition. An administrative 
procedures manual should include the following: 

 
• The minimum project size that will trigger the inclusionary housing program. 
• The income and affordability covenants that will be imposed. 
• The length of the covenant period that will be imposed on the affordable housing units. The 

defined period can be varied between for-sale and rental units. 
• For in-lieu fees: 

o The determination of whether an in-lieu fee can be paid by right or only under hardship 
circumstances. 

o The determination of the in-lieu fee amounts that will be charged, and how the in-lieu fee 
amounts will be adjusted over time. 

• Alternatives to these base standards can be provided to reflect the following: 
o A reduction in the percentage of units that must be set aside as affordable housing units, 

which is tied to the depth of affordability being proposed. 
o The differential requirements that will be imposed on onsite versus offsite affordable 

housing development. 
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Objective 3: Prepare a staffing plan 
The County should prepare a staffing plan to manage the development process and the ongoing 
monitoring of the units once they are built. 

 
POTENTIAL POLICY OUTCOMES 
 

• Inclusionary housing programs have been implemented in more than 500 jurisdictions in the 
United States and can be adapted to local conditions. 

• An inclusionary housing program is likely to be successful in markets experiencing or anticipating 
growth; however, it can still be an effective strategy whether or not communities are growing 
rapidly. 

• Inclusionary housing programs recapture a share of the increase in land values to pass on to those 
most negatively affected by such increasing land values. 

• Inclusionary housing projects, especially those with a large portion of affordable units, can help 
to prevent displacement. 

• Inclusionary housing programs can encourage diverse income housing and create sustainable and 
economically integrated communities. 

• Joint ventures between market rate and affordable housing developers to meet their inclusionary 
housing requirement can potentially result in units that are more likely to serve low income 
households. 

• The revenues generated by in-lieu fee payments can be used to create housing for lower, very 
low, and extremely low-income households, and special needs housing.  
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6. INNOVATIVE HOUSING TYPOLOGIES 

 
 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The County should consider all innovative housing typologies to lower costs and speed up the time of 
construction. This chapter explores using multifamily modular housing and converting existing 
underutilized motels into affordable housing. In addition, local jurisdictions and developers are turning to 
other types of underutilized or abandoned structures and converting them to residential uses and mixed-
uses, known as adaptive reuse. Such structures for adaptive reuse may include the following: 
 

• Commercial Buildings 
o Strip malls and shopping centers 
o Car dealerships 

• Hospitals  
• Industrial Buildings 
• Public Buildings 
• Sports Stadiums 

 
When considering innovative housing typologies, the County should encourage sustainable design and 
construction. Incorporating energy- and water-efficient appliances and fixtures, renewable energy 
sources, and other green building resources will help reduce the cost of utility bills for tenants living in 
affordable housing. For example, in 2015 a non-profit developer in the City of Woodland constructed the 
first net-zero energy low-income apartments in the country, designed to reduce energy costs for its 
residents. 31 In addition, promoting location-efficient development of projects near transit, offering car-
sharing services and secure bicycle parking, and providing parking reduction incentives will enable tenants 
to enjoy reduced transportation costs.  
 

Motel Conversions 
Older motels were originally designed to provide transient lodging for families on the road. However, 
due to changing traffic patterns, many of these lodgings have seen increasing vacancies, a loss of 
customers, and disinvestment, leading to properties that have become blighted and are not up to code. 
Some cities – in partnership with non-profit and for-profit developers alike – have converted motels 
into affordable housing. The conversion of these buildings into apartments can act as a catalyst for 
neighborhood revitalization, which is an added benefit. 

                                                           
31 Quinton, Amy (June 29, 2015). First Zero-Net Affordable Apartments Open in Woodland. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://www.capradio.org/articles/2015/06/29/first-zero-net-affordable-apartments-open-in-woodland/   
 

 

Innovative housing typologies refers to promoting the use of alternative 
dwelling types that span a range of options, including motel conversions 
and modular housing, such as converted shipping containers.  
Photo source: Potter’s Lane, American Family Housing 

http://www.capradio.org/articles/2015/06/29/first-zero-net-affordable-apartments-open-in-woodland/
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Multifamily Modular Housing 
The description of multifamily modular housing typically includes the following:32 
 
• Assembled onsite from the ground up; 
• Generally built in a climate-controlled factory; 
• Built and sited in compliance with state or local building codes; 
• Transported on a trailer and placed on a permanent foundation; and 
• Considered real property and can qualify for a traditional mortgage. 

 
Modular construction versus traditional construction can save up to half the time since site work and 
building construction occur concurrently, with the offsite construction having the additional bonus of 
being a greener and more sustainable construction process. Modular construction projects are also 
replicable, saving on future design costs. For example, SoMa Studios, a 23-unit modular apartment 
building in San Francisco’s South of Market district, took only three months to complete, with four 
stories going up onsite in only four days.33 These time and cost efficiencies allow for affordable housing 
developments that may not otherwise be financially feasible. As the County is interested in finding ways 
to lower construction costs and time, modular construction is a promising solution.  

 
One subset of modular housing involves the use of shipping containers for modular housing 
construction. Shipping containers typically cost about $1,500, are readily available for purchase, as 
containers that have already been shipped are too expensive to ship back to their point of origin, and 
are eco-friendly, as they are repurposed into homes.34 Shipping containers can be easily stacked to form 
large multi-story homes in a very short time. Shipping containers can also be used for other housing 
types. For example, a Montana-based company revamps old shipping containers into Accessory 
Dwelling Units.35 In Atlanta, a non-profit organization is attempting to repurpose shipping containers 
into homes on underutilized lots with existing utility infrastructure; after construction, the non-profit 
organization will work with local community development corporations and private donors to set up 
land trusts to allow the communities to retain ownership in perpetuity.36 

 
ISSUES AND CHALLENGES 
 
Motel Conversions  

• Motel conversions to affordable housing can be a time-consuming and expensive process, often 
requiring General Plan amendments and/or zone changes and resources to address design, 
construction, and code compliance. 

• The cost and time needed to acquire and rehabilitate an existing property can exceed that of 
building new construction–especially for older buildings. 

• Motel conversions may require the relocation of existing residents, which could have social, 
political, and policy implications. 

                                                           
32 Vermont Energy Investment Corporation (January 2015). Market analysis for zero net energy manufactured home replacements in Delaware. 
Retrieved October 2017 from https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/50/media/17683.pdf  
33 LEED Platinum SoMa Studios on the Cutting Edge of Urban Prefab. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://www.modular.org/HtmlPage.aspx?name=LEED_Urban_Prefab_SoMa  
34 Wood, C. (August 14, 2017). ‘Boxouse’ transforms shipping containers into affordable housing. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://hoodline.com/2017/08/boxouse-transforms-shipping-containers-into-affordable-housing  
35 Bell, J. (June 22, 2016). The solution to Portland’s housing crisis: Shipping containers? Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.bizjournals.com/portland/blog/real-estate-daily/2016/06/the-solution-to-portlands-housing-crisis-shipping.html  
36 Field, A. (November 19, 2016). A startup transforming shipping containers into tiny affordable housing. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.forbes.com/sites/annefield/2016/11/19/a-startup-transforming-shipping-containers-into-tiny-affordable-housing/#47e4c51d1e87  

https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/50/media/17683.pdf
http://www.modular.org/HtmlPage.aspx?name=LEED_Urban_Prefab_SoMa
http://hoodline.com/2017/08/boxouse-transforms-shipping-containers-into-affordable-housing
https://www.bizjournals.com/portland/blog/real-estate-daily/2016/06/the-solution-to-portlands-housing-crisis-shipping.html
https://www.forbes.com/sites/annefield/2016/11/19/a-startup-transforming-shipping-containers-into-tiny-affordable-housing/#47e4c51d1e87
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• Motel conversions may require an outreach and education effort to diminish any perceived 
negative associations with residents. 

 
Multifamily Modular Housing 

• Shortened construction times also mean lower construction costs, which causes some contractors 
to worry that modular construction will mean less work. 

• Modular building will change the development and contracting process, requiring a new 
scheduling strategy and approach. 

• The retrofitting of shipping containers (i.e., plumbing, electrical, heating, cooling, etc.) can 
increase the final cost well into the hundreds of thousands of dollars–potentially defeating the 
purpose of being an affordable housing solution.37 

• If the goal is to keep costs down, shipping containers may need to be largely used in their current 
form and modified as little as possible–which may result in inadequate design and aesthetics. 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Draft and implement a motel conversion ordinance 
2. Provide guidance to encourage multifamily modular housing construction  
3. Implement a pilot project for multifamily modular housing 

 
Objective 1: Draft and implement motel conversion ordinance 
The County should implement a motel conversion ordinance as a tool to assist in providing permanent 
affordable housing, supportive housing, or transitional housing. The City of Los Angeles Draft Interim 
Motel Conversion Ordinance (as of September 6, 2017) establishes regulations to facilitate the use of 
existing motels for supportive and/or transitional housing for an interim period.38 To be eligible, a 
project must maintain a contract to provide supportive and/or transitional housing, along with 
associated supportive services and rental assistance. The ordinance requires a property to return to its 
previous use, or any use consistent with the underlying zoning, upon termination of the interim 
supportive or transitional housing use.  
 

A. Create list of candidate criteria and potential conversion sites for motel conversions 
A candidate motel site should be carefully examined using a list of criteria to determine whether 
it is physically and economically feasible to undertake as a conversion project. The County may 
consider using the candidate characteristics developed by Meyers Nave found in Table 6.1 below 
as a guide:39 

 
  

                                                           
37 Robertson, D. (July 20, 2017). Why shipping containers are cool, but not affordable housing. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2017/07/20/shipping-containers-affordable-housing-215400  
38 City of Los Angeles Draft Interim Motel Conversion Ordinance. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://planning.lacity.org/ordinances/docs/InterimMotelConversion/Ordinance.pdf  
39 Bloch, S. and Nave, M. (May 26, 2008). Motel conversion: Creating permanent affordable housing. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://www.meyersnave.com/wp-content/uploads/publications/Motel-Conversion-Permanent-Affordable-Housing.pdf  

https://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2017/07/20/shipping-containers-affordable-housing-215400
https://planning.lacity.org/ordinances/docs/InterimMotelConversion/Ordinance.pdf
http://www.meyersnave.com/wp-content/uploads/publications/Motel-Conversion-Permanent-Affordable-Housing.pdf
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Table 6.1: Candidate Characteristics for Motel Conversions 
 

Criteria Candidate Characteristics 
Building Condition Refurbishing is financially feasible 
Building Configuration Building is secure, has open space, and is conducive to housing supportive 

services on-site 
Unit Configuration The rooms are large enough, or can be combined, to serve as stand-alone 

apartments 
Number of Rooms Sufficient number of units to support property manager and 

maintenance/support staff 
Plumbing and Utilities Existing – or potential for – plumbing and wiring for kitchen appliances 
Neighborhood Amenities 
and Social Services 

Supportive services, family-serving amenities, and transit in the vicinity 

Acquisition and 
Rehabilitation Costs 

Post-conversion per-unit acquisition cost low enough to permit affordable 
rents 

Relocation Costs Low number of long-term residents or possibility to undertake conversion 
while existing residents remain in place 

 
The County should also review potential conversion sites. This may include reviewing the County’s 
Long Range Property Management Plan for any existing motels currently owned by Successor 
Agencies. The County may also wish to partner with a consultant to assess potential sites in the 
unincorporated areas. 

 
B. Partner with a non-profit organization to undertake motel conversion process, outreach, and 

education strategy 
The County should partner with a qualified non-profit organization to undertake the conversion 
process. This could include providing a subsidy to alleviate costs associated with building 
improvements, tenant relocation, and rental subsidies, as well as any necessary zoning approvals 
or permits. Finding a willing motel owner is an important factor in determining whether the 
conversion is feasible. Many owners may see large profit margins from their current short-term 
rates and may be reluctant to sell. Finding owners of high-vacancy motels may have better results. 
This would also minimize relocation costs; however, the non-profit partner may still need to lease 
vacant motel rooms to avoid increasing the number of those displaced. Another option is to 
maintain vacancies, which would reduce the relocation budget and allow residents to remain in 
place during the renovation. 

 
It is important to engage a relocation specialist from the onset to inform existing tenants and 
occupants of their rights and to assist the non-profit organization with the relocation process. It 
is also crucial to incorporate an experienced property manager to ensure building maintenance 
and on-site social services, if necessary. These various conversion activities should be managed 
by a non-profit organization with experience in motel conversions in Southern California, such as 
Step Up on Second or Volunteers of America, the affordable housing groups securing the sites for 
the City of Los Angeles’s motel conversion program.40 

 

                                                           
40 Holland, G. (May 27, 2016). L.A. will convert motel units to 500 apartments for homeless vets. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-motel-homeless-conversions-20160527-snap-story.html  
 

http://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-motel-homeless-conversions-20160527-snap-story.html
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In 2013, the City of San Jose developed a proposal to convert underutilized motels into housing 
for the homeless.41 The proposal looked at a master-leasing agreement and a purchase and 
rehabilitation approach. For the master-leasing agreement approach, the proposal showed that 
it would cost about $3,500 per room for the initial room modifications and $45 per room per day 
in rental subsidies. For a 20-room motel, this amounts to $398,500 or a first-year cost per person 
housed of $19,925, with future costs estimated at $16,425 per person housed. For the purchase 
and rehabilitation approach, the proposal showed that it would cost about $100,000 per unit for 
the acquisition and $80,000 per unit for the rehabilitation. For a 24-unit motel, this amounts to 
$4,320,000 or a cost per unit of $180,000, with an additional $120,000 for every 20 units to fund 
the annual operating costs for the on-site supportive services. 
 
The County should also partner with a qualified non-profit organization to undertake an outreach 
and education strategy surrounding motel conversions. The Meyers Nave motel conversion study 
revealed the following data about motel residents: 

 
• Most of the study’s respondents were employed, with almost half reporting full-time 

employment. 
• On average, rooms were occupied by three persons, with more than half having one or 

more children. 
• The median length of stay was 18 months. 
• Many respondents paid a much larger percentage of their income for short-term rents 

that far exceed comparable apartment rents. 
• Many respondents felt “locked in” to staying at a motel due to poor credit histories and/or 

an inability to save enough money for a security deposit or other associated move-in 
costs.  

 
This demographic data may not be known by community members. As such, an outreach and 
education strategy should be implemented to alleviate any negative perceptions that may exist 
within the motel’s surrounding community.  

 
Objective 2: Provide guidance to encourage multifamily modular housing construction 
The County should provide more clarity on the approval of modular construction. According to the 
Department of Public Works, “Los Angeles County has policies in place to accept marine cargo containers 
used for incidental storage with certain agency approvals and container size requirements. However, 
when marine cargo containers are proposed for construction of a single-family residence or other 
habitable structure, the containers themselves, their connections, as well as the overall design of the 
building must all meet the building requirements of the 2008 Los Angeles County Building Code. Because 
the building code doesn't have specific provisions for marine cargo containers, it may be more 
challenging to justify their construction and use.” 42 A request for approval using Alternate Materials and 
Methods of Construction may be required, as well as compliance with the County Mechanical, Plumbing, 
and Electrical Codes. Additionally, builders must supplement the construction with additional steel, 
which may not satisfy the industry standard Steel Construction Manual. The City of Los Angeles recently 
updated its container construction regulations to permit onsite construction for residential and non-

                                                           
41 City of San Jose Memorandum (September 12, 2013). Potential for motel and hotel conversions and the use of vacant buildings to house the 
homeless. Retrieved October 2017 from https://www.sanjoseca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/21369  
42 Los Angeles County Department of Public Works. Building and Safety Frequently Asked Questions. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/bsd/content/faq.aspx  
 

https://www.sanjoseca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/21369
https://dpw.lacounty.gov/bsd/content/faq.aspx
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residential structures up to two stories.43 Additionally, a clear set of criteria were established to assist 
in the visual inspection and assessment of the containers. 
  
Objective 3: Implement a pilot project for multifamily modular housing 
The County should implement a pilot project to build modular housing. The County could also partner 
with faith- and community-based and non-profit organizations to identify potential sites. The modular 
housing could take various forms (i.e., shipping containers) that can be constructed quickly and at lower 
costs than conventional stick-built affordable housing.  
 
Compass Housing Alliance, a homeless housing provider, and OneBuild, a modular-housing supplier, 
created modular housing in the City of Seattle using manufactured steel modules.44 These units are fully 
compliant with the City’s building and energy codes; can be configured into dorm style, two- and three-
bedroom apartments; and include supportive services. The units were also made with the flexibility to 
be responsive and reconfigured depending on current needs and demands.  
 
The County should consider shipping container affordable housing developments. Such a project could 
set a precedent for similar projects that can implement a cost-effective building model for affordable 
housing, especially in transit-oriented districts. One such effort is being implemented in South Los 
Angeles as a pilot project by FlyawayHomes to turn unused shipping containers that were refurbished 
by GrowthPoint Structures into affordable housing units for the homeless. 45  
 

POTENTIAL POLICY OUTCOMES 
 
Motel Conversions 

• Conversions have the dual benefit of providing affordable units while redeveloping existing 
blighted and/or underutilized properties. 

 
Multifamily Modular Housing 

• Can easily be built into multi-story, multifamily housing. 
• Can be built over parking lots and as infill development. 
• Saves time and money–up to 20 percent in construction costs and 50 percent in time.46 
• Enhances project predictability. 
• Can lead to greater energy efficiency and ecological sustainability. 
• Building offsite ensures better construction quality management as manufacturing plants have 

stringent inspection and testing protocols. 
• Building offsite significantly reduces site disruption, construction hazards, and traffic, thereby 

improving safety and security. 
• Can mean less work on an individual project, but more work overall as the shortened timelines 

will allow for more projects. 
• Nearly as customizable as traditional residential construction. 

                                                           
43 City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (June 1, 2017). Cargo container conversion to building modules. Retrieved October 
2017 from https://www.ladbs.org/docs/default-source/publications/information-bulletins/building-code/cargo-container-conversion-to-
building-modules.pdf?sfvrsn=9  
44 Levine, A. (October 3, 2016). A new approach: Build steel modular housing units for the homeless. Retrieved on October 2017 from 
https://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/a-new-approach-build-steel-modular-housing-units-for-the-homeless/  
45 Washicko, C. (May 29, 2017). Profitable development: Turning shipping containers into housing for homeless. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.dailybreeze.com/2017/05/29/profitable-development-turning-shipping-containers-into-housing-for-homeless/  
46 Janes, D. (January 20, 2017). Modular vs. traditional construction. Retrieved October 2017 from https://www.mtxcontracts.co.uk/modular-vs-
traditional-construction/  

https://www.ladbs.org/docs/default-source/publications/information-bulletins/building-code/cargo-container-conversion-to-building-modules.pdf?sfvrsn=9
https://www.ladbs.org/docs/default-source/publications/information-bulletins/building-code/cargo-container-conversion-to-building-modules.pdf?sfvrsn=9
https://www.seattletimes.com/opinion/a-new-approach-build-steel-modular-housing-units-for-the-homeless/
https://www.dailybreeze.com/2017/05/29/profitable-development-turning-shipping-containers-into-housing-for-homeless/
https://www.mtxcontracts.co.uk/modular-vs-traditional-construction/
https://www.mtxcontracts.co.uk/modular-vs-traditional-construction/
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• As a building material for modular housing, shipping containers: 
O Are virtually indestructible–they are air-tight, water-tight, fire and wind resistant, termite 

resistant, and built to handle heavy loads and lifting by cranes. 
O With proper maintenance, units can last at least 100 years. 
o Are easily available and low cost. 
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7. VALUE CAPTURE AND INCENTIVE ZONING  

   

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The County can use various value capture mechanisms and incentive zoning to support the construction 
of affordable housing, such as air rights, joint development, tax increment financing (TIF), density bonus, 
parking reductions, and fee deferrals or waivers. Other value capture mechanisms for affordable housing 
include inclusionary housing and affordable housing linkage fees, which are described in further detail in 
previous chapters. 
 
Value Capture Mechanisms 
 
The County could use the following value capture mechanisms to generate funding to preserve, create, 
or acquire land for affordable housing.  
 

Air Rights  
Air rights, or the transfer of development rights, can capture the real estate value of the empty space 
above a publicly-owned property by selling or transferring the unused development rights to another 
property for economic development, affordable housing, or other projects. Air rights are considered to 
work well in areas where land is expensive and scarce.47 For example, in the 1980s, the City of Los 
Angeles sold the air rights of 36 stories of buildable height above the Central Library in downtown to a 
developer to construct the US Bank Tower. This transaction helped finance the renovation of the library 
building in the 1990s.48  
 
The transfer of air rights can also benefit the preservation of affordable housing. New York City 
implemented their Inclusionary Housing Preservation program, which allowed the non-profit affordable 
housing organization Breaking Ground to permanently preserve the Prince George Residence as 
affordable in a regulatory agreement with the City to transfer approximately 372,000 square feet in air 
rights to various off-site development projects.49  
 

                                                           
47 Levinson, D., & Istrate, E. (April 2011). Access for value: Financing transportation through land value capture. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/0428_transportation_funding_levinson_istrate.pdf  
48 City of Los Angeles (February 10, 2017). What are “air rights’ and why are they important to Central? Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.lapl.org/collections-resources/blogs/central-library/what-are-%E2%80%9Cair-rights%E2%80%9D-and-why-are-they-important-
central  
49 Warerkar, T. (August 15, 2016). Nomad affordable housing sells off air rights to maintain low-income apartments. Retrieved October 2017 
from https://ny.curbed.com/2016/8/15/12490482/prince-george-nomad-affordable-housing-air-rights  
 

 

New transportation investments and planning actions, such as zone 
changes or density bonuses, can increase land values and profit 
opportunities for private landowners. Value capture and incentive zoning 
strategies seek to redirect some of the increases in land values for public 
good. These strategies can generate funding to support the preservation 
of existing or the construction of new affordable housing units. 
Photo source: Metro Hollywood/Western Station, Michael Locke via Flickr  

https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/0428_transportation_funding_levinson_istrate.pdf
https://www.lapl.org/collections-resources/blogs/central-library/what-are-%E2%80%9Cair-rights%E2%80%9D-and-why-are-they-important-central
https://www.lapl.org/collections-resources/blogs/central-library/what-are-%E2%80%9Cair-rights%E2%80%9D-and-why-are-they-important-central
https://ny.curbed.com/2016/8/15/12490482/prince-george-nomad-affordable-housing-air-rights
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In 2007, the City of Los Angeles updated its Transfer of Floor Area Ratio (TFAR) ordinance to allow the 
sale of approximately 9 million square feet in unused air rights above the Los Angeles Convention Center 
in Downtown Los Angeles to allow developers to build denser projects within a 1.5-mile radius. The 
funds generated from the TFAR transaction goes into a public benefits trust fund, which allows the city 
to acquire property that would benefit the public, such as park space or affordable housing.50  
 
Joint Development 
Underutilized publicly-owned land and/or facilities can be repurposed for affordable housing projects 
through private-public joint development. In 2016, the City of Los Angeles released a request for 
qualifications and proposals to develop affordable housing for homeless residents on city-owned 
properties. 51 The City’s Housing and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) is also working on 
developing affordable housing and permanent supportive housing on 13 city-owned properties and 
former Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA) assets, which could create an estimated 600 
affordable homes.52  
 
Metro operates a real estate development program in which its Joint Development team collaborates 
in a long-term ground lease with a private developer who fully entitles, environmentally clears, designs, 
finances, and constructs the development on Metro-owned property. Metro’s Joint Development 
Program policy also aims to facilitate the construction of affordable housing units on its properties with 
a goal of ensuring that 35 percent of the total housing units in its portfolio are affordable for residents 
earning no more than 60 percent of the area median income (AMI). To date, Metro has completed more 
than 2,017 housing units across 18 projects.53  
 
In January 2017, Metro issued a request for proposals (RFP) to solicit proposals from qualified 
developers to develop transit-oriented projects near the Expo/Crenshaw Station and the Fairview 
Heights Station along the Crenshaw/LAX Line currently under construction. The County identified two 
County-owned properties (which currently house the Probation Department Facility and the 
Department of Public Social Services) along the transit corridor, which the County intends to relocate to 
repurpose the sites for transit-oriented development.  
 
Tax Increment Financing 
Since the dissolution of Redevelopment agencies, there are two new tools to generate tax increment 
revenue to create value and capture the increased land values to fund affordable housing. 
 

• Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District (EIFD)  
EIFDs allow tax increment financing to fund affordable housing, public facilities, and various 
infrastructure improvements. Forming an EIFD does not require a public vote, but will require a 
55 percent vote of voters in the area to issue bonds. A Public Finance Authority (PFA) is 

                                                           
50 The Planning Report. (April 19, 2007). City of L.A. approves TFAR ordinance to let high rises rise. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://www.planningreport.com/2007/04/19/city-la-approves-tfar-ordinance-let-high-rises-rise  
51 City of Los Angeles. (July 25, 2016). City releases request for qualifications and proposals to develop city-owned properties to create new 
housing for the homeless. Retrieved October 2017 from https://www.lamayor.org/city-releases-request-qualifications-and-proposals-develop-
city-owned-properties-create-new-housing  
52 City of Los Angeles. (October 17, 2016). HCIDLA request for approval to select developers for affordable housing projects and authority for 
various actions related to the disposition and development of city-owned properties. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2012/12-0049-S5_rpt_MAYOR_10-24-2016.pdf  
53 Metro Joint Development Program (2016). Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://media.metro.net/projects_studies/joint_development/images/factsheet_jointdevelopment_2016.pdf  
 

http://www.planningreport.com/2007/04/19/city-la-approves-tfar-ordinance-let-high-rises-rise
https://www.lamayor.org/city-releases-request-qualifications-and-proposals-develop-city-owned-properties-create-new-housing
https://www.lamayor.org/city-releases-request-qualifications-and-proposals-develop-city-owned-properties-create-new-housing
http://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2012/12-0049-S5_rpt_MAYOR_10-24-2016.pdf
https://media.metro.net/projects_studies/joint_development/images/factsheet_jointdevelopment_2016.pdf
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established as the governing board of the EIFD to determine the TIF boundaries and how TIF 
revenues are used. If the construction of housing is financed under an EIFD in an area that 
mandates inclusionary housing, then the units must be restricted to low- and moderate-
income.54  

 
• Community Revitalization and Investment Authority (CRIA) 

CRIAs allow jurisdictions to use property tax increment financing to fund projects to help 
revitalize poor neighborhoods and former military bases. Projects include affordable housing 
and various infrastructure improvements. A CRIA may be established by a local jurisdiction or 
through a joints powers agreement between participating taxing entities. CRIAs also require a 
governing body to coordinate among the participating taxing entities and jurisdictions on how 
the TIF revenue will be used. Forming a CRIA does not require a public vote. To be qualified for 
a CRIA, the area must meet the minimum median income requirements and certain economic 
indicators. CRIAs also require a 25 percent set-aside for affordable housing. If inclusionary 
housing is mandated in the area, then a CRIA would require a 55-year covenant for rental 
housing and a 45-year covenant for owner-occupied housing.53 
 

Metro’s Transit Oriented Development Planning Grant Program included a grant in the 2017 funding 
round for a Transit Oriented Communities Tax Increment Financing Pilot Program, which funds local 
jurisdictions in Los Angeles County seeking to study the feasibility of forming a TIF district (EIFD or CRIA) 
within a half mile of a transit station. 

 
Incentive Zoning 
 
Local jurisdictions impose incentive zoning, either by right or a negotiated agreement, for developers to 
provide certain community benefits, such as affordable housing. Examples of incentives include density 
bonuses, reduced parking requirements, fee waivers or deferrals, and an expedited permitting process. 
 

Density Bonus  
Implementing density bonuses is a nationwide effort to encourage the building of affordable housing. 
The County is currently updating its Density Bonus Ordinance to further ease and incentivize the 
development of affordable housing, which reflects the State law changes enacted by AB 2222 
(Nazarian), AB 2556 (Nazarian), and AB 744 (Chau) and include a “no net loss” policy and parking 
requirement revisions; establishment of targets for deeper and higher levels of affordability, including 
a category for extremely low-income households; and other changes to strengthen the effectiveness of 
the ordinance. 
 
• Public benefits for creating affordable housing near transit 

Incentive zoning can also be applied near transit. The City of Los Angeles provides additional 
development rights in its Transit Neighborhood Plans (including Crenshaw/LAX Line, Expo Line, 
Orange Line, Purple Line, and the Regional Connector) in exchange for providing public benefits 
(e.g., floor area ratio bonus and parking reduction), such as building affordable housing near 
transit stations to encourage transit ridership. In 2016, Los Angeles voters passed Measure JJJ, 
which provides developers with incentives (e.g., increases in density and parking reductions) to 
include affordable housing within development projects within a half mile of a major transit stop. 

                                                           
54 California Association of Local Economic Development (February 2016). FAQs on California’s New Tax Increment Financing Tools. Retrieved 
October 2017 from https://caled.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/TIF-Booklet-10-161.pdf  

https://caled.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/TIF-Booklet-10-161.pdf
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In 2017, Governor Brown signed into law SB 540 (Roth), which allows local jurisdictions to create 
Workforce Housing Opportunity Zones to help expedite the process to build affordable housing 
near jobs centers and transit.  

 
• Impact on the creation of affordable housing 

The City of Los Angeles’ density bonus program generated 329 income-restricted units in market-
rate buildings between 2008 and 2014.55 The City Controller recommended modifications to the 
density bonus program, such as considering less restrictive income level requirements and 
allowing developers to create income-restricted units offsite. The City of San Diego allows 
developers to locate required affordable units offsite as part of its Affordable Housing Density 
Bonus Regulations if it is located within the same community planning area and City Council 
District, or within one mile of the premises of the development.56 
 

Parking Reduction 
The cost of parking is factored into the housing price by adding as much as 12.5 percent more per 
residential unit.57 Reducing parking requirements would lower housing prices and allow land to be used 
more efficiently. The City of Sacramento provides a 50 percent parking reduction for every affordable 
housing unit and senior housing unit.58 
 
Policies for parking reduction may work best in transit-oriented communities, senior housing projects, 
areas with low car ownership, or housing that provides car sharing services or other alternative 
transportation modes. The Southern California Association of Non-Profit Housing (SCANPH) produced a 
guide to parking requirements for affordable housing developers that provides best practice policies to 
parking requirements for affordable housing in California.59  
 
Fee Deferral and Waivers 
The County could implement a menu of incentives that includes fee deferral, waivers of development 
impact fees, and building permit fees. The County of Sacramento offers a Fee Deferral and Waiver 
Program to encourage developers to build affordable housing for low-income and very low-income 
households in the unincorporated areas.60 In 2017, the City of Chicago announced a three-year pilot 
program to incentivize developers to build affordable housing in gentrifying neighborhoods by 
eliminating the developer in-lieu fee.61 62   

 
 

                                                           
55 City of Los Angeles. (January 23, 2017). How do we create more affordable housing?: A review of the City’s density bonus program and overall 
oversight. Retrieved October 2017 from http://www.lacontroller.org/density_bonus_press_release  
56 City of San Diego. (October 2017). San Diego Municipal Code: Affordable housing density bonus regulations. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter14/Ch14Art03Division07.pdf  
57 Litman, T. (August 24, 2016). Parking requirement impacts on housing affordability. Retrieved October 2017 from http://www.vtpi.org/park-
hou.pdf   
58 City of Sacramento. (October 2017). Sacramento City Code 17.608.020. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://www.qcode.us/codes/sacramento/?view=desktop&topic=17-vi-17_608-17_608_020  
59 Southern California Association of Non-Profit Housing (February 17, 2004). Parking requirements guide for affordable housing developers. 
Retrieved October 2017 from http://mitod.org/pdf/ParkingRequirementsGuideSCANPH.pdf  
60 County of Sacramento. Affordable housing fee deferral and waiver. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://www.feedeferral.saccounty.net/Pages/AffordableHousing.aspx  
61 The City of Chicago. (August 25, 2017). Mayor Emanuel announces pilot initiative to generate new affordable housing options in gentrifying 
neighborhoods. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/mayor/press_room/press_releases/2017/august/PilotNewAffordableHousingGentrifying.html  
62 The City’s Affordable Requirements Ordinance in-lieu fee is triggered when a project receives a zoning change with at least 10 units or more, 
which requires developers to designate on-site affordable housing or pay an in-lieu fee.   

http://www.lacontroller.org/density_bonus_press_release
http://docs.sandiego.gov/municode/MuniCodeChapter14/Ch14Art03Division07.pdf
http://www.vtpi.org/park-hou.pdf
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http://mitod.org/pdf/ParkingRequirementsGuideSCANPH.pdf
http://www.feedeferral.saccounty.net/Pages/AffordableHousing.aspx
https://www.cityofchicago.org/city/en/depts/mayor/press_room/press_releases/2017/august/PilotNewAffordableHousingGentrifying.html
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ISSUES AND CHALLENGES 
 

• The dissolution of Redevelopment agencies has eliminated funding for affordable housing 
production. 

• Community opposition, including voter ballot initiatives such as the Neighborhood Integrity 
Initiative (Measure S) in the City of Los Angeles, can be a barrier to implementing density bonuses 
and air rights transfers. 

 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Unlock County-owned properties for affordable housing 
2. Amend Zoning Code to encourage affordable housing with incentives 
3. Impose policy requirements for affordable housing in EIFDs and CRIAs 
4. Acquire land for affordable housing in future high-quality transit areas 

 
Objective 1: Unlock County-owned properties for affordable housing 
According to McKinsey Global Institute, efforts to “unlock land” are the most important measures local 
jurisdictions can take to reduce the costs associated with housing production.63 The County should 
explore opportunities to create affordable housing projects on County-owned surplus properties. For 
example, the San Diego County Board of Supervisors approved its affordable housing plan in June 2017, 
which included identifying potential excess County-owned properties for the development of affordable 
housing for low-income residents.64  
 

A. Develop a comprehensive strategy for affordable housing on County-owned properties 
The County should draft an Asset Management Plan, which outlines a comprehensive strategy 
and a set of target goals for affordable housing in the County’s real estate portfolio. For example, 
the Los Angeles City Controller proposed an Asset Management Platform, which also 
recommended that the City hire a Chief Asset Manager to manage the City’s real estate processes, 
including construction, sales and leases, development, and joint ventures.65 

 
B. Obtain and review the inventory of County-owned properties  

The County should identify development opportunities by creating an inventory of potential 
County-owned properties and assets (e.g., municipal facilities, parking lots, vacant land, etc.) for 
potential joint development. Currently, the County Office of the Assessor tracks publicly-owned 
parcels listed by agency name, which is made available to the public upon request. The County 
should make this data transparent and easily accessible on its website to encourage investors and 
developers to consider development on the underutilized County-owned properties. For example, 
the Los Angeles City Controller created the PropertyPanel LA online mapping tool, which identified 
9,000 City-owned properties.66 The Controller estimated that 500 of the properties are 

                                                           
63 Woetzel, J., Mischke, J., Peloquin, S., & Weisfield, D. (October 2016). Closing California’s housing gap. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.mckinsey.com/global-themes/urbanization/closing-californias-housing-gap  
64 Alvarez, J. (June 20, 2017). County approves $25 million to ease affordable housing shortage. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://www.countynewscenter.com/county-approves-25-million-to-ease-affordable-housing-shortage/  
65 City of Los Angeles (October 27. 2016). Los Angeles City Real Estate Portfolio Management. Retrieved October 2017 from 
https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/controllergalperin/pages/400/attachments/original/1477586258/Letter_Real_Estate_Portfolio_Mana
gement.pdf?1477586258  
66 City of Los Angeles PropertyPanel LA Webpage: http://www.propertypanel.la/  
 

https://www.mckinsey.com/global-themes/urbanization/closing-californias-housing-gap
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underutilized and encourages public-private partnership for potential development on these 
sites, including affordable housing, economic development, and other Citywide initiatives.67  
 

C. Evaluate County-owned properties for affordable housing 
The County should also develop an evaluation process to rate the conduciveness of each site for 
affordable housing. The County of San Diego developed Affordable Housing Site Assessment 
Criteria to determine whether a site is suitable for the development of affordable housing. The 
County should replicate this assessment and use the following recommended criteria below in 
Table 7.1:68  
 

Table 7.1: Site Assessment Criteria for Affordable Housing 
 

1. Is the County-owned property excess or declared surplus? 
2. Are there existing deed restrictions in original acquisitions that restrict this use? 
3. What is the County General Plan land use designation and zoning? 
4. Are there any environmental issues identified? 
5. Is this use compatible with the adjacent existing land use? 
6. Can the County acquire adjacent parcels for development of affordable housing or supportive 

services? 
7. Is the site located within close proximity to transit, jobs, schools, and other essential services to 

support low-income individuals, seniors, veterans, people with disabilities, or at risk of becoming 
homeless?  

 
D. Identify key County-owned properties for public-private development with affordable housing 

The County should present the key sites suitable for the development of affordable housing to 
the Board of Supervisors to approve joint development. The County should release an RFP to 
solicit developers to construct affordable housing on the County-owned property under a ground 
lease. The County could also consider open solicitations, similar to Metro’s Office of Extraordinary 
Innovation, which welcomes private-sector companies to submit unsolicited proposals of 
innovative ideas to improve mobility Countywide. Developers could access information on the 
County-owned parcels (from Objective 1B) and submit a proposal for development that includes 
affordable housing on the site.  
 

E. Identify County-owned properties to transfer unused air rights 
The County should consider selling the unused air rights above its publicly-owned properties to 
developers and use the funds to acquire property and/or create affordable housing in the 
unincorporated areas. The County should also consider options to ensure the maximum density 
developers can build through air rights transfers and other incentives, such as a density bonus. 
The County could also draft a Benefits Agreement to require that any new development that uses 
the air rights transfer from County-owned property include a percentage of affordable units for 
low-income households as part of the proposed project.   
 
 
 

                                                           
67 Bergman, B. (October 27, 2016). Los Angeles owns 9,000 properties. Here are 3 that could be better used. Retrieved October 2017 from 
http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/10/27/65804/los-angeles-owns-9-000-properties-here-are-3-that/  
68 Refer to the County of San Diego Board of Supervisors Agenda on June 20, 2017 under Item 20: Review of potential excess property for 
development of affordable housing.  

http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/10/27/65804/los-angeles-owns-9-000-properties-here-are-3-that/
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F. Establish a marketplace to facilitate the transfer of air rights or development rights  
The County should consider marketing to developers available unused air rights above County-
owned properties. This would incentivize developers to consider purchasing the County’s unused 
air rights for additional density, while the County generates income to preserve or build affordable 
housing. The County could replicate King County’s Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Program 
in Washington, which includes a TDR Exchange that lists available air rights to buy or sell.69  

 
Objective 2: Amend the Zoning Code to encourage affordable housing with incentives 
The County should encourage the creation of affordable housing and incorporate parking reduction 
and/or elimination requirements near transit.  
 

A. Additional Development Rights 
The County should provide additional development rights, such as allowing developers to use 
the density bonus off-site within a community plan. 
 

B. Fee Deferral or Waivers 
The County should defer, waive, or reduce certain development impact fees (with the exception 
of an affordable housing linkage fee, if applicable) or building permit fees should the developer 
include a percentage of affordable housing units within a development project.  
 

C. Parking Reduction  
The County could update the Zoning Code to consider parking reductions within a plan area. 
The County could select and implement multiple strategies, such as unbundled parking, or a 
waiver of off-street parking requirements. The County should also consider including alternative 
modes to implement parking reductions, such as providing car-sharing services, offering 
subsidized transit passes, and delivering pedestrian amenities.70  
 

Objective 3: Impose policy requirements for affordable housing in the formation of EIFDs and CRIAs 
The formation of EIFDs and CRIAs require the creation of a financing authority to determine the use the 
revenue generated from the TIF district. CRIAs already require a 25 percent set-aside of TIF revenue for 
affordable housing, whereas EIFDs do not have the same requirement. If the County considers joining 
or participating in the formation of an EIFD, it should consider imposing policy requirements to dedicate 
a portion of TIF revenues toward affordable housing or require a percentage of housing built within the 
EIFD district to be affordable.  

 
Objective 4: Acquire land for affordable housing near future high quality transit areas (longer-term) 
The County should create an asset map of publicly-owned properties with an overlay of the Metro 
transit system to identify potential areas to convert public facilities into affordable housing near transit. 
The County can work with Metro’s Joint Development program to help solicit a developer to build a 
project with requirements to include affordable housing onsite. The County could use funding 
generated from the sale of air rights (see Objective 1E) to acquire land near future high-quality transit 
areas. Metro is currently working on its Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and has identified key 
transit projects under Measure M. Property values are expected to increase near transit. 
 

                                                           
69 King County TDR Exchange webpage: https://green2.kingcounty.gov/TDR-Exchange/  
70 Refer to the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for a toolkit on reduced parking requirements: 
https://abag.ca.gov/planning/housing/toolkit/reduced_parking.html  

https://green2.kingcounty.gov/TDR-Exchange/
https://abag.ca.gov/planning/housing/toolkit/reduced_parking.html
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POTENTIAL POLICY OUTCOMES 
 

• Unlock underutilized County-owned properties for affordable housing. 
• Increase housing stock.  
• Incentivize affordable housing in development projects. 
• Encourage more transit-oriented communities. 
• Generate funding to preserve, build, or acquire land for affordable housing. 
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POLICY EVALUATION  
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EVALUATION TOOL METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS  

 
This section summarizes the evaluation score methodology. Each policy is ranked using the following 
evaluation criteria:  
 

1. Affordability of Units Produced/Preserved  
2. Time to Market 
3. Scalability of Units 
4. Priority Locations 
5. Priority Populations 
6. Ease of Execution 
7. Financial Feasibility for the County  
8. Duration of Affordability Covenants 
9. County Housing Element Goals 
10. DRP Strategic Plan Goals 

 
Together, the evaluation criteria total 83 points. The following describes each of the 10 evaluation criteria. 
 

1. Affordability of Units Produced/Preserved 
This evaluation category scores policies by the greatest potential to produce or preserve 
affordable housing units. Each policy is scored across the following income categories:  
 

• Extremely low income (up to 30% AMI) = Four points 
• Very low income (up to 50% AMI) = Four points 
• Lower income (51-80% AMI) = Three points 
• Moderate income (81-120% AMI) = Three points 
• Above moderate income (more than 120% AMI) = One point 

 
2. Time to Market  

This evaluation category scores policies by the amount of time it would take for the policy to begin 
producing or preserving affordable units. Each policy is evaluated on whether it would take 0–18 
months, 18 months–3 years, or over 3 years to begin producing or preserving affordable units. 
Points are awarded if the policy would result in affordable units in the short-term (under 3 years). 
The following is the score breakdown for each time period: 
 

• 0–18 months = Three points 
• 18 months–3 years = Two points 
• Over 3 years = Zero points 

 
3. Scalability of Units  

The County’s 2014-2021 RHNA allocation is 29,372 units. This evaluation category scores policies 
based on the number of housing units generated to fulfill the County’s RHNA requirement by 
2021. The following is the score breakdown for each time period: 
 

• 100 units = One point 
• 250 units = Two points 
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• 500 units = Three points 
• 1000+ units = Four points 

 
4. Priority Locations 

The County should consider building affordable housing in the County’s Transit-Oriented Districts 
(TODs) and on existing land (i.e. building on public land, adaptive reuse, infill development, etc.). 
Transit Oriented Districts (TODs) are areas where the County encourages infill development, 
pedestrian-friendly and community-serving uses within a half mile radius from transit stations to 
encourage walking, bicycling, and transit use. This evaluation category scores policies that can be 
implemented in TODs or utilize existing land, assigning a maximum potential score of five points 
for each subcategory and 10 points for the category. 
 

5. Priority Populations 
The County identified the following priority populations to target affordable housing based on the 
2014 County Housing Element and the December 8, 2015 Board motion for DRP’s Equitable 
Development Work Program: 

 
• Homeless individuals and families* 
• At-risk of homelessness** 
• Re-entry individuals* 
• Child-welfare involved families* 
• Extremely low income individuals with physical disabilities* 
• Domestic violence survivors* 
• Large households** 
• Single parent households** 
• Seniors 
• Other populations (i.e., veterans, transit age youth, people living with AIDS/HIV, etc.) 

 
This evaluation category scores policies that would house these priority populations, adding one 
point for each population group potentially housed for a maximum potential score of 10 points. 
 
*Taken from Board motion 
**Taken from 2014 County Housing Element 
 

6. Ease of Execution 
This evaluation category scores policies based on recommendations with political will, community 
buy-in, and the availability of County resources to implement the program or initiative. Each 
subcategory has a maximum potential score of five points, totaling 15 points for the category. 

 
7. Financial Feasibility for the County 

This evaluation category scores policies based on the amount of subsidy required from the County 
to implement the policy. The following is the score breakdown for each subsidy range: 
 

• Low subsidy: <$50k = Five points 
• Medium subsidy: <$75k = Three points 
• High subsidy: <$100k = Zero points 
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8. Duration Affordability Covenants 
This evaluation category scores policies based on the duration of potential affordability covenants 
to ensure long-term affordability. The following is the score breakdown for each duration range: 
 

• 55+ years = Five points 
• 30 years = Three points 
• 20 years = Two points 
• 10 years = One point 

 
9. County Housing Element Goals 

This evaluation category scores policies that would help the County achieve its 2014 Housing 
Element goals. 
 

• Goal 1: A wide range of housing types in sufficient supply to meet the needs of current 
and future residents, particularly for persons with special needs, including but not limited 
to low income households, seniors, persons with disabilities, large households, single-
parent households, the homeless and at risk of homelessness, and farmworkers 

• Goal 2: Sustainable communities with access to employment opportunities, community 
facilities and services, and amenities. 

• Goal 3: A housing supply that ranges broadly in housing costs to enable all households, 
regardless of income, to secure adequate housing. 

• Goal 4: A housing delivery system that provides assistance to low and moderate-income 
households and those with special needs. 

• Goal 5: Neighborhoods that protect the health, safety, and welfare of the community, 
and enhance public and private efforts to maintain, reinvest in, and upgrade the existing 
housing supply 

• Goal 6: An adequate supply of housing preserved and maintained in sound condition, and 
located within safe and decent neighborhoods. 

• Goal 7: An affordable housing stock that is maintained for its long-term availability to low 
and moderate-income households and those with special needs. 

• Goal 8: Accessibility to adequate housing for all persons without discrimination in 
accordance with state and federal fair housing laws. 

• Goal 9: Planning for and monitoring the long-term affordability of adequate housing.  
 
This evaluation adds one point for each goal potentially achieved for a maximum potential score 
of nine points. 
 

10. DRP Strategic Plan Goals 
This evaluation category scores policies that would help DRP achieve its 2015 Strategic Plan goals. 
 

• Goal A: Long-Range Planning: Plan for future growth through establishment of a flexible 
development framework for the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. 

• Goal B: Quality Planning, Design, and Development: Guide development projects to 
achieve high standards and consistency with the General Plan and local plans. 

• Goal C: Effective Land Use Regulation: Address local community issues and maintain 
quality of life for our communities through proper application and enforcement of land 
use regulations. 
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• Goal D: Public Information, Outreach, and Engagement: Increase public awareness and 
understanding of community development and environmental issues and ensure public 
participation in the planning process 

• Goal E: Collaboration and Partnership: Take a leadership role by engaging other Los 
Angeles County departments, partner agencies and communities in the shaping of future 
land use and development policies in the County. 

• Goal F: Workforce Development: Attract, develop, and retain a high-quality, diverse, 
professional staff with the ability to create innovative, implementable plans and the 
expertise to facilitate authentic community engagement. 

• Goal G: Organizational Excellence and Customer Service: Maintain effective internal 
systems and processes to enhance overall organizational performance and 
responsiveness to customer needs and expectations. 

 
This evaluation adds one point for each goal potentially achieved for a maximum potential score 
of seven points. 
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OVERVIEW OF POLICY EVALUATION SCORES  

 
SUMMARY OF POLICY EVALUATION SCORES 
 
 

 
 
 

Policy Evaluation Score  
(Max 83 pts) 

 

Objective  

1. Accessory Dwelling 
Units (ADUs) 

58 pts 
(70%) 

A. Encourage property owners to legalize existing 
unpermitted ADUs 
 

B. Encourage property owners to build new ADUs 
and convert existing spaces into ADUs 
 

2. Affordable Housing 
Preservation  

59 pts 
(71%) 

A. Draft an affordable housing preservation 
ordinance 
 

B. Explore partnerships to establish an affordable 
housing preservation fund 
 

C. Regulate short-term rentals 
 

3. Community Land 
Trusts 

52 pts 
(63%) 

A. Establish a business plan 
 

B. Offer a right of first refusal for small lot surplus 
County-Owned properties  
 

C. Purchase foreclosed housing properties owned by 
the County 
 

D. Purchase of existing small sites for purchase by 
local CLTs 
 

4. Affordable Housing 
Linkage Fees 
 

45 pts 
(54%) 

A. The County should not pursue a non-residential 
linkage fee program 
 

B. The County should pursue establishing an 
inclusionary housing program for market rate 
residential development rather than a residential 
affordable housing linkage fee program 
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Policy Evaluation Score  
(Max 83 pts) 

Objective  

5. Inclusionary 
Housing  

71 pts 
(86%) 

A. Create an inclusionary housing program 
 

B. Develop an administrative procedures manual 
 

C. Prepare a staffing plan 
 
 
 

6. Innovative Housing 
Typologies 

Motel 
Conversions 

56 pts 
(67%) 

 
Modular Housing 

62 pts 
(75%) 

 

A. Draft and implement a motel conversion 
ordinance 

 
B. Provide guidance to encourage multifamily 

modular housing construction 
 

C. Implement a pilot project for multifamily modular 
housing 

 
7. Value Capture and 

Incentive Zoning 
Joint 

Development 
70 pts 
(84%) 

 
Developer 
Incentives 

61 pts 
(73%) 

 

A. Unlock county-owned properties for affordable 
housing 
 

B. Amend Zoning Code to encourage affordable 
housing with incentives  
 

C. Impose policy requirements for affordable housing 
in EIFDs and CRIAs 
 

D. Acquire land for affordable housing in future high-
quality transit areas 
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RANKING OF POLICY EVALUATION SCORES 
 
 

Ranking Evaluated Policies Total  
Points 

% of Total 
Points 

1 Inclusionary Housing 71 86% 
2 Value Capture and Incentive Zoning: Joint Development 70 84% 
3 Innovative Housing Typologies: Multifamily Modular Housing 62 75% 
4 Value Capture and Incentive Zoning: Developer Incentives 61 73% 
5 Affordable Housing Preservation 59 71% 
6 Accessory Dwelling Units 58 70% 
7 Innovative Housing Typologies: Motel Conversions 56 67% 
8 Community Land Trusts 52 63% 
9 Affordable Housing Linkage Fees 45 54% 
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SUMMARY OF POLICY EVALUATION SCORES BY CRITERIA  
 
 

    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Evaluation Criteria Max  
Pts 

Accessory 
Dwelling  

Units 

Affordable 
Housing 

Preservation 

Community 
Land  

Trusts 

Affordable 
Housing 
Linkage  

Fees 

Inclusionary 
Housing 

Innovative Housing 
Typologies  

Value Capture and  
Incentive Zoning  

Motel 
Conversions 

Modular 
Housing 

Joint 
Development 

Development 
Incentives 

1. Affordability of Units  
    Produced/Preserved  15 15 15 14 15 15 15 15 15 15 

2. Time to Market  3 3 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 
3. Scalability of Units  4 2 2 1 0 2 2 3 3 3 
4. Priority Locations 10 7 6 6 6 10 8 9 10 10 
5. Priority Populations 10 4 10 9 10 7 10 10 10 10 
6. Ease of Execution 15 14 11 8 5 14 9 14 12 13 
7. Financial Feasibility for  
     the County  5 5 3 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 

8. Duration of  
    Affordability Covenants 5 1 5 5 5 5 1 5 5 5 

9. County Housing   
    Element Goals 9 3 3 8 4 7 9 0 9 3 

10. DRP Strategic Plan  
       Goals 7 4 4 1 0 4 2 0 6 2 

Total Points 83 58 59 52 45 71 56 62 70 61 
% of Max Points 100% 70% 71% 63% 54% 86% 67% 75% 84% 73% 
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1. ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS   

 
The implementation of the following recommendations to legalize unpermitted ADUs, encourage the 
creation of ADUs, and streamline the permitting process for ADUs could help produce affordable units 
ranging from extremely low income to low-moderate income households if incentives are included in the 
program. Without incentives for low income units, ADU policies can produce housing units in an expedited 
timeframe. Since the County is currently updating the ADU ordinance, this policy option represents “low-
hanging fruit” to spur housing development.   
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Encourage property owners to legalize existing unpermitted ADUs 
2. Encourage property owners to build new ADUs and convert existing spaces into ADUs 

 
OVERALL COUNTY GOALS  
 
The policy recommendations would help the County achieve the following additional Countywide goals: 
 

Los Angeles County Housing Element 2014-2021 
 

Goal 1: A wide range of housing types in sufficient supply to meet the needs of current and future 
residents, particularly for persons with special needs, including but not limited to low income 
households, seniors, persons with disabilities, large households, single-parent households, the 
homeless and at risk of homelessness, and farmworkers 

X 

Goal 2: Sustainable communities with access to employment opportunities, community facilities and 
services, and amenities. 

 

Goal 3: A housing supply that ranges broadly in housing costs to enable all households, regardless of 
income, to secure adequate housing. 

X 

Goal 4: A housing delivery system that provides assistance to low and moderate-income households 
and those with special needs. 

 

Goal 5: Neighborhoods that protect the health, safety, and welfare of the community, and enhance 
public and private efforts to maintain, reinvest in, and upgrade the existing housing supply 

 

Goal 6: An adequate supply of housing preserved and maintained in sound condition, and located 
within safe and decent neighborhoods. 

X 

Goal 7: An affordable housing stock that is maintained for its long-term availability to low and 
moderate-income households and those with special needs. 

 

Goal 8: Accessibility to adequate housing for all persons without discrimination in accordance with 
state and federal fair housing laws. 

 

Goal 9: Planning for and monitoring the long-term affordability of adequate housing.   
Total 3 
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ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 
 

Department of Regional Planning Strategic Plan 2015-2020 
 

Goal A: Long-Range Planning: Plan for future growth through establishment of a flexible development 
framework for the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. 

 

Goal B: Quality Planning, Design, and Development: Guide development projects to achieve high 
standards and consistency with the General Plan and local plans. 

X 

Goal C: Effective Land Use Regulation: Address local community issues and maintain quality of life for 
our communities through proper application and enforcement of land use regulations. 

X 

Goal D: Public Information, Outreach, and Engagement: Increase public awareness and understanding 
of community development and environmental issues and ensure public participation in the planning 
process 

X 

Goal E: Collaboration and Partnership: Take a leadership role by engaging other Los Angeles County 
departments, partner agencies and communities in the shaping of future land use and development 
policies in the County. 

 

Goal F: Workforce Development: Attract, develop, and retain a high-quality, diverse, professional staff 
with the ability to create innovative, implementable plans and the expertise to facilitate authentic 
community engagement. 

 

Goal G: Organizational Excellence and Customer Service: Maintain effective internal systems and 
processes to enhance overall organizational performance and responsiveness to customer needs and 
expectations. 

X 

Total 4 
 

 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 
This policy scored a total of 58 points out of the maximum of 83 points (or 70 percent). This policy score 
is ranked 6th out of all nine evaluated scores. 

 
1. Affordability of Units Produced/Preserved  Max Score % Note 

Extremely-Low Income 4 4 

100% 

The County's pilot program 
currently incentivizes renting 
out units to homeless 
individuals. 

Very Low Income 4 4 
Lower Income 3 3 
Moderate Income 3 3 
Above Moderate Income 1 1 
Maximum Points 15 15 

2. Time to Market  Max Score % Note 
0 - 18 Months 3 3 

100% 

ADUs are quick to build, 
particularly with streamlined 
processed, and modular homes. 

18 Months - 3 Years 2 0 
Over 3 Years 0 0 
Maximum Points 3 3 

3. Scalability of Units  Max Score % Note 
100 units 1 0 

50% 

The County approved 63 ADUs 
in 2016. As of August 2017, the 
County received 283 ADU 
applications since January 1, 
2017.  

250 units 2 2 
500 units 3 0 
1000+ units 4 0 
Maximum Points 4 2 
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ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 

4. Priority Locations Max Score % Note 
In a Transit Oriented District (TOD)* 5 2 

70% 
Assumes minimal ADU 
opportunities near TODs. Existing land  5 5 

Maximum Points 10 7 
5. Priority Populations Max Score % Note 

Very Low and Extremely Low-income ** 1 1 

40% 

Provide incentives for 
homeowners to rent ADUs to 
these priority populations. 

Homeless* 1 1 
Re-entry* 1 0 
Child-Welfare Involved Families* 1 0 
Extremely Low Income Individuals w/ Physical  
Disabilities* 1 1 

Domestic Violence Survivors* 1 0 
Larger Households** 1 0 
Single Parent Households** 1 0 
Seniors  1 1 
Other (i.e., veterans, transition age-youth, people  
living with AIDS/HIV) 1 0 

Maximum Points 10 4 
6. Ease of Execution Max Score % Note 

Political Will 5 5 

93% 

May need to hire additional 
staff to implement and monitor 
program. Assumes fee waivers 
will incentivize homeowners. 

Community Buy-in 5 5 
Availability of County resources (i.e., staff)  5 4 
Maximum Points 15 14 

7. Financial Feasibility for the County  Max Score % Note 
Low Subsidy: <$50k 5 5 

100% 

Assumes the loss of revenue 
from fee waivers, and 
additional resources to 
implement the program. 

Medium Subsidy: <$75k 3 0 
High Subsidy: <$100k 0 0 
Maximum Points 5 5 

8. Duration of Affordability Covenants Max Score % Note 
55+ years 5 0 

20% 

  
30 years 3 0 
20 years 2 0 
10 years 1 1 
Maximum Points 5 1 

9. County Housing Element Goals 9 3 33%   
10. DRP Strategic Plan Goals 7 4 57%   

Grand Total 83 58 70%   
  



12 
 

2. AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRESERVATION   

 
The implementation of the following recommendations would allow the County to create and preserve 
affordable housing units in priority locations and for priority populations, as well as to maintain longer-
term affordability. 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Draft an affordable housing preservation ordinance  
2. Explore partnerships to establish an affordable housing preservation fund program 
3. Regulate short-term rentals 

 
OVERALL COUNTY GOALS  
 
The policy recommendations would help the County achieve the following additional Countywide goals: 
 

Los Angeles County Housing Element 2014-2021 
 

Goal 1: A wide range of housing types in sufficient supply to meet the needs of current and future 
residents, particularly for persons with special needs, including but not limited to low income 
households, seniors, persons with disabilities, large households, single-parent households, the 
homeless and at risk of homelessness, and farmworkers 

X 

Goal 2: Sustainable communities with access to employment opportunities, community facilities and 
services, and amenities. 

 

Goal 3: A housing supply that ranges broadly in housing costs to enable all households, regardless of 
income, to secure adequate housing. 

X 

Goal 4: A housing delivery system that provides assistance to low and moderate-income households 
and those with special needs. 

 

Goal 5: Neighborhoods that protect the health, safety, and welfare of the community, and enhance 
public and private efforts to maintain, reinvest in, and upgrade the existing housing supply 

 

Goal 6: An adequate supply of housing preserved and maintained in sound condition, and located 
within safe and decent neighborhoods. 

X 

Goal 7: An affordable housing stock that is maintained for its long-term availability to low and 
moderate-income households and those with special needs. 

 

Goal 8: Accessibility to adequate housing for all persons without discrimination in accordance with 
state and federal fair housing laws. 

 

Goal 9: Planning for and monitoring the long-term affordability of adequate housing.   
Total 3 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRESERVATION 
 

Department of Regional Planning Strategic Plan 2015-2020 
 

Goal A: Long-Range Planning: Plan for future growth through establishment of a flexible development 
framework for the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. 

 

Goal B: Quality Planning, Design, and Development: Guide development projects to achieve high 
standards and consistency with the General Plan and local plans. 

X 

Goal C: Effective Land Use Regulation: Address local community issues and maintain quality of life for 
our communities through proper application and enforcement of land use regulations. 

X 

Goal D: Public Information, Outreach, and Engagement: Increase public awareness and 
understanding of community development and environmental issues and ensure public participation 
in the planning process 

X 

Goal E: Collaboration and Partnership: Take a leadership role by engaging other Los Angeles County 
departments, partner agencies and communities in the shaping of future land use and development 
policies in the County. 

 

Goal F: Workforce Development: Attract, develop, and retain a high-quality, diverse, professional 
staff with the ability to create innovative, implementable plans and the expertise to facilitate 
authentic community engagement. 

 

Goal G: Organizational Excellence and Customer Service: Maintain effective internal systems and 
processes to enhance overall organizational performance and responsiveness to customer needs and 
expectations. 

X 

Total 4 
 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 
This policy scored a total of 59 points out of the maximum of 83 points (or 71 percent). This policy score 
is ranked 5th out of all nine evaluated scores. 
 

1. Affordability of Units Produced/Preserved  Max Score % Note 
Extremely-Low Income 4 4 

100% 

  
Very Low Income 4 4 
Lower Income 3 3 
Moderate Income 3 3 
Above Moderate Income 1 1 
Maximum Points 15 15 

2. Time to Market  Max Score % Note 
0 - 18 Months 3 0 

0% 

Policies could take a longer time to 
implement and depends on the pipeline 
of projects. 

18 Months - 3 Years 2 0 
Over 3 Years 0 0 
Maximum Points 3 0 

3. Scalability of Units  Max Score % Note 
100 units 1 0 

50% 

Depends on the pipeline of 
preservation projects. 250 units 2 2 

500 units 3 0 
1000+ units 4 0 
Maximum Points 4 2 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRESERVATION 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 

4. Priority Locations Max Score % Note 
In a Transit Oriented District (TOD)* 5 3 

60% 
Depends on the availability of land for 
affordable housing. Existing land  5 3 

Maximum Points 10 6 
5. Priority Populations Max Score % Note 

Very Low and Extremely Low-income ** 1 1 

100% 

Assumes that all proposed affordable 
housing policies prioritizes for these 
populations. 

Homeless* 1 1 
Re-entry* 1 1 
Child-Welfare Involved Families* 1 1 
Extremely Low Income Individuals w/ Physical  
Disabilities* 1 1 

Domestic Violence Survivors* 1 1 
Larger Households** 1 1 
Single Parent Households** 1 1 
Seniors  1 1 
Other (i.e., veterans, transition age-youth, people  
living with AIDS/HIV) 1 1 

Maximum Points 10 10 
6. Ease of Execution Max Score % Note 

Political Will 5 4 

73% 

Assumes some community opposition 
on policies related to short-term 
rentals. Assumes staff resources to 
establish a housing preservation fund 
program. 

Community Buy-in 5 4 
Availability of County resources (i.e., staff)  5 3 

Maximum Points 15 11 

7. Financial Feasibility for the County  Max Score % Note 
Low Subsidy: <$50k 5 0 

60% 

Assumes the cost to acquire property or 
purchase expiring covenants. Medium Subsidy: <$75k 3 3 

High Subsidy: <$100k 0 0 
Maximum Points 5 3 

8. Duration of Affordability Covenants Max Score % Note 
55+ years 5 5 

100% 

  
30 years 3 0 
20 years 2 0 
10 years 1 0 
Maximum Points 5 5 

9. County Housing Element Goals 9 3 33%   
10. DRP Strategic Plan Goals 7 4 57%   

Grand Total 83 59 71%   
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3. COMMUNITY LAND TRUSTS   

 
The implementation of the following recommendations would allow the County to create and preserve 
affordable housing units in priority locations and for priority populations, as well as to maintain longer-
term affordability if land is available to create a CLT. 
 
REOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Establish a business plan 
2. Offer a right of first refusal for small lot surplus County-owned properties 
3. Purchase foreclosed housing properties owned by the County 
4. Purchase existing small sites for purchase by local CLTs 

 
OVERALL COUNTY GOALS  
 
The policy recommendations would help the County achieve the following additional Countywide goals: 
 

Los Angeles County Housing Element 2014-2021 
 

Goal 1: A wide range of housing types in sufficient supply to meet the needs of current and future 
residents, particularly for persons with special needs, including but not limited to low income 
households, seniors, persons with disabilities, large households, single-parent households, the 
homeless and at risk of homelessness, and farmworkers 

X 

Goal 2: Sustainable communities with access to employment opportunities, community facilities and 
services, and amenities. 

 

Goal 3: A housing supply that ranges broadly in housing costs to enable all households, regardless of 
income, to secure adequate housing. 

X 

Goal 4: A housing delivery system that provides assistance to low and moderate-income households 
and those with special needs. 

X 

Goal 5: Neighborhoods that protect the health, safety, and welfare of the community, and enhance 
public and private efforts to maintain, reinvest in, and upgrade the existing housing supply 

X 

Goal 6: An adequate supply of housing preserved and maintained in sound condition, and located 
within safe and decent neighborhoods. 

X 

Goal 7: An affordable housing stock that is maintained for its long-term availability to low and 
moderate-income households and those with special needs. 

X 

Goal 8: Accessibility to adequate housing for all persons without discrimination in accordance with 
state and federal fair housing laws. 

X 

Goal 9: Planning for and monitoring the long-term affordability of adequate housing.  X 
Total 8 
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COMMUNITY LAND TRUSTS 
 

Department of Regional Planning Strategic Plan 2015-2020 
 

Goal A: Long-Range Planning: Plan for future growth through establishment of a flexible development 
framework for the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. 

 

Goal B: Quality Planning, Design, and Development: Guide development projects to achieve high 
standards and consistency with the General Plan and local plans. 

 

Goal C: Effective Land Use Regulation: Address local community issues and maintain quality of life for 
our communities through proper application and enforcement of land use regulations. 

 

Goal D: Public Information, Outreach, and Engagement: Increase public awareness and understanding 
of community development and environmental issues and ensure public participation in the planning 
process 

 

Goal E: Collaboration and Partnership: Take a leadership role by engaging other Los Angeles County 
departments, partner agencies and communities in the shaping of future land use and development 
policies in the County. 

X 

Goal F: Workforce Development: Attract, develop, and retain a high-quality, diverse, professional staff 
with the ability to create innovative, implementable plans and the expertise to facilitate authentic 
community engagement. 

 

Goal G: Organizational Excellence and Customer Service: Maintain effective internal systems and 
processes to enhance overall organizational performance and responsiveness to customer needs and 
expectations. 

 

Total 1 
 

EVALUATION SCORES 
 
This policy scored a total of 52 points out of the maximum of 83 points (or 63 percent). This policy is 
ranked 8th out of all nine evaluated policies.  
 

1. Affordability of Units Produced/Preserved  Max Score % Note 
Extremely-Low Income 4 4 

93% 

  
Very Low Income 4 4 
Lower Income 3 3 
Moderate Income 3 3 
Above Moderate Income 1 0 
Maximum Points 15 14 

2. Time to Market  Max Score % Note 
0 - 18 Months 3 0 

0% 

  
18 Months - 3 Years 2 0 
Over 3 Years 0 0 
Maximum Points 3 0 

3. Scalability of Units  Max Score % Note 
100 units 1 1 

25% 

Depends on the availability of 
land. 250 units 2 0 

500 units 3 0 
1000+ units 4 0 
Maximum Points 4 1 
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COMMUNITY LAND TRUSTS 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 

4. Priority Locations Max Score % Note 
In a Transit Oriented District (TOD)* 5 3 

60% 
Depends on the availability of 
land. Existing land  5 3 

Maximum Points 10 6 
5. Priority Populations Max Score % Note 

Very Low and Extremely Low-income ** 1 1 

90% 

  
Homeless* 1 1 
Re-entry* 1 1 
Child-Welfare Involved Families* 1 1 
Extremely Low Income Individuals w/ Physical  
Disabilities* 1 1 

Domestic Violence Survivors* 1 1 
Larger Households** 1 0 
Single Parent Households** 1 1 
Seniors  1 1 
Other (i.e., veterans, transition age-youth, people  
living with AIDS/HIV) 1 1 

Maximum Points 10 9 
6. Ease of Execution Max Score % Note 

Political Will 5 3 

53% 

  
Community Buy-in 5 3 
Availability of County resources (i.e., staff)  5 2 
Maximum Points 15 8 

7. Financial Feasibility for the County  Max Score % Note 
Low Subsidy: <$50k 5 0 

0% 

CLT may require substantial 
funding sources to acquire 
land.  

Medium Subsidy: <$75k 3 0 
High Subsidy: <$100k 0 0 
Maximum Points 5 0 

8. Duration of Affordability Covenants Max Score % Note 
55+ years 5 5 

100% 

  
30 years 3 0 
20 years 2 0 
10 years 1 0 
Maximum Points 5 5 

9. County Housing Element Goals 9 8 89%   
10. DRP Strategic Plan Goals 7 1 14%   

Grand Total 83 52 63%   
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4. AFFORDABLE HOUSING LINKAGE FEES   

 
According to the recommendation outlined in the Action Plan, the County should not pursue 
implementing a non-residential linkage fee program because there is a limited amount of vacant land 
available for non-residential development. Based on the amount of non-residential development that 
occurred during the previous five years, substantial revenue would not be generated from a non-
residential linkage fee program. Additionally, Governor Jerry Brown approved AB 1505 (Bloom) in 
September 2017, which provides local jurisdictions with the ability to adopt ordinances that impose 
inclusionary housing requirements on rental housing developments. Given this new ability, it is 
recommended that the County pursue establishing an inclusionary housing program for market rate 
residential development rather than a residential affordable housing linkage fee program.  
  
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. The County should not pursue a non-residential affordable housing linkage fee program 
2. The County should pursue establishing an inclusionary housing program for market rate 

residential development rather than a residential affordable housing linkage fee program 
 
OVERALL COUNTY GOALS  
 
Should the County decide to pursue a linkage fee program, the policy would produce minimal impact on 
the additional Countywide goals: 
 

Los Angeles County Housing Element 2014-2021 
 

Goal 1: A wide range of housing types in sufficient supply to meet the needs of current and future 
residents, particularly for persons with special needs, including but not limited to low income 
households, seniors, persons with disabilities, large households, single-parent households, the 
homeless and at risk of homelessness, and farmworkers 

X 

Goal 2: Sustainable communities with access to employment opportunities, community facilities and 
services, and amenities. 

 

Goal 3: A housing supply that ranges broadly in housing costs to enable all households, regardless of 
income, to secure adequate housing. 

 

Goal 4: A housing delivery system that provides assistance to low and moderate-income households 
and those with special needs. 

X 

Goal 5: Neighborhoods that protect the health, safety, and welfare of the community, and enhance 
public and private efforts to maintain, reinvest in, and upgrade the existing housing supply 

 

Goal 6: An adequate supply of housing preserved and maintained in sound condition, and located 
within safe and decent neighborhoods. 

 

Goal 7: An affordable housing stock that is maintained for its long-term availability to low and 
moderate-income households and those with special needs. 

X 

Goal 8: Accessibility to adequate housing for all persons without discrimination in accordance with 
state and federal fair housing laws. 

 

Goal 9: Planning for and monitoring the long-term affordability of adequate housing.  X 
Total 4 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING LINKAGE FEES 
 

Department of Regional Planning Strategic Plan 2015-2020 
 

Goal A: Long-Range Planning: Plan for future growth through establishment of a flexible development 
framework for the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. 

 

Goal B: Quality Planning, Design, and Development: Guide development projects to achieve high 
standards and consistency with the General Plan and local plans. 

 

Goal C: Effective Land Use Regulation: Address local community issues and maintain quality of life for 
our communities through proper application and enforcement of land use regulations. 

 

Goal D: Public Information, Outreach, and Engagement: Increase public awareness and understanding 
of community development and environmental issues and ensure public participation in the planning 
process 

 

Goal E: Collaboration and Partnership: Take a leadership role by engaging other Los Angeles County 
departments, partner agencies and communities in the shaping of future land use and development 
policies in the County. 

 

Goal F: Workforce Development: Attract, develop, and retain a high-quality, diverse, professional staff 
with the ability to create innovative, implementable plans and the expertise to facilitate authentic 
community engagement. 

 

Goal G: Organizational Excellence and Customer Service: Maintain effective internal systems and 
processes to enhance overall organizational performance and responsiveness to customer needs and 
expectations. 

 

Total 0 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 
The policy yielded scored a total of 45 points out of the maximum of 83 points (or 54 percent). This 
policy ranked 9th out of all nine evaluated policies making it the lowest scored policy among all 
recommended policies.  
 

1. Affordability of Units Produced/Preserved  Max Score % Note 
Extremely-Low Income 4 4 

100% 

County would be able to 
produce housing for all 
affordability levels under a 
linkage fee program.  

Very Low Income 4 4 
Lower Income 3 3 
Moderate Income 3 3 
Above Moderate Income 1 1 
Maximum Points 15 15 

2. Time to Market  Max Score % Note 
0 - 18 Months 3 0 

0% 

Assumes the time for the 
County to collect the fees 
under a linkage fee 
program. 

18 Months - 3 Years 2 0 
Over 3 Years 0 0 
Maximum Points 3 0 

3. Scalability of Units  Max Score % Note 
100 units 1 0 

0% 

County would not be able 
to generate a substantial 
amount of revenue due to 
the lack of land for non-
residential development. 

250 units 2 0 
500 units 3 0 
1000+ units 4 0 
Maximum Points 4 0 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING LINKAGE FEES 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 

4. Priority Locations Max Score % Note 
In a Transit Oriented District (TOD)* 5 3 

60% 
  

Existing land  5 3 
Maximum Points 10 6 

5. Priority Populations Max Score % Note 
Very Low and Extremely Low-income ** 1 1 

100% 

County would be able to 
produce housing for all 
priority populations under a 
linkage fee program. 

Homeless* 1 1 
Re-entry* 1 1 
Child-Welfare Involved Families* 1 1 
Extremely Low Income Individuals w/ Physical  
Disabilities* 1 1 

Domestic Violence Survivors* 1 1 
Larger Households** 1 1 
Single Parent Households** 1 1 
Seniors  1 1 
Other (i.e., veterans, transition age-youth, people  
living with AIDS/HIV) 1 1 

Maximum Points 10 10 
6. Ease of Execution Max Score % Note 

Political Will 5 1 

33% 

Assumes more County 
resources to manage and 
collect the fee. 

Community Buy-in 5 3 
Availability of County resources (i.e., staff)  5 1 
Maximum Points 15 5 

7. Financial Feasibility for the County  Max Score % Note 
Low Subsidy: <$50k 5 0 

0% 

Most projects would likely 
use tax-credits for the 
projects. 

Medium Subsidy: <$75k 3 0 
High Subsidy: <$100k 0 0 
Maximum Points 5 0 

8. Duration of Affordability Covenants Max Score % Note 
55+ years 5 5 

100% 

  
30 years 3 0 
20 years 2 0 
10 years 1 0 
Maximum Points 5 5 

9. County Housing Element Goals 9 4 44%   
10. DRP Strategic Plan Goals 7 0 0%   

Grand Total 83 45 54%   
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5. INCLUSIONARY HOUSING  

 
Implementing an inclusionary housing policy would allow the County to produce more affordable housing 
in the short-term with a focus in priority locations and for priority populations. The policy also supports 
fulfillment of the County’s Housing Element goals.  
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Create an inclusionary housing program 
2. Develop an administrative procedure manual 
3. Prepare a staffing plan 

 
OVERALL COUNTY GOALS  
 
The policy recommendations would help the County achieve the following additional Countywide goals: 
 

Los Angeles County Housing Element 2014-2021 
 

Goal 1: A wide range of housing types in sufficient supply to meet the needs of current and future 
residents, particularly for persons with special needs, including but not limited to low income 
households, seniors, persons with disabilities, large households, single-parent households, the 
homeless and at risk of homelessness, and farmworkers 

X 

Goal 2: Sustainable communities with access to employment opportunities, community facilities and 
services, and amenities. 

 

Goal 3: A housing supply that ranges broadly in housing costs to enable all households, regardless of 
income, to secure adequate housing. 

X 

Goal 4: A housing delivery system that provides assistance to low and moderate-income households 
and those with special needs. 

X 

Goal 5: Neighborhoods that protect the health, safety, and welfare of the community, and enhance 
public and private efforts to maintain, reinvest in, and upgrade the existing housing supply 

X 

Goal 6: An adequate supply of housing preserved and maintained in sound condition, and located 
within safe and decent neighborhoods. 

 

Goal 7: An affordable housing stock that is maintained for its long-term availability to low and 
moderate-income households and those with special needs. 

X 

Goal 8: Accessibility to adequate housing for all persons without discrimination in accordance with 
state and federal fair housing laws. 

X 

Goal 9: Planning for and monitoring the long-term affordability of adequate housing.  X 
Total 7 
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INCLUSIONARY HOUSING 
 

Department of Regional Planning Strategic Plan 2015-2020 
 

Goal A: Long-Range Planning: Plan for future growth through establishment of a flexible 
development framework for the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. 

X 

Goal B: Quality Planning, Design, and Development: Guide development projects to achieve high 
standards and consistency with the General Plan and local plans. 

X 

Goal C: Effective Land Use Regulation: Address local community issues and maintain quality of life 
for our communities through proper application and enforcement of land use regulations. 

X 

Goal D: Public Information, Outreach, and Engagement: Increase public awareness and 
understanding of community development and environmental issues and ensure public 
participation in the planning process 

 

Goal E: Collaboration and Partnership: Take a leadership role by engaging other Los Angeles County 
departments, partner agencies and communities in the shaping of future land use and development 
policies in the County. 

 

Goal F: Workforce Development: Attract, develop, and retain a high-quality, diverse, professional 
staff with the ability to create innovative, implementable plans and the expertise to facilitate 
authentic community engagement. 

X 

Goal G: Organizational Excellence and Customer Service: Maintain effective internal systems and 
processes to enhance overall organizational performance and responsiveness to customer needs 
and expectations. 

 

Total 4 

 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 
The policy yielded scored a total of 71 points out of the maximum of 83 points (or 86 percent). This 
policy ranked 1st out of all nine evaluated policies.  
 

1. Affordability of Units Produced/Preserved  Max Score % Note 
Extremely-Low Income 4 4 

100% 

  
Very Low Income 4 4 
Lower Income 3 3 
Moderate Income 3 3 
Above Moderate Income 1 1 
Maximum Points 15 15 

2. Time to Market  Max Score % Note 
0 - 18 Months 3 0 

67% 

  
18 Months - 3 Years 2 2 
Over 3 Years 0 0 
Maximum Points 3 2 

3. Scalability of Units  Max Score % Note 
100 units 1 0 

50% 

Depends on the pipeline of 
projects. 250 units 2 2 

500 units 3 0 
1000+ units 4 0 
Maximum Points 4 2 
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INCLUSIONARY HOUSING 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 

4. Priority Locations Max Score % Note 
In a Transit Oriented District (TOD)* 5 5 

100% 
  

Existing land  5 5 
Maximum Points 10 10 

5. Priority Populations Max Score % Note 
Very Low and Extremely Low-income ** 1 1 

70% 

  
Homeless* 1 0 
Re-entry* 1 0 
Child-Welfare Involved Families* 1 0 
Extremely Low Income Individuals w/ Physical  
Disabilities* 1 1 

Domestic Violence Survivors* 1 1 
Larger Households** 1 1 
Single Parent Households** 1 1 
Seniors  1 1 
Other (i.e., veterans, transition age-youth, people  
living with AIDS/HIV) 1 1 

Maximum Points 10 7 
6. Ease of Execution Max Score % Note 

Political Will 5 5 

93% 

  
Community Buy-in 5 4 
Availability of County resources (i.e., staff)  5 5 
Maximum Points 15 14 

7. Financial Feasibility for the County  Max Score % Note 
Low Subsidy: <$50k 5 5 

100% 

  
Medium Subsidy: <$75k 3 0 
High Subsidy: <$100k 0 0 
Maximum Points 5 5 

8. Duration of Affordability Covenants Max Score % Note 
55+ years 5 5 

100% 

  
30 years 3 0 
20 years 2 0 
10 years 1 0 
Maximum Points 5 5 

9. County Housing Element Goals 9 7 78%   
10. DRP Strategic Plan Goals 7 4 57%   

Grand Total 83 71 86%   
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6. INNOVATIVE HOUSING TYPOLOGIES  

 
Implementing the following recommendations would allow the County to produce more affordable 
housing units for priority populations and in priority locations by converting motels to affordable housing 
and streamlining the permitting process for multifamily modular housing. The motel conversion policy 
option scores lower for ease of execution, as there may be community pushback and staff resources 
required; financial feasibility for the County, as a subsidy may be necessary; and duration of affordability 
covenants, as most conversions will occur on existing sites without the potential for affordability 
covenants tied to the land.  
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Draft and implement a motel conversion ordinance 
2. Provide guidance to encourage multifamily modular housing construction  
3. Implement a pilot project for multifamily modular housing 

 
OVERALL COUNTY GOALS  
 
The two policy recommendations that were evaluated under the Innovative Housing typologies include 
Motel Conversions and Multi-Family Modular Housing. The policy recommendations would help the 
County achieve the following additional Countywide goals: 
 

Los Angeles County Housing Element 2014-2021 
 

 Motel Modular 
Goal 1: A wide range of housing types in sufficient supply to meet the needs of 
current and future residents, particularly for persons with special needs, including 
but not limited to low income households, seniors, persons with disabilities, large 
households, single-parent households, the homeless and at risk of homelessness, 
and farmworkers 

X  

Goal 2: Sustainable communities with access to employment opportunities, 
community facilities and services, and amenities. 

X  

Goal 3: A housing supply that ranges broadly in housing costs to enable all 
households, regardless of income, to secure adequate housing. 

X  

Goal 4: A housing delivery system that provides assistance to low and moderate-
income households and those with special needs. 

X  

Goal 5: Neighborhoods that protect the health, safety, and welfare of the 
community, and enhance public and private efforts to maintain, reinvest in, and 
upgrade the existing housing supply 

X  

Goal 6: An adequate supply of housing preserved and maintained in sound condition, 
and located within safe and decent neighborhoods. 

X  

Goal 7: An affordable housing stock that is maintained for its long-term availability 
to low and moderate-income households and those with special needs. 

X  

Goal 8: Accessibility to adequate housing for all persons without discrimination in 
accordance with state and federal fair housing laws. 

X  

Goal 9: Planning for and monitoring the long-term affordability of adequate housing.  X  
Total 9 0 
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INNOVATIVE HOUSING TYPOLOGIES 
 

Department of Regional Planning Strategic Plan 2015-2020 
 

 Motel Modular 
Goal A: Long-Range Planning: Plan for future growth through establishment of a 
flexible development framework for the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. 

X  

Goal B: Quality Planning, Design, and Development: Guide development projects to 
achieve high standards and consistency with the General Plan and local plans. 

  

Goal C: Effective Land Use Regulation: Address local community issues and maintain 
quality of life for our communities through proper application and enforcement of land 
use regulations. 

  

Goal D: Public Information, Outreach, and Engagement: Increase public awareness and 
understanding of community development and environmental issues and ensure 
public participation in the planning process 

  

Goal E: Collaboration and Partnership: Take a leadership role by engaging other Los 
Angeles County departments, partner agencies and communities in the shaping of 
future land use and development policies in the County. 

X  

Goal F: Workforce Development: Attract, develop, and retain a high-quality, diverse, 
professional staff with the ability to create innovative, implementable plans and the 
expertise to facilitate authentic community engagement. 

  

Goal G: Organizational Excellence and Customer Service: Maintain effective internal 
systems and processes to enhance overall organizational performance and 
responsiveness to customer needs and expectations. 

  

Total 2 0 
 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 
The two policy recommendations that were evaluated under the Innovative Housing Typologies include 
Motel Conversion and Multi-Family Modular Housing.  
 
Motel Conversion scored 56 points out of the maximum of 83 points (or 67 percent). This policy ranked 
7th out of the nine evaluated policies.   
 
Multi-Family Modular Housing scored 62 points (or 75 percent). This policy ranked 3rd out of the nine 
evaluated policies. 
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INNOVATIVE HOUSING TYPOLOGIES 
 

EVALUATION SCORES 
 

1. Affordability of Units Produced/Preserved  Max Motels Modular Notes 
Extremely-Low Income 4 4 4   
Very Low Income 4 4 4 
Lower Income 3 3 3 
Moderate Income 3 3 3 
Above Moderate Income 1 1 1 
Maximum Points 15 15 15 
% of Max Points   100% 100% 

2. Time to Market  Max Motels Modular Notes 
0 - 18 Months 3 0 3 For motel conversions, assumes 

that acquisition takes time, as well 
as changing the zoning to 
residential housing. Modular 
housing would expedite the 
construction process.  

18 Months - 3 Years 2 0 0 
Over 3 Years 0 0 0 
Maximum Points 3 0 3 

% of Max Points   0% 100% 
3. Scalability of Units  Max Motels Modular Notes 

100 units 1 0 0 Depends on the number of motels 
and units available for conversion. 250 units 2 2 0 

500 units 3 0 3 
1000+ units 4 0 0 
Maximum Points 4 2 3 
% of Max Points   50% 75% 

4. Priority Locations Max Motels Modular Notes 
In a Transit Oriented District (TOD)* 5 3 5 Assumes the lack of motels located 

near TOD.  Existing land  5 5 4 
Maximum Points 10 8 9 
% of Max Points   80% 90% 

5. Priority Populations Max Motels Modular Notes 
Very Low and Extremely Low-income ** 1 1 1   
Homeless* 1 1 1 
Re-entry* 1 1 1 
Child-Welfare Involved Families* 1 1 1 
Extremely Low Income Individuals w/  
Physical Disabilities* 1 1 1 

Domestic Violence Survivors* 1 1 1 
Larger Households** 1 1 1 
Single Parent Households** 1 1 1 
Seniors  1 1 1 
Other (i.e., veterans, transition age-youth,  
people living with AIDS/HIV) 1 1 1 

Maximum Points 10 10 10 
% of Max Points   100% 100% 
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INNOVATIVE HOUSING TYPOLOGIES 
 

EVALUATION SCORES 
 

6. Ease of Execution Max Motels Modular Notes 
Political Will 5 5 5 Assumes County resources and 

staff to locate sites and potential 
candidates for motel conversions. 

Community Buy-in 5 3 5 
Availability of County resources (i.e., staff)  5 1 4 
Maximum Points 15 9 14 
% of Max Points   60% 93% 

7. Financial Feasibility for the County  Max Motels Modular Notes 
Low Subsidy: <$50k 5 0 0 Assumes funds and loans are 

required to assist developers in 
acquisition, rehab, and on-site 
services for the motel conversion 
process.  

Medium Subsidy: <$75k 3 0 3 
High Subsidy: <$100k 0 0 0 
Maximum Points 5 0 3 
% of Max Points   0% 60% 

8. Duration of Affordability Covenants Max Motels Modular Notes 
55+ years 5 0 5 Assumes that motels can be 

converted back from residential to 
motels after a period of time. 
Assuming modular units are built 
on public land.  

30 years 3 0 0 
20 years 2 0 0 
10 years 1 1 0 
Maximum Points 5 1 5 
% of Max Points   20% 100% 

9. County Housing Element Goals 9 9 0   
% of Max Points   100% 0%   

10. DRP Strategic Plan Goals 7 2 0   
% of Max Points   29% 0%   

Grand Total 83 56 62   
% of Max Points   67% 75%   
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7. VALUE CAPTURE AND INCENTIVE ZONING  

 
Implementing the following recommendations to unlock land, provide a variety of developer incentives, 
and transfer unused air rights would allow the County to produce more affordable housing units in priority 
locations. Joint development would allow the County to impose affordability covenants for residential 
projects on county-owned properties. Joint development also scores high in helping the County achieve 
their County Housing Element goals and the DRP Strategic Plan goals. 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. Unlock County-owned properties for affordable housing 
2. Amend Zoning Code to encourage affordable housing with incentives 
3. Impose policy requirements for affordable housing in EIFDs and CRIAs 
4. Acquire land for affordable housing in future high-quality transit areas 

 
OVERALL COUNTY GOALS  
 
The two policy recommendations that were evaluated under Value Capture and Incentive Zoning include 
Joint Development and Developer Incentives. The policy recommendations would help the County 
achieve the following additional Countywide goals: 
 

Los Angeles County Housing Element 2014-2021 
 

 Joint Dev Incentives 
Goal 1: A wide range of housing types in sufficient supply to meet the needs of current 
and future residents, particularly for persons with special needs, including but not 
limited to low income households, seniors, persons with disabilities, large households, 
single-parent households, the homeless and at risk of homelessness, and farmworkers 

X X 

Goal 2: Sustainable communities with access to employment opportunities, 
community facilities and services, and amenities. 

X  

Goal 3: A housing supply that ranges broadly in housing costs to enable all households, 
regardless of income, to secure adequate housing. 

X  

Goal 4: A housing delivery system that provides assistance to low and moderate-
income households and those with special needs. 

X  

Goal 5: Neighborhoods that protect the health, safety, and welfare of the community, 
and enhance public and private efforts to maintain, reinvest in, and upgrade the 
existing housing supply 

X  

Goal 6: An adequate supply of housing preserved and maintained in sound condition, 
and located within safe and decent neighborhoods. 

X X 

Goal 7: An affordable housing stock that is maintained for its long-term availability to 
low and moderate-income households and those with special needs. 

X  

Goal 8: Accessibility to adequate housing for all persons without discrimination in 
accordance with state and federal fair housing laws. 

X  

Goal 9: Planning for and monitoring the long-term affordability of adequate housing.  X X 
Total 9 3 
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VALUE CAPTURE AND INCENTIVE ZONING 
 

Department of Regional Planning Strategic Plan 2015-2020 
 

 Joint Dev Incentives 
Goal A: Long-Range Planning: Plan for future growth through establishment of a 
flexible development framework for the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. 

X  

Goal B: Quality Planning, Design, and Development: Guide development projects to 
achieve high standards and consistency with the General Plan and local plans. 

X X 

Goal C: Effective Land Use Regulation: Address local community issues and maintain 
quality of life for our communities through proper application and enforcement of land 
use regulations. 

X X 

Goal D: Public Information, Outreach, and Engagement: Increase public awareness and 
understanding of community development and environmental issues and ensure 
public participation in the planning process 

X  

Goal E: Collaboration and Partnership: Take a leadership role by engaging other Los 
Angeles County departments, partner agencies and communities in the shaping of 
future land use and development policies in the County. 

X  

Goal F: Workforce Development: Attract, develop, and retain a high-quality, diverse, 
professional staff with the ability to create innovative, implementable plans and the 
expertise to facilitate authentic community engagement. 

X  

Goal G: Organizational Excellence and Customer Service: Maintain effective internal 
systems and processes to enhance overall organizational performance and 
responsiveness to customer needs and expectations. 

  

Total 6 2 
 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 
The two policy recommendations that were evaluated under the Value Capture and Incentive Zoning 
include Joint Development and Developer Incentives. 
 
Joint Development scored 70 points out of the maximum of 83 points (or 84 percent). This policy ranked 
2nd out of the nine evaluated policies.   
 
Development Incentives scored 61 points out of the maximum of 83 points (or 73 percent). This policy 
ranked 4th out of the nine evaluated policies. 
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VALUE CAPTURE AND INCENTIVE ZONING 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
  
 1. Affordability of Units Produced/Preserved  Max Joint Dev Incentives Note 

Extremely-Low Income 4 4 4   
Very Low Income 4 4 4 
Lower Income 3 3 3 
Moderate Income 3 3 3 
Above Moderate Income 1 1 1 
Maximum Points 15 15 15 
% of Max Points   100% 100% 

 2. Time to Market  Max Joint Dev Incentives Note 
0 - 18 Months 3 0 0   
18 Months - 3 Years 2 0 0 
Over 3 Years 0 0 0 
Maximum Points 3 0 0 
% of Max Points   0% 0% 

 3. Scalability of Units  Max Joint Dev Incentives Note 
100 units 1 0 0 Dependent on the pipeline of 

projects and the availability of 
county-owned properties for 
development 

250 units 2 0 0 
500 units 3 3 3 
1000+ units 4 0 0 
Maximum Points 4 3 3 
% of Max Points   75% 75% 

 4. Priority Locations Max Joint Dev Incentives Note 
In a Transit Oriented District (TOD)* 5 5 5   
Existing land  5 5 5 
Maximum Points 10 10 10 
% of Max Points   100% 100% 

 5. Priority Populations Max Joint Dev Incentives Note 
Very Low and Extremely Low-income ** 1 1 1   
Homeless* 1 1 1 
Re-entry* 1 1 1 
Child-Welfare Involved Families* 1 1 1 
Extremely Low Income Individuals w/ 
Physical Disabilities* 1 1 1 

Domestic Violence Survivors* 1 1 1 
Larger Households** 1 1 1 
Single Parent Households** 1 1 1 
Seniors  1 1 1 
Other (i.e., veterans, transition age-youth, 
people living with AIDS/HIV) 1 1 1 

Maximum Points 10 10 10 
% of Max Points   100% 100% 
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VALUE CAPTURE AND INCENTIVE ZONING 
 
EVALUATION SCORES 
 

6. Ease of Execution Max Joint Dev Incentives Note 
Political Will 5 5 5 Assumes additional 

resources and staff to 
implement developer 
incentives. 

Community Buy-in 5 5 5 
Availability of County resources (i.e., staff)  5 2 3 
Maximum Points 15 12 13 
% of Max Points   80% 87% 

7. Financial Feasibility for the County  Max Joint Dev Incentives Note 
Low Subsidy: <$50k 5 0 0   
Medium Subsidy: <$75k 3 0 0 
High Subsidy: <$100k 0 0 0 
Maximum Points 5 0 0 
% of Max Points   0% 0% 

8. Duration of Affordability Covenants Max Joint Dev Incentives Note 
55+ years 5 5 5   
30 years 3 0 0 
20 years 2 0 0 
10 years 1 0 0 
Maximum Points 5 5 5 
% of Max Points   100% 100% 

9. County Housing Element Goals 9 9 3   
% of Max Points   100% 33%   

10. DRP Strategic Plan Goals 7 6 2   
% of Max Points   86% 29%   

Grand Total 83 70 61   
% of Max Points   84% 73%   
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SUMMARY 
 
Overall, the Unincorporated Area of Los Angeles County (“Unincorporated Area”) experienced moderate 
population growth of three percent over a five-year period between 2010 and 2015, compared to one 
percent statewide. The Southern California region is also projected to have the largest population growth 
statewide, which will impact future housing needs and trends. 
 
Current and emerging demographic trends include the following: 
 

• The Southern California region will experience the highest proportion of population growth and 
new households in California through 2025  

• The Unincorporated Area’s residents reflect national trends toward an aging and more diverse 
population  

• The Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count of the sheltered and unsheltered population increased 
23 percent from 2016  

• The leading employment sectors in Los Angeles County in terms of strong job growth over the 
next five years are projected to include service-providing industries and emerging industries 
involved in innovative and disruptive technologies  

• The declining mode share of transit and carpooling in the Unincorporated Area is consistent with 
statewide and national trends  

• Rising home prices may cause residents to sprawl out further from urban areas to seek more 
affordable housing, which would lead to longer commute times  

 
Social impacts to existing and future trends include the following:  
 

• Millennials entering their late 20s and early 30s are in position to become first-time home buyers 
as job and income growth are expected to rise in the coming years, which will drive new 
construction in the housing market  

• The rise in the senior population will result in a demand for more housing options, including 
affordable housing, accessible design, in-home supportive services, and active living  

• Housing affordability and overcrowded living conditions will impact the quality of children’s 
development, education, and well-being  

• Over 76 percent of the housing stock in the Unincorporated Area was built prior to the 1980s. 
Many of these units are less energy-efficient, contain lead-based paint hazards, and will require 
rehabilitation in the coming years to support livable and stable conditions  

 
Insight on the current real estate market conditions include the following: 

 
• Lack of housing inventory and declining vacancy rates are driving up home prices and rent while 

income remains stagnant  
• Homeownership rates have declined over time since 2007 in the State and the U.S.  
• The Unincorporated Area’s current median home sales price is approximately $545,000, 5 percent 

higher than that of the overall County  
• Foreclosure rates have steadily declined since 2014, while median home prices and value continue 

to rise statewide  
• The cost of housing within certain Unincorporated Area submarkets has skyrocketed since the 

late 1990. Based on the submarkets in the Unincorporated Area, median home prices and values 
are especially high in the San Gabriel Valley and Coastal South LA submarkets and low in the 
Antelope Valley and South LA submarkets  
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• The County’s lowest-income renters spend about 70 percent of their income on rent, which leaves 
30 percent of their income for daily essentials such as food, transportation health expenses, and 
other needs  

• A greater percentage of renters experience high housing cost burdens than homeowners do in 
the Unincorporated Area  

• Renters would need to earn four times the local minimum wage to afford the current median 
asking rent of $2,499 in the County  

• The County’s 5th Supervisorial District experienced the highest number of construction permits 
issued for single-family housing, whereas the 2nd and 5th Supervisorial Districts experienced the 
highest number of permits issued for multi-family housing  
 

The purpose of this study is to provide an overview of existing conditions and emerging trends as a 
framework to formulating specific policy recommendations for inclusion in the Los Angeles County 
Affordable Housing Action Plan. The report is outlined as follows: 
 

I. Demographic Profile  
a. General Population Characteristics 
b. Income Characteristics 
c. Employment Profile 
d. Transportation 

 
II. Housing Profile  

a. Housing Stock 
b. Housing Characteristics 
c. Housing Affordability 
d. Housing Construction  
e. Housing Construction  
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I. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE 
 
This section provides an overview of the demographic profile of the Unincorporated Area of Los Angeles 
County (“Unincorporated Area”) with a comparison to the overall County of Los Angeles (“County”), and 
the State of California (“State”). This section also contains information to identify emerging trends that 
may provide insight on methods to address affordable housing choice issues relevant to specific 
populations. The U.S. Census data for the Unincorporated Area in this study is based on Census Tract 
Allocation methodology developed by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning, which 
identified the portion of the Census Tract that is delegated to the unincorporated area versus 
incorporated city based on how many residential units are located within each tract and jurisdiction. 
 
A. General Population Characteristics  
 

Population and Household Growth 
 
Population and household growth rates serve as indicators of the Unincorporated Area’s long-term 
housing demand and can help the County determine the capacity of its current resources. As shown 
in Table 1.1, the population for the Unincorporated Area and the County grew at a rate of 3 percent 
between 2010 and 2015, compared to 5 percent for the State. The number of households in the 
Unincorporated Area and the County both grew at a rate of 1 percent, slightly less than the State’s 
household growth of 3 percent. 

 
Table 1.1: Population and Household Growth (2010-2015) 

 

Jurisdiction 
Population Households 

2010 2015 Growth 2010 2015 Growth 
Unincorporated Area 998,734 1,026,967 3% 289,286  290,854  1% 
Los Angeles County 9,758,256 10,038,388 3% 3,218,629 3,263,069 1% 
California 36,637,290 38,421,464 5% 12,392,852 12,717,801 3% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 

Population growth trends can have a significant impact on the need for housing. According to the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS), the population within the Los Angeles region 
is expected to increase to 11,514,000 by 2040. The number of households within the region is also 
expected to increase to 3,945,000 by 2040.1 According to the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD), 38 percent of the State’s new household growth through 2025 is 
expected to concentrate in Southern California (see Figure 1.1 and Figure 1.2).2  
 
As shown in Figure 1.3, the Southern California region is home to nearly half of the California’s 
population and two-thirds of the state’s disadvantaged communities, which are defined by the 
California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) as the state’s most burdened communities with 
poor public health, quality of life, and economic opportunity. Disadvantaged communities in California 
are specifically targeted for investment of proceeds from the State’s Cap-and-Trade program to 
improve overall quality of life and reduce pollution caused by climate change.  

                                                 
1 Southern California Association of Governments 2016 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Cities Strategy. Retrieved June 2017 from 
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx  
2 California Department of Housing and Community Development (January 2017). California’s Housing Future: Challenges and Opportunities. 
Retrieved June 2017 from http://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-reports/docs/California%27s-Housing-Future-Full-Public-Draft.pdf  

http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-reports/docs/California%27s-Housing-Future-Full-Public-Draft.pdf
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Figure 1.1: Largest Population Concentration in Southern California 
 

 
Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development (2017) 

 
Figure 1.2: Where Growth is Expected Through 2025  

 
Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development (2017) 
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Figure 1.3: Projected Household Growth in Counties with Disadvantaged Communities  
 

 
Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development (2017) 

 
Race and Ethnicity 
 
The population in the Unincorporated Area constitutes a majority-minority—approximately 81 
percent of the population are people of color (see Table 1.2 and Figure 1.4). Hispanics make up the 
majority of the Unincorporated Area’s population and the County’s overall population with 58 percent 
and 48 percent, respectively. The White population make up a slightly larger portion of the statewide 
population (39 percent) than the Hispanic population (38 percent), but the Hispanic population 
experienced a 10 percent increase statewide from 2010 to 2015 compared to a 2 percent decrease 
for the White population over the same period. 
 
The White population also experienced a decrease in both the Unincorporated Area (6 percent) and 
the County (2 percent), as did the Black population (7 percent and 3 percent, respectively). While the 
proportions of the Asian populations have remained the same in both the Unincorporated Area (12 
percent) and the County (14 percent), their numbers are growing by 9 percent and 6 percent, 
respectively. The Asian share of the State’s population also increased from 13 to 14 percent, with 
numbers growing by 11 percent.  
 
Other groups with growing numbers in the Unincorporated Area include American Indians, Pacific 
Islanders, and individuals of two or more races; however, as with the County and State, these numbers 
constitute approximately 2 to 3 percent of the total population. The population is also diverse in its 
racial/ethnic composition statewide, and HCD projections expect this diversity to continue to grow 
(see Figure 1.5).  
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Table 1.2: Population Distribution by Race and Ethnicity (2010–2015) 

 

Race/Ethnicity 
Unincorporated  

Area 
Los Angeles 

County California 

2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 
White 21% 19% -2% 28% 27% -1% 41% 39% -2% 
Hispanic or Latino 56% 58% 2% 47% 48% 1% 37% 38% 1% 
Black or African 
American 10% 9% -1% 8% 8% 0% 6% 6% 0% 

American Indian or 
Alaska Native <1% <1% 0% <1% <1% 0% <1% <1% 0% 

Asian 12% 12% 0% 14% 14% 0% 13% 14% 1% 
Native Hawaiian and 
Other Pacific Islander <1% <1% 0% <1% <1% 0% <1% <1% 0% 

Some other race >1% >1% 0% <1% <1% 0% <1% <1% 0% 
Two or more races 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 0% 2% 3% 1% 
Total Population 100% 100% - 100% 100% - 100% 100% - 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 
 

Figure 1.4: Racial/Ethnic Composition (2015) 

 
Source: 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
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Figure 1.5: Projected Racial/Ethnic Composition in California (1980-2040) 

 
Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development (2017) 

 
Age Characteristics 
 
The age characteristics of the Unincorporated Area provide insight regarding current and projected 
housing demands, as different age groups have diverse housing needs and preferences. Table 1.3 
illustrates the distribution of and growth among age groups within the Unincorporated Area. The cohort 
of ‘35 to 64 years old’ is the largest at 39 percent of the population, the same proportion for both the 
County and State, and grew at a rate of 4 percent between 2010 and 2015. The next largest cohort, 
‘Under 18 years old,’ makes up 25 percent of the Unincorporated Area population; however, this cohort 
decreased 7 percent between 2010 and 2015.  
 
Overall, the Unincorporated Area’s median age is increasing, which would have implications on the type 
and location of housing provided to Unincorporated Area residents. The ‘18 to 34 years old’ cohort is 
24 percent of the Unincorporated Area population and increased by a rate of 4 percent. According to 
the USC Casden Forecast, those in their late 20s and early 30s are in a position to become renters and 
first-time home buyers in large numbers as job and income growth rise, which will drive the demand for 
new construction in the housing market.3 
 
The age cohort of ‘65 years old and over’ in the Unincorporated Area grew at an astonishing rate of 23 
percent from 2010 to 2015, the fastest rate of all cohorts (see Figure 1.6). This percentage increase is 
higher compared to the County and the State with 16 percent and 18 percent, respectively. The high 
growth of the ‘65 years old and over’ cohort within the next decade will cause more demand of in-home 

                                                 
3 USC Lusk Casden Real Estate Economics Forecast (2016) 2016 Multifamily Forecast Report. Retrieved June 2017 from 
https://lusk.usc.edu/sites/default/files/attachments/2016-Multifamily-Forecast-Report.pdf  

https://lusk.usc.edu/sites/default/files/attachments/2016-Multifamily-Forecast-Report.pdf
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supportive services and accessible public transportation to serve the aging population. Demand will also 
increase for housing options, such as low-income housing, accessory dwelling units, accessible design, 
and active and assisted living. According to the U.S. Conference of Mayors in 2016, 74 percent of mayors 
felt that housing options for the aging population are top priorities in their cities.4 An American 
Association of Retired Persons (AARP) survey referenced in the same report found that 87 percent of 
adults aged 65 and older want to stay in their current home and community as they age.  
 

Table 1.3: Age Distribution (2010-2015) 
 

Age 
Unincorporated  

Area 
Los Angeles 

County California 

2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 

Under 18 years old 28% 25% -7% 25% 23% -6% 25% 24% -2% 
18-34 years old 24% 24% 4% 26% 26% 4% 25% 25% 6% 
35-64 years old 38% 39% 4% 39% 39% 4% 39% 39% 5% 
65 years old and over 10% 12% 23% 11% 12% 16% 11% 12% 18% 
Median Age (in years) 35.5 36.8 4% 36.4 37.7 4% 34.9 35.8 3% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 

Figure 1.6: Age Distribution in the Unincorporated Area (2010-2015) 

 
Source: 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

 
Language Spoken 
  
As shown in Table 1.4, 54 percent of Unincorporated Area residents speak a language other than 
English, compared to only 44 percent statewide. Of these residents, the majority speak Spanish (41 
percent), with an additional 10 percent speaking an Asian and/or Pacific Island language. With a high 
percentage of residents speaking another language other than English, it is important to ensure that 
public agencies provide local resources, outreach materials, and services to residents in the appropriate 
non-English languages. 

                                                 
4 AARP (January 2017). Preparing for Aging Populations in America’s Cities: A report on priorities for America’s Mayors. Retrieved July 2017 
from http://www.aarp.org/content/dam/aarp/livable-communities/documents-2017/USCM-AARP-Aging-Report-1-17-17.pdf  
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Table 1.4: Language Spoken 
 

Language 
Unincorporated  

Area 
Los Angeles 

County California 

2010 2015 2010 2015 2010 2015 
Speak only English 47% 46% 44% 43% 57% 56% 
Speak a language other than English 53% 54% 56% 57% 43% 44% 

Spanish 40% 41% 39% 39% 29% 29% 
Other Indo-European languages 3% 3% 5% 5% 4% 4% 
Asian and Pacific Island languages 9% 10% 11% 11% 9% 10% 
Other languages 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 

Educational Attainment 
 

Low levels of educational attainment can have implications for residents in terms of future employment 
opportunities, income, and housing affordability. Table 1.5 and Figure 1.7 reveal that residents in the 
Unincorporated Area have lower levels of educational attainment than the County and State. 
Approximately 27 percent of Unincorporated Area residents have less than a high school degree, 
compared to 18 percent statewide. The population with a high school degree in the Unincorporated 
Area is slightly higher than the County and State. However, the Unincorporated Area lags behind the 
County and State in terms of higher postsecondary educational attainment.  
 
Research studies have indicated that housing affordability can impact educational outcomes for 
children. According to the National Housing Conference in 2014, literature reviews show that affordable 
housing can support children’s education by:5  
 

1. Reducing the frequency of disruptive moves; 
2. Helping families move to communities with higher quality schools; 
3. Reducing overcrowding and other sources of housing-related stress; 
4. Helping families avoid housing-related health hazards, which in turn affect education; 
5. Supporting holistic community development, including new or improved schools, tutoring, and 

strong out-of-school-time programs; 
6. Reducing homelessness among families with children; and 
7. Supporting parental spending on child enrichment activities. 

 
Table 1.5: Educational Attainment (persons 25 years old and older) 

 

Education Level 
Unincorporated  

Area 
Los Angeles  

County California 

2010 2015 2010 2015 2010 2015 

Less than high school degree 27% 27% 23% 23% 19% 18% 
High school degree 24% 23% 21% 21% 21% 21% 
Some college or associate’s degree 27% 27% 26% 26% 30% 30% 
Bachelor’s degree or higher 23% 23% 30% 30% 30% 31% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

                                                 
5 Brennan, M. (November 2014). The Impacts of Affordable Housing on Education: A Research Summary, National Housing Conference Center 
for Housing Policy. Retrieved June 2017 from http://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/19cfbe_c1919d4c2bdf40929852291a57e5246f.pdf  

http://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/19cfbe_c1919d4c2bdf40929852291a57e5246f.pdf
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Figure 1.7: Educational Attainment Comparison (2015) 

 
Source: 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

 
B. Income Characteristics 
 
Household income is a strong indicator of socioeconomic status and a household’s ability to meet costs 
of living, such as housing and transportation.  
 

Income Distribution 
 
The median income of Unincorporated Area households in 2015 was $62,571, a 3 percent decrease 
from 2010. This median income is 13 percent higher than the County median income of $55,239; 
however, the County median income increased 3 percent from 2010 to 2015. The Unincorporated Area 
median income is 3 percent lower than the statewide median income of $64,500, which has also 
increased by 3 percent since 2010.  
 
The fastest growing income groups in the Unincorporated Area between 2010 and 2015 were the 
$150,000 to $199,999 income range followed by the $200,000 or more income range. The other half 
(51 percent) of Unincorporated Area households make less than the median income, with the income 
fairly distributed among all income entities. The third-highest growing income group in the 
Unincorporated Area are households with income less than $10,000, which is growing faster than the 
County (8 percent) but slower than the State (13 percent); this, combined with decreasing median 
income rates since 2010, could have housing affordability implications for those making less than the 
median income.  
 
Additionally, a recent report by the California Housing Partnership Corporation found that the overall 
median renter household income decreased 3 percent in the County since 2000 when adjusted for 
inflation.6 The same report also indicated that renters would need to earn four times the local minimum 
wage to afford the median asking rent of $2,499 in the County. The Los Angeles County Board of 
Supervisors recognized the need of a higher base pay and recently approved a plan to increase the 

                                                 
6 California Housing Partnership Corporation (May 2017). Los Angeles County Rents in Crisis: A Call for Action. Retrieved June 2017 from 
http://1p08d91kd0c03rlxhmhtydpr.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Los-Angeles-County-2017.pdf  
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minimum wage for workers in the Unincorporated Area from $10.50 per hour in 2016 to $15.00 per 
hour in 2020.  
 

Table 1.6: Household Income Distribution (2010–2015) 
 

Household Income 
Unincorporated 

Area 
Los Angeles 

County California 

2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 
Less than $10,000 5% 6% 12% 6% 7% 8% 5% 6% 13% 
$10,000 to $24,999 14% 15% 11% 16% 16% 5% 15% 15% 8% 
$25,000 to $49,999 23% 22% -17% 23% 22% -11% 22% 21% -7% 
$50,000 to $74,999 18% 18% -2% 18% 17% -9% 18% 17% -6% 
$75,000 to $99,999 14% 12% -9% 12% 12% -2% 13% 12% -3% 
$100,000 to $124,999 9% 9% -1% 8% 8% 2% 9% 9% 1% 
$125,000 to $149,999 6% 6% 2% 5% 5% 4% 6% 6% 5% 
$150,000 to $199,999 6% 6% 16% 6% 6% 10% 6% 7% 12% 
$200,000 or more 5% 6% 14% 6% 7% 19% 6% 8% 25% 

*Totals may not add to 100% due to rounding errors 
Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

 
Poverty Status 
 
There are high incidences of poverty in the Unincorporated Area. Table 1.7 shows that 17 percent of 
Unincorporated Area residents live below the poverty level, compared to 18 percent in the County and 
16 percent in the State. Additionally, the total number of residents living below the poverty level in the 
Unincorporated Area increased approximately 19 percent between 2010 and 2015.  
 
Individuals living below the poverty level face an elevated risk of becoming homeless. According to HCD, 
the homeless population in the State is mostly concentrated in the County (see Figure 1.8). In 2017, the 
Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (LAHSA) reported that the Greater Los Angeles Homeless 
Count of the sheltered and unsheltered homeless population in the County increased 23 percent from 
46,874 in 2016 to 57,794 in 2017.7 In March 2017, County residents voted to approve a quarter-cent 
sales tax via Measure H, which will generate an estimated $355 million annually for services to combat 
homelessness countywide. The funding will go toward preventing homelessness, as well as preserving 
and promoting the development of affordable housing. 
 

Table 1.7: Poverty Status (2010–2015) 
 

Poverty Status 
Unincorporated  

Area  
Los Angeles 

County California 

2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 
% Below Poverty Level 14.8% 17.1% 18.5% 16.3% 18.2% 14.5% 14.5% 16.3% 17.0% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

 

                                                 
7 Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority (2017). Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count Results. Retrieved June 2017 from 
https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=1385-2017-homeless-count-results-los-angeles-county-presentation.pdf  

https://www.lahsa.org/documents?id=1385-2017-homeless-count-results-los-angeles-county-presentation.pdf
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Figure 1.8. California’s Homeless Population 

 
Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development (2017) 

 
C. Employment Profile  

 
Employment Status 
 
Overall, the Unincorporated Area is seeing slightly lower participation and employment rates than the 
County and State (see Table 1.8). Approximately 62 percent of Unincorporated Area residents (16 years 
old and over) participated in the labor force, which is slightly lower than both the County (64 percent) 
and State (63 percent). The participation rate for the Unincorporated Area decreased 1.4 percent 
between 2010 and 2015. The employment rate also dropped the highest in the Unincorporated Area 
(2.4 percent) from 2010 to 2015. Meanwhile, the unemployment rate for the Unincorporated Area in 
2015 was 10.4 percent, slightly higher than the State at 9.9 percent.  
 

Table 1.8: Employment Status (persons 16 years old and over), 2010–2015 
 

Employment Status 
Unincorporated  

Area 
Los Angeles 

County California 

2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 
Labor Force 
Participation Rate 63.4% 62.0% -1.4% 65.2% 64.3% -0.8% 64.7% 63.6% -1.1% 

Employment Rate 57.9% 55.6% -2.4% 59.4% 57.7% -1.7% 58.5% 56.9% -1.6% 
Unemployment Rate 8.6% 10.4% 1.8% 8.8% 10.3% 1.5% 9.0% 9.9% 0.9% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
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Employment Trends 
 
The rate of job creation between 2010 and 2015 in the Unincorporated Area matched the County at 2 
percent (see Table 1.9 and Figure 1.9). Among the four largest industries in the Unincorporated Area 
that account for over half of all jobs, the ‘Educational Services and Health Care and Social Assistance’ 
sector and the ‘Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services’ sector recorded growth in the total 
number of jobs at 6 percent and 8 percent, respectively.  
 
The ‘Retail Trade’ sector also recorded growth of 3 percent while maintaining its 11 percent share of all 
jobs in the Unincorporated Area. The fourth dominant industry sector is ‘Manufacturing’, which saw a 
decrease in jobs of 7 percent from 2010 and 2015. Other sectors that recorded robust job growth 
included the ‘Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, and Mining’ sector with 20 percent, the 
‘Transportation and Warehousing and Utilities’ sector with 12 percent, and the ‘Arts, Entertainment, 
and Recreation, and Accommodation and Food Services’ sector with 10 percent.  
 
The County mirrored similar trends with ‘Educational Services and Health Care and Social Assistance’ 
sector and the ‘Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services’ sector as the dominating sectors with 
growth at 6 percent and 7 percent, respectively. The ‘Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation, and 
Accommodation and Food Services’ sector and ‘Retail Trade’ sector also recorded job growth of 13 
percent and 3 percent, respectively. Together, these four sectors account for 55 percent of County jobs. 
Other sectors that recorded robust job growth were the ‘Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, Hunting, and 
Mining’ sector with 17 percent and the ‘Other Services’ sector with 8 percent. 
 
According to the Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation (LAEDC), the leading 
industries in the County over the next five years in terms of strong job growth include service-
providing industries, such as8: 

 
• Health Services; 
• Professional and Business Services; 
• Leisure and Hospitality; and 
• Information (entertainment industry). 

 
Emerging industries involved in innovative and disruptive technologies will also see an increase in job 
growth. These areas include:  

 
• Advanced Transportation and Fuels; 
• Biosciences; and 
• Digital Media/Entertainment. 

 
  

                                                 
8 Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation (December 2016). Economic Update for Los Angeles County. Retrieved June 2017 
from http://laedc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/2016-LAC-Economic-Update_20161129.pdf  

http://laedc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/2016-LAC-Economic-Update_20161129.pdf
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Table 1.9: Employment by Industry (2010-2015) 
 

Industry 
Unincorporated Area Los Angeles County 

2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 
Agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining 1% 1% 20% 0% 1% 17% 
Construction 7% 6% -11% 6% 6% -6% 
Manufacturing 13% 12% -7% 11% 10% -8% 
Wholesale trade 5% 4% -5% 4% 4% -6% 
Retail trade 11% 11% 3% 11% 11% 3% 
Transportation and warehousing and utilities 6% 7% 12% 5% 5% 5% 
Information 3% 3% -9% 4% 4% 2% 
Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and 
leasing 6% 6% -10% 7% 6% -7% 
Professional, scientific, and management, and 
administrative and waste management services 10% 11% 8% 12% 12% 7% 
Educational services, and health care and social assistance 19% 20% 6% 20% 21% 6% 
Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation 
and food services 8% 9% 10% 10% 11% 13% 
Other services, except public administration 5% 6% 7% 6% 6% 8% 
Public administration 4% 4% 2% 3% 3% -2% 
Civilians employed population 16 years and over 100% 100% 2% 100% 100% 2% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 
 

Figure 1.9: Employment by Industry in the Unincorporated Area (2015) 

 
Source: 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
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D. Transportation 
 
It is critical for Unincorporated Area residents to have access to a range of modes of travel to link them 
to job centers and services throughout the County. 
 
Work Commute 
 
As shown in Table 1.10, the mean travel time to work is 22 minutes for Unincorporated Area residents, 
compared to 30 minutes for County residents and 28 minutes for State residents. Additionally, while 
travel time has increased for County and State residents, it has decreased by 29 percent for 
Unincorporated Area residents, which could indicate that these residents are working closer to where 
they live compared to County residents. 
 

Table 1.10: Travel Time to Work (2010-2015) 
 

Travel Time to Work  
Unincorporated  

Area  
Los Angeles 

County 
California 

2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 
Mean Travel Time to Work 
(minutes) 31 22 -29% 29 30 3% 26.9 28 4% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 
In 2015, approximately 76 percent of Unincorporated Area residents drove alone to work (Table 1.11), an 
increase of 5 percent from 2010. The number of workers who walked to work or worked at home 
increased, while carpooling and the use of public transportation in the Unincorporated Area declined 
between 2010 and 2015. According to the American Public Transportation Association, transit ridership 
declined nationwide from 3 percent in 2017 compared to the same time period in 2016. In the first quarter 
of 2017, Metro light rail ridership increased by 11 percent to 16.9 million trips, due in large part to 
Measure R investments in new rail, but that increase was more than offset by declines in Metro bus 
ridership, which fell by 11 percent to 69.6 million trips.9  Transit ridership surged after the Great 
Recession, but began to reverse due to economic recovery as vehicle miles travelled and traffic congestion 
are both strongly correlated with economic growth and employment rates.10 Additionally, lower gas prices 
contributed to a rise in more vehicle miles travelled. However, the statewide commute time rose by four 
percent within the five-year period; possibly due to rising home prices causing population sprawl away 
from urban areas, leading to longer commute times.  
 
 
  

                                                 
9 American Public Transportation Association (June 2017). Transit Ridership Report First Quarter 2017. 
http://www.apta.com/resources/statistics/Documents/Ridership/2017-q1-ridership-APTA.pdf 
10 Ecola, Lisa and Martin Wachs (2012). Exploring the Relationship between Travel Demand and Economic Growth. Federal Highway 
Administration from 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/otps/pubs/vmt_gdp/#sect3  

http://www.apta.com/resources/statistics/Documents/Ridership/2017-q1-ridership-APTA.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/otps/pubs/vmt_gdp/#sect3


 

16 

 

Table 1.11: Mode of Transportation to Work (2010-2015) 
 

Mode of Transportation 
Unincorporated  

Area 
Los Angeles 

County 
2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 

Car, truck, or van – drove alone 74% 76% 5% 72% 73% 4% 
Car, truck, or van - carpooled 13% 11% -8% 11% 10% -10% 
Public transportation (excluding taxicab) 6% 5% -10% 7% 7% -1% 
Walked 2% 2% 6% 3% 3% 2% 
Other means 2% 2% -9% 2% 2% 13% 
Worked at home 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% 16% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 
II. HOUSING PROFILE  
 
A. Housing Stock  
 
A diverse and balanced housing stock will provide a greater range of housing options for households in 
the Unincorporated Area. This section provides an overview of existing housing stock, housing 
characteristics, housing affordability, and housing construction. 
 

Residential Housing Distribution 
  
Table 2.1 shows that the majority of the Unincorporated Area (77 percent) is made up of single-family 
housing (1-unit attached and detached housing). Although property types consisting of ‘2-4 units’ 
accounted for 6 percent of housing in the Unincorporated Area, it experienced the highest growth in 
property type with 7 percent in the five-year period.  
 
Multi-family housing (5 or more units) accounted for only 13 percent of Unincorporated Area housing 
compared to 37 percent for the County. Both ‘5-19 units’ and ‘20 or more’ unit property types declined 
within the five-year period, whereas the ‘5-19 units’ remained relatively flat and ‘20 or more units’ 
increased by 6 percent in the County.  

 
Table 2.1: Residential Housing Distribution 

 

Property Type 

Unincorporated Area Los Angeles County 
2010 2015 

Δ 
2010 2015 

Δ Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

1-unit detached 216,308 70% 220,791 71% 2% 1,709,843 50% 1,721,774 50% 1% 
1-unit attached 19,324 6% 19,692 6% 2% 225,147 7% 226,474 7% 1% 
2-4 units 17,479 6% 18,730 6% 7% 281,180 8% 283,164 8% 1% 
5-19 units 20,005 7% 18,980 6% -5% 539,957 16% 542,364 16% 0% 
20 or more units 24,348 8% 22,675 7% -7% 611,675 18% 646,743 19% 6% 
Mobile Home, 
boat, RV, van, etc. 9,876 3% 9,322 3% -6% 57,934 2% 56,199 2% -3% 

Total Housing 
Units 307,341 100% 310,189 100% 1% 3,425,736 100% 3,476,718 100% 1% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
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Public and Assisted Housing Stock 
 
The Housing Authority of the County of Los Angeles (HACoLA) is a federally funded agency that 
administers housing assistance programs in the County, including the Unincorporated Area, for 
qualified very low-income families, the disabled, and seniors. As shown in Table 2.2, HACoLA owns 
and/or manages 1,278 public housing units in the Unincorporated Area located at 53 different sites. 
About 40 percent of these units serve families, another 40 percent serve families and seniors, and the 
remaining 20 percent serve seniors only. 
 

Table 2.2: HACoLA Public Housing Units 
 

Population Type  
Served 

Number of 
Sites 

% of Total 
Sites 

Total 
Units 

% of Total 
Units 

Family 46 87% 511 40% 
Family/Senior 2 4% 508 40% 
Senior 5 9% 259 20% 
Total 53 100% 1,278 100% 

Source: Housing Authority of the County of Los Angeles 
 

In addition to the public housing units managed by HACoLA, the Community Development Commission 
of the County of Los Angeles (CDC) also funds assisted housing units in the Unincorporated Area. As 
shown in Table 2.3, there are currently 1,477 CDC-funded units at 35 different sites located throughout 
the Unincorporated Area. Assisted units make up 81 percent of all units at these sites. The majority of 
units (30 percent) serve multifamily, with the remaining serving seniors (28 percent), special needs (25 
percent), and seniors/special needs (16 percent). With the housing units funded by HACoLA and CDC, 
there are currently a total of 2,755 units of affordable or public housing units in the Unincorporated 
Area.  

 
Table 2.3: CDC-Funded Assisted Housing Units 

 
Population  
Type Served 

Income  
Category 

# of  
Sites 

Assisted  
Units 

Total  
Units 

% Assisted  
Units 

Multifamily Low 1 19 20 95% 
Very Low 9 158 212 75% 
Extremely Low 3 213 217 98% 
Total 13 390 449 87% 

Senior Very Low 6 325 349 93% 
Extremely Low 1 61 62 98% 
Total 7 386 411 94% 

Senior, Special 
Needs 

Very Low 1 83 84 99% 
Extremely Low 2 44 159 28% 
Total 3 127 243 52% 

Special Needs Low 1 4 13 31% 
Very Low 5 93 108 86% 
Extremely Low 6 194 253 77% 
Total 12 291 374 78% 

Grand Total 35 1,194 1,477 81% 
Source: Community Development Commission of the County of Los Angeles 
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B. Housing Characteristics 
 
Housing Occupancy 
 

Table 2.4: Housing Occupancy 
 

Type Unincorporated Area Los Angeles County 
2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Occupied 
Housing Units  289,286  94%  290,854  94% 1% 3,217,889 94% 3,263,069 94% 1% 
Vacant Housing 
Units  18,055  6%  19,335  6% 7% 207,847 6% 213,649 6% 3% 
Total Housing 
Units  307,341  100%  310,189  100% 1% 3,425,736 100% 3,476,718 100% 1% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 
 
As shown in Table 2.4, the vacancy rate was 6 percent for the Unincorporated Area in 2015. Of the total 
vacant housing units in the Unincorporated Area, the number of vacant Renter Occupied Housing Units 
was much higher than the number of Owner Occupied Housing Units in both 2010 and 2015 (Table 2.5).  
 
According to the Marcus & Millichap 2017 Multifamily Forecast Report, the high cost of single-family 
homes is increasing the demand for rental apartments and lowering the vacancy rate in Los Angeles metro 
areas.11 The declining vacancy rate is projected to drive up average effective rents by at least 5 percent. 
According to the California Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO), increasing the housing stock is key to 
stabilizing vacancy rates, as well as slowing down rising housing prices and rents.12  
 

Table 2.5: Vacancy Rate by Housing Tenure in the Unincorporated Area 
 

% Vacancy Units 2010 2015 
% of Vacant Units that are Owner Occupied 5% 4% 
% of Vacant Units that are Renter Occupied 10% 9% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 
Housing Tenure 
 
Table 2.6 shows the number of housing units that are occupied by an owner or renter.13 As shown in Table 
2.6, most of the housing units in the Unincorporated Area are occupied by the homeowner (60 percent), 
whereas most of the County’s housing units are occupied by renters (54 percent). The number of occupied 
housing units, also known as the homeownership rate, decreased by 3 percent within the five-year period 

                                                 
11 Marcus Millichap (2017). 2017 U.S. Multifamily investment Forecast. Retrieved June 2017 from 
http://www.marcusmillichap.com/downloader/2017-U.S.-Multifamily-Investment-Forecast-3081.file?ext=pdf  
12 Taylor, M. (March 17, 2015). California’s High Housing Costs Causes and Consequences. Retrieved June 2017 from 
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf  
13 According to the U.S. Census Bureau, a unit is owner occupied if the owner or co-owner lives in the unit, even if it is mortgaged or not fully 
paid for. A cooperative or condominium unit is "owner occupied" only if the owner or co-owner lives in it. All other occupied units are classified 
as "renter occupied," including units rented for cash rent and those occupied without payment of cash rent. 

http://www.marcusmillichap.com/downloader/2017-U.S.-Multifamily-Investment-Forecast-3081.file?ext=pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf
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for both the Unincorporated Area and the County. According to HCD, homeownership rates are at their 
lowest since the 1940s.14  
 
The number of renter-occupied units increased by 6 percent within the five-year period for both the 
Unincorporated Area and the County. Figure 2.1 shows a comparison breakdown of the housing tenure 
by occupancy type for the Unincorporated Area and the County in 2015.  
 

Table 2.6: Housing Tenure 
 

Type Unincorporated Area Los Angeles County 
2010 2015 

Δ 
2010 2015 

Δ Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Owner 
Occupied Units  179,586  62%  174,783  60% -3%  1,552,091  48%  1,499,879  46% -3% 
Renter 
Occupied Units  109,700  38%  116,071  40% 6%  1,665,798  52%  1,763,190  54% 6% 
Total Occupied 
Housing Units  289,286  100%  290,854  100% 1%  3,217,889  100%  3,263,069  100% 1% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 

Figure 2.1: Breakdown of Housing Tenure (2015) 

 
 

Source: 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
14 California Department of Housing and Community Development (January 2017). California’s Housing Future: Challenges and Opportunities. 
Retrieved June 2017 from http://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-reports/docs/California%27s-Housing-Future-Full-Public-Draft.pdf  

Owner-Occupied 
Units
60%

Renter-Occupied 
Units
40%

Unincorporated Area

Owner-Occupied Units Renter-Occupied Units

Owner-
Occupied Units

46%
Renter-

Occupied Units
54%

Los Angeles County

Owner-Occupied Units Renter-Occupied Units

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-reports/docs/California%27s-Housing-Future-Full-Public-Draft.pdf
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Homeownership Rate 
 
The homeownership rate in the Unincorporated area was 58 percent in 2015, a 5 percent decrease from 
2010 (see Table 2.7). According to HCD, the homeownership rate state- and nationwide also declined over 
this five-year span (see Figure 2.2).15  
 

Figure 2.2: Homeownership Rates in California and the U.S. (2005-2014) 
 

 
Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development 

 
Table 2.7 and Figure 2.3 shows homeownership rates by race/ethnicity for the Unincorporated Area. The 
White and Asian population groups had the highest homeownership rates of 73 percent and 71 percent, 
respectively. Pacific Islander and Other Races had the lowest homeownership rates with 46 percent and 
45 percent, respectively.  
 

Table 2.7: Homeownership Rates by Race/Ethnicity (2010-2015) 
 

Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Unincorporated Area Los Angeles County California 
2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 

White 75% 73% -2% 58% 55% -4% 66% 63% -4% 
Hispanic 53% 51% -4% 40% 38% -6% 46% 43% -8% 
Black 55% 54% -1% 37% 34% -6% 39% 35% -10% 
American Indian 57% 56% -2% 44% 40% -9% 48% 46% -5% 
Asian 71% 71% 0% 51% 52% 1% 58% 58% 0% 
Pacific Islander 50% 46% -9% 42% 32% -22% 48% 40% -16% 
Other 52% 45% -13% 36% 32% -10% 43% 38% -12% 
Multi-racial 
Households 65% 60% -9% 44% 40% -9% 50% 45% -10% 
Overall Area 60% 58% -5% 46% 44% -5% 56% 53% -6% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

                                                 
15 California Department of Housing and Community Development (January 2017). California’s Housing Future: Challenges and Opportunities. 
Retrieved June 2017 from http://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-reports/docs/California%27s-Housing-Future-Full-Public-Draft.pdf 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-reports/docs/California%27s-Housing-Future-Full-Public-Draft.pdf
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Figure 2.3: Homeownership Rates by Race/Ethnicity (2015) 

Source: 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 
Household Size 
 
The Unincorporated Area has a higher average household size compared to the County (see Table 2.8). In 
2015, the average household size was 3.51 compared to 3.17 in the County. Both the Unincorporated 
Area’s and the County’s average household size slightly increased (2 percent) between 2010 and 2015. 
  

Table 2.8: Average Household Size (2010-2015) 
 

Household Size Unincorporated Area Los Angeles County 
2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 

Average Household Size 3.44 3.51 2% 3.12 3.17 2% 
Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

 
Bedrooms Per Unit 
 
As shown in Table 2.9 and Figure 2.4, there is a significant difference in number of bedrooms per unit 
between the Unincorporated Area and the County. Over half of all Unincorporated Area units are more 
than 3 bedrooms, while over half of the units in the County have two bedrooms or less. Since 2010, the 
Unincorporated Area has seen an 8 percent decrease in the number of ‘No bedroom units’ and increases 
in the number of units with 4 and 5+ bedrooms at a rate of 6 percent each. The County, however, 
experienced an 11 percent increase in ‘No bedroom units’, as well as increases for all other units except 
for units with 1 and 2 bedrooms. Both the Unincorporated Area and the County experienced little to no 
growth in the number of 1, 2, and 3 bedroom units from 2010 to 2015. 
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Table 2.9: Bedrooms Per Unit (2010-2015) 
 

# of Bedrooms 

Unincorporated Area Los Angeles County 
2010 2015 

Δ 
2010 2015 

Δ Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

No bedroom 10,723 3% 9,825 3% -8% 192,986 6% 213,939 6% 11% 
1 bedroom 36,825 12% 36,940 12% 0% 703,432 21% 693,915 20% -1% 
2 bedrooms 81,381 26% 81,302 26% 0% 1,054,640 31% 1,054,696 30% 0% 
3 bedrooms 115,083 37% 114,885 37% 0% 965,848 28% 981,580 28% 2% 
4 bedrooms 50,158 16% 53,220 17% 6% 398,300 12% 417,703 12% 5% 
5+ bedrooms 13,172 4% 14,018 5% 6% 110,530 3% 114,885 3% 4% 
Total Units 307,341 100% 310,189 100% 1% 3,425,736 100% 3,476,718 100% 1% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 

Figure 2.4: Bedrooms per Unit (2015) 

 
Source: 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

 
Overcrowding 
 
Per United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definitions, the standard 
definition of overcrowding is a housing unit containing more than one person per room when occupancy 
of the rooms is pressed into service as sleeping quarters. In addition, HUD defines severe overcrowding 
as a housing unit with more than 1.5 persons per room. While these non-traditional sleeping quarters may 
provide some privacy, they are likely still considered less than ideal by the occupant. Table 2.10 presents 
overcrowding conditions within the Unincorporated Area. In 2015, 8 percent of housing units experienced 
overcrowding and 4 percent experienced severe overcrowding. Both conditions decreased by 4 percent 
between 2010 and 2015. 
 
Lack of affordable housing is a contributing factor to people living in overcrowded conditions; according 
to LAO, California households are four times more likely to live in crowded housing, particularly in 
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households headed by foreign-born adults, Hispanics, and those with children.16 Overcrowded housing 
can lead to negative impacts on children’s health, overall well-being, and development and could lead to 
the creation of illegal dwelling units, including the conversion of garages, basements, attics, and other 
spaces, into dwelling units that may not meet safety building standards.17 In an effort to address the 
housing shortage and curb the construction of illegal dwelling units, in 2016, Governor Brown signed in to 
law AB 2299 and SB 1069, amending the State’s existing second unit law to create new opportunities for 
homeowners to build accessory dwelling units (i.e. backyard homes and granny flats). 
 

Table 2.10: Occupants Per Room 
 

Living 
Conditions 

Unincorporated Area Los Angeles County 
2010 2015 

Δ 
2010 2015 

Δ Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units Total Units % 

Units Total Units % 
Units 

No 
Overcrowding 

(1.00 or less 
occupants)  250,998  

 
87%  254,088  

 
87% 

 
1%  2,830,436  

 
88%  2,877,647  

 
88% 

 
2% 

Overcrowding 

(1.01 to 1.50 
occupants)  24,779  

 
9%  23,834  

 
8% 

 
-4%  235,086  

 
7%  229,120  

 
7% 

 
-3% 

Severe 
Overcrowding 

(1.51 or more 
occupants)  13,509  

 
5%  12,933  

 
4% 

 
-4%  152,367  

 
5%  156,302  

 
5% 

 
3% 

Total Units  289,286  
 

100%  290,854  
 

100% 
 

1%  3,217,889  
 

100%  3,263,069  
 

100% 
 

1% 
Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

 
Age of Existing Housing Stock 
 
As shown in Table 2.11 and Figure 2.5, about 48 percent of all housing units in the Unincorporated Area 
were built before 1960. The largest group of units (23 percent) was constructed between 1950 and 1959, 
indicating strong growth in the number of households as a result of the postwar economic boom.  
 
The following three decades also experienced fairly robust growth at an average of roughly 39,000 units 
per decade. Housing stock began to decrease beginning in 1990 and homes constructed after 2000 
account for just 6 percent of total units. With over 76 percent of the housing stock built prior to the 1980s, 
many units are less energy-efficient, contain lead-based paint hazards, and require rehabilitation in the 
coming years to support livable and stable conditions. 
 
  

                                                 
16 Taylor, M. (March 17, 2015). California’s High Housing Costs Causes and Consequences. Retrieved June 2017 from 
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf  
17 Solari, C. (October 15, 2011). Housing Crowding Effects on Children’s Wellbeing. Retrieved June 2017 from 
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3805127/  

http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3805127/
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Table 2.11: Age of Housing Stock 
 

Year Built Unincorporated Los 
Angeles 

Los Angeles County 

 Total  
Units 

%  
Units 

Total 
Units 

%  
Units 

Built 2014 or later 73 <1% 1,612 <1% 
Built 2010 to 2013 1,033 <1% 21,848 1% 
Built 2000 to 2009 20,115 6% 210,182 6% 
Built 1990 to 1999 22,288 7% 218,802 6% 
Built 1980 to 1989 35,397 11% 407,955 12% 
Built 1970 to 1979 37,432 12% 484,699 14% 
Built 1960 to 1969 44,606 14% 512,174 15% 
Built 1950 to 1959 71,821 23% 717,794 21% 
Built 1940 to 1949 41,245 13% 376,213 11% 
Built 1939 or earlier 36,179 12% 525,439 15% 
Total Housing Units 310,189 100% 3,476,718 100% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 
 

Figure 2.5: Age of Housing Stock Comparison 

 
Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

 
Household Composition 
 
The Unincorporated Area had a higher percentage of family households relative to the County in both 
2010 and 2015, as shown in Table 2.12 and Figure 2.6. While the share of family households has not 
changed for either the Unincorporated Area or the County, married-couple households have decreased 
in both areas by 2 percent and 1 percent, respectively. The share of nonfamily households remained the 
same for both the Unincorporated Area (22 percent) and the County (33 percent). Nonfamily households 
increased more in the County (3 percent) compared to the Unincorporated Area (1 percent) from 2010 to 
2015.  
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Table 2.12: Household Composition 
 

Household Type Unincorporated Area Los Angeles County 
2010 2015 

Δ 
2010 2015 

Δ Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Married-Couple 
Family Household 155,442 54% 151,670 52% -2% 1,465,486 46% 1,454,730 45% -1% 

Male Householder 
Single Family 
Household 

21,578 7% 23,309 8% 8% 213,313 7% 222,800 7% 4% 

Female 
Householder Single 
Family Household 

48,000 17% 51,154 18% 7% 491,428 15% 508,955 16% 4% 

Nonfamily 
Household 64,265 22% 64,722 22% 1% 1,047,662 33% 1,076,584 33% 3% 

Total Households 289,286 100% 290,854 100% 1% 3,217,889 100% 3,263,069 100% 1% 
Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimate 

 
 

Figure 2.6: Household Composition in the Unincorporated Area (2015) 

 
Source: 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

 
C. Housing Affordability 
 
Housing is often one of the most significant expenses for households and can be one of the most 
significant factors in evaluating a housing market. According to a study conducted by the California 
Housing Partnership Corporation in 2016, Los Angeles County is experiencing a shortage of 551,807 
affordable homes for households earning less than $41,500 for a four-person household.18 Additionally, 
home prices continue to rise as high building costs, low vacancy rates, and building less housing than 

                                                 
18 Maxwell, C. (February 24, 2017). New Study Finds Los Angeles County Needs 551,807 Affordable Homes. Retrieved June 2017 from 
https://chpc.net/resources/newsletter-new-study-finds-los-angeles-county-needs-551807-affordable-homes/  
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meets the demand are increasing the cost of housing statewide.19 The Legislative Analyst’s Office suggests 
that consequences of high housing costs could result in the following household trade-offs: 

1. Spending a larger share of income on housing; 
2. Postponing or foregoing homeownership; 
3. Living in more crowded housing;  
4. Commuting further to work each day; and 
5. Choosing to work and live elsewhere. 

 
Median Home Sales Price in the Unincorporated Area 
 
According to SCAG, the median home sales price of existing homes in the Unincorporated Area 
increased by 117 percent between 2000 and 2016 from $251,400 to $545,000 (see Figure 2.7). In 2007, 
prior to the Great Recession, median home sales prices increased by 134 percent, reaching a high of 
$588,000. Home sales prices dropped afterwards to a low of $379,000, a decrease of 36 percent towards 
the end of the Great Recession in 2009. The housing market subsequently recovered with a 44 percent 
increase in home sales prices since the post-Recession low in 2009. According to SCAG, the 
Unincorporated Area’s current home sales prices are 5 percent higher than that of the overall County, 
which had a $520,000 median home sales price in 2016.20 Zillow predicts that new homes may cost 
more to cover the cost of building and the rise in construction wages because of continued labor 
shortages and proposed immigration policies.21  
 

Figure 2.7: Median Home Sales Price for Existing Homes in the  
Unincorporated Area (2000-2016) 

 
Source: Southern California Association of Governments 

 
Figure 2.8 shows the median home sales price changes for existing homes in the Unincorporated Area 
between 2000 and 2016. During this period, the largest single year increase was 24 percent in 2004 and 
the largest single year decrease was 22 percent in 2008. 

                                                 
19 Taylor, M. (March 17, 2015). California’s High Housing Costs Causes and Consequences. Retrieved June 2017 from 
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf  
20 Southern California Association of Governments (May 2017). Profile of the Unincorporated Area of Los Angeles County. Retrieved June 2017 
from http://www.scag.ca.gov/documents/unincarealosangelescounty.pdf  
21 Feeney, C. (2016, November 22) Zillow’s 6 predictions for the 2017 housing market under Trump. Retrieved June 2017 from 
https://www.inman.com/2016/11/22/zillows-6-predictions-for-the-2017-housing-market-under-trump/  
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Figure 2.8: Median Home Sales Price Change for Existing Homes in the Unincorporated Area (2000-
2016) 

 
Source: Southern California Association of Governments 

 
Home Foreclosures in the Unincorporated Area 
 
Figure 2.9 shows the number of home foreclosures in the Unincorporated Area between 2002 and 2016. 
The number of foreclosures was low from 2002 to 2006, but increased dramatically beginning in 2007 
and reaching a peak of 1,083 foreclosures in 2008. Foreclosure rates are closely tied to home prices; as 
shown in Figure 2.8, median home sales prices in the Unincorporated Area fell by 22 percent in 2008, 
while the number of foreclosures rose by 138 percent (see Figure 2.9). Foreclosure figures slowly 
declined after 2009 until 2014, where the number of foreclosures rose again; since 2014, the number 
of foreclosures has decreased by 25 percent but are still at very high levels.  

 
Figure 2.9: Number of Foreclosures in the Unincorporated Area (2002-2016) 

 
Source: Southern California Association of Governments 
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Median Sold Price and Value by Submarket Area 
 
The following submarket areas were defined by the Consultant Team based on the proportion of the 
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County for the purpose of the Residential Nexus Study (refer to a 
map of the submarkets at the end of this study):  
 

1. Antelope Valley 
2. Coastal South Los Angeles 
3. East Los Angeles / Gateway 
4. San Gabriel Valley 
5. Santa Clarita Valley 
6. South Los Angeles 

 
The cost of housing within certain Unincorporated Area submarkets has skyrocketed since the late 
1990s. Figures 2.10 through 2.13 show median sold prices and median values steadily increased in the 
submarkets until their peak in 2006, followed by a steep decline in 2008 due to the Great Recession. 
Prices began to climb again and are at or near pre-recession levels, with home values at or above pre-
recession levels for most submarkets.  
 
Median sold prices are higher in the San Gabriel Valley and Coastal South LA submarkets, which have 
climbed steadily since 1997 and are higher than the County and State median sold prices (see Figure 
2.10 for median sold prices and Figure 2.11 for median sold price per square foot). In 2015, the median 
sold price in the San Gabriel Valley submarket was nearly $600,000 ($364 per sq. ft.) and approximately 
$511,000 ($321 per sq. ft.) in the Coastal South LA submarket. Median sold prices were lowest in the 
Antelope Valley and South LA submarkets. In 2015, the median sold price was approximately $151,000 
($87 per sq. ft.) in the Antelope Valley submarket and approximately $256,000 ($205 per sq. ft.) in the 
South LA submarket.  
 

Figure 2.10: Median Sold Price by Submarket (1997-2015) 

Source: Zillow 
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Figure 2.11: Median Sold Price per Square Foot by Submarket (1997-2015) 

Source: Zillow 
 

Median home values are also higher in the San Gabriel Valley and Coastal South LA submarkets; in 2015, 
the median home values in the San Gabriel Valley and Coastal South LA submarkets were $700,000 and 
$644,000, respectively (see Figure 2.12). Median Home Values were lowest in the Antelope Valley and 
South LA submarkets; in 2015, the median home value was approximately $260,000 in the Antelope 
Valley submarket and approximately $400,000 in the South LA submarket. 
 

Figure 2.12: Median Value by Submarket (1997-2016) 

Source: Zillow 
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Figure 2.13: Median Value per Square Foot by Submarket (1997-2016) 

 
Source: Zillow 

 
Median Rental Price by Submarket Area 
 
Median rental prices have been consistently high for the past five years. As shown in Figure 2.14 and 
Figure 2.15, the Coastal South LA submarket has seen the highest median rental prices over the past 
five years, followed by the San Gabriel Valley submarket. The Coastal South LA submarket experienced 
declining prices from 2011 to 2013 while the San Gabriel Valley submarket has been increasing since 
2011 and has nearly closed the gap, with both submarkets showing median rents of about $3,000 per 
month. Since 2011, the San Gabriel Valley submarket’s rental prices have increased by 25 percent. The 
Coastal South LA submarket, while still having the highest rents, experienced a 3 percent decrease since 
2011. The East LA / Gateway and Antelope Valley submarkets have also had increasing rents, with 
current rents at $2,355 and $1,657 per month, respectively. Since 2011, both submarkets have seen 
rents increase, with East LA / Gateway’s rents increasing by 19 percent and Antelope Valley’s rents 
increasing by 14 percent. 
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Figure 2.14: Median Rental Price by Submarket (2011-2016)

 
*Zillow does not track median rental price data in the Santa Clarita Valley and South LA submarkets 

Source: Zillow 
  

Figure 2.15: Median Rental Price per Square Foot by Submarket (2011-2016) 

 
*Zillow does not track median rental price data in the Santa Clarita Valley and South LA submarkets 

Source: Zillow 
 

Contract Rent 
 
The U.S. Census Bureau defines contract rent as the monthly rent agreed to or contracted for, regardless 
of any furnishings, utilities, fees, meals, or services that may be included. For vacant units, it is the asking 
monthly rent for the unit at the time of interview. As shown in Table 2.13, contract rent in the 
Unincorporated Area is comparable to contract rent in the County. 96 percent of renter-occupied units 
in the Unincorporated Area are units with cash rent. Of these units, 60 percent pay over $1,000 per 
month. Considering median household income of about $62,500, this amounts to most households 
paying at least 20 percent of their income on rent. A quarter of Unincorporated Area households are 
paying more than the benchmark 30 percent of median household income on rent, with rents having 
increased since 2010 while median household income remained flat. This could pose issues for these 
households if rents continue to rise as wages remain stagnant.  
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According to the California Housing Partnership Corporation, the County’s lowest-income renters spend 
about 70 percent of their income on rent, which leaves 30 percent of their income for daily essentials 
such as food, transportation, health expenses, and other needs.22 Comparatively, median renters 
nationwide typically spend roughly 30 percent of their income on housing.23  

 
Table 2.13: Contract Rent 

 

Contract Rent 

Unincorporated Area Los Angeles County 
2010 2015 Δ 2010 2015 Δ 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total 
Units 

% 
Units 

Total Units % 
Units 

Total Units % 
Units 

Total Renter-
Occupied Units 109,700 100% 116,071 100% 6% 1,665,798 100% 1,763,190 100% 6% 
Units with no cash 
rent 4,525 4% 4,621 4% 2% 41,452 2% 44,473 3% 7% 
Units with cash rent 105,175 96% 111,450 96% 6% 1,624,346 98% 1,718,717 97% 6% 
Rent less than $500 8,458 8% 6,504 6% -23% 124,487 8% 107,825 6% -13% 
Rent $500 to $999  43,649  42%  38,043 34% -13%  665,829  41%  548,761 32% -18% 
Rent $1,000 to 
$1,499  30,907  29%  39,487  35% 28%  514,914  32%  613,096  36% 19% 
Rent $1,500 to 
$1,999  14,381  14%  16,653  15% 16%  206,378 13%  270,846  16% 31% 
Rent $2,000 or more  7,780  7%  10,763  10% 38% 112,738 7%  178,189  10% 58% 

Source: 2010 and 2015 American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 

 
Housing Cost Burden  
 
HUD defines housing cost burden as households paying more than 30 percent of their income toward 
monthly housing costs (including utilities) and severe cost burden as households paying more than 50 
percent of their income toward monthly housing costs (including utilities). Table 2.14/Figure 2.16 and 
Table 2.15/Figure 2.17 demonstrates the degree of cost burden for renter and owner households within 
the Unincorporated Area by local area median income (AMI). 

 
For extremely-low income households (households earning less than 30% AMI) in the Unincorporated 
Area, 64 percent of homeowners and 59 percent of renters are severely cost burdened. For low-income 
households (households earning between 31-51% AMI), 49 percent of homeowners and 43 percent of 
renters are severely cost burdened. Meanwhile, the majority of homeowners and renters of upper 
moderate-income households in the Unincorporated Area experience no cost burden. 
 
 
 
  

                                                 
22 Los Angeles County Rents in Crisis: A Call for Action, California Housing Partnership Corporation (May 2017) 
http://1p08d91kd0c03rlxhmhtydpr.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Los-Angeles-County-2017.pdf 
23 Taylor, M. (March 17, 2015). California’s High Housing Costs Causes and Consequences. Retrieved June 2017 from 
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf  

http://1p08d91kd0c03rlxhmhtydpr.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Los-Angeles-County-2017.pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2015/finance/housing-costs/housing-costs.pdf
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Table 2.14: Owner Household Cost Burden in the Unincorporated Area  
(2010-2014) 

 
  Low-Income Households Moderate-Income Households 

Household 
Cost Burden 
Level  

% of Income  
Spent on 
Housing 

Extremely Low 
Income  

(<30% AMI) 

Very Low 
Income  

(31-50% AMI) 

Low Income 
(51-80% AMI) 

Lower Moderate 
Income 

(81-100% AMI) 

Upper 
Moderate 

Income 
(>100% AMI) 

Severely Cost 
Burdened 

Greater than 
50% 64% 49% 33% 23% 5% 

Cost Burden Between  
30-50% 11% 18% 32% 32% 20% 

No Cost Burden  Less than 30% 13% 33% 35% 45% 75% 
Source: 2010-2014 Consolidated Planning/Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 

 
Figure 2.16: Owner Household Cost Burden in the Unincorporated Area  

(2010-2014) 

 
Source: 2010-2014 Consolidated Planning/Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 

 
Table 2.15: Renter Household Cost Burden in the Unincorporated Area  

(2010-2014) 
 

  Low-Income Households Moderate-Income Households 

Household 
Cost Burden 
Level 

% of Income 
Spent on 
Housing 

Extremely Low 
Income  

(<30% AMI) 

Very Low 
Income  

(31-50% AMI) 

Low Income 
(51-80% AMI) 

Lower 
Moderate 

Income 
(81-100% AMI) 

Upper 
Moderate 

Income 
(>100% AMI) 

Severely Cost 
Burdened 

Greater than 
50% 59% 43% 26% 4% 0% 

Cost Burden Between  
30-50% 7% 43% 46% 45% 17% 

No Cost Burden  Less than 30% 11% 14% 28% 51% 83% 
Source: 2010-2014 Consolidated Planning/Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 
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Figure 2.17: Renter Household Cost Burden in the Unincorporated Area  
(2010-2014) 

 
Source: 2010-2014 Consolidated Planning/Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 

 
Table 2.16 and Table 2.17 show the housing cost burden distribution by race/ethnicity within the 
Unincorporated Area.24 Table 2.16 and Figure 2.18 show that 39 percent of owner households in the 
Unincorporated Area experience some level cost burden, with 22 percent spending between 30 and 50 
percent of income towards housing costs and 17 percent spending over 50 percent of income towards 
housing costs. Per HUD’s definition, a disproportionate need exists when a population group’s cost burden 
is at least 10 percent higher than the overall jurisdiction.  
 

Table 2.16: Owner Household Cost Burden by Race/Ethnicity  
(2010-2014) 

 

Race/Ethnicity Severe  
Cost Burden Cost Burden No Cost 

Burden 

White 15% 21% 63% 
Hispanic 20% 29% 50% 
Black 26% 19% 55% 
Asian 21% 21% 58% 
Other 19% 22% 59% 
Overall 17% 22% 60% 

Source: 2010-2014 Consolidated Planning/Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 
 

  

                                                 
24 The data for American Indian and Pacific Islander population groups were excluded from the cost burden analysis due to its small sample size, 
which may be skewed in comparison to the other population groups.  
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Figure 2.18: Comparison of Owner Household Cost Burden by Race/Ethnicity  
(2010-2014) 

 
Source: 2010-2014 Consolidated Planning/Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 

 
More renters experience cost burden than homeowners in the Unincorporated Area. Table 2.17 and 
Figure 2.19 show that over half (51 percent) of renter households in the Unincorporated Area experience 
cost burden, with 27 percent spending between 30 and 50 percent of income towards housing costs and 
24 percent spending over 50 percent of income towards housing costs. Per HUD’s definition of 
disproportionate need (cost burden is at least 10 percent higher than the overall jurisdiction), none of the 
population groups experience a disproportionate need. However, Black renter households come close, 
with 33 percent experiencing disproportionate severe cost burden compared to the Unincorporated Area 
at 24 percent.  
 

Table 2.17: Renter Household Cost Burden by Race/Ethnicity  
(2010-2014) 

 

Race/Ethnicity Severe Cost 
Burden Cost Burden No Cost 

Burden 
White 24% 27% 44% 
Hispanic 23% 28% 46% 
Black 33% 14% 48% 
Asian 12% 30% 53% 
Other 24% 36% 40% 
Overall 24% 27% 45% 

Source: 2010-2014 Consolidated Planning/Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 
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Figure 2.19: Comparison of Renter Household Cost Burden by Race/Ethnicity  
(2010-2014)  

 
Source: 2010-2014 Consolidated Planning/Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 

 
Addressing housing issues requires a multi-faceted approach to ensure that low- and moderate-income 
residents can afford to live in the Unincorporated Area. With cost burden most acute for those making 
between 50% and 100% AMI, most of whom are not eligible for subsidized housing programs, the 
Unincorporated Area needs a broader housing agenda that creates more affordable housing opportunities 
for low- and moderate-income residents and increases housing affordability overall. 
 
C. Housing Construction  
 
Single Family and Multi-Family Construction Permits  
 
Table 2.18 and Figure 2.20 show the number of construction permits issued by the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works (DPW) from 2005 to 2016. It is important to note that permit issuance does 
not indicate project completion. From 2005 to 2016, a total of 3,145 single-family and 888 multi-family 
construction permits were issued in the Unincorporated Area from 2005 to 2016. Starting in 2006, there 
was a significant drop in permit issuance for single-family homes, bottoming out at 81 permits in 2011 (an 
89 percent decrease). Single-family permit issuance began to rise again in 2013, with 195 permits issued 
in 2016 (a 141 percent increase from 2011). Permits issued for multi-family housing were more consistent 
but followed the same trajectory as single-family permits with an 88 percent decrease from 2005 to 2011 
and bottoming out in 2016 with only 17 permits issued.  
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Table 2.18: Construction Permits Issued in the Unincorporated Area (2005-2016) 
 

Year Single-Family Multi-Family 
2005 723 232 
2006 718 104 
2007 447 133 
2008 203 62 
2009 86 38 
2010 106 45 
2011 81 29 
2012 130 77 
2013 126 35 
2014 135 50 
2015 195 66 
2016 195 17 

Total Permits 3,145 888 
Source: Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

 
Figure 2.20: Construction Permits Issued in the Unincorporated Area (2005-2016) 

 

 
Table 2.19 and Table 2.20 ranks the top ten zip codes with the most construction permits issued in the 
Unincorporated Area between 2005 and 2015. The majority of permits issued for single-family housing 
were located in the 5th Supervisorial District, while the majority of permits issued for multi-family housing 
were located in the 2nd and 5th Supervisorial Districts.  
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Table 2.19: Single-Family Permits - Top 10 Zip Codes (2005-2015) 
 

# Zip  
Code Area Name Supervisorial 

District 
# of 

Permits 

1 93536 Lancaster/Quartz Hill 5 248 
2 93543 Littlerock/Juniper Hills 5 134 
3 91775 San Gabriel 5 99 
4 90063 City Terrace 1 85 
5 90001 Florence/South Central 1, 2 83 
6 93535 Hi Vista 5 81 
7 91770 Rosemead 1, 5 80 
8 93510 Acton 5 78 
9 90047 South Central 2 76 

10 91107 Pasadena 5 68 
Source: Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

 
Table 2.20: Multi-Family Permits - Top 10 Zip Codes (2005-2015) 

 

# Zip  
Code Areas  Supervisorial 

District 
# of 

Permits 

1 91390 Santa Clarita 5 147 
2 91354 Santa Clarita (Valencia) 5 124 
3 90001 Florence/South Central 1, 2 111 
4 90022 East Los Angeles 1 42 
5 90002 Watts 2 41 
6 90044 Athens 2 38 
7 90063 City Terrace 1 34 
8 91387 Canyon County 5 31 
9 90304 Lennox 2 22 

10 91355 Santa Clarita (Valencia) 5 22 
Source: Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

 
Accessory Dwelling Units Permits 
 
In 2004, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors adopted the Accessory Dwelling Unit Ordinance, 
allowing accessory dwelling units (ADUs) in residential and agricultural zones. ADUs, as accessories to 
primary residential units, provide an affordable rental option within single-family neighborhoods. The Los 
Angeles County Department of Regional Planning (DRP) is in the process of updating its ADU Ordinance 
to reflect changes to the State’s ADU laws lessening regulations limiting ADUs. DRP will implement the 
ordinance in coordination with the Los Angeles County Homeless Initiative’s development of an ADU pilot 
program to encourage and promote smaller, more affordable housing units as a homeless prevention 
strategy.  
 
In 2016, the DRP approved 63 ADUs, for a total of 681 ADUs in the Unincorporated Area since the ADU 
Ordinance took effect in 2004. In 2016, Governor Brown approved AB 2299 and SB 1069, which amended 
the State Second Unit Law to ease restrictions on ADU construction.  
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Table 2.21: Unincorporated Area Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) Permitted 
 

ADU Data 
2004- 
2008* 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Approved by Dept. of 
Regional Planning 384 39 32 31 24 22 38 48 63 

* 2008 General Plan Annual Progress Report only reported total DRP Approvals for 2004-2008. 
Source: Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 

 
Effective January 2017, it is anticipated that more permits will be issued for ADU construction statewide, 
which will help alleviate the current housing shortage. As of August 10, 2017, the LA County Department 
of Regional Planning already approved 96 of the 283 ADU permit applications it received since the State’s 
Second Unit Law amendment (see Table 2.22). 
 

Table 2.22: Unincorporated Area ADU Permit Applications  
between January 1, 2017 and August 10, 2017 

 
Received Applications Approvals 
New ADU 211 68 
Legalization of Unpermitted ADU 17 10 
Conversion of Existing Space to ADU 55 18 
Total (as of August 10, 2017) 283 96 

Source: Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 
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  Subject: Residential Nexus Study and Inclusionary Housing Analysis: 

Policy Recommendations 

A consulting team comprised of Estolano LeSar Perez Advisors (ELP), Keyser Marston 
Associates, Inc. (KMA) and LeSar Development Consultants (LDC) was engaged by the 
County of Los Angeles (County) to prepare an Affordable Housing Action Plan (AHAP) 
for the County. In accompanying reports, KMA analyzed the following: 

1. In the “Residential Nexus Study”, KMA estimated the maximum “Affordable
Housing Linkage Fee” amounts that can currently be legally supported under the
applicable requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act.

2. In the “Inclusionary Housing Analysis”, KMA evaluated the following:

a. The Inclusionary Housing production requirements that can currently be
imposed on new residential development on a financially feasible basis;
and

b. The in-lieu fee amounts that can be supported on a financially feasible
basis. KMA has also used the results of the in-lieu fee analysis to identify
the financially feasible Affordable Housing Linkage Fees.



Connie Chung and Timothy Murphy, County of Los Angeles January 24, 2018 
Residential Nexus Study and Inclusionary Housing Analysis: 
Policy Recommendations 

Page 2 

 

 1709001.ELP:KHH 
 12083.003.003 

 

The accompanying reports were prepared to provide foundational support for 
Affordable Housing Linkage Fee and Inclusionary Housing programs being considered for 
inclusion in the AHAP. The following memorandum synthesizes the results of the reports 
in order to provide policy and implementation recommendations. 

OVERVIEW 

Affordable Housing Production Tools 

It is important to understand that Affordable Housing Linkage Fees and Inclusionary 
Housing programs can only be expected to fulfill a small piece of a community’s 
affordable housing needs. The primary tools that are used to provide affordable housing 
are: 

1. The HOME and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) programs offered 
by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD); 

2. The Low-Income Housing Tax Program (Tax Credits) offered under Internal 
Revenue Code Section 42; 

3. State funding sources such as the Affordable Housing and Sustainable 
Communities (AHSC) Program;  

4. Funding provided by the Community Development Commission of the County of 
Los Angeles; and 

5. State and local bond issues targeted to the production of affordable housing and 
the provision of supportive services. 

As Federal and State affordable housing program resources continue to decline, it is 
important to identify alternative methods for providing affordable housing. Affordable 
Housing Linkage Fee and Inclusionary Housing programs are two tools that are 
commonly being used throughout California. 
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Submarket Analysis 

A key parameter that was considered in both the Residential Nexus Study and the 
Inclusionary Housing Analysis is the diverse mix of physical, demographic and economic 
conditions exhibited in Los Angeles County. Geographic factors that KMA considered 
are: 

1. The unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County encompass approximately 60% 

of the total Los Angeles County land area. However, only approximately 4.5% of 

the land area is zoned for residential development. 

2. The unincorporated areas in northern Los Angeles County include large amounts 

of sparsely populated desert and forest lands. Comparatively, the 

unincorporated areas in southern Los Angeles County consist of non-contiguous 

areas that are often referred to as unincorporated urban islands. 

3. Each year, HUD and the California Housing and Community Development 

Department (HCD) establish household income standards to be used in 

establishing “Affordable Sales Prices” and “Affordable Rents” for each county in 

California. In contrast, market rate home prices and monthly rents vary widely 

throughout unincorporated Los Angeles County. This results in a 

disproportionate disparity between market rate sales prices/monthly rents and 

Affordable Sales Prices/Affordable Rents. 

In recognition of these factors, the Consultant Team and County staff agreed that it 
would be appropriate to prepare financial feasibility analyses for multiple submarkets. 
The process of defining the submarkets can be described as follows: 

1. The 11 Planning Areas in the General Plan were used as the starting point for 
defining the submarkets. 
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2. As the next step, it was determined that the Coastal Islands and Santa Monica 
Mountains Planning Areas should be excluded from the analysis, because the 
potential for new residential development is limited in these areas. 

3. Then, the boundaries of each of the identified submarkets were drawn to ensure 
that individual unincorporated areas were fully encapsulated within one 
submarket, rather than split between multiple submarkets. 

4. Based on the results of this evaluation, six submarkets were identified for use in 
the Residential Nexus Study and the Inclusionary Housing Analysis. A submarket 
map is presented on the following page, and the submarkets are identified as 
follows: 

a. Coastal South Los Angeles 

b. South Los Angeles 

c. East Los Angeles/Gateway 

d. San Gabriel Valley 

e. Santa Clarita Valley 

f. Antelope Valley 

5. Based on a market survey undertaken by KMA it was determined that there has 
been an insufficient amount of recent condominium and apartment 
development in the South Los Angeles submarket, and an insufficient amount of 
condominium development in the Antelope Valley submarket, to create credible 
housing prototypes. Therefore, the analyses for the South Los Angeles 
submarket do not include condominium or rental apartment prototypes, and the 
submarket analyses for the Antelope Valley do not include condominium 
prototypes. 

 

  



PACIFIC
OCEAN

SAN
BERNARDINO

COUNTY

KERN COUNTY

RIVERSIDE
COUNTY

VENTURA
COUNTY

ORANGE COUNTY§̈¦110

§̈¦405

§̈¦105

§̈¦5§̈¦710
§̈¦605

§̈¦10

§̈¦210

§̈¦5

}ÿ22

·}ÿ90

}ÿ47

}ÿ103

·}ÿ2

}ÿ71

·}ÿ57

}ÿ14

·}ÿ134

}ÿ91

·}ÿ170

·}ÿ118

}ÿ60

£¤101

£¤101

5

1

2

3

4

Submarket Areas

Antelope Valley
Coastal South Los Angeles
East Los Angeles / Gateway

Not a Part of Submarket
San Gabriel Valley
Santa Clarita Valley

South Los Angeles
Supervisorial District
Unincorporated Areas*

Source: Department of Regional Planning & KMA, June 2017 0 4.5 9

Miles

O
* Unincorporated areas are a transparent gray and come out as a darker color tone on the map



Connie Chung and Timothy Murphy, County of Los Angeles January 24, 2018 
Residential Nexus Study and Inclusionary Housing Analysis: 
Policy Recommendations 

Page 6 

 

 1709001.ELP:KHH 
 12083.003.003 

 

 

Affordable Housing Linkage Fee Programs versus Inclusionary Housing 
Programs 

Both Affordable Housing Linkage Fee and Inclusionary Housing programs have the 
fundamental objective of adding to the supply of affordable housing. However, the two 
types of programs approach the affordable housing issue in the following different 
ways: 

1. An Affordable Housing Linkage Fee is directly tied to the increased need for 
affordable housing that is created by new market rate residential development. 

2. An Inclusionary Housing program is targeted to filling a portion of the 
community’s existing and future unmet need for affordable housing. 

The following sections of this memorandum identify the key characteristics of 
Affordable Housing Linkage Fee and Inclusionary Housing programs. These sections also 
summarize the results of the Residential Nexus Study and the Inclusionary Housing 
Analysis. 

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS 

Affordable Housing Linkage Fee Programs 

Program Parameters 

1. Affordable Housing Linkage Fees provide a funding source to fill the financial gap 
associated with dedicated affordable housing projects. 

2. Affordable Housing Linkage Fees can be imposed on both rental and ownership 
housing development projects. 

3. The legally supportable Affordable Housing Linkage Fee amounts are directly tied 
to the demand for goods and services created by the residents in new residential 
development projects. 
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4. Developers cannot be required to produce affordable housing units under the 
auspices of an Affordable Housing Linkage Fee program. However, a jurisdiction 
can allow developers to voluntarily provide affordable housing units in lieu of 
paying the Affordable Housing Linkage Fee. 

5. The revenues generated by an Affordable Housing Linkage Fee program are 
typically used to assist qualified affordable housing developers in constructing 
dedicated affordable housing projects: 

a. Affordable housing developers have specific expertise in the 
development and operation of affordable housing projects; and 

b. Affordable housing developers have experience obtaining and leveraging 
funding sources, such as Tax Credits, to reduce a project’s financial gap. 

Residential Nexus Study Results 

1. The Residential Nexus Study established the maximum legally supportable 
Affordable Housing Linkage Fees in each submarket that was evaluated. 
However, as a practical matter, the Affordable Housing Linkage Fee should also 
reflect the financially feasible amounts for the residential product types being 
developed in the submarkets. 

2. The Residential Nexus Study does not include an evaluation of the Affordable 
Housing Linkage Fees that can be supported on a financially feasible basis. 
However, the Inclusionary Housing Analysis includes pro forma analyses that 
were used to establish the in-lieu fee amounts that could be imposed on a 
financially feasible basis. The results of these in-lieu fee assessments can also be 
applied to an Affordable Housing Linkage Fee program. 

3. In the South Los Angeles and Antelope Valley submarkets, the annual household 
incomes generated by residents in the new market rate residential development 
were estimated to average less than $75,000. Given that this falls within the 
definition of moderate income in Los Angeles County, KMA and the County staff 
concluded that the household incomes are not high enough to support 
conducting a nexus study in these two submarkets. 



Connie Chung and Timothy Murphy, County of Los Angeles January 24, 2018 
Residential Nexus Study and Inclusionary Housing Analysis: 
Policy Recommendations 

Page 8 

 

 1709001.ELP:KHH 
 12083.003.003 

 

4. The “Feasible Affordable Housing Linkage Fees” are set at the lesser of the 
amounts that meet the Mitigation Fee Act requirements and the in-lieu fee 
amounts that were estimated in the Inclusionary Housing Analysis. The results 
are presented in the following table. 

Table 1: 

Feasible Affordable Housing Linkage Fees 1 

Per Square Foot of Building Area 

       

Submarket 

 
Single-family 

Homes 

 

Condos 

 Rental 
Apartment 

Projects 

  Coastal South Los Angeles  $21.60  $20.00  $6.64 

  South Los Angeles  N/A  N/A  N/A 

  East Los Angeles/Gateway  $15.48  $14.41  $6.94 

  San Gabriel Valley  $24.30  $18.15  $10.35 

  Santa Clarita Valley  $6.17  $4.00  $2.61 

  Antelope Valley  N/A  N/A  N/A 

 

Inclusionary Housing Programs 

Program Parameters 

Inclusionary Housing programs  can offer an effective strategy for creating mixed-
income housing projects and mitigating economic segregation by dispersing affordable 
housing throughout the community. The key parameters of Inclusionary Housing 
programs can be described as follows:  

                                                      
1 The in-lieu fee amounts are based on the estimates generated under the “Land Value Reduction 
approach” analysis included in the Inclusionary Housing Analysis. In all but the San Gabriel Valley single-
family home scenario, the financially feasible amount was less than the legally supportable amount. 
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1. Inclusionary Housing programs are focused on the production of affordable 
housing units within market rate housing projects. Recognizing that Inclusionary 
Housing programs are intended to reduce the unmet need for affordable 
housing, it is useful to base the requirements on the need for affordable housing 
identified by tools such as the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) 
produced by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 

2. As a result of the following court rulings and State legislation, Inclusionary 
Housing requirements can be imposed on both ownership housing and rental 
housing: 

a. In 2015, the California Supreme Court ruled that Inclusionary Housing 
obligations that are imposed on ownership housing developments are 
land use restrictions that are a valid exercise of a jurisdiction’s zoning 
powers.2 

b. Rental Housing Development: 

i. In 2009, the California Court of Appeal ruled that affordable 
housing requirements being imposed by the City of Los Angeles 
on rental housing development violated the Costa-Hawkins Rental 
Housing Act.3 That ruling effectively acted to prohibit the 
imposition of Inclusionary Housing requirements on rental 
housing developments. 

ii. Assembly Bill (AB) 1505, which is otherwise known as the “Palmer 
Fix”, was signed into law in September 2017.4 This new legislation 
provides jurisdictions with the ability to adopt ordinances that 
impose Inclusionary Housing requirements on rental housing 
developments. 

                                                      
2 California Building Industry Association v. City of San Jose, 61 Cal 4th 435 (San Jose). 
3 Palmer/Sixth Street Properties L.P. v. City of Los Angeles, 175 Cal. App. 4th 1396 (Palmer). 
4 AB 1505 amends California Government Code Section 65850 and adds Section 65850.01. 
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c. Historically, the courts have determined that the affordable housing 
requirements imposed by an Inclusionary Housing program cannot 
deprive property owners of “all economically beneficial use” of their 
property. However, since the courts have not defined all economically 
beneficial use, the KMA analysis is based on measurements applied by 
other California jurisdictions that have implemented Inclusionary Housing 
programs. 

3. Inclusionary Housing programs typically provide developers with alternative 
options such as: 

a. Modified development standards for the affordable units produced on 
site within proposed market rate projects; 

b. Fulfillment of the affordable housing requirements in an off-site location; 

c. Payment of a fee in lieu of producing the required affordable housing 
units; and 

d. Dedication of land that can be used for the development of affordable 
housing. 

Inclusionary Housing Analysis Results 

On-Site Production Requirements 

The Inclusionary Housing Analysis identified financially feasible Inclusionary Housing 
Production requirements based on a series of pro forma analyses of prototype 
ownership and rental apartment projects in each submarket. The on-site production 
requirements supported by the KMA pro forma analyses are presented in Table 2. Key 
assumptions that are included in the analyses are: 

1. Condominium analyses were not prepared for the South Los Angeles and 
Antelope Valley submarkets, and an apartment analysis was not prepared for the 
South Los Angeles submarket, due to the relative lack of new development of 
these types currently occurring in these submarkets. 
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2. Inclusionary Housing programs typically include a project size threshold under 
which projects are not subject to an on-site production requirement. The 
threshold project size commonly falls between three and 10 units. 

3. The maximum percentages of affordable housing units that can be supported on 
site within market rate projects are identified for moderate income and lower 
income scenarios. Only one category can be chosen; the percentages are not 
additive. 

4. Project Characteristics 

a. For ownership housing projects, the scenarios were based on the 
assumption that the affordable units are comparable to the market rate 
units in the project. 

b. A wide variety of tools are available to reduce the financial impact 
associated with the imposition of income and affordability restrictions on 
rental apartment projects. A commonly used tool is the California 
Government Code Sections 65915 - 65918 (Section 65915) density bonus: 

i. In the prototype analyses, KMA applied the Section 65915 density 
bonus, and maximized the bonus percentage by setting aside at 
least 20% of the base units allowed by zoning for lower income 
households. 

ii. For reference purposes, KMA translated the results into the 
percentage of the total units, including the density bonus units, in 
projects that would be subject to Inclusionary Housing production 
requirements. 

iii. Moderate income scenarios were not prepared for the rental 
prototypes, because moderate income rental units do not qualify 
for a Section 65915 density bonus. 

  



Connie Chung and Timothy Murphy, County of Los Angeles January 24, 2018 
Residential Nexus Study and Inclusionary Housing Analysis: 
Policy Recommendations 

Page 12 

 

 1709001.ELP:KHH 
 12083.003.003 

 

Table 2: 

Financially Feasible On-Site Inclusionary Housing Production Requirements 

Percentage of Inclusionary Units 

Submarket 

 Moderate 
Income 

Scenarios 

 
Lower Income 

Scenarios 

     Coastal South Los Angeles     

  Single-Family Homes  16%  12% 

  Condominiums  18%  11% 

  Rental Apartment Projects  N/A  19% 

South Los Angeles     

  Single-Family Homes  19%  9% 

  Condominiums  N/A  N/A 

  Rental Apartment Projects  N/A  N/A 

East Los Angeles/Gateway     

  Single-Family Homes  14%  9% 

  Condominiums  17%  9% 

  Rental Apartment Projects  N/A  20% 

San Gabriel Valley     

  Single-Family Homes  11%  9% 

  Condominiums  14%  10% 

  Rental Apartment Projects  N/A  24% 

Santa Clarita Valley     

  Single-Family Homes  5%  3% 

  Condominiums  6%  3% 

  Rental Apartment Projects  N/A  16% 

Antelope Valley     

  Single-Family Homes  6%  3% 

  Condominiums  N/A  N/A 

  Rental Apartment Projects  N/A  24% 
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In-Lieu Fee Option 

The prototype pro forma analyses prepared by KMA include an analysis to determine 
the in-lieu fee amounts that could potentially be charged by the County. The two 
scenarios that KMA tested can be described as follows: 

1. KMA estimated the in-lieu fees that could be assessed if the land value reduction 
created by the requirement was limited to 30%. 

2. KMA estimated the “Affordability Gap” between the estimated market rate sales 
prices/rents of the units and the designated affordable sales prices/rents for the 
Inclusionary Housing units: 

a. For ownership housing projects, 15% of the units were allocated to 
moderate income households. This set aside was used, because 
Inclusionary Housing programs often target moderate income 
households for ownership housing to minimize the financial impacts 
created by the requirements, and to focus on households that have 
sufficient discretionary income to devote to the ongoing costs associated 
with home ownership. 

b. For rental apartment projects, 15% of the units were allocated to lower 
income households. This allocation methodology was applied to be 
consistent with the guidelines established by AB 1505. Section 65915 
density bonuses were not included in this scenario, because affordable 
units would not be produced by the developer. 

The results of the in-lieu fee analyses are summarized in the following table:5 

                                                      
5 Condominium analyses were not prepared for the South Los Angeles and Antelope Valley submarkets, 
and an apartment analysis was not prepared for the South Los Angeles submarket. 
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Table 3: 

Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee Amounts 

Per Square Foot of Building Area 

Submarket 

 Land Value 
Reduction 
Approach 

 
Affordability 

Gap Approach 

     Coastal South Los Angeles     

  Single-Family Homes  $21.60  $28.60 

  Condominiums  $20.00  $23.40 

  Rental Apartment Projects  $6.64  $39.84 

South Los Angeles     

  Single-Family Homes  $13.33  $14.70 

  Condominiums  N/A  N/A 

  Rental Apartment Projects  N/A  N/A 

East Los Angeles/Gateway     

  Single-Family Homes  $15.48  $21.80 

  Condominiums  $14.41  $19.50 

  Rental Apartment Projects  $6.94  $32.82 

San Gabriel Valley     

  Single-Family Homes  $27.27  $54.00 

  Condominiums  $18.15  $28.00 

  Rental Apartment Projects  $10.35  $34.04 

Santa Clarita Valley     

  Single-Family Homes  $6.17  $30.00 

  Condominiums  $4.00  $14.80 

  Rental Apartment Projects  $2.61  $24.51 

Antelope Valley     

  Single-Family Homes  $2.40  $7.70 

  Condominiums  N/A  N/A 

  Rental Apartment Projects  $2.13  $15.56 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Program Selection 

It is a fundamental assumption of the KMA analyses that the County wishes to enact a 
program that imposes affordable housing obligations on residential development. If that 
is the case, the first step in the process is to determine whether the obligation should be 
structured as an Affordable Housing Linkage Fee program supported by the Residential 
Nexus Study or a production-based program supported by the Inclusionary Housing 
Analysis. It is not advisable to adopt both types of programs, because that would likely 
impose an untenable financial burden on residential development. 

The primary issues to be considered are: 

1. Residential impact fee programs have been used extensively in California. 
Notably, the majority of programs have been adopted following the Palmer case 
prohibition on the imposition of Inclusionary Housing requirements on rental 
housing development, and in response to court challenges to Inclusionary 
Housing requirements that had been imposed on ownership housing 
development. 

2. Since the County originally identified the tools to be evaluated as part of the 
AHAP study, the regulatory environment for the imposition of affordable housing 
requirements on new residential development has changed dramatically. The 
following changes have validated the imposition of production-based programs: 

a. The findings in the San Jose case established that Inclusionary Housing 
requirements are land use controls that fall within the purview of a 
jurisdiction’s zoning powers. 

b. The adoption of AB 1505 cleared the way for jurisdictions to impose 
Inclusionary Housing requirements on rental housing development. 

Now that the legal impediments have been eliminated, it is KMA’s recommendation that 
the County pursue an Inclusionary Housing program rather than an Affordable Housing 
Linkage Fee program. The key factors that support this recommendation are as follows: 
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1. Inclusionary Housing programs can be structured to meet current and future 
unmet needs for affordable housing without regard for the cause of the shortfall. 
Comparatively, Affordable Housing Linkage Fees can only be used to mitigate the 
future need for affordable housing caused by increases in employment 
generated by the development of market rate housing. Logically, this means that 
an Inclusionary Housing program is likely to generate more affordable housing 
units than an Affordable Housing Linkage Fee program. 

2. Inclusionary Housing programs can require developers to produce affordable 
housing units. The only way to obtain affordable housing units under an 
Affordable Housing Linkage Fee program is if a developer voluntarily offers to 
produce affordable housing units. 

3. The financial impacts created by the imposition of Inclusionary Housing 
requirements can be mitigated by creating flexible development standards for 
the affordable units included within market rate projects. 

4. Inclusionary Housing programs can offer an option that allows developers to pay 
a fee in lieu of producing affordable units. Based on the results of the Residential 
Nexus Study and the Inclusionary Housing Analysis, the in-lieu fee revenues 
generated by an Inclusionary Housing program could potentially be equal to or 
greater than the revenue produced by Affordable Housing Linkage Fees. 

5. A land donation option can be offered under both Inclusionary Housing 
programs and Affordable Housing Linkage Fee programs. 

Program Requirements 

If the County chooses to adopt an Inclusionary Housing program, KMA recommends that 
the following requirements be imposed: 

Ownership Housing Projects 

Inclusionary Housing Production Requirements 

KMA recommends that the Inclusionary Housing requirements for ownership housing 
projects be geared toward moderate income households. This recommendation is made 
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as a reflection of the fact that moderate income households are likely to have more 
discretionary income to devote to the ongoing costs associated with home ownership 
than that of lower income households. 

Based on the results of the Inclusionary Housing Analysis, the supportable percentages 
of on-site moderate income housing production range from 5% to 19% in the six 
submarkets. However, there is an inconsistent correlation between the market rate 
home prices exhibited in each submarket and the percentage of affordable housing 
units that can be supported. Most notably, the magnitude of the Affordability Gaps 
associated with premium priced homes acts to decrease the percentage of affordable 
units that can be supported on a financially feasible basis. However, these areas actually 
exhibit a greater unmet need for affordable housing units than submarkets with lower 
priced housing inventories. 

To resolve this issue, KMA recommends that a 15% requirement be imposed on 
ownership housing development in each submarket. Recognizing that a 15% 
requirement cannot be supported in all of the submarkets, KMA recommends that the 
following options be provided for fulfilling the Inclusionary Housing requirements in 
ownership housing projects: 

1. For on-site development, the comparability of the Inclusionary Housing units to 
the market rate units should be limited to the exterior improvements and the 
number of bedrooms provided in the unit. The market rate units should be 
allowed to be larger in terms of square footage, and to have enhanced interior 
improvements. 

2. Developers should be allowed to fulfill the Inclusionary Housing obligation in an 
off-site location with either ownership housing units or rental apartment units. 
This option increases the potential for using the Section 65915 density bonus to 
reduce the financial impacts created by the Inclusionary Housing requirements. 

The following issues should be considered in establishing the covenant periods under 
which the income and affordability restrictions will be imposed on ownership affordable 
housing units: 

1. The primary factors to consider in reference to long-term irrevocable covenants 
are: 
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a. The allowable resale price for an Inclusionary Housing unit is based on 
the percentage change in the Los Angeles County median income (AMI), 
mortgage interest rates and other costs associated with home ownership. 
This severely constrains the opportunity for the home owner to receive 
appreciation on the resale of the home. 

b. The Los Angeles County Assessor will assess the home value based on the 
Affordable Sales Price. This lowers the home owner’s annual property tax 
cost. 

c. The ongoing administration and monitoring to ensure compliance with 
the occupancy requirements and resale controls is labor intensive. 

2. The factors to be considered for programs that allow the income and 
affordability restrictions to terminate upon resale of Inclusionary Housing units 
are: 

a. Inclusionary Housing units that can be resold at market rate prices are 
more easily marketed than units that are subject to long-term covenants. 

b. Inclusionary Housing programs that allow for the income and 
affordability covenants to terminate upon the first resale of the home 
typically require the home owner to provide the jurisdiction with a 
defined percentage share of the equity appreciation achieved upon the 
resale of the home. The Section 65915 density bonus program also 
applies this approach. 

c. Mortgage financing requirements limit the equity appreciation share 
received by the jurisdiction to the percentage share the Affordability Gap 
represented of the market rate price when the Inclusionary Housing unit 
was originally sold. The revenues generated by the equity sharing 
arrangement are insufficient to replace the affordable unit that was lost 
from the inventory.6 

                                                      
6 To generate sufficient revenue to replace the Inclusionary Housing unit, the equity appreciation share 
would need to be set at the percentage the Affordability Gap represented of the original market rate price 
minus the first trust deed mortgage amount. 
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d. When Inclusionary Housing requirements and the Section 65915 density 
bonus are coupled for ownership housing projects, the jurisdiction is 
required to approve the statutorily established density bonus, but the 
affordable units are lost from the inventory when they are resold. 

e. The Inclusionary Housing units will only need to be monitored until the 
units are resold for the first time and the covenants are terminated. Thus, 
the ongoing administration and monitoring functions are less labor 
intensive than is required for units subject to long-term irrevocable 
covenants. 

Inclusionary Housing Program Options 

1. Developers should be provided a by-right option to pay a fee in lieu of producing 
Inclusionary Housing units for ownership housing projects under the following 
conditions: 

a. The in-lieu fee payment amount should be set at a sufficient amount to 
allow the County to subsidize an equivalent number of units in a 
dedicated affordable housing project. 

b. To estimate the in-lieu fee amount, KMA prepared a prototype rental 
apartment project that is financed with a combination of Tax-Exempt 
Multifamily Bonds and the automatically awarded 4% Tax Credits. The 
results of this analysis indicate that the in-lieu fee should be set at 
approximately $20 per square foot of the building area developed in the 
market rate ownership housing project. 

2. Developers should be allowed to dedicate developable land to the County if it 
meets all of the following criteria: 

a. The site has General Plan and zoning designations in place that allow for 
the development of the required number of Inclusionary Housing units; 
and 

b. The developer makes a cash contribution that fills the financial gap 
remaining after the donation of the site at no cost. 
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Rental Apartment Projects 

The Inclusionary Housing Analysis identified support for a lower income requirement 
ranging from 16% to 24% of the total units within a market rate rental apartment 
project. However, it is important to consider that AB 1505 imposes the following key 
limitations on Inclusionary Housing requirements imposed on rental apartment projects: 

1. HCD has the authority to review a rental Inclusionary Housing ordinance if it 
imposes an affordable housing requirement that exceeds 15% percent of the 
units in the project, and/or the income level is set at a more stringent standard 
than 80% of the AMI, if at least one of the following conditions apply: 

a. The jurisdiction has not met at least 75% of its RHNA housing need for 
above-moderate income units. 

b. HCD finds that the jurisdiction has not submitted their housing element 
report for at least two consecutive years. 

2. If the affordable housing requirement is set at more than 15% of the units 
and/or the income restriction is set at a more restrictive level than 80% of the 
AMI, HCD can require the jurisdiction to prepare an economic feasibility study to 
prove that the Inclusionary Housing ordinance does not unduly constrain the 
production of housing. 

3. Jurisdictions are required to provide a variety of options for fulfilling affordable 
housing obligations that are imposed on rental apartment projects that are 
subject to an Inclusionary Housing ordinance. AB 1505 identifies the following 
options, but further indicates that this is not an exhaustive list: 

a. A payment in lieu of producing the required affordable housing units; 

b. Off-site construction of the required number of affordable housing units; 

c. Dedication of land for the subsequent development of the required 
number of affordable housing units; and 
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d. Acquisition and rehabilitation of existing market rate residential units, 
and the subsequent imposition of income and affordability restrictions on 
some or all of the units. 

In recognition of the limitations imposed by AB 1505, KMA recommends that the County 
structure the Inclusionary Housing requirements for rental apartment projects as 
follows: 

1. The covenant period for Inclusionary Housing units in rental apartment projects 
should be set at 55 years. This is the covenant period applied by the Section 
65915 density bonus program and the Tax Credit program. 

2. The preferred option should be for the on-site production of the Inclusionary 
Housing units. The requirement should be for 15% of the units in the market rate 
project to be set aside for lower income households:7 

a. The units should be required to be of comparable size and quality to the 
market rate units; and 

b. The units should be dispersed throughout the project. 

3. An in-lieu fee option should be provided that is based on the Affordability Gap 
associated with providing the affordable units on site within the market rate 
project. These gaps are currently estimated to vary by submarket from $15.56 to 
$39.84 per square foot of building area in the market rate project. 

4. Off-site construction of the required number of Inclusionary Housing units 
should be allowed under the following conditions: 

a. The development site must be located within ½ mile of the market rate 
project. 

b. The bedroom mix for the off-site project must be comparable to the 
bedroom mix at the market rate project. 

                                                      
7 For the purposes of obtaining outside financial assistance and/or the use of the Section 65915 density 
bonus, the developer should have the option to impose stricter income and affordability standards. 
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c. The project must meet quality standards imposed by the County. 

5. Land dedications should be allowed if the following requirements are met: 

a. The site has General Plan and zoning designations in place that allow for 
the development of the requisite number of affordable housing units; 
and 

b. The developer makes a cash contribution equal to the financial gap 
exhibited by the project after factoring in the donation of the site at no 
cost. 

6. The acquisition and rehabilitation of existing residential projects should only be 
allowed under the following circumstances: 

a. The existing units in the project must have been cited for substantial 
building code violations; 

b. All of the units must have been vacant for at least 90 days; 

c. The direct rehabilitation costs must exceed 25% of the market value of 
the units after the rehabilitation is completed;8 and 

d. The rents charged for the Inclusionary Housing units that are included in 
the project must be at least 10% less the achievable market rents for the 
units. 

Program Design 

The County should include the following key components in the design of an 
Inclusionary Housing program: 

1. A phase-in period should be provided to mitigate the impacts experienced by 
developers that purchased properties before the Inclusionary Housing program 
was adopted. 

                                                      
8 Based on the California Health and Safety Code Section 33413(2)(A)(iv) definition of substantial 
rehabilitation. 
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2. The minimum project size that will trigger the Inclusionary Housing requirements 
should be identified. For reference purposes, minimum project size 
requirements commonly fall within the range of three to 10 units. 

3. The most successful Inclusionary Housing programs are based on a clear set of 
administrative procedures. Consistent application of clear guidelines allows 
developers to factor in the programs’ impacts as part of the due diligence 
process related to property acquisition: 

a. An administrative procedures manual should be created and updated 
periodically to reflect changes in economic and demographic 
characteristics that occur over time. 

b. The Inclusionary Housing program should be updated at regular intervals: 

i. The entire program should be re-evaluated at least every five 
years. 

ii. To allow in-lieu fees to keep pace with changes in the market 
place during the intervening periods, the in-lieu fees should be 
adjusted each year based on a readily accessible and neutral 
third-party published source. 

4. A staffing plan should be created for managing the development process and the 
ongoing monitoring of the Inclusionary Housing units once they are built. 
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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) prepared this Residential Nexus Study for the County of 

Los Angeles (County) pursuant to a contractual agreement with the County and three 

consulting firms: KMA, Estolano LeSar Perez Advisors, LLC (ELP), and LeSar Development 

Consultants (LDC) (collectively, “Consultant Team”). The Consultant Team was tasked with 

preparing an Affordable Housing Action Plan (AHAP) for the County of which this Residential 

Nexus Study is one component. 

This Residential Nexus Study will form one of the bases for recommendations for the adoption 

of an “Affordable Housing Linkage Fee” consistent with the applicable requirements of the 

Mitigation Fee Act. The proposed Affordable Housing Linkage Fee is one of many 

recommendations provided in the AHAP.  

It is important to note that the Residential Nexus Study is being used as the legal basis for 

imposing an Affordable Housing Linkage Fee that would only be applied to residential 

developments located in unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. 

This Executive Summary contains a concise overview of the Residential Nexus Study. Full 

documentation of the study is contained in the body of this study and its appendices. 

A. Residential Nexus Study 

A residential nexus study demonstrates and quantifies the impact of new market rate 

residential development on the demand for affordable housing. The underlying nexus concept 

is that newly constructed market rate residential units represent net new households in Los 

Angeles County. These households generate new income in Los Angeles County that will be 

used to consume goods and services. This increased consumption translates into new jobs – a 

share of which are low paying. These new low income households require housing, which 

results in the new demand for affordable units in unincorporated Los Angeles County.  
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B. Methodology and Models Used 

The Residential Nexus Study is performed using two models that can be described as follows: 

1. The IMPLAN (IMpact Analysis for PLANning) model is an industry-accepted, 

commercially-available model developed over 40 years ago to quantify the impacts of 

changes in a local economy, including the employment impacts created by changes in 

personal income. 

2. The KMA Jobs-Housing Nexus model, which was initially developed over 25 years ago to 

analyze the income structure of job growth, is used to determine the household income 

of new employee households. 

KMA analyzed the following income categories for the purposes of the Residential Nexus Study.  

These categories are based on the Los Angeles County Area Median Income (AMI) and the State 

Income Limits published by the California Department of Housing and Community Development 

(HCD) and the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD): 

Table 1:  Income Categories 

  
Income Category Percent of AMI 

Extremely Low Income 0% to 30% of AMI 

Very Low Income  Above 30% to 50% of AMI 

Lower Income Above 50% to 80% of AMI 

Moderate Income Above 80% to 120% of AMI 

Above Moderate Income Above 120% of AMI 

 

C. Discussion of Submarket Areas 

Geographically, Los Angeles County is one of the largest counties in the United States. Los 

Angeles County stretches 75 miles along the Pacific Coast, and consists of approximately 2.60 

million acres of land area. 
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The unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County encompass approximately 60% of the total Los 

Angeles County land area. These 1.60 million acres of unincorporated land area are under the 

governance of the County Board of Supervisors. The vast majority of unincorporated land area 

is currently zoned for agricultural or open space uses, with approximately 71,000 acres, or 4.5% 

of unincorporated land area, zoned for residential uses. 

The unincorporated areas in the northern part of Los Angeles County include large amounts of 

sparsely populated land, such as the Mojave Desert, the Angeles National Forest, and parts of 

the Los Padres National Forest. In contrast, the unincorporated areas in the southern portion of 

Los Angeles County consist of many non-contiguous land areas, which are often referred to as 

the County’s unincorporated urban islands. 

Unofficially grouped into 137 non-contiguous areas, some of the unincorporated areas are as 

small as a few blocks, some are urban centers with more than 150,000 residents, and some 

sparsely populated areas cover hundreds of square miles. If these areas comprised a single city, 

it would be the third most populous in the state, behind Los Angeles and San Diego. 

The large geographic distribution, both in size and location, leads to unincorporated areas that 

are both socially and economically diverse. The variability in these demographics is also 

exhibited in the real estate dynamics affecting each unincorporated area. The real estate 

conditions range from high income areas in the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains to lower 

income areas in the high desert. Thus, while some areas of Los Angeles County may be 

experiencing robust real estate development, other areas may not be experiencing any real 

estate development. 

Given the geographic, social and economic diversity of the unincorporated areas, KMA 

determined that it was not a suitable methodology to conduct one nexus study for the entirety 

of the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. As such, the Consultant Team and County 

staff agreed that it would be appropriate to conduct multiple nexus studies based on a set of 

submarkets. The purpose of these submarkets is to account for the varying real estate and 

economic dynamics exhibited by the diversity of Los Angeles County’s unincorporated areas. 
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The Consultant Team began the process of devising submarkets by reviewing the boundaries of 

the County supervisorial districts as well as the 11 Planning Areas in the General Plan. From this 

research, the Consultant Team concluded that the Planning Areas provide an appropriate basis 

for the nexus study submarkets. Next, it was determined that it was reasonable to exclude the 

Coastal Islands Planning Area and the Santa Monica Mountains Planning Area as the potential 

for new residential development is limited in these areas. The Consultant Team reviewed the 

remaining Planning Areas, and formulated the following submarkets for the purposes of the 

Residential Nexus Study (See Appendix A for submarket maps): 

1. Antelope Valley  

2. Coastal South Los Angeles 

3. East Los Angeles / Gateway 

4. San Gabriel Valley 

5. Santa Clarita Valley 

6. South Los Angeles 

The boundaries of each of the identified submarkets were drawn to ensure that individual 

unincorporated areas were fully encapsulated within one submarket, rather than split between 

multiple submarkets. 

D. Market Survey and Residential Prototypes 

The first step of the nexus study is to identify residential prototypes that are representative of 

the new market rate residential development that is currently occurring in Los Angeles County. 

KMA developed programmatic assumptions in consultation with the County for three 

residential prototypes: single family homes, condominiums, and apartments.1 KMA then 

                                                
1 Condominiums include both stacked flats and townhouse units. 
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undertook a market survey of representative projects to estimate the current sales prices and 

rent levels for the residential prototypes in each of the submarkets outlined above. 

Based on this market survey, KMA concluded the following: 

1. There is not sufficient new condominium or apartment development within the South 

Los Angeles Submarket to support conducting a nexus study on these residential 

prototypes. 

2. There is not sufficient new condominium development in the Antelope Valley 

submarket to support conducting a nexus study on this residential prototype. 

3. For the remaining residential prototypes, the household incomes generated by the new 

market rate residential development in the South Los Angeles and Antelope Valley 

submarkets were estimated at under $75,000. The top income limit for a four-person 

moderate income household in Los Angeles County for 2017 is $77,750. This suggests 

that new market rate residential development in the South Los Angeles and Antelope 

Valley submarkets is affordable to Moderate Income households. As such, KMA and the 

County staff concluded that the household incomes are not high enough to support 

conducting a nexus study. 

The Consultant Team and the County staff determined that it was appropriate to perform the 

nexus study for the following four submarkets: 

1. Coastal South Los Angeles 

2. East Los Angeles / Gateway 

3. San Gabriel Valley 

4. Santa Clarita Valley 

The residential prototypes utilized in each of the four submarkets are summarized in the 

following tables: 
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Table 2.1:  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Median Unit Size (Square Feet) 2,150  1,630  800 

Average Number of Bedrooms 4  3  1.5 

Average Sales Price / Rent $677,000  $505,000  $2,600 

 

Table 2.2:  East Los Angeles / Gateway Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Median Unit Size (Square Feet) 2,050  1,650  830 

Average Number of Bedrooms 4  3  1.5 

Average Sales Price / Rent $574,000  $495,000  $1,900 

 

Table 2.3:  San Gabriel Valley Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Median Unit Size (Square Feet) 2,700  1,700  870 

Average Number of Bedrooms 4  3  1.5 

Average Sales Price / Rent $1,215,000  $561,000  $2,000 

 

Table 2.4:  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Median Unit Size (Square Feet) 2,750  1,700  950 

Average Number of Bedrooms 4  3  2 

Average Sales Price / Rent $674,000  $425,000  $2,000 
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The household incomes for the new residents are estimated based on the sales prices and rent 

levels of each residential prototype. The resulting estimated gross household income is 

adjusted to a net amount available for expenditures on goods and services after deducting the 

following: 

1. The portion of income dedicated to income taxes; 

2. Contributions to Social Security and Medicare;  

3. Savings; and 

4. Repayment of household debt. 

Housing costs are not deducted as part of this adjustment step. These costs are addressed 

separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model. 

The adjusted household income available for expenditures becomes the input into the IMPLAN 

model. The resulting household incomes associated with each of the residential prototypes are 

estimated as follows: 

Table 3:  Household Incomes Available for Expenditures [Input to IMPLAN Model] 

        
 

Coastal South 
Los Angeles 
Submarket  

East Los 
Angeles / 
Gateway 

Submarket  

San Gabriel 
Valley 

Submarket  

Santa Clarita 
Valley 

Submarket 

        Single Family Project $91,800  $78,000  $131,600  $89,100 

Condominium Project $69,700  $71,500  $76,600  $63,500 

Apartment Project $67,000  $53,000  $56,000  $56,000 

 

E. IMPLAN Model Results 

The IMPLAN model was applied to link household income to job growth occurring in Los 

Angeles County. The job growth anticipated to be generated by this new household spending is 

summarized in the following table: 
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Table 4:  Jobs Generated Per 100 New Residential Units 

        
 

Coastal South 
Los Angeles 
Submarket  

East Los 
Angeles / 
Gateway 

Submarket 

 
San Gabriel 

Valley 
Submarket  

Santa Clarita 
Valley 

Submarket 

        Single Family Project 79.3  67.4  116.7  77.0 

Condominium Project 60.2  61.6  66.2  54.7 

Apartment Project 57.9  45.7  48.3  48.3 

 

F. Compensation Levels of Jobs and Household Income 

The output of the IMPLAN model – the numbers of jobs by industry – is entered into the KMA 

Jobs-Housing Nexus Model to quantify the compensation levels of employees filling these new 

jobs and the income of the new employee households. The output of the KMA model is the 

estimated number of new employee households per income category attributable to the new 

market rate residential units and new households in each submarket. The following table 

provides the number of new employee households with incomes between 0% and 120% of AMI 

for each residential prototype: 

Table 5:  New Employee Households Earning up to 120% of AMI Per 100 Market Rate Units 

        
 

Coastal South 
Los Angeles 
Submarket  

East Los 
Angeles / 
Gateway 

Submarket 

 
San Gabriel 

Valley 
Submarket  

Santa Clarita 
Valley 

Submarket 

        Single Family Project 23.7  20.2  33.3  23.0 

Condominium Project 18.0  18.3  19.8  16.3 

Apartment Project 17.3  13.6  14.3  14.3 

 

G. Maximum Nexus Costs 

The last step in the Residential Nexus Study puts a dollar amount on the cost of mitigating the 

affordable housing impacts. The conclusions of the nexus study, expressed as the number of 
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employee households by income category, are linked to the cost of delivering housing to the 

households in need. Each income category is associated with a subsidy needed to produce and 

deliver a unit at the specified affordability level; this subsidy is referred to as the “affordability 

gap.” It is assumed that outside leveraging sources are available for Extremely Low Income, 

Very Low Income and Lower Income units; no outside leveraging is included in the analysis of 

Moderate Income units. 

The estimated affordability gaps, per affordable unit, for the four income categories being 

evaluated are presented in the following table: 

Table 6:  Affordability Gaps Per Affordable Unit 

  
Coastal South 
Los Angeles 
Submarket 

East Los 
Angeles / 
Gateway 

Submarket 

San Gabriel 
Valley 

Submarket 

Santa Clarita 
Valley 

Submarket 

Extremely Low Income  ($281,900) ($245,400) ($267,800) ($264,800) 

Very Low Income  ($220,900) ($184,400) ($206,800) ($203,800) 

Lower Income  ($191,100) ($151,100) ($173,400) ($159,500) 

Moderate Income  ($189,000) ($141,300) ($165,100) ($153,000) 

 

The affordability gap conclusions for each income category are linked to the number of 

affordable units required as a result of market rate development, and then divided into 100-

unit increments. This calculation results in the allowable Affordable Housing Linkage Fee 

amounts per square foot of building area, which are presented in the following table. It is 

important to note that these are the maximum allowable Linkage Fees, rather than the 

recommended Linkage Fee amounts. 
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Table 7:  Maximum Supportable Affordable Housing Linkage Fee 

Per Square Foot of Building Area 

        
 

Coastal South 
Los Angeles 
Submarket  

East Los 
Angeles / 
Gateway 

Submarket 

 
San Gabriel 

Valley 
Submarket  

Santa Clarita 
Valley 

Submarket 

        Single Family Project $23.70  $17.20  $24.30  $15.90 

Condominium Project $23.60  $19.40  $22.90  $18.10 

Apartment Project $46.10  $28.60  $32.50  $28.60 
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II. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW 

This Residential Nexus Study addresses market rate residential development in four submarkets 

in Los Angeles County and the various unit types that may be subject to an Affordable Housing 

Linkage Fee. The Residential Nexus Study quantifies the linkages between the new market rate 

development and the demand for affordable housing in each of the four submarkets. 

The Residential Nexus Study provides the County with the technical support required for the 

County to proceed with the enactment of an Affordable Housing Linkage Fee applicable to 

residential development in Los Angeles County. The conclusions of this Residential Nexus Study 

represent the maximum supportable or legally defensible fee levels based on the impact of new 

market rate residential development on the need for affordable housing. These findings do not 

represent the recommended fee levels. 

A. Background on Key Legal Cases 

The following provides background regarding two key legal cases pertaining to inclusionary 

housing programs that in recent years have motivated many California cities to undertake 

residential nexus studies. This section is intended as general background only; nothing in this 

study should be interpreted as providing specific legal guidance, which KMA is not qualified to 

provide. 

Palmer / AB 1505 

The Palmer case (Palmer/Sixth Street Properties L.P. v. City of Los Angeles [2009] 175 Cal. App. 

4th 1396) was decided in 2009. Among other things, the Palmer case invoked the Costa-

Hawkins Rental Housing Act prohibition on government imposition of vacancy controls on 

rents. This effectively precluded the use of mandatory long-term rent restrictions that are 

associated with inclusionary housing programs. After the Palmer ruling, many California cities 

adopted affordable housing linkage fees on rental projects based on the results of residential 

nexus studies similar to this one. 
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In October 2017, the State adopted AB 1505, which amended Section 65850 of the California 

Government Code.  Section 65850(g) gives jurisdictions the ability to adopt ordinances that 

require rental residential projects to include a defined percentage of affordable housing units.  

This section also requires jurisdictions to include alternative means of fulfilling the affordable 

housing obligation, including but not limited to, in-lieu fees, land dedication, off-site 

construction, or the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing units.  Section 65850.01 

specifically states that this legislation supersedes the Palmer case. 

San Jose 

In C.B.I.A., (California Building Industry Association v. City of San Jose, California Supreme Court 

Case No. S212072, June 15, 2015), also referred to as the San Jose case, the California Building 

Industry Association (C.B.I.A.) challenged the City of San Jose’s newly adopted inclusionary 

program. A core contention of the C.B.I.A. was that the City’s inclusionary program constituted 

an exaction that required a nexus study to support it. The case was pending in the courts from 

2010 through February 2016. Ultimately, the case was decided by the California Supreme Court 

in favor of the City of San Jose, finding San Jose’s inclusionary program to be a valid exercise of 

the City’s power to regulate land use and not an exaction. The United States Supreme Court 

denied the C.B.I.A.’s petition to review the case. 

While the San Jose case was pending, there was speculation that the courts would rule in favor 

of the C.B.I.A. This possibility was one of the motivations for jurisdictions to prepare residential 

nexus studies as an additional “backup” support measure for inclusionary programs. 

B. The Nexus Concept 

At its most simplified level, the underlying nexus concept is that newly constructed units 

represent net new households in each submarket. These households generate income that is 

new to the community, and that income will be used to purchase goods and services. This new 

consumption can be translated into an increase in the number of jobs required to fulfill the 

additional demand for goods and services. A portion of the new jobs will be at lower 



 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 15 
1708007v5.ELP January 24, 2018 

 

compensation levels, which in turn relates to employee households that cannot afford to rent 

or buy market rate units. This results in the need for additional affordable housing units. 

C. Use of this Residential Nexus Study 

This Residential Nexus Study has been prepared for the limited purpose of determining the 

nexus support for imposing an Affordable Housing Linkage Fee on new market rate residential 

development in four of the six identified submarkets of Los Angeles County. We caution against 

using this study, or any impact study for that matter, for purposes beyond the intended use. All 

impact studies are limited, but they can be helpful for understanding the effects created by new 

development. The Residential Nexus Study estimates the maximum allowable Affordable 

Housing Linkage Fee amounts, rather than the recommended Linkage Fee amounts. 

D. Methodology and Models Used  

The Residential Nexus Study is performed using two models. The IMPLAN and KMA Jobs-

Housing Nexus models are described below. 

IMPLAN Model 

The IMPLAN model is an industry-accepted, commercially-available model developed over 40 

years ago. The IMPLAN model was first used to quantify the impacts of changes in a local 

economy, including the employment impacts created by changes in personal income. The 

IMPLAN model plays the following role in this Residential Nexus Study: 

1. The estimated net new personal income available for expenditures, in each of the 

submarkets, is input into the IMPLAN model; 

2. Using this income information, the IMPLAN model estimates a distribution of 

expenditures; and 
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3. The IMPLAN model produces a quantification of new jobs generated by industry type. 

The IMPLAN model estimates the jobs generated at establishments that serve new 

residents in the following ways: 

a. Jobs that serve new residents directly, such as supermarkets, banks and schools; 

b. Jobs generated by increased demand at firms that service or supply these 

establishments, such as wholesalers, janitorial contractors, accounting firms, and 

any jobs down the service/supply chain from direct jobs; and 

c. Jobs generated when the new employees spend their wages in the local 

economy and generate additional jobs. 

KMA Jobs-Housing Nexus Model 

The results of the IMPLAN analysis are input into the KMA Jobs-Housing Nexus model. This 

model was initially developed over 25 years ago to analyze the income structure of job growth, 

and it is used to estimate the following: 

1. The household income of the employees doing the identified jobs; and 

2. The income category of the housing needed by the employee households. 

This information is presented for the following household income categories: 

Table 8:  Income Categories 

Income Category Percent of AMI 

Extremely Low Income 0% to 30% of AMI 

Very Low Income  Above 30% to 50% of AMI 

Lower Income Above 50% to 80% of AMI 

Moderate Income Above 80% to 120% of AMI 

Above Moderate Income Above 120% of AMI 

 

The linkages can be illustrated using the following simplified example: 
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1. An analysis of the housing market provides an average rent or sales price for a new 

home. 

2. The household incomes for the new residents are estimated based on the rent or sales 

price for the home. Specifically, the estimates are based on the assumptions regarding 

the share of income spent on housing-related expenses. 

3. The household’s estimated gross income is adjusted to a net amount available for 

expenditures. 

4. The new households will purchase or consume a range of goods and services at 

locations such as a supermarket or a bank. 

5. The increase in purchases in the local economy will in turn generate support for 

increased employment at an array of different compensation levels. 

6. A portion of the jobs will provide insufficient compensation for the employee 

households to afford market rate housing in each submarket. 

E. Underlying Assumptions Related to Net New Demand for Housing 

An underlying assumption of the Residential Nexus Study is that households that buy or rent 

new units represent net new households in each submarket. If homebuyers or renter 

households have relocated from elsewhere in the submarket, vacancies have been created that 

will be filled. An adjustment to new construction of units would be warranted if a submarket 

was experiencing the demolition of residential projects that result in a reduction to the housing 

inventory. However, the rate of housing unit removal is so low as to not warrant an adjustment 

or offset. 

This Residential Nexus Study is limited to an analysis of net new households in each submarket 

and the impacts generated by their consumption expenditures. Based on this analysis, the net 

new demand for affordable units to accommodate new employee households is quantified. 
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This Residential Nexus Study does not address, nor in any way include, existing deficiencies in 

the community’s supply of affordable housing. 

F. Geographic Area of Impact 

The analysis quantifies impacts occurring within Los Angeles County. However, the purpose of 

the Residential Nexus Study is to estimate the affordable housing demand generated in the 

unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County analyzed in this Residential Nexus Study. While 

much of the impact will occur within each submarket, some impacts will be experienced 

elsewhere in Los Angeles County and beyond. The IMPLAN model computes the jobs generated 

within Los Angeles County, and sorts out those that occur beyond the Los Angeles County 

boundaries. The KMA Jobs-Housing Nexus Model analyzes the income structure of jobs and 

their corresponding employee households, without assumptions as to where the employee 

households live. 

Job impacts, like most types of impacts, occur irrespective of political boundaries. And like 

other types of impact analyses, such as traffic studies, impacts beyond political boundaries are 

experienced, are relevant, and are important. See the “Addendum: Additional Background on 

Specific Assumptions” at the end of this study for further discussion on this topic. 

G. Residential Nexus Study Organization 

The Residential Nexus Study is organized into the following components: 

1. A discussion of the residential prototypes, and the estimated household income of the 

homebuyers or renter households of those units. 

2. A description of the IMPLAN model that is used in the Residential Nexus Study to 

translate household income into the estimated number of jobs in retail, restaurants and 

other sectors serving new residents. 
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3. An identification of the linkage between employment growth associated with new 

market rate residential development and the need for affordable housing units in each 

of four income categories. 

4. A quantification of the nexus or mitigation cost based on the cost of delivering 

affordable units to new employee households in each of the four income categories. 

H. Data Sources and Qualifications 

The analyses in this study have been prepared using the best and most recent data available. 

Local and current data was used whenever possible. Sources such as the United States Census 

(“Census”), the American Community Survey of the Census, and California Employment 

Development Department data were used extensively. Other sources and analyses are noted 

when used in the text and footnotes. While we believe all sources utilized are sufficiently 

accurate for the purposes of the Residential Nexus Study, we cannot guarantee their accuracy. 

KMA assumes no liability for information from these and other sources. 
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III. MARKET RATE UNITS AND HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

This section describes the residential prototypes used in this Residential Nexus Study, and the 

estimated incomes of the homebuyers and renter households: 

1. The residential prototypes used in this Residential Nexus Study are based on recent 

development activity in each of the identified submarkets. 

2. Household incomes are estimated based on the income necessary to support the 

mortgage or rent payments associated with the new market rate units. 

This information serves as the basis for the input to the IMPLAN model described in the 

following section of this study. These are the starting points of the chain of linkages that 

connect new market rate residential development to incremental demand for affordable 

residential units. 

This section provides a summary of the residential prototypes and household incomes. 

Additional details and supporting tables are provided in Appendix B – Exhibits I-IV – Tables 1-3. 

A. Recent Housing Market Activity and Residential Prototypes 

KMA identified the three residential prototypes for each submarket in consultation with County 

staff. In May and June of 2017, KMA undertook a market survey of projects that fall into these 

residential prototypes. As part of this survey, KMA obtained data on sales of existing detached 

single family dwelling units, and condominiums built since 2005. KMA also conducted a rent 

survey of relevant apartment projects within each submarket. 

The KMA market analysis is focused on the sales prices and rents of new market rate residential 

development rather than the sales prices and rents of older housing stock. New market rate 

residential development refers to new residential units added to the market, which house new 

households.2 The main objective was to establish current sales prices or rents per unit and per 

                                                
2 Significant rehabilitation would only be considered new development if it adds sufficient square footage to 
support a new household. 
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square foot for the various residential project types recently developed, or expected to be 

developed in the near term, in each submarket. 

It is important to note that the analysis of the residential prototypes is intended to reflect 

average or typical residential projects in each of the four submarkets rather than any specific 

project. It should be expected that specific projects would vary to some degree from the 

residential prototypes. 

In summary, the residential prototypes tested in the Residential Nexus Study for each 

submarket are as follows: 

Table 9.1:  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Median Unit Size (Square Feet) 2,150  1,630  800 

Average Number of Bedrooms 4  3  1.5 

Average Sales Price / Rent $677,000  $505,000  $2,600 

 

Table 9.2:  East Los Angeles / Gateway Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Median Unit Size (Square Feet) 2,050  1,650  830 

Average Number of Bedrooms 4  3  1.5 

Average Sales Price / Rent $574,000  $495,000  $1,900 
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Table 9.3:  San Gabriel Valley Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Median Unit Size (Square Feet) 2,700  1,700  870 

Average Number of Bedrooms 4  3  1.5 

Average Sales Price / Rent $1,215,000  $561,000  $2,000 

 
Table 9.4:  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Median Unit Size (Square Feet) 2,750  1,700  950 

Average Number of Bedrooms 4  3  2 

Average Sales Price / Rent $674,000  $425,000  $2,000 

 

B. Income of the Homebuyer or Renter Household of Housing Units 

The next step in the Residential Nexus Study is to estimate the income of the buying or renting 

households in the residential prototypes. 

Ownership Units 

To estimate the incomes of homebuyers, KMA analyzed Freddie Mac’s portfolio of mortgages 

originated for the purchase of primary residences within Los Angeles County.3 The data pertains 

to the first quarter of 2016, the most recent period available at the time the information was 

accessed. 

As the first step in this analysis, KMA estimated that 35% of income is spent on housing-related 

expenses, which include mortgage payments, property taxes, homeowner association dues, 

                                                
3 The Freddie Mac information is presented in a three-digit zip code format. KMA extrapolated the zip codes that 
make up each submarket (both unincorporated and incorporated areas). 
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maintenance and insurance. This is reflective of the current averages exhibited in Los Angeles 

County and is consistent with criteria used by lenders to determine mortgage eligibility. 4 

KMA then applied purchase terms that are slightly less favorable than what can be achieved at 

the current time, since we are currently in a period of generationally low interest rates. The 

terms applied in this analysis can be summarized as follows: 

1. The mortgage is based on a 30-year fully amortizing loan at a 4.80% interest rate. This 

reflects the 10-year average of published mortgage interest rates; and it is 

approximately 0.75% lower than the rates published in August 2017. 5 

2. The down payment is set at 20% of the home purchase price. This is based on the 

median down payment for single family dwelling units and condominium purchases as 

principal residences in Los Angeles County.6 

Apartment Units 

KMA set the housing-related expenditures for renter households at 30% of gross household 

income. This estimate is somewhat lower than the average of 35.2% for Los Angeles County 

reported by the Census.7 KMA selected the 30% factor for the following reasons: 

1. KMA aimed to apply a conservative assumption in the estimation of the new residents’ 

incomes. 

                                                
4 The average debt to income ratio for the four submarkets was approximately 38%. However, this ratio includes 
other forms of debt such as student loans, credit cards, and auto loans. This suggests that a ratio limited only to 
housing expenses would be less than 38%. Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria establishes a debt 
to income threshold of 36%, above which tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is 
permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit criteria. 
5 Based on the Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey weekly average rates for the West Region for 30-year 
fixed rate mortgages during the period from 2006 through 2015. KMA applied a 0.25% interest rate premium for 
jumbo mortgages (over $625,500). 
6 Based on Freddie Mac data. 
7 The information is provided in the 2011-2015 American Community Survey. 
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2. Many renter households will choose to spend less than 30% of their income on rent 

where possible, since the unit is not viewed as an investment with value enhancement 

potential. 

3. The 30% factor is consistent with State and Federal affordability standards. 

Estimated Gross Household Incomes 

The estimated gross household incomes of the homebuyers or renter households of the 

residential prototypes are calculated in Appendix B – Exhibits I-IV –  Tables 1-3. The results are 

summarized in the following table: 

Table 10:  Estimated Household Incomes 

        
 

Coastal South 
Los Angeles 
Submarket  

East Los 
Angeles / 
Gateway 

Submarket 

 
San Gabriel 

Valley 
Submarket  

Santa Clarita 
Valley 

Submarket 

        Single Family Project $135,000  $113,000  $235,000  $131,000 

Condominium Project $101,000  $98,000  $111,000  $87,000 

Apartment Project $106,000  $78,000  $82,000  $82,000 

 

C. Income Available for Expenditures 

The input into the IMPLAN model used in this analysis is the net income available for 

expenditures. To arrive at income available for expenditures, gross income must be adjusted for 

Federal and State income taxes, contributions to Social Security and Medicare, savings, and 

payments on household debt. Per KMA correspondence with the producers of the IMPLAN 

model (IMPLAN Group LLC), other taxes including sales tax, gas tax, and property tax are 

handled internally within the model as part of the analysis of expenditures. 

For input into the IMPLAN model, the percentage of income available for expenditures is set 

prior to deducting any housing-related costs. This is done to maintain consistency with the 

IMPLAN model, which defines housing costs as expenditures. The IMPLAN model addresses the 
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fact that expenditures on housing do not generate employment to the degree other 

expenditures such as retail or restaurants do, but some limited maintenance and property 

management employment is generated. 

Appendix B – Exhibits I-IV –  Table 4 presents the calculation of income available for 

expenditures. 

Ownership Units 

The income available for expenditures is estimated based on a review of data from the Internal 

Revenue Service, the California Franchise Tax Board tax tables, and the United States Bureau of 

Economic Analysis data. The assumptions applied in the analysis are as follows: 

1. Per the Internal Revenue Service, the applicable Federal tax rates are as follows: 

a. Households earning between $70,000 and $100,000 per year pay an average of 

9% of gross income for Federal taxes; 

b. Households earning between $100,000 and $200,000 per year pay an average of 

12% of gross income for Federal taxes; and 

c. Households earning between $200,000 and $500,000 per year pay an average of 

19% of gross income for Federal taxes. 

2. Per the California Franchise Tax Board, State taxes are estimated to range between 2% 

and 6% of gross income. 

3. The employee share of the FICA payroll taxes for Social Security and Medicare is set at 

the lesser of 7.65% of gross income or $127,200, which is the ceiling on income subject 

to Social Security taxes. 

4. Savings and repayment of household debt must also be factored into the estimate of 

the amount of income available for expenditures. Savings includes various Individual 

Retirement Account (IRA) and 401(k) type programs, as well as non-retirement 
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household savings and investments. Debt repayment includes auto loans, credit cards, 

and all other non-mortgage debt. Savings and debt repayment percentages are 

estimated as follows: 

a. An 8% rate is used in this analysis for households earning less than $150,000. 

This rate is based on the average over the past 20 years computed from the 

United States Bureau of Economic Analysis data. 

b. Households earning more than $150,000 are assumed to save a higher 

percentage (10% to 12%) of their income based on savings rates for the last 20 

years from data published by the National Bureau of Economic Research.8 

After taking the preceding deductions, the estimated incomes available for expenditures range 

from 56% to 73% of gross income. This is the factor used to adjust gross income to the income 

available for expenditures for input into the IMPLAN model. 

Apartment Units 

Income available for expenditures for the residential prototype renter households is based on 

the same evaluation, but a higher income tax rate is applied to the renter households due to 

the fact that they are unable to claim deductions on their taxable income for either mortgage 

interest or property taxes. The result is that the renter households would have an estimated 

67% to 72% of income available for expenditures.  

In addition, KMA includes an adjustment for apartment units to account for standard 

operational vacancies in rental projects. KMA assumes a 5% vacancy rate, which is a level of 

vacancy considered average for apartment units in a healthy market. A comparable adjustment 

is not applied to ownership units as newly built ownership units are anticipated to have only a 

nominal level of vacancy. 

                                                
8 “Wealth Inequality in the United States Since 1913: Evidence from Capitalized Income Tax Data, “ October 2014. 
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Income Available for Expenditures 

A summary of the estimates of income available for expenditures is presented in the following 

table: 

Table 11:  Income Available for Expenditures 

        
 

Coastal South 
Los Angeles 
Submarket  

East Los 
Angeles / 
Gateway 

Submarket 

 
San Gabriel 

Valley 
Submarket  

Santa Clarita 
Valley 

Submarket 

        Single Family Project $91,800  $78,000  $131,600  $89,100 

Condominium Project $69,700  $71,500  $76,600  $63,500 

Apartment Project $67,000  $53,000  $56,000  $56,000 

 

The Residential Nexus Study is conducted on 100-unit building modules for ease of 

presentation. Appendix B – Exhibits I-IV – Tables 5-6 summarize the conclusions of this section, 

and calculate the household income for the 100-unit building modules. This is then inputted 

into the IMPLAN model. 
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IV. THE IMPLAN MODEL 

Consumer spending by residents of new housing units will create jobs, particularly in sectors 

such as retail and restaurants, which are closely connected to the expenditures of residents. 

The IMPLAN model is an economic analysis tool that is widely used to quantify these new jobs 

by industry sector. 

A. IMPLAN Model Description 

The IMPLAN model is an economic analysis software package now commercially available 

through the IMPLAN Group, LLC. IMPLAN was originally developed by the United States Forest 

Service, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the United States Department of the 

Interior Bureau of Land Management. The model has been in use since 1979 and has been 

refined over time. It has become a widely used tool for analyzing economic impacts for a broad 

range of applications from major construction projects to natural resource programs. 

IMPLAN is based on an input-output accounting of commodity flows within an economy from 

producers to intermediate and final consumers. The model establishes a matrix of supply chain 

relationships between industries, and also between households and the producers of 

household goods and services. Assumptions about the portion of inputs or supplies for a given 

industry likely to be met by local suppliers and the portion supplied from outside the region or 

study area are derived internally within the model using data on the industrial structure of the 

region. 

The output or result of the model is generated by tracking changes in purchases for final use or 

final demand as they filter through the supply chain. Industries that produce goods and services 

for final demand or consumption must purchase inputs from other producers. These producers 

in turn purchase goods and services. The model tracks these relationships through the economy 

to the point where leakages from the region stop the cycle. This allows the user to identify how 

a change in demand for one industry will affect a list of over 400 other industry sectors. The 

projected response of an economy to a change in final demand can be viewed in terms of 

economic output, employment, or income. 
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Data sets are available for each county and state, so the model can be tailored to the specific 

economic conditions of the region being analyzed. This analysis utilizes the data set for Los 

Angeles County. As will be discussed, much of the employment impact is in local-serving 

sectors, such as retail, eating and drinking establishments, and medical services. A significant 

portion of these jobs will be located in each submarket or nearby. In addition, the employment 

impacts will extend throughout Los Angeles County and beyond based on where jobs are 

located that serve residents of each submarket. Los Angeles County is part of the larger 

Southern California region’s economy, and impacts will likewise extend throughout the region. 

B. Application of the IMPLAN Model to Estimate Job Growth 

The IMPLAN model was applied to link household income to household expenditures to job 

growth. As discussed previously, employment generated by the household income of residents 

is analyzed in modules of 100 residential units. The IMPLAN model distributes spending among 

various types of goods and services (industry sectors) based on data from the Consumer 

Expenditure Survey and the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis Benchmark Input-Output study to 

estimate the number of jobs that are generated. 

Job creation, driven by increased demand for products and services, was projected for each of 

the industries that will serve the new households. The estimated employment that would be 

generated by this new household spending is shown in Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – Table 1, and 

summarized in the following tables: 

Table 12.1:  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Annual Household Expenditures 
Per 100 New Units $9,180,000  $6,970,000  $6,700,000 

Total Jobs Generated Per 100 New 
Units 79.3  60.2  57.9 
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Table 12.2:  East Los Angeles / Gateway Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Annual Household Expenditures 
Per 100 New Units $7,800,000  $7,150,000  $5,300,000 

Total Jobs Generated Per 100 New 
Units 67.4  61.6  45.7 

 

Table 12.3:  San Gabriel Valley Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Annual Household Expenditures 
Per 100 New Units $13,160,000  $7,660,000  $5,600,000 

Total Jobs Generated Per 100 
New Units 116.7  66.2  48.3 

 

Table 12.4:  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 

      
 Single Family 

Project  
Condominium 

Project  
Apartment 

Project 

      Annual Household Expenditures 
Per 100 New Units $8,910,000  $6,350,000  $5,600,000 

Total Jobs Generated Per 100 
New Units 77.0  54.7  48.3 

 

Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – Table 1 provides a detailed summary of jobs generated by industry. 

The table shows projected jobs sorted by industry category. The Consumer Expenditure Survey 

published by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics tracks expenditure patterns by income level. 

IMPLAN utilizes this data to reflect the pattern by income bracket. 
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Estimated employment is shown for each IMPLAN industry sector representing 1% or more of 

total employment. The jobs that are generated are heavily retail jobs, jobs in restaurants and 

other eating establishments, and in services that are provided locally. The jobs counted in the 

IMPLAN model cover all jobs, full- and part-time, similar to the Census and all reporting 

agencies, unless otherwise indicated. 
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V. THE KMA JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS MODEL 

This section presents a summary of the analysis linking job growth associated with residential 

development, based on the output of the IMPLAN model, to the estimated number of housing 

units required in each of four income categories. The results are presented for each of the three 

residential prototypes for each submarket. 

A. Analysis Approach and Framework 

The analysis approach is to examine the job growth for industries related to consumer spending 

by residents in the 100-unit modules. Then, through a series of linkage steps, the number of 

employees is converted to households and housing units by income category. The findings are 

expressed in terms of numbers of affordable units per 100 market rate units. 

The analysis addresses the affordable unit demand associated with single family dwelling units, 

condominiums, and apartments in unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. The table 

below shows the 2017 AMI, as well as the income limits for the four categories that were 

evaluated. The income categories used in the analysis are based on the income limits published 

by HCD and HUD. 

Table 13:  2017 Income Limits for Los Angeles County 

       
Household Income Category Household Size (Number of Persons) 

(Percentage of AMI) 1 2 3 4 5 6+ 

       Extremely Low (0% - 30%) $18,950 $21,650 $24,350 $27,050 $29,250 $32,960 

Very Low (Above 30% - 50%) $31,500 $36,050 $40,550 $45,050 $48,700 $52,300 

Lower (Above 50% - 80%) 9 $50,500 $57,700 $64,900 $72,100 $77,900 $83,650 

Moderate (Above 80% - 120%) $54,450 $62,200 $70,000 $77,750 $83,950 $90,200 

       Area Median Income (100%) $45,350 $51,850 $58,300 $64,800 $70,000 $75,150 

 

                                                
9 The fact that the Lower Incomes exceed the AMI is an anomaly for Los Angeles County due to high cost 
adjustments to the AMI historically imposed by HUD. 
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The KMA Jobs-Housing Nexus Model is conducted using a model that KMA developed and has 

applied to similar evaluations in many other jurisdictions. The model inputs are all local data to 

the extent possible, and are fully documented in the following description. 

B. Analysis Steps 

The analysis provided by the KMA model is presented in seven steps. A description of each step 

of the analysis follows. 

Step 1 – Estimate of Total New Employees (Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – Table 2) 

The analysis commences with estimates of the total number of employees associated with the 

new market rate units. The employees were estimated based on the number of jobs estimated 

by the IMPLAN model. 

Step 2 – Changing Industries Adjustment and Net New Employees (Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – 

Table 2) 

The local economy, like that of the United States as a whole, is constantly evolving. In the Los 

Angeles - Long Beach - Glendale Metropolitan District (Los Angeles MD), over the past 20 years, 

employment in various sectors of the economy has declined.  However, jobs lost over the last 

decade in these declining sectors were replaced by job growth in other industry sectors. 

Long-term declines in employment experienced in some sectors of the economy mean that 

some of the jobs created in burgeoning industries are being filled by employees that have been 

displaced from another industry and who are presumed to already be housed locally. 

Recognizing that employees added in the community are not necessarily net new employees, 

this step in the analysis makes an adjustment to take these declines, changes and shifts within 

all sectors of the economy into account. 

  



 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 34 
1708007v5.ELP January 24, 2018 

 

To assist in making the adjustment, KMA analyzed data published by the California Employment 

Development Department annually for the Los Angeles MD. For the previous five-year period 

(2012 – 2016), the Los Angeles region experienced an approximately 4% decline in industry. 

However, the Los Angeles region experienced an approximately 40% decline in industry over 

the previous 20-year period (1997 – 2016). The decline during both periods was largely focused 

in the manufacturing sector. 

The large declines in industries over the 20-year period can be attributed to effects of the Great 

Recession. As demonstrated from the five-year period, the greater Southern California region is 

just beginning to recover from the substantial job losses that occurred during the recession. 

Based on the entirety of the data analyzed, the long-term shifts in employment that have 

occurred in some sectors of the local economy, and the likelihood of continuing changes in the 

future, KMA applied a 20% downward adjustment for a decline in industries in this nexus study. 

This represents a mid-point between the historical data for the Los Angeles County MD for the 

five- and 20-year periods analyzed. 

The impact of the 20% adjustment factor is the effective assumption that one in every five new 

jobs will be filled by an employee down-sized from a declining industry and who already lives 

locally. This factor can be considered conservative given that some displaced employees may 

exit the workforce entirely by retiring rather than seeking a new job in one of the new 

industries that have entered the community. 

Step 3 – Adjustment from Employees to Employee Households (Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – 

Table 2) 

This step converts the number of employees to the number of employee households, 

recognizing that there is, on average, more than one employee per household. Thus, the 

number of housing units in demand for new employees must be reduced to reflect this fact. 

The employees per household characteristic provides the link between the number of 

employees and the number of households associated with the net new employees. Employee 

households are defined as those households with one or more persons with work-related 
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income, including the self-employed, as reported in the 2011-2013 American Community 

Survey of the Census. In other words, employee households are distinguished from total 

households in that the universe of employee households does not include elderly or other 

households in which members are retired or do not work for other reasons. Student 

households and unemployed households on public assistance are also excluded from the 

definition of employee households. 

The number of employees per household in a given geographic area is a function of household 

size, labor force participation rate and employment availability, as well as other factors. 

According to the 2011-2013 American Community Survey, the average number of employees 

per employee household in Los Angeles County was 1.77. 

Step 4 – Occupational Distribution of Employees (Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – Table 2) 

The occupational breakdown of employees is the first step in the process of estimating income 

levels. The output from the IMPLAN model provides the number of employees by industry 

sector. The IMPLAN output is paired with data from the Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor 

Statistics May 2016 Occupational Employment Survey (OES) to estimate the occupational 

composition of employees for each industry sector. 

Pairing of OES and IMPLAN data was accomplished by matching IMPLAN industry sector codes 

with the four-digit North American Industry Classification System Code (NAICS) used in the OES. 

Each IMPLAN industry sector is associated with one or more NAICS codes, with matching NAICS 

codes ranging from two to five digits. Employment for IMPLAN sectors with multiple matching 

NAICS codes was distributed among the matching codes based on distribution of employment 

among those industries at the national level. Employment for IMPLAN sectors where matching 

NAICS codes were only at the two- or three- digit level of detail was distributed using a similar 

approach, among all of the corresponding four-digit NAICS codes falling under the broader two- 

or three-digit categories. 

National-level employment totals for each industry within the OES were prorated to match the 

employment distribution projected using the IMPLAN model, which varies by income category. 
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Occupational compensation within each industry was held constant. The result is the estimated 

occupation mix of employees, by income category.  

As shown on Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – Table 2, new employees will be distributed across a 

variety of occupational categories. The three largest occupational categories are office and 

administrative support, sales and related, and food preparation and serving. 

Step 5 – Estimates of Employee Households Meeting the Lower Income Definitions (Appendix 

C – Exhibits I-IV – Tables 3-6) 

In this step, occupations are translated to employee incomes based on recent Los Angeles 

County wage and salary information from the California Employment Development 

Department.10 The percentages and numbers of employee households are cross tabulated by 

occupation and income as follows: 

Table 14 

Income Category Percent of AMI Appendix C 

Extremely Low Income 0% to 30% of AMI Table 3 

Very Low Income  Above 30% to 50% of AMI Table 4 

Lower Income Above 50% to 80% of AMI Table 5 

Moderate Income Above 80% to 120% of AMI Table 6 

 

Individual employee income data was used to calculate the number of households that fall into 

the income categories by assuming that multiple earner households are, on average, formed of 

individuals with similar incomes. Employee households not falling into one of the major 

occupation categories are assumed to have the same income distribution as the major 

occupation categories as a whole. 

                                                
10 The wage and salary information is presented in Appendix D. 



 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 37 
1708007v5.ELP January 24, 2018 

 

Step 6 – Distribution of Household Size and Number of Employees (Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – 

Tables 3-6) 

In this step, household size distribution was input into the model in order to estimate the 

income and household size combinations that meet the income categories for Los Angeles 

County. The household size distribution utilized in the analysis is that of employee households 

in Los Angeles County derived using American Community Survey (ACS) data. For example, four-

person employee households can have one, two, three, or four employees in the household. 

The model uses ACS data to develop a distribution of the number of employees per employee 

household, by household size. 

Step 7 – Estimate of Number of Households that Meet Size and Income Criteria (Appendix C – 

Exhibits I-IV – Table 7) 

Step 7 is the final step in the calculation of the number of employee households meeting the 

size and income criteria for the four income categories. The calculation methodology can be 

described as follows: 

1. The percentage of employee households that would meet the income criteria at each 

potential household size and number of employees combination (Step 5), is combined 

with the probability of an employee household having a given household size and 

number of employees combination (Step 6). 

2. The result is the estimated percentages of households that fall into each income 

category. 

3. The estimated percentages are then multiplied by the estimated total number of 

households from Step 3 to arrive at the estimated number of households in each 

income category. 

Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – Table 7 shows the results produced by the KMA Jobs-Housing Nexus 

model. The results are presented for each of the four income categories, resulting in a total 

count of employee households per 100 units. 
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C. Summary Findings 

Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – Table 7 presents the results for each of the residential prototypes. 

The table presents the number of households generated in each income category, and the total 

number of households earning more than 120% of the AMI. 

The findings in Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV –Table 7 are summarized below. The tables show the 

total demand for affordable housing units per each new 100 market rate units for each 

submarket. 11 

Table 15.1:  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket  

       
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 

 Single Family 
Project  

Condominium 
Project  

Apartment 
Project 

        Extremely Low: 0% - 30%  3.0  2.3  2.2 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50%  9.0  6.8  6.6 

Lower: Above 50% - 80%  10.4  7.9  7.6 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120%  1.4  1.1  1.0 

        Total: 0% - 120%  23.7  18.0  17.3 

        Above Moderate: Above 120%  12.1  9.2  8.8 

        Total New Households  35.8  27.2  26.2 

 

  

                                                
11 The estimates are rounded to the nearest tenth. The sum of the column may not add to the total due to the 
rounding of each individual number. 
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Table 15.2:  East Los Angeles / Gateway Submarket 

       
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 

 Single Family 
Project  

Condominium 
Project  

Apartment 
Project 

        Extremely Low: 0% - 30%  2.5  2.3  1.7 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50%  7.6  6.9  5.1 

Lower: Above 50% - 80%  8.8  8.0  5.9 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120%  1.2  1.1  0.8 

        Total: 0% - 120%  20.2  18.3  13.6 

        Above Moderate: Above 120%  10.3  9.5  7.1 

        Total New Households  30.4  27.8  20.6 

 

Table 15.3:  San Gabriel Valley Submarket 

       
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 

 Single Family 
Project  

Condominium 
Project  

Apartment 
Project 

        Extremely Low: 0% - 30%  4.2  2.5  1.8 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50%  12.6  7.5  5.4 

Lower: Above 50% - 80%  14.6  8.6  6.3 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120%  2.0  1.2  0.9 

        Total: 0% - 120%  33.3  19.8  14.3 

        Above Moderate: Above 120%  19.4  10.1  7.5 

        Total New Households  52.8  29.9  21.8 
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Table 15.4:  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 

       
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 

 Single Family 
Project  

Condominium 
Project  

Apartment 
Project 

        Extremely Low: 0% - 30%  2.9  2.0  1.8 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50%  8.7  6.1  5.4 

Lower: Above 50% - 80%  10.0  7.1  6.3 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120%  1.4  1.0  0.9 

        Total: 0% - 120%  23.0  16.3  14.3 

        Above Moderate: Above 120%  11.7  8.5  7.5 

        Total New Households  34.8  24.7  21.8 

 

As shown in the preceding tables, housing demand is distributed across the low income 

categories with the greatest number of households in the Very Low (above 30% to 50% of AMI) 

and Lower (above 50% to 80% of AMI) income categories. 

The finding that jobs associated with consumer spending tend to be low-paying jobs where the 

employees will require housing affordable at the low income levels (Extremely Low to 

Moderate) is not surprising. As noted above, direct consumer spending results in employment 

that is concentrated in lower paid occupations including food preparation, administrative, and 

retail sales. 

D. Total Affordable Housing Nexus Costs 

This section takes the conclusions from the previous section on the number of households in 

the Extremely Low, Very Low, Lower and Moderate Income categories generated by the 

development of market rate units, and estimates the total cost of assistance required to make 

housing affordable. This section puts a cost on the units at each income category to produce 

the “total affordable housing nexus cost.” This is done for each of the residential prototypes in 

each submarket. 
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Affordability Gap Scenarios 

A key component of the Residential Nexus Study is the size of the gap between what 

households can afford and the cost of producing additional housing in Los Angeles County; this 

is known as the “affordability gap.” The assumption is that the County will assist in the 

development of affordable units at development cost levels based on similar development 

projects and the County’s recent experience. 

KMA conducted an affordability gap analysis, which is presented in Appendix E. Based on this 

analysis, it was determined that the public assistance cost would be lower for rental units than 

for ownership units for each income category. 

For the Extremely Low Income and Very Low Income categories, it is assumed that Tax-Exempt 

Multifamily Bonds (Bonds) and the automatically awarded 4% Low-Income Housing Tax Credits 

(Tax Credits) will be available. For the Lower Income category, KMA analyzed a Bonds/4% Tax 

Credit project as well as an unleveraged rental project with the lesser affordability gap being 

applied in the Residential Nexus Study. 

KMA analyzed both a Moderate Income rental project and a Moderate Income ownership 

project for the Moderate Income category. For each submarket, the unleveraged rental project 

resulted in a smaller affordability gap for the Moderate Income category. 

The resulting affordability gaps per affordable unit are presented in the following table: 

Table 16:  Affordability Gaps Per Affordable Unit 

  
Coastal South 
Los Angeles 
Submarket 

East Los 
Angeles / 
Gateway 

Submarket 

San Gabriel 
Valley 

Submarket 

Santa Clarita 
Valley 

Submarket 

Extremely Low Income  ($281,900) ($245,400) ($267,800) ($264,800) 

Very Low Income  ($220,900) ($184,400) ($206,800) ($203,800) 

Lower Income  ($191,100) ($151,100) ($173,400) ($159,500) 

Moderate Income  ($189,000) ($141,300) ($165,100) ($153,000) 
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Total Affordable Housing Nexus Costs 

To summarize, previous steps in the Residential Nexus Study estimated the following: 

1. The demand for affordable housing units created by the market rate development of 

the three residential prototypes; and 

2. The affordability gaps associated with providing housing for the various income 

categories. 

The total nexus cost per market rate unit is equal to the affordability gap times the number of 

affordable units demanded per new market rate unit. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Calculation of Maximum Supported Fee Per Market-Rate Unit  

 

 

Maximum 
supported fee 

per market-
rate unit 

= ÷ 
Affordability 

gap per 
affordable unit 

 
 

Affordable 
units required 

per 100 
market-rate 

  

 
100 units 
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The resulting total affordable housing nexus cost for each of the residential prototypes in each 

submarket is presented in Appendix C – Exhibits I-IV – Table 8, and summarized as follows: 

Table 17.1:  Affordable Housing Nexus Cost Per Market-Rate Unit 

Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket 

     
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 
Affordability 

Gap 
Single Family 

Project 
Condominium 

Project 
Apartment 

Project 

      Extremely Low: 0% - 30% ($281,900) $8,400 $6,400 $6,100 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50% ($220,900) $19,900 $15,100 $14,500 

Lower: Above 50% - 80% ($191,100) $19,800 $15,000 $14,400 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120% ($189,000) $2,700 $2,000 $1,900 

Total Affordable Housing Nexus 
Costs 

 $50,800 $38,500 $36,900 

 

Table 17.2:  Affordable Housing Nexus Cost Per Market-Rate Unit 

East Los Angeles / Gateway Submarket 

     
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 
Affordability 

Gap 
Single Family 

Project 
Condominium 

Project 
Apartment 

Project 

      Extremely Low: 0% - 30% ($245,400) $6,200 $5,600 $4,200 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50% ($184,400) $14,100 $12,800 $9,500 

Lower: Above 50% - 80% ($151,100) $13,300 $12,100 $9,000 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120% ($141,300) $1,700 $1,500 $1,100 

      Total Affordable Housing Nexus 
Costs 

 $35,300 $32,000 $23,800 
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Table 17.3:  Affordable Housing Nexus Cost Per Market-Rate Unit 

San Gabriel Valley Submarket 

     
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 
Affordability 

Gap 
Single Family 

Project 
Condominium 

Project 
Apartment 

Project 

      Extremely Low: 0% - 30% ($267,800) $11,100 $6,700 $4,800 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50% ($206,800) $26,000 $15,500 $11,200 

Lower: Above 50% - 80% ($173,400) $25,300 $15,000 $10,900 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120% ($165,100) $3,300 $1,900 $1,400 

      Total Affordable Housing Nexus 
Costs 

 $65,700 $39,100 $28,300 

 

 
Table 17.4:  Affordable Housing Nexus Cost Per Market-Rate Unit 

Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 

     
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 
Affordability 

Gap 
Single Family 

Project 
Condominium 

Project 
Apartment 

Project 

      Extremely Low: 0% - 30% ($264,800) $7,700 $5,400 $4,800 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50% ($203,800) $17,800 $12,500 $11,000 

Lower: Above 50% - 80% ($159,500) $16,000 $11,300 $10,000 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120% ($153,000) $2,100 $1,500 $1,300 

      Total Affordable Housing Nexus 
Costs 

 $43,600 $30,700 $27,100 

 

The total affordable housing nexus cost indicated above may also be expressed on a per square 

foot level. The square foot area of the residential prototypes used throughout the Residential 

Nexus Study becomes the basis for the Affordable Housing Linkage Fee calculation. The results 

per square foot of building area are as follows: 12 

                                                
12 Findings are presented based on net rentable or sellable square footage. 
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Table 18.1:  Maximum Supportable Affordable Housing Linkage Fee 

Per Square Foot of Building Area  

Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket 

     
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 
Affordability 

Gap 
Single Family 

Project 
Condominium 

Project 
Apartment 

Project 

      Prototype Size (Square Feet Per Unit)  2,150 1,630 800 

      Extremely Low: 0% - 30% ($281,900) $3.90 $3.90 $7.60 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50% ($220,900) $9.30 $9.30 $18.10 

Lower: Above 50% - 80% ($191,100) $9.20 $9.20 $18.00 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120% ($189,000) $1.30 $1.20 $2.40 

      Maximum Supportable Linkage Fees  $23.70 $23.60 $46.10 

 

Table 18.2:  Maximum Supportable Affordable Housing Linkage Fee 

Per Square Foot of Building Area  

East Los Angeles / Gateway Submarket 

     
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 
Affordability 

Gap 
Single Family 

Project 
Condominium 

Project 
Apartment 

Project 

      Prototype Size (Square Feet Per Unit)  2,050 1,650 830 

      Extremely Low: 0% - 30% ($245,400) $3.00 $3.40 $5.10 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50% ($184,400) $6.90 $7.80 $11.40 

Lower: Above 50% - 80% ($151,100) $6.50 $7.30 $10.80 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120% ($141,300) $0.80 $0.90 $1.30 

      Maximum Supportable Linkage Fees  $17.20 $19.40 $28.60 
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Table 18.3:  Maximum Supportable Affordable Housing Linkage Fee 

Per Square Foot of Building Area  

San Gabriel Valley Submarket 

     
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 
Affordability 

Gap 
Single Family 

Project 
Condominium 

Project 
Apartment 

Project 

      Prototype Size (Square Feet Per Unit)  2,700 1,700 870 

      Extremely Low: 0% - 30% ($267,800) $4.10 $3.90 $5.50 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50% ($206,800) $9.60 $9.10 $12.90 

Lower: Above 50% - 80% ($173,400) $9.40 $8.80 $12.50 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120% ($165,100) $1.20 $1.10 $1.60 

      Maximum Supportable Linkage Fees  $24.30 $22.90 $32.50 

 
Table 18.4:  Maximum Supportable Affordable Housing Linkage Fee 

Per Square Foot of Building Area  

Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 

     
Household Income Category 

(Percentage of AMI) 
Affordability 

Gap 
Single Family 

Project 
Condominium 

Project 
Apartment 

Project 

      Prototype Size (Square Feet Per Unit)  2,750 1,700 950 

      Extremely Low: 0% - 30% ($264,800) $2.80 $3.20 $5.10 

Very Low: Above 30% - 50% ($203,800) $6.50 $7.40 $11.60 

Lower: Above 50% - 80% ($159,500) $5.80 $6.60 $10.50 

Moderate: Above 80% - 120% ($153,000) $0.80 $0.90 $1.40 

      Maximum Supportable Linkage Fees  $15.90 $18.10 $28.60 

 

These costs presented in the preceding table express the nexus costs for the residential 

prototypes for each submarket.  The following table summarizes the maximum supportable 

Affordable Housing Linkage Fees per square foot of building area: 
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Table 19:  Maximum Supportable Affordable Housing Linkage Fee 

Per Square Foot of Building Area 

        
 

Coastal South 
Los Angeles 
Submarket  

East Los 
Angeles / 
Gateway 

Submarket 

 San Gabriel 
Valley 

Submarket 
 

Santa Clarita 
Valley 

Submarket 

        Single Family Project $23.70  $17.20  $24.30  $15.90 

Condominium Project $23.60  $19.40  $22.90  $18.10 

Apartment Project $46.10  $28.60  $32.50  $28.60 

 

These total affordable housing nexus costs represent the ceiling for any Affordable Housing 

Linkage Fee required for market rate development. However, the totals are not recommended 

levels for the Linkage Fees. The recommended amounts will depend on a variety of factors, 

including an analysis of the impact an Affordable Housing Linkage Fee would have on a 

development project’s financial feasibility. 
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VI. RECOMMENDED FEE LEVELS 

The following sections discuss the methods in which the County could set the Affordable 

Housing Linkage Fees. 

A. Fee-Setting Context 

The preceding Residential Nexus Study establishes the maximum fee amounts the County could 

charge under the nexus requirements imposed by the Mitigation Fee Act.13 Recognizing that 

the Affordable Housing Linkage Fee is not the only tool the County will use to fulfill affordable 

housing needs, it is KMA’s assumption that the County will choose to set the fee at less than the 

ceiling applied by the nexus test. In KMA’s opinion, the fee amounts should be selected based 

on the strength of the local real estate market and local policy objectives. 

B. Potential Indices for Annual Updates to Affordable Housing Linkage Fees 

Administrative objectives that should be taken into consideration in selecting an appropriate 

index for updating the Affordable Housing Linkage Fees are as follows: 

1. The update methodology should be simple and easily administered; 

2. The terms of the update should be clear and objective, not subject to interpretation; 

and 

3. The update should be tied to a readily accessible and neutral third-party published 

source. 

The following table summarizes common indices that could be used to adjust the Affordable 

Housing Linkage Fee amounts each year: 

  

                                                
13 The Mitigation Fee Act requires a nexus study to demonstrate that there is a reasonable relationship between 
new development, the amount of the fee proposed to be imposed on the new development, and the uses to be 
funded by the fee. 
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Table 20:  Impact Fee Indices 
Index Concept / Description Advantages Disadvantages 

Construction Cost Index 
(CCI) 

Fees go up or down based 
on changes in building 
construction costs 

Published by Engineering 
News Record (ENR) 

Available as a national 
average for 20 cities, 
including Los Angeles 

Very well established 

Consistent fee burden is 
imposed relative to changes in 
construction costs 

 

May not trend with changes 
in development cost 
components such as land 
and soft costs 

May not trend with the cost 
associated with producing 
affordable units 

Building Cost Index (BCI) Also published by ENR and 
similar to the Construction 
Cost Index, but with 
weighting towards structural 
costs 

Very well established 

Consistent fee burden is 
imposed relative to changes in 
construction costs 

The CCI is likely the more 
appropriate of the two ENR 
indices since it more closely 
tracks labor costs 

Consumer Price Index 
(CPI) 

Published by the United 
States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics 

Available for major 
metropolitan areas 

Very well established 

Tracks with inflation generally 

Produced by a neutral 
government agency 

May not trend with 
construction costs, or the 
cost to produce affordable 
housing units 

 

Based on the identified advantages and disadvantages of the three common indices, KMA 

recommends that the CCI be used to adjust the Affordable Housing Linkage Fee each year. 
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VII. ADDENDUM: ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND ON SPECIFIC ASSUMPTIONS 

This Addendum provides a discussion of various specific factors and assumptions related to the 

nexus concept. This discussion supplements the overview provided in previous sections of the 

study. 

A. Addressing the Housing Needs of a New Population versus the Existing Population 

An assumption of this Residential Nexus Study is that there is currently no excess supply of 

affordable housing available to absorb or offset new demand. Therefore, new affordable units 

are needed to mitigate the new affordable housing demand generated by development of new 

market rate residential units. 

The County has documented that the housing needs of existing low income households are not 

currently being met. The existing housing shortage, especially at the lowest income levels, is 

manifested in numerous ways such as residents paying far more than the affordable rent set 

forth in Federal and State guidelines, overcrowding, and other factors that are extensively 

documented by the Census and other reports. 

Local analyses of housing conditions indicate that new housing affordable to low income 

households is not being added to the supply in sufficient quantity to meet the needs of new 

employee households. If significant numbers of units were being added to the supply to 

accommodate the Extremely Low to Moderate Income groups, or if residential units in Los 

Angeles County were experiencing higher than typical long-term vacancy levels, particularly in 

affordable units, then the need for new units would be questionable. 

B. Economic Cycles 

In the context of economic downturns such as the recent severe recession, the question is 

sometimes raised as to whether there is excess capacity in the labor force that will be absorbed 

by existing jobs and employees, thus resulting in fewer net new jobs. In response, it is 

important to understand that a nexus study of this nature is intended to support the imposition 

of a one-time fee that addresses the impacts generated over the 40+ year life of a project. 
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Short-term conditions, such as a recession or a vigorous boom period, are not appropriate 

bases for estimating impacts over the life of a building. These cycles can produce impacts that 

are higher or lower on a temporary basis. 

Development of new market rate units tends to be minimal during a recession, and generally 

remains minimal until conditions improve or there is confidence that improved conditions are 

imminent. When this occurs, the improved economic condition of the households in the local 

area will absorb the current underutilized capacity of existing employees, employed and 

unemployed. By the time the new units become occupied, conditions will have likely improved. 

C. The Burden of Paying for Affordable Housing 

The County’s potential Affordable Housing Linkage Fee program will not place all of the burden 

for the creation of affordable housing on new residential construction. 

The burden of affordable housing is borne by many sectors of the economy and society. A 

significant source of affordable housing funding is provided by the Federal government in the 

form of Tax Credits and Bonds. Additionally, there are other Federal grant and loan programs 

administered by HUD and State programs, which are administered by HCD. Much of the State 

funding is provided by voter approved bond measures paid for by all Californians. 

Local governments play a large role in affordable housing. In addition, private sector lenders 

play an important role, some voluntarily and others less so with the requirements of the 

Community Reinvestment Act. Then there is the non-profit sector, both sponsors and 

developers that build much of the affordable housing. 

In summary, all levels of government and many private parties, for profit and non-profit, 

contribute to supplying affordable housing. Residential developers are not being asked to bear 

the burden alone, any more than they are assumed to be the only source of demand or cause 

for needing affordable housing in our communities. Based on past experience, an Affordable 

Housing Linkage Fee program will fund only a small percentage of the affordable housing 

needed in Los Angeles County. 
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APPENDIX B

HOUSEHOLD INCOME TABLES

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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EXHIBIT I

COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; EXHIBIT I COVER; trb



 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1
PROTOTYPE 1: SINGLE FAMILY
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Prototype 1
Single Family

Sales Price $315 /SF 2,150 SF 1 $677,000 1

Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% 2 $135,400
Loan Amount $541,600
Interest Rate 4.80% 3

Term of Mortgage (Years) 30
Annual Mortgage Payment $2,800 /month $34,100

Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.30% of sales price 4 $8,801
Maintenance / HOA Dues $150 per month 1 $1,800
Homeowner Insurance 0.35% of sales price 5 $2,400

Total Annual Housing Cost $3,900 /month $47,101

% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% 6

Annual Household Income Required $135,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.0

Notes
1 Based on KMA Market Survey. 
2

3

4

5

6

Based on the Single Family Loan-Level Dataset published by Freddie Mac for loans issued in the 1st Quarter of 2016.  
Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West Region. Based on 
weekly average rates for 30-year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2006 through 12/2015.   
Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes and applicable voter approved rates, fixed charges, and assessments for the jurisdiction 
indicated. Source: Redfin.com
Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
Ratio is consistent with Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria which establishes a debt to income threshold of 36%, above 
which tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit criteria.  Ratio 
is also consistent with the California Health and Safety Code standard for relating income to housing costs for ownership units.  Freddie 
Mac data on new purchase loans originated in zip codes corresponding to the submarkets analyzed for the 1st Quarter of 2016 indicates an 
average debt to income ratio of 38%. However, most households have other forms of debt such as credit cards, student loans, and auto 
loans that are included as part of this ratio. Thus, a ratio solely considering housing costs would be lower.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; Aa; trb



 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2
PROTOTYPE 2: CONDOMINIUM
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Prototype 2
Condominium

Sales Price $310 /SF 1,630 SF 1 $505,000 1

Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% 2 $101,000
Loan Amount $404,000
Interest Rate 4.800% 3

Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $2,100 /month $25,400

Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.30% of sales price 4 $6,565
Maintenance / HOA Dues $250 per month 1 $3,000
Homeowner Insurance 0.10% sale price 5 $500

Total Annual Housing Cost $3,000 /month $35,465

% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% 6

Annual Household Income Required $101,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.0

Notes
1 Based on KMA Market Survey. 
2

3

4

5

6

Based on the Single Family Loan-Level Dataset published by Freddie Mac for loans issued in the 1st Quarter of 2016.  
Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West Region. Based on 
weekly average rates for 30-year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2006 through 12/2015.   
Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes and applicable voter approved rates, fixed charges, and assessments for the jurisdiction 
indicated. Source: Redfin.com
Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
Ratio is consistent with Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria which establishes a debt to income threshold of 36%, above 
which tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit criteria.  Ratio 
is also consistent with the California Health and Safety Code standard for relating income to housing costs for ownership units.  Freddie 
Mac data on new purchase loans originated in zip codes corresponding to the submarkets analyzed for the 1st Quarter of 2016 indicates an 
average debt to income ratio of 38%. However, most households have other forms of debt such as credit cards, student loans, and auto 
loans that are included as part of this ratio. Thus, a ratio solely considering housing costs would be lower.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; Ad; trb



 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3
PROTOTYPE 3: APARTMENT
RENT TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Prototype 3
Apartment

Market Rent Unit Size
Monthly 800 SF 1 $2,600 1

Utilities $49 2

Monthly housing cost $2,649

Annual housing cost $31,788

% of Income Spent on Rent 30% 3

Annual Household Income Required $106,000

Annual Rent to Income Ratio 3.3

Notes
1

2

3

Based on KMA market survey.  Represents rent levels applicable to new units. 
Monthly utilities include direct-billed utilities and landlord reimbursements estimated based on Housing Authority of the County of Los 
Angeles 2017 utility allowance schedule.
While landlords may permit rental payments to represent a slightly higher share of total income, 30% represents an average.  This 
relationship is established in the California Health and Safety Code and used throughout housing policy to relate income to affordable 
rental housing costs. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 4
INCOME AVAILABLE FOR EXPENDITURES 1

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Gross Income 100% 100% 100%

Less: 

Federal Income Taxes 2 12.2% 12.2% 14.0%

State Income Taxes 3 4% 3% 4%

FICA Tax Rate 4 7.65% 7.65% 7.65%

Savings & other deductions 5 8% 8% 8%

Percent of Income Available 68% 69% 67%

for Expenditures 6 

[Input to IMPLAN model]

Notes:
1

2

3

4

5

6

Single Family Condominium Apartment

For Social Security and Medicare. Social Security taxes estimated based upon the current ceiling on applicability of Social Security taxes of 
$127,200 (ceiling applies per earner not per household) and the average number of earners per household.
Household savings including retirement accounts like 401k / IRA and other deductions such as interest costs on credit cards, auto loans, etc, 
necessary to determine the amount of income available for expenditures. The 8% rate used in the analysis for households earning less than 
$150,000 is based on the average over the past 20 years computed from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis data, specifically the National 
Income and Product Accounts, Table 2.1 "Personal Income and Its Disposition." Households earning more than $150,000 are assumed to save 
a higher percentage of their income, based on savings rates for the last 20 years from data published by the National Bureau of Economic 
Research, "Wealth Inequality in the United States Since 1913: Evidence From Capitalized Income Tax Data," October 2014.  
Deductions from gross income to arrive at the income available for expenditures are consistent with the way the IMPLAN model and National 
Income and Product Accounts (NIPA) defines income available for personal consumption expenditures. Income taxes, contributions to Social 
Security and Medicare, and savings are deducted; however, property taxes and sales taxes are not. Housing costs are not deducted as part of 
the adjustment because they are addressed separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.  

Gross income after deduction of taxes and savings.  Income available for expenditures is the input to the IMPLAN model which is used to 
estimate the resulting employment impacts.  Housing costs are not deducted as part of this adjustment step because they are addressed 
separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.  
Reflects average tax rates (as opposed to marginal) based on U.S. Internal Revenue Services, Tax Statistics, Tables 1.1 and 2.1 for 2014. 
Homeowners are assumed to itemize deductions.  Renter households are assumed to take the standard deduction.  Tax rates reflect averages 
for applicable income range.  
Average tax rate estimated by KMA based on marginal rates per the California Franchise Tax Board and ratios of taxable income to gross 
income estimated based on U.S. Internal Revenue Service data. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 5
FOR SALE PROTOTYPES: SALES PRICE TO INCOME SUMMARY 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

100 Unit 
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module

(Per 100 Units)
PROTOTYPE 1: SINGLE FAMILY

Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage) 2,150 215,000

Sales Price $677,000 $315 $67,700,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.0 5.0

Gross Household Income $135,000 $13,500,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 68% of gross $91,800 $9,180,000

PROTOTYPE 2: CONDOMINIUM

Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage) 1,630 163,000

Sales Price $505,000 $310 $50,500,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.0 5.0

Gross Household Income $101,000 $10,100,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 69% of gross $69,700 $6,970,000

Notes:
1

Source:  Appendix B - Tables 1 - 4.  

Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings.  See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I 
- TABLE 4 for derivation.  

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; FSsum; trb



 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 6

NEW MARKET RATE RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLD SUMMARY

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

100 Unit 
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module

(Per 100 Units)

PROTOTYPE 3: APARTMENT
Building Sq.Ft. 800 80,000

Rent

Monthly $2,600 $3.25 /SF $260,000
Monthly with Utilities $2,649
Annual with Utilities $31,788 $3,179,000

Rent to Income Ratio 3.3 3.3

Gross Household Income $106,000 $10,600,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 67% of gross $71,000 $7,100,000

Expenditures adjusted for vacancy2 5% vacancy $67,000 $6,700,000

Notes:
1

2 Allowance to account for standard operational vacancy.

Source:  Appendix B - Tables 1 - 4.  

Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings.  See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT 
I - TABLE 4 for derivation.  

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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EXHIBIT II

EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1
PROTOTYPE 1: SINGLE FAMILY
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Prototype 1
Single Family

Sales Price $280 /SF 2,050 SF 1 $574,000 1

Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% 2 $114,800
Loan Amount $459,200
Interest Rate 4.80% 3

Term of Mortgage (Years) 30
Annual Mortgage Payment $2,400 /month $28,900

Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.20% of sales price 4 $6,888
Maintenance / HOA Dues $150 per month 1 $1,800
Homeowner Insurance 0.35% of sales price 5 $2,000

Total Annual Housing Cost $3,300 /month $39,588

% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% 6

Annual Household Income Required $113,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.1

Notes
1 Based on KMA Market Survey. 
2

3

4

5

6

Based on the Single Family Loan-Level Dataset published by Freddie Mac for loans issued in the 1st Quarter of 2016.  
Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West Region. Based on 
weekly average rates for 30-year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2006 through 12/2015.   
Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes and applicable voter approved rates, fixed charges, and assessments for the jurisdiction 
indicated. Source: Redfin.com
Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
Ratio is consistent with Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria which establishes a debt to income threshold of 36%, above 
which tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit criteria.  Ratio 
is also consistent with the California Health and Safety Code standard for relating income to housing costs for ownership units.  Freddie 
Mac data on new purchase loans originated in zip codes corresponding to the submarkets analyzed for the 1st Quarter of 2016 indicates an 
average debt to income ratio of 38%. However, most households have other forms of debt such as credit cards, student loans, and auto 
loans that are included as part of this ratio. Thus, a ratio solely considering housing costs would be lower.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2
PROTOTYPE 2: CONDOMINIUM
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Prototype 2
Condominium

Sales Price $300 /SF 1,650 SF 1 $495,000 1

Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% 2 $99,000
Loan Amount $396,000
Interest Rate 4.800% 3

Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $2,100 /month $24,900

Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.20% of sales price 4 $5,940
Maintenance / HOA Dues $250 per month 1 $3,000
Homeowner Insurance 0.10% sale price 5 $500

Total Annual Housing Cost $2,900 /month $34,340

% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% 6

Annual Household Income Required $98,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.1

Notes
1 Based on KMA Market Survey. 
2

3

4

5

6

Based on the Single Family Loan-Level Dataset published by Freddie Mac for loans issued in the 1st Quarter of 2016.  
Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West Region. Based on 
weekly average rates for 30-year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2006 through 12/2015.   
Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes and applicable voter approved rates, fixed charges, and assessments for the jurisdiction 
indicated. Source: Redfin.com
Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
Ratio is consistent with Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria which establishes a debt to income threshold of 36%, above 
which tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit criteria.  Ratio 
is also consistent with the California Health and Safety Code standard for relating income to housing costs for ownership units.  Freddie 
Mac data on new purchase loans originated in zip codes corresponding to the submarkets analyzed for the 1st Quarter of 2016 indicates an 
average debt to income ratio of 38%. However, most households have other forms of debt such as credit cards, student loans, and auto 
loans that are included as part of this ratio. Thus, a ratio solely considering housing costs would be lower.
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3
PROTOTYPE 3: APARTMENT
RENT TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Prototype 3
Apartment

Market Rent Unit Size
Monthly 830 SF 1 $1,900 1

Utilities $49 2

Monthly housing cost $1,949

Annual housing cost $23,388

% of Income Spent on Rent 30% 3

Annual Household Income Required $78,000

Annual Rent to Income Ratio 3.3

Notes
1

2

3

Based on KMA market survey.  Represents rent levels applicable to new units. 
Monthly utilities include direct-billed utilities and landlord reimbursements estimated based on Housing Authority of the County of Los 
Angeles 2017 utility allowance schedule.
While landlords may permit rental payments to represent a slightly higher share of total income, 30% represents an average.  This 
relationship is established in the California Health and Safety Code and used throughout housing policy to relate income to affordable 
rental housing costs. 
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 4
INCOME AVAILABLE FOR EXPENDITURES 1

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Gross Income 100% 100% 100%

Less: 

Federal Income Taxes 2 12.2% 9.0% 10.2%

State Income Taxes 3 4% 3% 3%

FICA Tax Rate 4 7.65% 7.65% 7.65%

Savings & other deductions 5 8% 8% 8%

Percent of Income Available 69% 73% 72%

for Expenditures 6 

[Input to IMPLAN model]

Notes:
1

2

3

4

5

6

Single Family Condominium Apartment

For Social Security and Medicare. Social Security taxes estimated based upon the current ceiling on applicability of Social Security taxes of 
$127,200 (ceiling applies per earner not per household) and the average number of earners per household.
Household savings including retirement accounts like 401k / IRA and other deductions such as interest costs on credit cards, auto loans, etc, 
necessary to determine the amount of income available for expenditures. The 8% rate used in the analysis for households earning less than 
$150,000 is based on the average over the past 20 years computed from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis data, specifically the National 
Income and Product Accounts, Table 2.1 "Personal Income and Its Disposition." Households earning more than $150,000 are assumed to save 
a higher percentage of their income, based on savings rates for the last 20 years from data published by the National Bureau of Economic 
Research, "Wealth Inequality in the United States Since 1913: Evidence From Capitalized Income Tax Data," October 2014.  
Deductions from gross income to arrive at the income available for expenditures are consistent with the way the IMPLAN model and National 
Income and Product Accounts (NIPA) defines income available for personal consumption expenditures. Income taxes, contributions to Social 
Security and Medicare, and savings are deducted; however, property taxes and sales taxes are not. Housing costs are not deducted as part of 
the adjustment because they are addressed separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.  

Gross income after deduction of taxes and savings.  Income available for expenditures is the input to the IMPLAN model which is used to 
estimate the resulting employment impacts.  Housing costs are not deducted as part of this adjustment step because they are addressed 
separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.  
Reflects average tax rates (as opposed to marginal) based on U.S. Internal Revenue Services, Tax Statistics, Tables 1.1 and 2.1 for 2014. 
Homeowners are assumed to itemize deductions.  Renter households are assumed to take the standard deduction.  Tax rates reflect averages 
for applicable income range.  
Average tax rate estimated by KMA based on marginal rates per the California Franchise Tax Board and ratios of taxable income to gross 
income estimated based on U.S. Internal Revenue Service data. 
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 5
FOR SALE PROTOTYPES: SALES PRICE TO INCOME SUMMARY 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

100 Unit 
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module

(Per 100 Units)
PROTOTYPE 1: SINGLE FAMILY

Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage) 2,050 205,000

Sales Price $574,000 $280 $57,400,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.1 5.1

Gross Household Income $113,000 $11,300,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 69% of gross $78,000 $7,800,000

PROTOTYPE 2: CONDOMINIUM

Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage) 1,650 165,000

Sales Price $495,000 $300 $49,500,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.1 5.1

Gross Household Income $98,000 $9,800,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 73% of gross $71,500 $7,150,000

Notes:
1

Source:  Appendix B - Tables 1 - 4.  

Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings.  See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT 
II - TABLE 4 for derivation.  
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 6

NEW MARKET RATE RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLD SUMMARY

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

100 Unit 
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module

(Per 100 Units)

PROTOTYPE 3: APARTMENT
Building Sq.Ft. 830 83,000

Rent

Monthly $1,900 $2.29 /SF $190,000
Monthly with Utilities $1,949
Annual with Utilities $23,388 $2,339,000

Rent to Income Ratio 3.3 3.3

Gross Household Income $78,000 $7,800,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 72% of gross $56,000 $5,620,000

Expenditures adjusted for vacancy2 5% vacancy $53,000 $5,300,000

Notes:
1

2 Allowance to account for standard operational vacancy.

Source:  Appendix B - Tables 1 - 4.  

Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings.  See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT 
II - TABLE 4 for derivation.  
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EXHIBIT III

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1
PROTOTYPE 1: SINGLE FAMILY
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Prototype 1
Single Family

Sales Price $450 /SF 2,700 SF 1 $1,215,000 1

Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% 2 $243,000
Loan Amount $972,000
Interest Rate 5.05% 3

Term of Mortgage (Years) 30
Annual Mortgage Payment $5,300 /month $63,000

Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.25% of sales price 4 $15,188
Maintenance / HOA Dues $150 per month 1 $1,800
Homeowner Insurance 0.20% of sales price 5 $2,400

Total Annual Housing Cost $6,900 /month $82,388

% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% 6

Annual Household Income Required $235,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.2

Notes
1 Based on KMA Market Survey. 
2

3

4

5

6

Based on the Single Family Loan-Level Dataset published by Freddie Mac for loans issued in the 1st Quarter of 2016.  
Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West Region. Based on 
weekly average rates for 30-year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2006 through 12/2015.  Includes a 0.25% premium to 
Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes and applicable voter approved rates, fixed charges, and assessments for the jurisdiction 
indicated. Source: Redfin.com
Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
Ratio is consistent with Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria which establishes a debt to income threshold of 36%, above 
which tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit criteria.  Ratio 
is also consistent with the California Health and Safety Code standard for relating income to housing costs for ownership units.  Freddie 
Mac data on new purchase loans originated in zip codes corresponding to the submarkets analyzed for the 1st Quarter of 2016 indicates an 
average debt to income ratio of 38%. However, most households have other forms of debt such as credit cards, student loans, and auto 
loans that are included as part of this ratio. Thus, a ratio solely considering housing costs would be lower.
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2
PROTOTYPE 2: CONDOMINIUM
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Prototype 2
Condominium

Sales Price $330 /SF 1,700 SF 1 $561,000 1

Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% 2 $112,200
Loan Amount $448,800
Interest Rate 4.800% 3

Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $2,400 /month $28,300

Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.25% of sales price 4 $7,013
Maintenance / HOA Dues $250 per month 1 $3,000
Homeowner Insurance 0.10% sale price 5 $600

Total Annual Housing Cost $3,200 /month $38,913

% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% 6

Annual Household Income Required $111,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.1

Notes
1 Based on KMA Market Survey. 
2

3

4

5

6

Based on the Single Family Loan-Level Dataset published by Freddie Mac for loans issued in the 1st Quarter of 2016.  
Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West Region. Based on 
weekly average rates for 30-year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2006 through 12/2015.   
Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes and applicable voter approved rates, fixed charges, and assessments for the jurisdiction 
indicated. Source: Redfin.com
Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
Ratio is consistent with Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria which establishes a debt to income threshold of 36%, above 
which tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit criteria.  Ratio 
is also consistent with the California Health and Safety Code standard for relating income to housing costs for ownership units.  Freddie 
Mac data on new purchase loans originated in zip codes corresponding to the submarkets analyzed for the 1st Quarter of 2016 indicates an 
average debt to income ratio of 38%. However, most households have other forms of debt such as credit cards, student loans, and auto 
loans that are included as part of this ratio. Thus, a ratio solely considering housing costs would be lower.
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3
PROTOTYPE 3: APARTMENT
RENT TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Prototype 3
Apartment

Market Rent Unit Size
Monthly 870 SF 1 $2,000 1

Utilities $49 2

Monthly housing cost $2,049

Annual housing cost $24,588

% of Income Spent on Rent 30% 3

Annual Household Income Required $82,000

Annual Rent to Income Ratio 3.3

Notes
1

2

3

Based on KMA market survey.  Represents rent levels applicable to new units. 
Monthly utilities include direct-billed utilities and landlord reimbursements estimated based on Housing Authority of the County of Los 
Angeles 2017 utility allowance schedule.
While landlords may permit rental payments to represent a slightly higher share of total income, 30% represents an average.  This 
relationship is established in the California Health and Safety Code and used throughout housing policy to relate income to affordable 
rental housing costs. 
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 4
INCOME AVAILABLE FOR EXPENDITURES 1

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Gross Income 100% 100% 100%

Less: 

Federal Income Taxes 2 18.9% 12.2% 10.2%

State Income Taxes 3 6% 4% 3%

FICA Tax Rate 4 7.39% 7.65% 7.65%

Savings & other deductions 5 12% 8% 8%

Percent of Income Available 56% 69% 72%

for Expenditures 6 

[Input to IMPLAN model]

Notes:
1

2

3

4

5

6

For Social Security and Medicare. Social Security taxes estimated based upon the current ceiling on applicability of Social Security taxes of 
$127,200 (ceiling applies per earner not per household) and the average number of earners per household.
Household savings including retirement accounts like 401k / IRA and other deductions such as interest costs on credit cards, auto loans, etc, 
necessary to determine the amount of income available for expenditures. The 8% rate used in the analysis for households earning less than 
$150,000 is based on the average over the past 20 years computed from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis data, specifically the National 
Income and Product Accounts, Table 2.1 "Personal Income and Its Disposition." Households earning more than $150,000 are assumed to save 
a higher percentage of their income, based on savings rates for the last 20 years from data published by the National Bureau of Economic 
Research, "Wealth Inequality in the United States Since 1913: Evidence From Capitalized Income Tax Data," October 2014.  
Deductions from gross income to arrive at the income available for expenditures are consistent with the way the IMPLAN model and National 
Income and Product Accounts (NIPA) defines income available for personal consumption expenditures. Income taxes, contributions to Social 
Security and Medicare, and savings are deducted; however, property taxes and sales taxes are not. Housing costs are not deducted as part of 
the adjustment because they are addressed separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.  

Gross income after deduction of taxes and savings.  Income available for expenditures is the input to the IMPLAN model which is used to 
estimate the resulting employment impacts.  Housing costs are not deducted as part of this adjustment step because they are addressed 
separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.  
Reflects average tax rates (as opposed to marginal) based on U.S. Internal Revenue Services, Tax Statistics, Tables 1.1 and 2.1 for 2014. 
Homeowners are assumed to itemize deductions.  Renter households are assumed to take the standard deduction.  Tax rates reflect averages 
for applicable income range.  
Average tax rate estimated by KMA based on marginal rates per the California Franchise Tax Board and ratios of taxable income to gross 
income estimated based on U.S. Internal Revenue Service data. 

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 5
FOR SALE PROTOTYPES: SALES PRICE TO INCOME SUMMARY 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

100 Unit 
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module

(Per 100 Units)
PROTOTYPE 1: SINGLE FAMILY

Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage) 2,700 270,000

Sales Price $1,215,000 $450 $121,500,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.2 5.2

Gross Household Income $235,000 $23,500,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 56% of gross $131,600 $13,160,000

PROTOTYPE 2: CONDOMINIUM

Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage) 1,700 170,000

Sales Price $561,000 $330 $56,100,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.1 5.1

Gross Household Income $111,000 $11,100,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 69% of gross $76,600 $7,660,000

Notes:
1

Source:  Appendix B - Tables 1 - 4.  

Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings.  See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT 
III - TABLE 4 for derivation.  
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 6

NEW MARKET RATE RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLD SUMMARY

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

100 Unit 
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module

(Per 100 Units)

PROTOTYPE 3: APARTMENT
Building Sq.Ft. 870 87,000

Rent

Monthly $2,000 $2.30 /SF $200,000
Monthly with Utilities $2,049
Annual with Utilities $24,588 $2,459,000

Rent to Income Ratio 3.3 3.3

Gross Household Income $82,000 $8,200,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 72% of gross $59,000 $5,900,000

Expenditures adjusted for vacancy2 5% vacancy $56,000 $5,600,000

Notes:
1

2 Allowance to account for standard operational vacancy.

Source:  Appendix B - Tables 1 - 4.  

Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings.  See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT 
III - TABLE 4 for derivation.  
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EXHIBIT IV

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1
PROTOTYPE 1: SINGLE FAMILY
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Prototype 1
Single Family

Sales Price $245 /SF 2,750 SF 1 $674,000 1

Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% 2 $134,800
Loan Amount $539,200
Interest Rate 4.80% 3

Term of Mortgage (Years) 30
Annual Mortgage Payment $2,800 /month $33,900

Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.30% of sales price 4 $8,762
Maintenance / HOA Dues $150 per month 1 $1,800
Homeowner Insurance 0.20% of sales price 5 $1,300

Total Annual Housing Cost $3,800 /month $45,762

% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% 6

Annual Household Income Required $131,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.1

Notes
1 Based on KMA Market Survey. 
2

3

4

5

6

Based on the Single Family Loan-Level Dataset published by Freddie Mac for loans issued in the 1st Quarter of 2016.  
Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West Region. Based on 
weekly average rates for 30-year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2006 through 12/2015.   
Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes and applicable voter approved rates, fixed charges, and assessments for the jurisdiction 
indicated. Source: Redfin.com
Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
Ratio is consistent with Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria which establishes a debt to income threshold of 36%, above 
which tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit criteria.  Ratio 
is also consistent with the California Health and Safety Code standard for relating income to housing costs for ownership units.  Freddie 
Mac data on new purchase loans originated in zip codes corresponding to the submarkets analyzed for the 1st Quarter of 2016 indicates an 
average debt to income ratio of 38%. However, most households have other forms of debt such as credit cards, student loans, and auto 
loans that are included as part of this ratio. Thus, a ratio solely considering housing costs would be lower.
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2
PROTOTYPE 2: CONDOMINIUM
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Prototype 2
Condominium

Sales Price $250 /SF 1,700 SF 1 $425,000 1

Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% 2 $85,000
Loan Amount $340,000
Interest Rate 4.800% 3

Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $1,800 /month $21,400

Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.30% of sales price 4 $5,525
Maintenance / HOA Dues $250 per month 1 $3,000
Homeowner Insurance 0.10% sale price 5 $400

Total Annual Housing Cost $2,500 /month $30,325

% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% 6

Annual Household Income Required $87,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 4.9

Notes
1 Based on KMA Market Survey. 
2

3

4

5

6

Based on the Single Family Loan-Level Dataset published by Freddie Mac for loans issued in the 1st Quarter of 2016.  
Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey, West Region. Based on 
weekly average rates for 30-year fixed rate mortgages during the period from 1/2006 through 12/2015.   
Property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes and applicable voter approved rates, fixed charges, and assessments for the jurisdiction 
indicated. Source: Redfin.com
Estimated from quotes obtained from Progressive Insurance.
Ratio is consistent with Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria which establishes a debt to income threshold of 36%, above 
which tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit criteria.  Ratio 
is also consistent with the California Health and Safety Code standard for relating income to housing costs for ownership units.  Freddie 
Mac data on new purchase loans originated in zip codes corresponding to the submarkets analyzed for the 1st Quarter of 2016 indicates an 
average debt to income ratio of 38%. However, most households have other forms of debt such as credit cards, student loans, and auto 
loans that are included as part of this ratio. Thus, a ratio solely considering housing costs would be lower.
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3
PROTOTYPE 3: APARTMENT
RENT TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Prototype 3
Apartment

Market Rent Unit Size
Monthly 950 SF 1 $2,000 1

Utilities $49 2

Monthly housing cost $2,049

Annual housing cost $24,588

% of Income Spent on Rent 30% 3

Annual Household Income Required $82,000

Annual Rent to Income Ratio 3.3

Notes
1

2

3

Based on KMA market survey.  Represents rent levels applicable to new units. 
Monthly utilities include direct-billed utilities and landlord reimbursements estimated based on Housing Authority of the County of Los 
Angeles 2017 utility allowance schedule.
While landlords may permit rental payments to represent a slightly higher share of total income, 30% represents an average.  This 
relationship is established in the California Health and Safety Code and used throughout housing policy to relate income to affordable 
rental housing costs. 
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 4
INCOME AVAILABLE FOR EXPENDITURES 1

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Gross Income 100% 100% 100%

Less: 

Federal Income Taxes 2 12.2% 9.0% 10.2%

State Income Taxes 3 4% 2% 3%

FICA Tax Rate 4 7.65% 7.65% 7.65%

Savings & other deductions 5 8% 8% 8%

Percent of Income Available 68% 73% 72%

for Expenditures 6 

[Input to IMPLAN model]

Notes:
1

2

3

4

5

6

Single Family Condominium Apartment

For Social Security and Medicare. Social Security taxes estimated based upon the current ceiling on applicability of Social Security taxes of 
$127,200 (ceiling applies per earner not per household) and the average number of earners per household.
Household savings including retirement accounts like 401k / IRA and other deductions such as interest costs on credit cards, auto loans, etc, 
necessary to determine the amount of income available for expenditures. The 8% rate used in the analysis for households earning less than 
$150,000 is based on the average over the past 20 years computed from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis data, specifically the National 
Income and Product Accounts, Table 2.1 "Personal Income and Its Disposition." Households earning more than $150,000 are assumed to save 
a higher percentage of their income, based on savings rates for the last 20 years from data published by the National Bureau of Economic 
Research, "Wealth Inequality in the United States Since 1913: Evidence From Capitalized Income Tax Data," October 2014.  
Deductions from gross income to arrive at the income available for expenditures are consistent with the way the IMPLAN model and National 
Income and Product Accounts (NIPA) defines income available for personal consumption expenditures. Income taxes, contributions to Social 
Security and Medicare, and savings are deducted; however, property taxes and sales taxes are not. Housing costs are not deducted as part of 
the adjustment because they are addressed separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.  

Gross income after deduction of taxes and savings.  Income available for expenditures is the input to the IMPLAN model which is used to 
estimate the resulting employment impacts.  Housing costs are not deducted as part of this adjustment step because they are addressed 
separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.  
Reflects average tax rates (as opposed to marginal) based on U.S. Internal Revenue Services, Tax Statistics, Tables 1.1 and 2.1 for 2014. 
Homeowners are assumed to itemize deductions.  Renter households are assumed to take the standard deduction.  Tax rates reflect averages 
for applicable income range.  
Average tax rate estimated by KMA based on marginal rates per the California Franchise Tax Board and ratios of taxable income to gross 
income estimated based on U.S. Internal Revenue Service data. 
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 5
FOR SALE PROTOTYPES: SALES PRICE TO INCOME SUMMARY 
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

100 Unit 
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module

(Per 100 Units)
PROTOTYPE 1: SINGLE FAMILY

Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage) 2,750 275,000

Sales Price $674,000 $245 $67,400,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.1 5.1

Gross Household Income $131,000 $13,100,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 68% of gross $89,100 $8,910,000

PROTOTYPE 2: CONDOMINIUM

Building Sq.Ft. (excludes garage) 1,700 170,000

Sales Price $425,000 $250 $42,500,000

Sales Price to Income Ratio 4.9 4.9

Gross Household Income $87,000 $8,700,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 73% of gross $63,500 $6,350,000

Notes:
1

Source:  Appendix B - Tables 1 - 4.  

Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings.  See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT 
IV - TABLE 4 for derivation.  
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 APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 6

NEW MARKET RATE RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLD SUMMARY

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

100 Unit 
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module

(Per 100 Units)

PROTOTYPE 3: APARTMENT
Building Sq.Ft. 950 95,000

Rent

Monthly $2,000 $2.11 /SF $200,000
Monthly with Utilities $2,049
Annual with Utilities $24,588 $2,459,000

Rent to Income Ratio 3.3 3.3

Gross Household Income $82,000 $8,200,000

Income Available for Expenditure1 72% of gross $59,000 $5,900,000

Expenditures adjusted for vacancy2 5% vacancy $56,000 $5,600,000

Notes:
1

2 Allowance to account for standard operational vacancy.

Source:  Appendix B - Tables 1 - 4.  

Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings.  See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT 
IV - TABLE 4 for derivation.  
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EXHIBIT I

COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1
IMPLAN MODEL OUTPUT
JOBS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Household Expenditures $9,180,000 $6,970,000 $6,700,000
(100 Market Rate Units) 

Jobs Generated by Industry 1  

Retail - Food and beverage stores 2.2 1.6 1.6 3%
Retail - General merchandise stores 2.2 1.7 1.6 3%
Personal care services 1.9 1.5 1.4 2%
Other personal services 1.7 1.3 1.2 2%
Retail - Nonstore retailers 1.4 1.0 1.0 2%
Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers 1.0 0.8 0.8 1%
Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories stores 1.0 0.8 0.7 1%
Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers 1.0 0.7 0.7 1%
Retail - Health and personal care stores 0.8 0.6 0.6 1%

Subtotal Retail and Service 13.2 10.0 9.6 17%

Offices of dentists 1.0 0.8 0.8 1%
Offices of physicians 2.9 2.2 2.1 4%
Hospitals 3.5 2.7 2.6 4%
Nursing and community care facilities 1.3 1.0 0.9 2%
Offices of other health practitioners 1.2 0.9 0.8 1%
Home health care services 1.6 1.2 1.2 2%

Subtotal Healthcare 11.4 8.7 8.4 14%

Full-service restaurants 0.0 3.2 3.1 3%
Individual and family services 3.0 2.3 2.2 4%
Limited-service restaurants 3.8 2.9 2.8 5%
All other food and drinking places 2.1 1.6 1.5 3%

Subtotal Restaurant 9.0 10.0 9.7 15%

Colleges and universities 1.1 0.8 0.8 1%
Elementary and secondary schools 0.8 0.6 0.6 1%
Other educational services 1.1 0.9 0.8 1%

Subtotal Education 3.0 2.3 2.2 4%

Real estate 3.1 2.4 2.3 4%
Wholesale trade 1.9 1.4 1.4 2%
Services to buildings 1.3 1.0 1.0 2%
Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related activities 0.8 0.6 0.6 1%
Monetary authorities and depository credit intermediation 0.9 0.7 0.7 1%
Funds, trusts, and other financial vehicles 0.7 0.6 0.5 1%
Fitness and recreational sports centers 0.6 0.5 0.5 1%
Child day care services 0.6 0.5 0.4 1%
Religious organizations 1.5 1.1 1.1 2%
Employment services 1.4 1.0 1.0 2%
Legal services 0.6 0.5 0.4 1%
Services to private households 0.9 0.7 0.7 1%
Other financial investment activities 2.0 1.5 1.5 3%
Automotive repair and maintenance 1.3 1.0 1.0 2%
All Other 25.0 15.7 15.1 28%

Total Number of Jobs Generated 79.3 60.2 57.9 100%
Notes

1

% of 
JobsApartment

Estimated jobs generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units for Industries representing more 
than 1% of total employment. Job estimates are based on the IMPLAN Group's economic model, IMPLAN, for Los Angeles County (uses 
2015 IMPLAN data set, the most recent available as of May 2017).  Includes both full- and part-time jobs.

Single Family Condominium

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; B-1 IMPLAN; trb



 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2
NET NEW HOUSEHOLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 1 - Employees 1 79.3 60.2 57.9

Step 2 - Adjustment for Changing Industries (20%) 2 63.4 48.2 46.3 

Step 3 - Adjustment for Number of Households (1.77) 3 35.8 27.2 26.2

Step 4 - Occupation Distribution 4

Management Occupations 4.5% 4.5% 4.5%
Business and Financial Operations 5.1% 5.1% 5.1%
Computer and Mathematical 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
Architecture and Engineering 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Community and Social Services 2.2% 2.2% 2.2%
Legal 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Education, Training, and Library 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 1.4% 1.4% 1.4%
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 8.0% 8.0% 8.0%
Healthcare Support 4.6% 4.6% 4.6%
Protective Service 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
Food Preparation and Serving Related 13.5% 13.5% 13.5%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 4.7% 4.7% 4.7%
Personal Care and Service 7.2% 7.2% 7.2%
Sales and Related 12.4% 12.4% 12.4%
Office and Administrative Support 16.8% 16.8% 16.8%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Construction and Extraction 0.9% 0.9% 0.9%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 3.9% 3.9% 3.9%
Production 1.7% 1.7% 1.7%
Transportation and Material Moving 6.1% 6.1% 6.1%
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100 0%

Management Occupations 1.6 1.2 1.2
Business and Financial Operations 1.8 1.4 1.3
Computer and Mathematical 0.5 0.4 0.4
Architecture and Engineering 0.1 0.1 0.1
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.1 0.1 0.1
Community and Social Services 0.8 0.6 0.6
Legal 0.2 0.2 0.2
Education, Training, and Library 1.1 0.8 0.8
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 0.5 0.4 0.4
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 2.9 2.2 2.1
Healthcare Support 1.6 1.2 1.2
Protective Service 0.4 0.3 0.3
Food Preparation and Serving Related 4.8 3.7 3.5
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 1.7 1.3 1.2
Personal Care and Service 2.6 2.0 1.9
Sales and Related 4.4 3.4 3.2
Office and Administrative Support 6.0 4.6 4.4
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.0 0.0 0.0
Construction and Extraction 0.3 0.2 0.2
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 1.4 1.1 1.0
Production 0.6 0.5 0.4
Transportation and Material Moving 2.2 1.7 1.6
Totals 35.8 27.2 26.2

Notes:
1

2

3

4 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories.

CondominiumSingle Family Apartment

Estimated employment generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units from APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1.
The 20% adjustment is based upon job losses in declining sectors of the local economy over the past 20 years. “Downsized” employees from 
declining sectors are assumed to fill a portion of new jobs in sectors serving residents.
Adjustment from number of employees to households using county-wide average of 1.77 employees per employee household derived from the 
U.S. Census American Community Survey 2011 to 2013.  

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

EXTREMELY LOW INCOME (ELI) EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Extremely Low Income Households (under 30% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.01                           0.00                           0.00                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.04                           0.03                           0.03                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Healthcare Support 0.13                           0.10                           0.09                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 0.79                           0.60                           0.58                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.16                           0.12                           0.11                           
Personal Care and Service 0.37                           0.28                           0.27                           
Sales and Related 0.61                           0.47                           0.45                           
Office and Admin 0.30                           0.22                           0.22                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.02                           0.01                           0.01                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.24                           0.18                           0.17                           

ELI Households - Major Occupations 2.65                           2.01                           1.94                           

ELI Households1 - all other occupations 0.34                           0.26                           0.25                           

Total ELI Households1 2.99                           2.27                           2.18                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from zero through 30% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

CondominiumSingle Family Apartment

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 4
VERY LOW INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Very Low Income Households (30%-50% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.02                           0.02                           0.02                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.02                           0.02                           0.01                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.09                           0.07                           0.07                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.20                           0.15                           0.15                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.04                           0.03                           0.03                           
Healthcare Support 0.51                           0.39                           0.37                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 1.77                           1.34                           1.29                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.55                           0.42                           0.40                           
Personal Care and Service 0.94                           0.71                           0.69                           
Sales and Related 1.42                           1.08                           1.03                           
Office and Admin 1.50                           1.14                           1.09                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.22                           0.17                           0.16                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.69                           0.52                           0.50                           

Very Low Households - Major Occupations 7.97                           6.05                           5.82                           

Very Low Households1 - all other occupations 1.02                           0.77                           0.74                           

Total Very Low Inc. Households1 8.99                           6.83                           6.56                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 30% through 50% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D.  The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 5

LOWER INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Lower Income Households (50%-80% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.11                           0.08                           0.08                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.22                           0.17                           0.16                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.21                           0.16                           0.15                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.32                           0.25                           0.24                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.18                           0.14                           0.13                           
Healthcare Support 0.56                           0.42                           0.41                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 1.60                           1.21                           1.17                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.56                           0.42                           0.41                           
Personal Care and Service 0.84                           0.64                           0.61                           
Sales and Related 1.38                           1.05                           1.01                           
Office and Admin 2.04                           1.55                           1.49                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.42                           0.32                           0.31                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.74                           0.56                           0.54                           

Lower Households - Major Occupations 9.18                           6.97                           6.70                           

Lower Households1 - all other occupations 1.17                           0.89                           0.85                           

Total Lower Inc. Households1 10.35                         7.86                           7.56                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 50% through 80% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 6

MODERATE INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Moderate Income Households (80%-120% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.04                           0.03                           0.03                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.07                           0.05                           0.05                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.04                           0.03                           0.03                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.06                           0.04                           0.04                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.06                           0.05                           0.04                           
Healthcare Support 0.07                           0.06                           0.05                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 0.14                           0.11                           0.10                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.07                           0.05                           0.05                           
Personal Care and Service 0.09                           0.07                           0.06                           
Sales and Related 0.15                           0.11                           0.11                           
Office and Admin 0.29                           0.22                           0.21                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.08                           0.06                           0.06                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.09                           0.07                           0.06                           

Moderate Households - Major Occupations 1.25                           0.95                           0.91                           

Moderate Households1 - all other occupations 0.16                           0.12                           0.12                           

Total Moderate Inc. Households1 1.41                           1.07                           1.03                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 80% through 120% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 7
IMPACT ANALYSIS SUMMARY   
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED   
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS  - PER 100 MARKET RATE UNITS

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Number of New Households1  

Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) 3.0 2.3 2.2

Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) 9.0 6.8 6.6

Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) 10.4 7.9 7.6

Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) 1.4 1.1 1.0

Subtotal through 120% AMI 23.7 18.0 17.3

Above Moderate Income (Over 120% AMI) 12.1 9.2 8.8

Total Employee Households 35.8 27.2 26.2

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS  - PER EACH (1) MARKET RATE UNIT

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Number of New Households1  

Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) 0.03 0.02 0.02

Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) 0.09 0.07 0.07

Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) 0.10 0.08 0.08

Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) 0.01 0.01 0.01

Subtotal through 120% AMI 0.24 0.18 0.17

Above Moderate Income (Over 120% AMI) 0.12 0.09 0.09

Total Employee Households 0.36 0.27 0.26

Notes
1 Households of retail, education, healthcare and other employees that serve residents of new market rate units. 

AMI = Area Median Income 

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 8
SUPPORTED FEE / NEXUS SUMMARY
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

TOTAL NEXUS COST PER MARKET RATE UNIT  

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Household Income Category

    Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) $281,900 2  $8,400 $6,400 $6,100

     Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) $220,900 2  $19,900 $15,100 $14,500

     Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) $191,100 2  $19,800 $15,000 $14,400

     Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) $189,000 2  $2,700 $2,000 $1,900

Total Supported Fee Per Unit $50,800 $38,500 $36,900

TOTAL NEXUS COST PER SQUARE FOOT  

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Avg. Unit Size (SF) 2,150 SF 1,630 SF 800 SF
Household Income Category

    Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) $3.90 $3.90 $7.60

     Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) $9.30 $9.30 $18.10

     Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) $9.20 $9.20 $18.00

     Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) $1.30 $1.20 $2.40

Total Supported Fee Per Sq.Ft. $23.70 $23.60 $46.10

Notes
1

2

3

Condominium Apartment

Assumes affordable rental units.  Affordability gaps represent the remaining affordability gap after tax credit financing.  See affordability gap 
section for details.  

Nexus cost per unit calculated by multiplying the affordable unit demand from Table APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 7 by the affordability gap, 
and then dividing by 100 units.

Affordability 
Gap Per Unit 

Nexus cost per square foot computed by dividing the nexus cost per unit from above by the average unit size. 

Nexus Cost Per Market Rate Unit 1

Nexus Cost Per Square Foot 3

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Single Family
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EXHIBIT II

EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1
IMPLAN MODEL OUTPUT
JOBS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Household Expenditures $7,800,000 $7,150,000 $5,300,000
(100 Market Rate Units) 

Jobs Generated by Industry 1  

Retail - Food and beverage stores 1.8 1.7 1.3 3%
Retail - General merchandise stores 1.9 1.8 1.3 3%
Personal care services 1.7 1.5 1.1 2%
Other personal services 1.4 1.2 0.9 2%
Retail - Nonstore retailers 1.2 1.1 0.8 2%
Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers 0.9 0.8 0.6 1%
Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories stores 0.9 0.8 0.6 1%
Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers 0.8 0.8 0.6 1%
Retail - Health and personal care stores 0.7 0.6 0.5 1%

Subtotal Retail and Service 11.2 10.3 7.6 17%

Offices of dentists 0.9 0.8 0.6 1%
Offices of physicians 2.4 2.4 1.7 4%
Hospitals 3.0 3.1 2.3 5%
Nursing and community care facilities 1.1 1.0 0.8 2%
Offices of other health practitioners 1.0 0.9 0.7 1%
Home health care services 1.4 0.6 0.5 1%

Subtotal Healthcare 9.7 8.8 6.5 14%

Full-service restaurants 0.0 3.4 2.5 3%
Individual and family services 2.6 2.4 1.8 4%
Limited-service restaurants 3.3 3.1 2.3 5%
All other food and drinking places 1.8 1.7 1.2 3%

Subtotal Restaurant 7.6 10.5 7.8 15%

Colleges and universities 0.9 0.6 0.5 1%
Elementary and secondary schools 0.7 0.5 0.4 1%
Other educational services 1.0 0.8 0.6 1%

Subtotal Education 2.6 1.9 1.4 3%

Real estate 2.7 2.8 2.1 4%
Wholesale trade 1.6 1.5 1.1 2%
Services to buildings 1.1 1.0 0.7 2%
Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related activities 0.7 0.6 0.5 1%
Monetary authorities and depository credit intermediation 0.8 0.8 0.6 1%
Funds, trusts, and other financial vehicles 0.6 0.6 0.5 1%
Fitness and recreational sports centers 0.5 0.4 0.3 1%
Child day care services 0.5 0.4 0.3 1%
Religious organizations 1.3 1.2 0.9 2%
Employment services 1.2 1.1 0.8 2%
Legal services 0.5 0.5 0.3 1%
Services to private households 0.8 0.7 0.5 1%
Other financial investment activities 1.7 1.7 1.2 3%
Automotive repair and maintenance 1.1 1.0 0.8 2%
All Other 21.2 15.8 11.7 28%

Total Number of Jobs Generated 67.4 61.6 45.7 100%
Notes

1

% of 
JobsApartment

Estimated jobs generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units for Industries representing more 
than 1% of total employment. Job estimates are based on the IMPLAN Group's economic model, IMPLAN, for Los Angeles County (uses 
2015 IMPLAN data set, the most recent available as of May 2017).  Includes both full- and part-time jobs.

Single Family Condominium
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2
NET NEW HOUSEHOLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 1 - Employees 1 67.4 61.6 45.7

Step 2 - Adjustment for Changing Industries (20%) 2 53.9 49.3 36.5 

Step 3 - Adjustment for Number of Households (1.77) 3 30.4 27.8 20.6

Step 4 - Occupation Distribution 4

Management Occupations 4.5% 4.6% 4.6%
Business and Financial Operations 5.1% 5.3% 5.3%
Computer and Mathematical 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
Architecture and Engineering 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Community and Social Services 2.2% 2.2% 2.2%
Legal 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Education, Training, and Library 3.0% 2.7% 2.7%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 1.4% 1.3% 1.3%
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 8.0% 8.2% 8.2%
Healthcare Support 4.6% 4.3% 4.3%
Protective Service 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
Food Preparation and Serving Related 13.5% 13.7% 13.7%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 4.7% 4.6% 4.6%
Personal Care and Service 7.2% 6.8% 6.8%
Sales and Related 12.4% 12.6% 12.6%
Office and Administrative Support 16.8% 17.1% 17.1%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Construction and Extraction 0.9% 0.9% 0.9%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 3.9% 4.0% 4.0%
Production 1.7% 1.7% 1.7%
Transportation and Material Moving 6.1% 6.1% 6.1%
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100 0%

Management Occupations 1.4 1.3 0.9
Business and Financial Operations 1.6 1.5 1.1
Computer and Mathematical 0.4 0.4 0.3
Architecture and Engineering 0.1 0.1 0.1
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.1 0.1 0.1
Community and Social Services 0.7 0.6 0.5
Legal 0.2 0.2 0.1
Education, Training, and Library 0.9 0.7 0.5
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 0.4 0.4 0.3
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 2.4 2.3 1.7
Healthcare Support 1.4 1.2 0.9
Protective Service 0.4 0.3 0.2
Food Preparation and Serving Related 4.1 3.8 2.8
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 1.4 1.3 0.9
Personal Care and Service 2.2 1.9 1.4
Sales and Related 3.8 3.5 2.6
Office and Administrative Support 5.1 4.7 3.5
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.0 0.0 0.0
Construction and Extraction 0.3 0.3 0.2
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 1.2 1.1 0.8
Production 0.5 0.5 0.4
Transportation and Material Moving 1.9 1.7 1.2
Totals 30.4 27.8 20.6

Notes:
1

2

3

4 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories.

CondominiumSingle Family Apartment

Estimated employment generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units from APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1.
The 20% adjustment is based upon job losses in declining sectors of the local economy over the past 20 years. “Downsized” employees from 
declining sectors are assumed to fill a portion of new jobs in sectors serving residents.
Adjustment from number of employees to households using county-wide average of 1.77 employees per employee household derived from the 
U.S. Census American Community Survey 2011 to 2013.  
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

EXTREMELY LOW INCOME (ELI) EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Extremely Low Income Households (under 30% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.01                           0.00                           0.00                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.03                           0.03                           0.02                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Healthcare Support 0.11                           0.08                           0.06                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 0.67                           0.62                           0.46                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.13                           0.12                           0.09                           
Personal Care and Service 0.31                           0.27                           0.20                           
Sales and Related 0.52                           0.48                           0.35                           
Office and Admin 0.25                           0.23                           0.17                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.02                           0.01                           0.01                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.20                           0.18                           0.14                           

ELI Households - Major Occupations 2.25                           2.04                           1.51                           

ELI Households1 - all other occupations 0.29                           0.25                           0.19                           

Total ELI Households1 2.54                           2.29                           1.70                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from zero through 30% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

CondominiumSingle Family Apartment

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; C-2A; trb



 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 4
VERY LOW INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Very Low Income Households (30%-50% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.02                           0.02                           0.02                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.02                           0.02                           0.01                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.08                           0.07                           0.05                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.17                           0.14                           0.11                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.04                           0.03                           0.03                           
Healthcare Support 0.43                           0.37                           0.27                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 1.50                           1.39                           1.03                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.47                           0.42                           0.31                           
Personal Care and Service 0.80                           0.69                           0.51                           
Sales and Related 1.20                           1.10                           0.82                           
Office and Admin 1.27                           1.18                           0.88                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.19                           0.18                           0.13                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.59                           0.53                           0.39                           

Very Low Households - Major Occupations 6.78                           6.15                           4.56                           

Very Low Households1 - all other occupations 0.86                           0.77                           0.57                           

Total Very Low Inc. Households1 7.64                           6.92                           5.13                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 30% through 50% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D.  The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 5

LOWER INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Lower Income Households (50%-80% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.09                           0.09                           0.07                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.19                           0.18                           0.13                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.18                           0.16                           0.12                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.27                           0.22                           0.17                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.15                           0.14                           0.10                           
Healthcare Support 0.47                           0.41                           0.31                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 1.36                           1.26                           0.94                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.48                           0.43                           0.32                           
Personal Care and Service 0.72                           0.62                           0.46                           
Sales and Related 1.17                           1.09                           0.81                           
Office and Admin 1.74                           1.62                           1.20                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.36                           0.34                           0.25                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.62                           0.57                           0.42                           

Lower Households - Major Occupations 7.80                           7.12                           5.28                           

Lower Households1 - all other occupations 0.99                           0.89                           0.66                           

Total Lower Inc. Households1 8.80                           8.01                           5.94                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 50% through 80% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 6

MODERATE INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Moderate Income Households (80%-120% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.03                           0.03                           0.02                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.06                           0.05                           0.04                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.04                           0.03                           0.02                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.05                           0.04                           0.03                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.05                           0.05                           0.03                           
Healthcare Support 0.06                           0.05                           0.04                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 0.12                           0.11                           0.08                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.06                           0.05                           0.04                           
Personal Care and Service 0.07                           0.06                           0.05                           
Sales and Related 0.13                           0.12                           0.09                           
Office and Admin 0.25                           0.23                           0.17                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.07                           0.07                           0.05                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.08                           0.07                           0.05                           

Moderate Households - Major Occupations 1.06                           0.97                           0.72                           

Moderate Households1 - all other occupations 0.14                           0.12                           0.09                           

Total Moderate Inc. Households1 1.20                           1.09                           0.81                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 80% through 120% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 7
IMPACT ANALYSIS SUMMARY   
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED   
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS  - PER 100 MARKET RATE UNITS

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Number of New Households1  

Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) 2.5 2.3 1.7

Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) 7.6 6.9 5.1

Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) 8.8 8.0 5.9

Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) 1.2 1.1 0.8

Subtotal through 120% AMI 20.2 18.3 13.6

Above Moderate Income (Over 120% AMI) 10.3 9.5 7.1

Total Employee Households 30.4 27.8 20.6

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS  - PER EACH (1) MARKET RATE UNIT

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Number of New Households1  

Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) 0.03 0.02 0.02

Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) 0.08 0.07 0.05

Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) 0.09 0.08 0.06

Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) 0.01 0.01 0.01

Subtotal through 120% AMI 0.20 0.18 0.14

Above Moderate Income (Over 120% AMI) 0.10 0.10 0.07

Total Employee Households 0.30 0.28 0.21

Notes
1 Households of retail, education, healthcare and other employees that serve residents of new market rate units. 

AMI = Area Median Income 

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 8
SUPPORTED FEE / NEXUS SUMMARY
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

TOTAL NEXUS COST PER MARKET RATE UNIT  

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Household Income Category

    Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) $245,400 2  $6,200 $5,600 $4,200

     Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) $184,400 2  $14,100 $12,800 $9,500

     Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) $151,100 2  $13,300 $12,100 $9,000

     Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) $141,300 2  $1,700 $1,500 $1,100

Total Supported Fee Per Unit $35,300 $32,000 $23,800

TOTAL NEXUS COST PER SQUARE FOOT  

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Avg. Unit Size (SF) 2,050 SF 1,650 SF 830 SF
Household Income Category

    Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) $3.00 $3.40 $5.10

     Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) $6.90 $7.80 $11.40

     Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) $6.50 $7.30 $10.80

     Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) $0.80 $0.90 $1.30

Total Supported Fee Per Sq.Ft. $17.20 $19.40 $28.60

Notes
1

2

3

Nexus cost per unit calculated by multiplying the affordable unit demand from Table APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 7 by the affordability gap, 
and then dividing by 100 units.

Affordability 
Gap Per Unit 

Nexus cost per square foot computed by dividing the nexus cost per unit from above by the average unit size. 

Nexus Cost Per Market Rate Unit 1

Nexus Cost Per Square Foot 3

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Assumes affordable rental units.  Affordability gaps represent the remaining affordability gap after tax credit financing.  See affordability gap 
section for details.  
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1
IMPLAN MODEL OUTPUT
JOBS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Household Expenditures $13,160,000 $7,660,000 $5,600,000
(100 Market Rate Units) 

Jobs Generated by Industry 1  

Retail - Food and beverage stores 3.3 1.8 1.3 3%
Retail - General merchandise stores 3.3 1.9 1.4 3%
Personal care services 2.6 1.6 1.2 2%
Other personal services 2.3 1.4 1.0 2%
Retail - Nonstore retailers 2.1 1.1 0.8 2%
Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers 1.6 0.9 0.6 1%
Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories stores 1.5 0.8 0.6 1%
Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers 1.4 0.8 0.6 1%
Retail - Health and personal care stores 1.2 0.7 0.5 1%

Subtotal Retail and Service 19.3 11.0 8.1 17%

Offices of dentists 1.2 0.9 0.7 1%
Offices of physicians 3.7 2.4 1.8 3%
Hospitals 3.3 2.9 2.4 4%
Nursing and community care facilities 1.6 1.0 0.8 1%
Offices of other health practitioners 1.9 1.0 0.7 2%
Home health care services 2.8 1.3 0.5 2%

Subtotal Healthcare 14.5 9.5 6.9 13%

Full-service restaurants 0.0 3.6 2.7 3%
Individual and family services 5.7 2.5 1.9 4%
Limited-service restaurants 5.4 3.2 2.4 5%
All other food and drinking places 3.0 1.8 1.3 3%

Subtotal Restaurant 14.1 11.0 8.2 14%

Colleges and universities 2.3 0.9 0.5 2%
Elementary and secondary schools 2.2 0.7 0.4 1%
Other educational services 3.3 1.0 0.6 2%

Subtotal Education 7.9 2.5 1.5 5%

Real estate 4.3 2.6 2.2 4%
Wholesale trade 2.6 1.6 1.1 2%
Services to buildings 2.1 1.1 0.8 2%
Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related activities 1.1 0.6 0.5 1%
Monetary authorities and depository credit intermediation 1.0 0.8 0.6 1%
Funds, trusts, and other financial vehicles 0.6 0.6 0.5 1%
Fitness and recreational sports centers 1.2 0.5 0.3 1%
Child day care services 1.4 0.5 0.3 1%
Religious organizations 1.9 1.2 0.9 2%
Employment services 1.9 1.1 0.9 2%
Legal services 1.3 0.5 0.4 1%
Services to private households 1.8 0.8 0.6 1%
Other financial investment activities 1.8 1.7 1.3 2%
Automotive repair and maintenance 1.5 1.1 0.8 1%
All Other 36.4 17.3 12.4 29%

Total Number of Jobs Generated 116.7 66.2 48.3 100%
Notes

1

% of 
JobsApartment

Estimated jobs generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units for Industries representing more 
than 1% of total employment. Job estimates are based on the IMPLAN Group's economic model, IMPLAN, for Los Angeles County (uses 
2015 IMPLAN data set, the most recent available as of May 2017).  Includes both full- and part-time jobs.

Single Family Condominium
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2
NET NEW HOUSEHOLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 1 - Employees 1 116.7 66.2 48.3

Step 2 - Adjustment for Changing Industries (20%) 2 93.4 52.9 38.6 

Step 3 - Adjustment for Number of Households (1.77) 3 52.8 29.9 21.8

Step 4 - Occupation Distribution 4

Management Occupations 4.4% 4.5% 4.6%
Business and Financial Operations 4.5% 5.1% 5.3%
Computer and Mathematical 1.3% 1.5% 1.5%
Architecture and Engineering 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Community and Social Services 2.4% 2.2% 2.2%
Legal 0.8% 0.6% 0.6%
Education, Training, and Library 4.9% 3.0% 2.7%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 1.7% 1.4% 1.3%
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 6.8% 8.0% 8.2%
Healthcare Support 4.4% 4.6% 4.3%
Protective Service 1.3% 1.2% 1.2%
Food Preparation and Serving Related 12.9% 13.5% 13.7%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 5.1% 4.7% 4.6%
Personal Care and Service 7.9% 7.2% 6.8%
Sales and Related 12.3% 12.4% 12.6%
Office and Administrative Support 16.1% 16.8% 17.1%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Construction and Extraction 0.9% 0.9% 0.9%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 3.6% 3.9% 4.0%
Production 1.7% 1.7% 1.7%
Transportation and Material Moving 6.3% 6.1% 6.1%
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100 0%

Management Occupations 2.3 1.3 1.0
Business and Financial Operations 2.4 1.5 1.2
Computer and Mathematical 0.7 0.4 0.3
Architecture and Engineering 0.2 0.1 0.1
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.2 0.1 0.1
Community and Social Services 1.3 0.7 0.5
Legal 0.4 0.2 0.1
Education, Training, and Library 2.6 0.9 0.6
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 0.9 0.4 0.3
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 3.6 2.4 1.8
Healthcare Support 2.3 1.4 0.9
Protective Service 0.7 0.4 0.3
Food Preparation and Serving Related 6.8 4.0 3.0
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 2.7 1.4 1.0
Personal Care and Service 4.2 2.2 1.5
Sales and Related 6.5 3.7 2.7
Office and Administrative Support 8.5 5.0 3.7
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.0 0.0 0.0
Construction and Extraction 0.5 0.3 0.2
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 1.9 1.2 0.9
Production 0.9 0.5 0.4
Transportation and Material Moving 3.3 1.8 1.3
Totals 52.8 29.9 21.8

Notes:
1

2

3

4 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories.

CondominiumSingle Family Apartment

Estimated employment generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units from APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1.
The 20% adjustment is based upon job losses in declining sectors of the local economy over the past 20 years. “Downsized” employees from 
declining sectors are assumed to fill a portion of new jobs in sectors serving residents.
Adjustment from number of employees to households using county-wide average of 1.77 employees per employee household derived from the 
U.S. Census American Community Survey 2011 to 2013.  
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

EXTREMELY LOW INCOME (ELI) EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Extremely Low Income Households (under 30% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.01                           0.00                           0.00                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.08                           0.03                           0.02                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Healthcare Support 0.20                           0.11                           0.07                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 1.12                           0.66                           0.49                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.25                           0.13                           0.09                           
Personal Care and Service 0.59                           0.30                           0.21                           
Sales and Related 0.94                           0.51                           0.37                           
Office and Admin 0.43                           0.25                           0.18                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.03                           0.02                           0.01                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.04                           0.20                           0.14                           

ELI Households - Major Occupations 3.69                           2.21                           1.60                           

ELI Households1 - all other occupations 0.48                           0.28                           0.20                           

Total ELI Households1 4.16                           2.49                           1.79                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from zero through 30% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

CondominiumSingle Family Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 4
VERY LOW INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Very Low Income Households (30%-50% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.03                           0.02                           0.02                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.03                           0.02                           0.01                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.15                           0.08                           0.06                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.43                           0.17                           0.11                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.06                           0.04                           0.03                           
Healthcare Support 0.73                           0.43                           0.29                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 2.50                           1.47                           1.09                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.88                           0.46                           0.33                           
Personal Care and Service 1.51                           0.78                           0.54                           
Sales and Related 2.17                           1.18                           0.86                           
Office and Admin 2.14                           1.25                           0.93                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.31                           0.18                           0.14                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.19                           0.58                           0.42                           

Very Low Households - Major Occupations 11.13                         6.65                           4.82                           

Very Low Households1 - all other occupations 1.44                           0.85                           0.60                           

Total Very Low Inc. Households1 12.57                         7.50                           5.42                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 30% through 50% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D.  The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 5

LOWER INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Lower Income Households (50%-80% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.17                           0.09                           0.07                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.30                           0.19                           0.14                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.33                           0.17                           0.13                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.74                           0.27                           0.18                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.24                           0.15                           0.11                           
Healthcare Support 0.78                           0.46                           0.32                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 2.26                           1.33                           0.99                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.91                           0.47                           0.34                           
Personal Care and Service 1.36                           0.70                           0.48                           
Sales and Related 2.05                           1.15                           0.85                           
Office and Admin 2.90                           1.71                           1.27                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.58                           0.35                           0.26                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.28                           0.61                           0.44                           

Lower Households - Major Occupations 12.91                         7.66                           5.58                           

Lower Households1 - all other occupations -                             0.98                           0.70                           

Total Lower Inc. Households1 12.91                         8.64                           6.27                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 50% through 80% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 6

MODERATE INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Moderate Income Households (80%-120% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 1.97                           0.03                           0.02                           
Business and Financial Operations 1.98                           0.06                           0.04                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.64                           0.04                           0.03                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.57                           0.05                           0.03                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 3.87                           0.05                           0.04                           
Healthcare Support 0.57                           0.06                           0.04                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 1.02                           0.12                           0.09                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.35                           0.06                           0.04                           
Personal Care and Service 0.12                           0.07                           0.05                           
Sales and Related 0.92                           0.13                           0.09                           
Office and Admin 2.78                           0.24                           0.18                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.98                           0.07                           0.05                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 2.57                           0.07                           0.05                           

Moderate Households - Major Occupations 18.34                         1.04                           0.76                           

Moderate Households1 - all other occupations 2.37                           0.13                           0.09                           

Total Moderate Inc. Households1 20.71                         1.17                           0.86                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 80% through 120% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 7
IMPACT ANALYSIS SUMMARY   
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED   
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS  - PER 100 MARKET RATE UNITS

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Number of New Households1  

Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) 4.2 2.5 1.8

Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) 12.6 7.5 5.4

Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) 14.6 8.6 6.3

Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) 2.0 1.2 0.9

Subtotal through 120% AMI 33.3 19.8 14.3

Above Moderate Income (Over 120% AMI) 19.4 10.1 7.5

Total Employee Households 52.8 29.9 21.8

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS  - PER EACH (1) MARKET RATE UNIT

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Number of New Households1  

Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) 0.04 0.02 0.02

Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) 0.13 0.08 0.05

Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) 0.15 0.09 0.06

Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) 0.02 0.01 0.01

Subtotal through 120% AMI 0.33 0.20 0.14

Above Moderate Income (Over 120% AMI) 0.19 0.10 0.07

Total Employee Households 0.53 0.30 0.22

Notes
1 Households of retail, education, healthcare and other employees that serve residents of new market rate units. 

AMI = Area Median Income 

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 8
SUPPORTED FEE / NEXUS SUMMARY
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

TOTAL NEXUS COST PER MARKET RATE UNIT  

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Household Income Category

    Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) $267,800 2  $11,100 $6,700 $4,800

     Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) $206,800 2  $26,000 $15,500 $11,200

     Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) $173,400 2  $25,300 $15,000 $10,900

     Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) $165,100 2  $3,300 $1,900 $1,400

Total Supported Fee Per Unit $65,700 $39,100 $28,300

TOTAL NEXUS COST PER SQUARE FOOT  

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Avg. Unit Size (SF) 2,700 SF 1,700 SF 870 SF
Household Income Category

    Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) $4.10 $3.90 $5.50

     Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) $9.60 $9.10 $12.90

     Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) $9.40 $8.80 $12.50

     Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) $1.20 $1.10 $1.60

Total Supported Fee Per Sq.Ft. $24.30 $22.90 $32.50

Notes
1

2

3

Apartment

Assumes affordable rental units.  Affordability gaps represent the remaining affordability gap after tax credit financing.  See affordability gap 
section for details.  

Nexus cost per unit calculated by multiplying the affordable unit demand from Table APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 7 by the affordability gap, 
and then dividing by 100 units.

Affordability 
Gap Per Unit 

Nexus cost per square foot computed by dividing the nexus cost per unit from above by the average unit size. 

Nexus Cost Per Market Rate Unit 1

Nexus Cost Per Square Foot 3

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Single Family Condominium

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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EXHIBIT IV

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1
IMPLAN MODEL OUTPUT
JOBS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Household Expenditures $8,910,000 $6,350,000 $5,600,000
(100 Market Rate Units) 

Jobs Generated by Industry 1  

Retail - Food and beverage stores 2.1 1.5 1.3 3%
Retail - General merchandise stores 2.2 1.6 1.4 3%
Personal care services 1.9 1.3 1.2 2%
Other personal services 1.6 1.1 1.0 2%
Retail - Nonstore retailers 1.3 1.0 0.8 2%
Retail - Miscellaneous store retailers 1.0 0.7 0.6 1%
Retail - Clothing and clothing accessories stores 1.0 0.7 0.6 1%
Retail - Motor vehicle and parts dealers 0.9 0.7 0.6 1%
Retail - Health and personal care stores 0.8 0.6 0.5 1%

Subtotal Retail and Service 12.8 9.1 8.1 17%

Offices of dentists 1.0 0.7 0.7 1%
Offices of physicians 2.8 2.1 1.8 4%
Hospitals 3.4 2.7 2.4 5%
Nursing and community care facilities 1.2 0.9 0.8 2%
Offices of other health practitioners 1.1 0.8 0.7 1%
Home health care services 1.6 0.5 0.5 1%

Subtotal Healthcare 11.1 7.8 6.9 14%

Full-service restaurants 0.0 3.0 2.7 3%
Individual and family services 2.9 2.1 1.9 4%
Limited-service restaurants 3.7 2.7 2.4 5%
All other food and drinking places 2.0 1.5 1.3 3%

Subtotal Restaurant 8.7 9.3 8.2 15%

Colleges and universities 1.0 0.6 0.5 1%
Elementary and secondary schools 0.8 0.4 0.4 1%
Other educational services 1.1 0.7 0.6 1%

Subtotal Education 2.9 1.7 1.5 3%

Real estate 3.0 2.5 2.2 4%
Wholesale trade 1.8 1.3 1.1 2%
Services to buildings 1.3 0.9 0.8 2%
Insurance agencies, brokerages, and related activities 0.8 0.6 0.5 1%
Monetary authorities and depository credit intermediation 0.9 0.7 0.6 1%
Funds, trusts, and other financial vehicles 0.7 0.6 0.5 1%
Fitness and recreational sports centers 0.6 0.4 0.3 1%
Child day care services 0.6 0.4 0.3 1%
Religious organizations 1.4 1.1 0.9 2%
Employment services 1.3 1.0 0.9 2%
Legal services 0.6 0.4 0.4 1%
Services to private households 0.9 0.6 0.6 1%
Other financial investment activities 1.9 1.5 1.3 3%
Automotive repair and maintenance 1.3 0.9 0.8 2%
All Other 24.2 14.0 12.4 28%

Total Number of Jobs Generated 77.0 54.7 48.3 100%
Notes

1

% of 
JobsApartment

Estimated jobs generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units for Industries representing more 
than 1% of total employment. Job estimates are based on the IMPLAN Group's economic model, IMPLAN, for Los Angeles County (uses 
2015 IMPLAN data set, the most recent available as of May 2017).  Includes both full- and part-time jobs.

Single Family Condominium

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2
NET NEW HOUSEHOLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 1 - Employees 1 77.0 54.7 48.3

Step 2 - Adjustment for Changing Industries (20%) 2 61.6 43.8 38.6 

Step 3 - Adjustment for Number of Households (1.77) 3 34.8 24.7 21.8

Step 4 - Occupation Distribution 4

Management Occupations 4.5% 4.6% 4.6%
Business and Financial Operations 5.1% 5.3% 5.3%
Computer and Mathematical 1.5% 1.5% 1.5%
Architecture and Engineering 0.4% 0.4% 0.4%
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
Community and Social Services 2.2% 2.2% 2.2%
Legal 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
Education, Training, and Library 3.0% 2.7% 2.7%
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 1.4% 1.3% 1.3%
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 8.0% 8.2% 8.2%
Healthcare Support 4.6% 4.3% 4.3%
Protective Service 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
Food Preparation and Serving Related 13.5% 13.7% 13.7%
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 4.7% 4.6% 4.6%
Personal Care and Service 7.2% 6.8% 6.8%
Sales and Related 12.4% 12.6% 12.6%
Office and Administrative Support 16.8% 17.1% 17.1%
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
Construction and Extraction 0.9% 0.9% 0.9%
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 3.9% 4.0% 4.0%
Production 1.7% 1.7% 1.7%
Transportation and Material Moving 6.1% 6.1% 6.1%
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100 0%

Management Occupations 1.6 1.1 1.0
Business and Financial Operations 1.8 1.3 1.2
Computer and Mathematical 0.5 0.4 0.3
Architecture and Engineering 0.1 0.1 0.1
Life, Physical, and Social Science 0.1 0.1 0.1
Community and Social Services 0.8 0.6 0.5
Legal 0.2 0.1 0.1
Education, Training, and Library 1.0 0.7 0.6
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 0.5 0.3 0.3
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 2.8 2.0 1.8
Healthcare Support 1.6 1.1 0.9
Protective Service 0.4 0.3 0.3
Food Preparation and Serving Related 4.7 3.4 3.0
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint. 1.6 1.1 1.0
Personal Care and Service 2.5 1.7 1.5
Sales and Related 4.3 3.1 2.7
Office and Administrative Support 5.8 4.2 3.7
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 0.0 0.0 0.0
Construction and Extraction 0.3 0.2 0.2
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair 1.4 1.0 0.9
Production 0.6 0.4 0.4
Transportation and Material Moving 2.1 1.5 1.3
Totals 34.8 24.7 21.8

Notes:
1

2

3

4 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories.

CondominiumSingle Family Apartment

Estimated employment generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units from APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 
The 20% adjustment is based upon job losses in declining sectors of the local economy over the past 20 years. “Downsized” employees from 
declining sectors are assumed to fill a portion of new jobs in sectors serving residents.
Adjustment from number of employees to households using county-wide average of 1.77 employees per employee household derived from the 
U.S. Census American Community Survey 2011 to 2013.  

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; C-1; trb



 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

EXTREMELY LOW INCOME (ELI) EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Extremely Low Income Households (under 30% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.01                           0.00                           0.00                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.03                           0.02                           0.02                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.00                           0.00                           0.00                           
Healthcare Support 0.12                           0.07                           0.07                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 0.77                           0.55                           0.49                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.15                           0.11                           0.09                           
Personal Care and Service 0.35                           0.24                           0.21                           
Sales and Related 0.60                           0.42                           0.37                           
Office and Admin 0.29                           0.21                           0.18                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.02                           0.01                           0.01                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.23                           0.16                           0.14                           

ELI Households - Major Occupations 2.57                           1.81                           1.60                           

ELI Households1 - all other occupations 0.33                           0.23                           0.20                           

Total ELI Households1 2.90                           2.04                           1.79                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from zero through 30% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

CondominiumSingle Family Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 4
VERY LOW INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Very Low Income Households (30%-50% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.02                           0.02                           0.02                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.02                           0.01                           0.01                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.09                           0.07                           0.06                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.20                           0.13                           0.11                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.04                           0.03                           0.03                           
Healthcare Support 0.49                           0.33                           0.29                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 1.71                           1.24                           1.09                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.53                           0.37                           0.33                           
Personal Care and Service 0.91                           0.61                           0.54                           
Sales and Related 1.38                           0.98                           0.86                           
Office and Admin 1.45                           1.05                           0.93                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.21                           0.16                           0.14                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.67                           0.47                           0.42                           

Very Low Households - Major Occupations 7.74                           5.46                           4.82                           

Very Low Households1 - all other occupations 0.99                           0.68                           0.60                           

Total Very Low Inc. Households1 8.73                           6.14                           5.42                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 30% through 50% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D.  The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 5

LOWER INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Lower Income Households (50%-80% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.11                           0.08                           0.07                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.22                           0.16                           0.14                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.20                           0.14                           0.13                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.31                           0.20                           0.18                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.17                           0.12                           0.11                           
Healthcare Support 0.54                           0.37                           0.32                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 1.55                           1.12                           0.99                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.54                           0.38                           0.34                           
Personal Care and Service 0.82                           0.55                           0.48                           
Sales and Related 1.34                           0.97                           0.85                           
Office and Admin 1.98                           1.44                           1.27                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.41                           0.30                           0.26                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.71                           0.50                           0.44                           

Lower Households - Major Occupations 8.91                           6.32                           5.58                           

Lower Households1 - all other occupations 1.13                           0.79                           0.70                           

Total Lower Inc. Households1 10.05                         7.11                           6.27                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 50% through 80% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; C-2C; trb



 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 6

MODERATE INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS1 GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Per 100 Market Rate Units
Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Step 5 & 6 - Moderate Income Households (80%-120% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories 2 

Management 0.03                           0.03                           0.02                           
Business and Financial Operations 0.06                           0.05                           0.04                           
Computer and Mathematical -                             -                             -                             
Architecture and Engineering -                             -                             -                             
Life, Physical and Social Science -                             -                             -                             
Community and Social Services 0.04                           0.03                           0.03                           
Legal -                             -                             -                             
Education Training and Library 0.06                           0.03                           0.03                           
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media -                             -                             -                             
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.06                           0.04                           0.04                           
Healthcare Support 0.07                           0.05                           0.04                           
Protective Service -                             -                             -                             
Food Preparation and Serving Related 0.14                           0.10                           0.09                           
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.07                           0.05                           0.04                           
Personal Care and Service 0.09                           0.06                           0.05                           
Sales and Related 0.15                           0.11                           0.09                           
Office and Admin 0.28                           0.20                           0.18                           
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry -                             -                             -                             
Construction and Extraction -                             -                             -                             
Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.08                           0.06                           0.05                           
Production -                             -                             -                             
Transportation and Material Moving 0.09                           0.06                           0.05                           

Moderate Households - Major Occupations 1.21                           0.86                           0.76                           

Moderate Households1 - all other occupations 0.15                           0.11                           0.09                           

Total Moderate Inc. Households1 1.37                           0.97                           0.86                           

Notes
1 Includes households earning from 80% through 120% of Los Angeles County Area Median Income.
2 See Appendix D for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees into 

households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 
D. The distribution of the number of employees per employee household and the distribution of household size are based on American 
Community Survey data.

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 7
IMPACT ANALYSIS SUMMARY   
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED   
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS  - PER 100 MARKET RATE UNITS

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Number of New Households1  

Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) 2.9 2.0 1.8

Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) 8.7 6.1 5.4

Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) 10.0 7.1 6.3

Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) 1.4 1.0 0.9

Subtotal through 120% AMI 23.0 16.3 14.3

Above Moderate Income (Over 120% AMI) 11.7 8.5 7.5

Total Employee Households 34.8 24.7 21.8

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS  - PER EACH (1) MARKET RATE UNIT

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Number of New Households1  

Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) 0.03 0.02 0.02

Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) 0.09 0.06 0.05

Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) 0.10 0.07 0.06

Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) 0.01 0.01 0.01

Subtotal through 120% AMI 0.23 0.16 0.14

Above Moderate Income (Over 120% AMI) 0.12 0.08 0.07

Total Employee Households 0.35 0.25 0.22

Notes
1 Households of retail, education, healthcare and other employees that serve residents of new market rate units. 

AMI = Area Median Income 

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Single Family Condominium Apartment
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 APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 8
SUPPORTED FEE / NEXUS SUMMARY
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

TOTAL NEXUS COST PER MARKET RATE UNIT  

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Household Income Category

    Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) $264,800 2  $7,700 $5,400 $4,800

     Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) $203,800 2  $17,800 $12,500 $11,000

     Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) $159,500 2  $16,000 $11,300 $10,000

     Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) $153,000 2  $2,100 $1,500 $1,300

Total Supported Fee Per Unit $43,600 $30,700 $27,100

TOTAL NEXUS COST PER SQUARE FOOT  

Prototype 1 Prototype 2 Prototype 3

Avg. Unit Size (SF) 2,750 SF 1,700 SF 950 SF
Household Income Category

    Extremely Low Income (Under 30% AMI) $2.80 $3.20 $5.10

     Very Low Income (30% to 50% AMI) $6.50 $7.40 $11.60

     Lower Income (50% to 80% AMI) $5.80 $6.60 $10.50

     Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI) $0.80 $0.90 $1.40

Total Supported Fee Per Sq.Ft. $15.90 $18.10 $28.60

Notes
1

2

3

Nexus Cost Per Market Rate Unit 1

Nexus Cost Per Square Foot 3

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Single Family Condominium Apartment

Assumes affordable rental units.  Affordability gaps represent the remaining affordability gap after tax credit financing.  See affordability gap 
section for details.  

Nexus cost per unit calculated by multiplying the affordable unit demand from Table APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 7 by the affordability gap, 
and then dividing by 100 units.

Affordability 
Gap Per Unit 

Nexus cost per square foot computed by dividing the nexus cost per unit from above by the average unit size. 
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2016
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100 - $150K, RESIDENT SERVICES
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Worker Occupation Distribution1

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations 4.3%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations 4.9%

Community and Social Service Occupations 2.2%

Education, Training, and Library Occupations 2.9%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 7.7%

Healthcare Support Occupations 4.4%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 13.0%

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 4.5%

Personal Care and Service Occupations 7.0%

Sales and Related Occupations 11.9%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations 16.2%

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 3.8%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 5.9%

11.3%

INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

1

Services to Households Earning 
$100,000 to $150,000

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning 
$100,000 to $150,000

Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those 
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers

Page 1 of 4 
Management Occupations

Chief Executives $232,600 3.0% 0.1%
General and Operations Managers $138,700 34.8% 1.5%
Sales Managers $132,500 4.4% 0.2%
Administrative Services Managers $106,300 3.6% 0.2%
Financial Managers $160,700 9.4% 0.4%
Food Service Managers $50,100 4.6% 0.2%
Medical and Health Services Managers $114,700 6.7% 0.3%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $64,900 8.7% 0.4%
Social and Community Service Managers $85,600 3.4% 0.1%
Managers, All Other $134,400 3.5% 0.2%
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $125,900 17.9% 0.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $125,900 100.0% 4.3%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators $71,700 3.8% 0.2%
Human Resources Specialists $74,900 5.4% 0.3%
Management Analysts $99,300 6.0% 0.3%
Training and Development Specialists $66,600 3.3% 0.2%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $73,600 7.2% 0.4%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $78,600 8.8% 0.4%
Accountants and Auditors $84,500 17.6% 0.9%
Financial Analysts $99,900 8.4% 0.4%
Personal Financial Advisors $144,600 11.6% 0.6%
Loan Officers $88,000 4.4% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $92,900 23.5% 1.2%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $92,900 100.0% 4.9%

Community and Social Service Occupations
Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors $43,300 4.3% 0.1%
Educational, Guidance, School, and Vocational Counselors $69,600 4.8% 0.1%
Mental Health Counselors $52,100 7.8% 0.2%
Rehabilitation Counselors $37,000 4.6% 0.1%
Child, Family, and School Social Workers $61,300 11.3% 0.2%
Healthcare Social Workers $67,500 7.3% 0.2%
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers $65,400 5.4% 0.1%
Social and Human Service Assistants $46,200 18.5% 0.4%
Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other $54,700 3.6% 0.1%
Clergy $61,000 12.0% 0.3%
Directors, Religious Activities and Education $55,100 7.2% 0.2%
All Other Community and Social Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,500 13.2% 0.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,500 100.0% 2.2%
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary $65,900 4.0% 0.1%
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education $37,400 13.1% 0.4%
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education $76,200 6.6% 0.2%
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $77,800 4.2% 0.1%
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers $48,800 13.0% 0.4%
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers $54,900 8.0% 0.2%
Substitute Teachers $41,800 3.8% 0.1%
Teacher Assistants $32,200 13.4% 0.4%
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $49,100 33.9% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $49,100 100.0% 2.9%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists $135,200 3.4% 0.3%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $230,500 4.4% 0.3%
Physical Therapists $93,300 3.4% 0.3%
Registered Nurses $96,600 30.0% 2.3%
Dental Hygienists $95,000 3.7% 0.3%
Pharmacy Technicians $39,300 4.7% 0.4%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $51,100 7.8% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $98,000 42.7% 3.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $98,000 100.0% 7.7%

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides $29,500 25.4% 1.1%
Nursing Assistants $32,500 24.1% 1.1%
Massage Therapists $44,900 5.1% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $38,600 10.1% 0.4%
Medical Assistants $37,300 17.8% 0.8%
Phlebotomists $42,700 3.1% 0.1%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $34,400 14.5% 0.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $34,400 100.0% 4.4%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $35,700 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, Fast Food $23,500 3.9% 0.5%
Cooks, Restaurant $28,000 9.0% 1.2%
Food Preparation Workers $25,300 6.4% 0.8%
Bartenders $33,800 6.7% 0.9%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $24,000 26.0% 3.4%
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop $26,700 3.5% 0.5%
Waiters and Waitresses $29,500 19.5% 2.5%
Dishwashers $22,900 4.0% 0.5%
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop $25,200 3.0% 0.4%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,400 11.2% 1.5%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,400 100.0% 13.0%
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers $55,900 3.3% 0.1%
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $31,000 47.1% 2.1%
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $27,900 10.9% 0.5%
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers $33,500 30.0% 1.3%
All Other Building / Grounds Cleaning / Maintenance (Avg. All Categories) $32,400 8.6% 0.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,400 100.0% 4.5%

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $47,700 3.9% 0.3%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $31,000 9.1% 0.6%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $31,600 16.7% 1.2%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $23,700 4.5% 0.3%
Childcare Workers $27,000 7.7% 0.5%
Personal Care Aides $26,500 33.4% 2.3%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $52,300 6.3% 0.4%
Recreation Workers $29,600 3.8% 0.3%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $30,900 14.5% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,900 100.0% 7.0%

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers $43,500 8.7% 1.0%
Cashiers $24,300 25.3% 3.0%
Counter and Rental Clerks $31,500 5.0% 0.6%
Retail Salespersons $29,800 34.4% 4.1%
Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales Agents $84,800 3.7% 0.4%
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other $62,600 5.1% 0.6%
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific Products $63,500 4.3% 0.5%
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $35,600 13.6% 1.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $35,600 100.0% 11.9%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $61,300 6.7% 1.1%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $46,200 7.3% 1.2%
Customer Service Representatives $39,800 11.9% 1.9%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $30,800 8.3% 1.3%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $28,300 9.4% 1.5%
Medical Secretaries $38,700 4.1% 0.7%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $41,900 11.4% 1.8%
Office Clerks, General $34,400 14.0% 2.3%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,100 26.9% 4.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,100 100.0% 16.2%
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $76,700 7.8% 0.3%
Telecommunications Equipment Installers and Repairers, Except Line Installers $57,900 3.0% 0.1%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $41,400 6.4% 0.2%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $44,000 19.2% 0.7%
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists $55,500 3.9% 0.1%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $44,200 31.4% 1.2%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,600 28.3% 1.1%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,600 100.0% 3.8%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $32,300 4.6% 0.3%
Driver/Sales Workers $34,900 6.3% 0.4%
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,000 13.4% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $38,200 9.3% 0.6%
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $32,200 3.3% 0.2%
Parking Lot Attendants $25,200 10.7% 0.6%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $38,800 3.1% 0.2%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $26,100 7.2% 0.4%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $30,700 19.3% 1.1%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,300 6.2% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,200 16.6% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,200 100.0% 5.9%

88.7%

1

2

3

The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed 
full-time.  Annual compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2016 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.  Wages are based on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles County updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2017 wage levels. 
Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2016
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $70 TO $100K, RESIDENT SERVICES
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Worker Occupation Distribution1

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations 4.4%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations 5.1%

Community and Social Service Occupations 2.2%

Education, Training, and Library Occupations 2.6%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 7.9%

Healthcare Support Occupations 4.2%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 13.2%

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 4.4%

Personal Care and Service Occupations 6.6%

Sales and Related Occupations 12.1%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations 16.5%

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 3.9%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 5.8%

11.1%

INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

1

Services to Households Earning 
$70,000 to $100,000

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning 
$70,000 to $100,000

Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those 
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $70,000 TO $100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Management Occupations

Chief Executives $232,600 3.0% 0.1%
General and Operations Managers $138,700 34.5% 1.5%
Sales Managers $132,500 4.4% 0.2%
Administrative Services Managers $106,300 3.6% 0.2%
Financial Managers $160,700 9.7% 0.4%
Food Service Managers $50,100 4.5% 0.2%
Medical and Health Services Managers $114,700 6.5% 0.3%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $64,900 9.7% 0.4%
Social and Community Service Managers $85,600 3.3% 0.1%
Managers, All Other $134,400 3.5% 0.2%
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $125,200 17.3% 0.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $125,200 100.0% 4.4%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators $71,700 3.9% 0.2%
Human Resources Specialists $74,900 5.2% 0.3%
Management Analysts $99,300 5.9% 0.3%
Training and Development Specialists $66,600 3.2% 0.2%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $73,600 7.1% 0.4%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $78,600 8.7% 0.4%
Accountants and Auditors $84,500 17.5% 0.9%
Financial Analysts $99,900 8.7% 0.4%
Personal Financial Advisors $144,600 12.0% 0.6%
Loan Officers $88,000 4.4% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $93,300 23.3% 1.2%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $93,300 100.0% 5.1%

Community and Social Service Occupations
Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors $43,300 4.3% 0.1%
Educational, Guidance, School, and Vocational Counselors $69,600 4.3% 0.1%
Mental Health Counselors $52,100 7.9% 0.2%
Rehabilitation Counselors $37,000 4.7% 0.1%
Child, Family, and School Social Workers $61,300 11.2% 0.2%
Healthcare Social Workers $67,500 7.0% 0.2%
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers $65,400 5.5% 0.1%
Social and Human Service Assistants $46,200 18.6% 0.4%
Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other $54,700 3.6% 0.1%
Clergy $61,000 12.3% 0.3%
Directors, Religious Activities and Education $55,100 7.5% 0.2%
All Other Community and Social Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,300 13.3% 0.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,300 100.0% 2.2%
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AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
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Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary $65,900 4.1% 0.1%
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education $37,400 14.0% 0.4%
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education $76,200 6.1% 0.2%
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $77,800 3.8% 0.1%
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers $48,800 14.2% 0.4%
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers $54,900 8.3% 0.2%
Substitute Teachers $41,800 3.7% 0.1%
Teacher Assistants $32,200 13.7% 0.4%
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,600 32.1% 0.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,600 100.0% 2.6%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists $135,200 3.5% 0.3%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $230,500 4.5% 0.4%
Physical Therapists $93,300 3.1% 0.2%
Registered Nurses $96,600 30.1% 2.4%
Dental Hygienists $95,000 3.7% 0.3%
Pharmacy Technicians $39,300 4.7% 0.4%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $51,100 7.2% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $98,900 43.2% 3.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $98,900 100.0% 7.9%

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides $29,500 19.6% 0.8%
Nursing Assistants $32,500 25.8% 1.1%
Massage Therapists $44,900 5.3% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $38,600 11.0% 0.5%
Medical Assistants $37,300 19.6% 0.8%
Phlebotomists $42,700 3.3% 0.1%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $34,900 15.4% 0.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $34,900 100.0% 4.2%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $35,700 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, Fast Food $23,500 3.9% 0.5%
Cooks, Restaurant $28,000 9.0% 1.2%
Food Preparation Workers $25,300 6.4% 0.8%
Bartenders $33,800 6.6% 0.9%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $24,000 26.1% 3.5%
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop $26,700 3.5% 0.5%
Waiters and Waitresses $29,500 19.6% 2.6%
Dishwashers $22,900 4.0% 0.5%
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop $25,200 3.1% 0.4%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,400 11.1% 1.5%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,400 100.0% 13.2%
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Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers $55,900 3.3% 0.1%
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $31,000 47.0% 2.1%
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $27,900 11.5% 0.5%
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers $33,500 29.7% 1.3%
All Other Building / Grounds Cleaning / Maintenance (Avg. All Categories) $32,300 8.5% 0.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,300 100.0% 4.4%

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $47,700 4.0% 0.3%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $31,000 9.5% 0.6%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $31,600 17.7% 1.2%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $23,700 4.8% 0.3%
Childcare Workers $27,000 7.7% 0.5%
Personal Care Aides $26,500 32.4% 2.1%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $52,300 5.8% 0.4%
Recreation Workers $29,600 3.9% 0.3%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $30,800 14.2% 0.9%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,800 100.0% 6.6%

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers $43,500 8.6% 1.0%
Cashiers $24,300 25.1% 3.0%
Counter and Rental Clerks $31,500 5.2% 0.6%
Retail Salespersons $29,800 34.1% 4.1%
Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales Agents $84,800 3.8% 0.5%
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other $62,600 4.9% 0.6%
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific Products $63,500 4.3% 0.5%
Real Estate Sales Agents $59,600 3.0% 0.4%
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $36,500 10.8% 1.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $36,500 100.0% 12.1%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $61,300 6.7% 1.1%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $46,200 7.3% 1.2%
Customer Service Representatives $39,800 11.9% 2.0%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $30,800 8.2% 1.4%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $28,300 9.4% 1.6%
Medical Secretaries $38,700 4.2% 0.7%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $41,900 11.5% 1.9%
Office Clerks, General $34,400 13.9% 2.3%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,200 26.9% 4.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,200 100.0% 16.5%
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Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $76,700 7.7% 0.3%
Telecommunications Equipment Installers and Repairers, Except Line Installers $57,900 3.2% 0.1%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $41,400 6.1% 0.2%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $44,000 18.6% 0.7%
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists $55,500 3.7% 0.1%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $44,200 33.2% 1.3%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,600 27.4% 1.1%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,600 100.0% 3.9%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $32,300 4.2% 0.2%
Driver/Sales Workers $34,900 6.5% 0.4%
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,000 13.5% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $38,200 9.4% 0.6%
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $32,200 3.2% 0.2%
Parking Lot Attendants $25,200 10.4% 0.6%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $38,800 3.2% 0.2%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $26,100 7.2% 0.4%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $30,700 19.7% 1.2%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,300 6.4% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,200 16.4% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,200 100.0% 5.8%

88.9%

1

2

3

The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed 
full-time.  Annual compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2016 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.  Wages are based on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles County updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2017 wage levels. 
Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2016
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100 - $150K, RESIDENT SERVICES
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

Worker Occupation Distribution1

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations 4.3%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations 4.9%

Community and Social Service Occupations 2.2%

Education, Training, and Library Occupations 2.9%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 7.7%

Healthcare Support Occupations 4.4%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 13.0%

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 4.5%

Personal Care and Service Occupations 7.0%

Sales and Related Occupations 11.9%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations 16.2%

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 3.8%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 5.9%

11.3%

INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

1

Services to Households Earning 
$100,000 to $150,000

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning 
$100,000 to $150,000

Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those 
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 4
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Management Occupations

Chief Executives $232,600 3.0% 0.1%
General and Operations Managers $138,700 34.8% 1.5%
Sales Managers $132,500 4.4% 0.2%
Administrative Services Managers $106,300 3.6% 0.2%
Financial Managers $160,700 9.4% 0.4%
Food Service Managers $50,100 4.6% 0.2%
Medical and Health Services Managers $114,700 6.7% 0.3%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $64,900 8.7% 0.4%
Social and Community Service Managers $85,600 3.4% 0.1%
Managers, All Other $134,400 3.5% 0.2%
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $125,900 17.9% 0.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $125,900 100.0% 4.3%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators $71,700 3.8% 0.2%
Human Resources Specialists $74,900 5.4% 0.3%
Management Analysts $99,300 6.0% 0.3%
Training and Development Specialists $66,600 3.3% 0.2%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $73,600 7.2% 0.4%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $78,600 8.8% 0.4%
Accountants and Auditors $84,500 17.6% 0.9%
Financial Analysts $99,900 8.4% 0.4%
Personal Financial Advisors $144,600 11.6% 0.6%
Loan Officers $88,000 4.4% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $92,900 23.5% 1.2%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $92,900 100.0% 4.9%

Community and Social Service Occupations
Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors $43,300 4.3% 0.1%
Educational, Guidance, School, and Vocational Counselors $69,600 4.8% 0.1%
Mental Health Counselors $52,100 7.8% 0.2%
Rehabilitation Counselors $37,000 4.6% 0.1%
Child, Family, and School Social Workers $61,300 11.3% 0.2%
Healthcare Social Workers $67,500 7.3% 0.2%
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers $65,400 5.4% 0.1%
Social and Human Service Assistants $46,200 18.5% 0.4%
Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other $54,700 3.6% 0.1%
Clergy $61,000 12.0% 0.3%
Directors, Religious Activities and Education $55,100 7.2% 0.2%
All Other Community and Social Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,500 13.2% 0.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,500 100.0% 2.2%
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AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
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Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary $65,900 4.0% 0.1%
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education $37,400 13.1% 0.4%
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education $76,200 6.6% 0.2%
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $77,800 4.2% 0.1%
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers $48,800 13.0% 0.4%
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers $54,900 8.0% 0.2%
Substitute Teachers $41,800 3.8% 0.1%
Teacher Assistants $32,200 13.4% 0.4%
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $49,100 33.9% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $49,100 100.0% 2.9%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists $135,200 3.4% 0.3%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $230,500 4.4% 0.3%
Physical Therapists $93,300 3.4% 0.3%
Registered Nurses $96,600 30.0% 2.3%
Dental Hygienists $95,000 3.7% 0.3%
Pharmacy Technicians $39,300 4.7% 0.4%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $51,100 7.8% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $98,000 42.7% 3.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $98,000 100.0% 7.7%

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides $29,500 25.4% 1.1%
Nursing Assistants $32,500 24.1% 1.1%
Massage Therapists $44,900 5.1% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $38,600 10.1% 0.4%
Medical Assistants $37,300 17.8% 0.8%
Phlebotomists $42,700 3.1% 0.1%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $34,400 14.5% 0.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $34,400 100.0% 4.4%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $35,700 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, Fast Food $23,500 3.9% 0.5%
Cooks, Restaurant $28,000 9.0% 1.2%
Food Preparation Workers $25,300 6.4% 0.8%
Bartenders $33,800 6.7% 0.9%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $24,000 26.0% 3.4%
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop $26,700 3.5% 0.5%
Waiters and Waitresses $29,500 19.5% 2.5%
Dishwashers $22,900 4.0% 0.5%
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop $25,200 3.0% 0.4%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,400 11.2% 1.5%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,400 100.0% 13.0%
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Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers $55,900 3.3% 0.1%
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $31,000 47.1% 2.1%
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $27,900 10.9% 0.5%
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers $33,500 30.0% 1.3%
All Other Building / Grounds Cleaning / Maintenance (Avg. All Categories) $32,400 8.6% 0.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,400 100.0% 4.5%

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $47,700 3.9% 0.3%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $31,000 9.1% 0.6%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $31,600 16.7% 1.2%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $23,700 4.5% 0.3%
Childcare Workers $27,000 7.7% 0.5%
Personal Care Aides $26,500 33.4% 2.3%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $52,300 6.3% 0.4%
Recreation Workers $29,600 3.8% 0.3%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $30,900 14.5% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,900 100.0% 7.0%

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers $43,500 8.7% 1.0%
Cashiers $24,300 25.3% 3.0%
Counter and Rental Clerks $31,500 5.0% 0.6%
Retail Salespersons $29,800 34.4% 4.1%
Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales Agents $84,800 3.7% 0.4%
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other $62,600 5.1% 0.6%
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific Products $63,500 4.3% 0.5%
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $35,600 13.6% 1.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $35,600 100.0% 11.9%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $61,300 6.7% 1.1%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $46,200 7.3% 1.2%
Customer Service Representatives $39,800 11.9% 1.9%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $30,800 8.3% 1.3%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $28,300 9.4% 1.5%
Medical Secretaries $38,700 4.1% 0.7%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $41,900 11.4% 1.8%
Office Clerks, General $34,400 14.0% 2.3%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,100 26.9% 4.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,100 100.0% 16.2%
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Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $76,700 7.8% 0.3%
Telecommunications Equipment Installers and Repairers, Except Line Installers $57,900 3.0% 0.1%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $41,400 6.4% 0.2%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $44,000 19.2% 0.7%
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists $55,500 3.9% 0.1%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $44,200 31.4% 1.2%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,600 28.3% 1.1%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,600 100.0% 3.8%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $32,300 4.6% 0.3%
Driver/Sales Workers $34,900 6.3% 0.4%
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,000 13.4% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $38,200 9.3% 0.6%
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $32,200 3.3% 0.2%
Parking Lot Attendants $25,200 10.7% 0.6%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $38,800 3.1% 0.2%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $26,100 7.2% 0.4%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $30,700 19.3% 1.1%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,300 6.2% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,200 16.6% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,200 100.0% 5.9%

88.7%

1

2

3

The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed 
full-time.  Annual compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2016 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.  Wages are based on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles County updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2017 wage levels. 
Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2016
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $70 TO $100K, RESIDENT SERVICES
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Worker Occupation Distribution1

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations 4.4%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations 5.1%

Community and Social Service Occupations 2.2%

Education, Training, and Library Occupations 2.6%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 7.9%

Healthcare Support Occupations 4.2%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 13.2%

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 4.4%

Personal Care and Service Occupations 6.6%

Sales and Related Occupations 12.1%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations 16.5%

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 3.9%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 5.8%

11.1%

INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

1

Services to Households Earning 
$70,000 to $100,000

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning 
$70,000 to $100,000

Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those 
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $70,000 TO $100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Management Occupations

Chief Executives $232,600 3.0% 0.1%
General and Operations Managers $138,700 34.5% 1.5%
Sales Managers $132,500 4.4% 0.2%
Administrative Services Managers $106,300 3.6% 0.2%
Financial Managers $160,700 9.7% 0.4%
Food Service Managers $50,100 4.5% 0.2%
Medical and Health Services Managers $114,700 6.5% 0.3%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $64,900 9.7% 0.4%
Social and Community Service Managers $85,600 3.3% 0.1%
Managers, All Other $134,400 3.5% 0.2%
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $125,200 17.3% 0.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $125,200 100.0% 4.4%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators $71,700 3.9% 0.2%
Human Resources Specialists $74,900 5.2% 0.3%
Management Analysts $99,300 5.9% 0.3%
Training and Development Specialists $66,600 3.2% 0.2%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $73,600 7.1% 0.4%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $78,600 8.7% 0.4%
Accountants and Auditors $84,500 17.5% 0.9%
Financial Analysts $99,900 8.7% 0.4%
Personal Financial Advisors $144,600 12.0% 0.6%
Loan Officers $88,000 4.4% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $93,300 23.3% 1.2%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $93,300 100.0% 5.1%

Community and Social Service Occupations
Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors $43,300 4.3% 0.1%
Educational, Guidance, School, and Vocational Counselors $69,600 4.3% 0.1%
Mental Health Counselors $52,100 7.9% 0.2%
Rehabilitation Counselors $37,000 4.7% 0.1%
Child, Family, and School Social Workers $61,300 11.2% 0.2%
Healthcare Social Workers $67,500 7.0% 0.2%
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers $65,400 5.5% 0.1%
Social and Human Service Assistants $46,200 18.6% 0.4%
Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other $54,700 3.6% 0.1%
Clergy $61,000 12.3% 0.3%
Directors, Religious Activities and Education $55,100 7.5% 0.2%
All Other Community and Social Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,300 13.3% 0.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,300 100.0% 2.2%

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; Comp 70-100; trb



 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $70,000 TO $100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers

Page 2 of 4 

Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary $65,900 4.1% 0.1%
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education $37,400 14.0% 0.4%
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education $76,200 6.1% 0.2%
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $77,800 3.8% 0.1%
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers $48,800 14.2% 0.4%
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers $54,900 8.3% 0.2%
Substitute Teachers $41,800 3.7% 0.1%
Teacher Assistants $32,200 13.7% 0.4%
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,600 32.1% 0.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,600 100.0% 2.6%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists $135,200 3.5% 0.3%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $230,500 4.5% 0.4%
Physical Therapists $93,300 3.1% 0.2%
Registered Nurses $96,600 30.1% 2.4%
Dental Hygienists $95,000 3.7% 0.3%
Pharmacy Technicians $39,300 4.7% 0.4%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $51,100 7.2% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $98,900 43.2% 3.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $98,900 100.0% 7.9%

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides $29,500 19.6% 0.8%
Nursing Assistants $32,500 25.8% 1.1%
Massage Therapists $44,900 5.3% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $38,600 11.0% 0.5%
Medical Assistants $37,300 19.6% 0.8%
Phlebotomists $42,700 3.3% 0.1%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $34,900 15.4% 0.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $34,900 100.0% 4.2%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $35,700 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, Fast Food $23,500 3.9% 0.5%
Cooks, Restaurant $28,000 9.0% 1.2%
Food Preparation Workers $25,300 6.4% 0.8%
Bartenders $33,800 6.6% 0.9%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $24,000 26.1% 3.5%
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop $26,700 3.5% 0.5%
Waiters and Waitresses $29,500 19.6% 2.6%
Dishwashers $22,900 4.0% 0.5%
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop $25,200 3.1% 0.4%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,400 11.1% 1.5%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,400 100.0% 13.2%
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Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers $55,900 3.3% 0.1%
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $31,000 47.0% 2.1%
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $27,900 11.5% 0.5%
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers $33,500 29.7% 1.3%
All Other Building / Grounds Cleaning / Maintenance (Avg. All Categories) $32,300 8.5% 0.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,300 100.0% 4.4%

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $47,700 4.0% 0.3%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $31,000 9.5% 0.6%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $31,600 17.7% 1.2%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $23,700 4.8% 0.3%
Childcare Workers $27,000 7.7% 0.5%
Personal Care Aides $26,500 32.4% 2.1%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $52,300 5.8% 0.4%
Recreation Workers $29,600 3.9% 0.3%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $30,800 14.2% 0.9%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,800 100.0% 6.6%

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers $43,500 8.6% 1.0%
Cashiers $24,300 25.1% 3.0%
Counter and Rental Clerks $31,500 5.2% 0.6%
Retail Salespersons $29,800 34.1% 4.1%
Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales Agents $84,800 3.8% 0.5%
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other $62,600 4.9% 0.6%
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific Products $63,500 4.3% 0.5%
Real Estate Sales Agents $59,600 3.0% 0.4%
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $36,500 10.8% 1.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $36,500 100.0% 12.1%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $61,300 6.7% 1.1%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $46,200 7.3% 1.2%
Customer Service Representatives $39,800 11.9% 2.0%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $30,800 8.2% 1.4%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $28,300 9.4% 1.6%
Medical Secretaries $38,700 4.2% 0.7%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $41,900 11.5% 1.9%
Office Clerks, General $34,400 13.9% 2.3%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,200 26.9% 4.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,200 100.0% 16.5%
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% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $76,700 7.7% 0.3%
Telecommunications Equipment Installers and Repairers, Except Line Installers $57,900 3.2% 0.1%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $41,400 6.1% 0.2%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $44,000 18.6% 0.7%
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists $55,500 3.7% 0.1%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $44,200 33.2% 1.3%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,600 27.4% 1.1%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,600 100.0% 3.9%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $32,300 4.2% 0.2%
Driver/Sales Workers $34,900 6.5% 0.4%
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,000 13.5% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $38,200 9.4% 0.6%
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $32,200 3.2% 0.2%
Parking Lot Attendants $25,200 10.4% 0.6%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $38,800 3.2% 0.2%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $26,100 7.2% 0.4%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $30,700 19.7% 1.2%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,300 6.4% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,200 16.4% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,200 100.0% 5.8%

88.9%

1

2

3

The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed 
full-time.  Annual compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2016 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.  Wages are based on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles County updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2017 wage levels. 
Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2016
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100 - $150K, RESIDENT SERVICES
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Worker Occupation Distribution1

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations 4.3%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations 4.9%

Community and Social Service Occupations 2.2%

Education, Training, and Library Occupations 2.9%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 7.7%

Healthcare Support Occupations 4.4%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 13.0%

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 4.5%

Personal Care and Service Occupations 7.0%

Sales and Related Occupations 11.9%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations 16.2%

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 3.8%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 5.9%

11.3%

INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

1

Services to Households Earning 
$100,000 to $150,000

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning 
$100,000 to $150,000

Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those 
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 4
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Management Occupations

Chief Executives $232,600 3.0% 0.1%
General and Operations Managers $138,700 34.8% 1.5%
Sales Managers $132,500 4.4% 0.2%
Administrative Services Managers $106,300 3.6% 0.2%
Financial Managers $160,700 9.4% 0.4%
Food Service Managers $50,100 4.6% 0.2%
Medical and Health Services Managers $114,700 6.7% 0.3%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $64,900 8.7% 0.4%
Social and Community Service Managers $85,600 3.4% 0.1%
Managers, All Other $134,400 3.5% 0.2%
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $125,900 17.9% 0.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $125,900 100.0% 4.3%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators $71,700 3.8% 0.2%
Human Resources Specialists $74,900 5.4% 0.3%
Management Analysts $99,300 6.0% 0.3%
Training and Development Specialists $66,600 3.3% 0.2%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $73,600 7.2% 0.4%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $78,600 8.8% 0.4%
Accountants and Auditors $84,500 17.6% 0.9%
Financial Analysts $99,900 8.4% 0.4%
Personal Financial Advisors $144,600 11.6% 0.6%
Loan Officers $88,000 4.4% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $92,900 23.5% 1.2%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $92,900 100.0% 4.9%

Community and Social Service Occupations
Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors $43,300 4.3% 0.1%
Educational, Guidance, School, and Vocational Counselors $69,600 4.8% 0.1%
Mental Health Counselors $52,100 7.8% 0.2%
Rehabilitation Counselors $37,000 4.6% 0.1%
Child, Family, and School Social Workers $61,300 11.3% 0.2%
Healthcare Social Workers $67,500 7.3% 0.2%
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers $65,400 5.4% 0.1%
Social and Human Service Assistants $46,200 18.5% 0.4%
Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other $54,700 3.6% 0.1%
Clergy $61,000 12.0% 0.3%
Directors, Religious Activities and Education $55,100 7.2% 0.2%
All Other Community and Social Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,500 13.2% 0.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,500 100.0% 2.2%
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AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total
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Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary $65,900 4.0% 0.1%
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education $37,400 13.1% 0.4%
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education $76,200 6.6% 0.2%
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $77,800 4.2% 0.1%
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers $48,800 13.0% 0.4%
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers $54,900 8.0% 0.2%
Substitute Teachers $41,800 3.8% 0.1%
Teacher Assistants $32,200 13.4% 0.4%
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $49,100 33.9% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $49,100 100.0% 2.9%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists $135,200 3.4% 0.3%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $230,500 4.4% 0.3%
Physical Therapists $93,300 3.4% 0.3%
Registered Nurses $96,600 30.0% 2.3%
Dental Hygienists $95,000 3.7% 0.3%
Pharmacy Technicians $39,300 4.7% 0.4%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $51,100 7.8% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $98,000 42.7% 3.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $98,000 100.0% 7.7%

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides $29,500 25.4% 1.1%
Nursing Assistants $32,500 24.1% 1.1%
Massage Therapists $44,900 5.1% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $38,600 10.1% 0.4%
Medical Assistants $37,300 17.8% 0.8%
Phlebotomists $42,700 3.1% 0.1%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $34,400 14.5% 0.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $34,400 100.0% 4.4%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $35,700 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, Fast Food $23,500 3.9% 0.5%
Cooks, Restaurant $28,000 9.0% 1.2%
Food Preparation Workers $25,300 6.4% 0.8%
Bartenders $33,800 6.7% 0.9%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $24,000 26.0% 3.4%
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop $26,700 3.5% 0.5%
Waiters and Waitresses $29,500 19.5% 2.5%
Dishwashers $22,900 4.0% 0.5%
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop $25,200 3.0% 0.4%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,400 11.2% 1.5%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,400 100.0% 13.0%
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 4
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total
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Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers $55,900 3.3% 0.1%
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $31,000 47.1% 2.1%
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $27,900 10.9% 0.5%
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers $33,500 30.0% 1.3%
All Other Building / Grounds Cleaning / Maintenance (Avg. All Categories) $32,400 8.6% 0.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,400 100.0% 4.5%

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $47,700 3.9% 0.3%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $31,000 9.1% 0.6%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $31,600 16.7% 1.2%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $23,700 4.5% 0.3%
Childcare Workers $27,000 7.7% 0.5%
Personal Care Aides $26,500 33.4% 2.3%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $52,300 6.3% 0.4%
Recreation Workers $29,600 3.8% 0.3%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $30,900 14.5% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,900 100.0% 7.0%

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers $43,500 8.7% 1.0%
Cashiers $24,300 25.3% 3.0%
Counter and Rental Clerks $31,500 5.0% 0.6%
Retail Salespersons $29,800 34.4% 4.1%
Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales Agents $84,800 3.7% 0.4%
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other $62,600 5.1% 0.6%
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific Products $63,500 4.3% 0.5%
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $35,600 13.6% 1.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $35,600 100.0% 11.9%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $61,300 6.7% 1.1%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $46,200 7.3% 1.2%
Customer Service Representatives $39,800 11.9% 1.9%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $30,800 8.3% 1.3%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $28,300 9.4% 1.5%
Medical Secretaries $38,700 4.1% 0.7%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $41,900 11.4% 1.8%
Office Clerks, General $34,400 14.0% 2.3%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,100 26.9% 4.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,100 100.0% 16.2%
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AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
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Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $76,700 7.8% 0.3%
Telecommunications Equipment Installers and Repairers, Except Line Installers $57,900 3.0% 0.1%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $41,400 6.4% 0.2%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $44,000 19.2% 0.7%
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists $55,500 3.9% 0.1%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $44,200 31.4% 1.2%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,600 28.3% 1.1%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,600 100.0% 3.8%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $32,300 4.6% 0.3%
Driver/Sales Workers $34,900 6.3% 0.4%
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,000 13.4% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $38,200 9.3% 0.6%
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $32,200 3.3% 0.2%
Parking Lot Attendants $25,200 10.7% 0.6%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $38,800 3.1% 0.2%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $26,100 7.2% 0.4%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $30,700 19.3% 1.1%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,300 6.2% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,200 16.6% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,200 100.0% 5.9%

88.7%

1

2

3

The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed 
full-time.  Annual compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2016 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.  Wages are based on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles County updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2017 wage levels. 
Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 5 
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2016
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $200K+, RESIDENT SERVICES
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

Worker Occupation Distribution1

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations 4.2%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations 4.3%

Community and Social Service Occupations 2.4%

Education, Training, and Library Occupations 4.7%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 6.6%

Healthcare Support Occupations 4.2%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 12.5%

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 4.9%

Personal Care and Service Occupations 7.6%

Sales and Related Occupations 11.9%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations 15.6%

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 3.5%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 6.0%

11.5%

INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

1

Services to Households Earning 
$200,000 and up

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning 
$200,000 and up

Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those 
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 6 
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $200,000 AND UP
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Management Occupations

General and Operations Managers $138,700 35.5% 1.5%
Sales Managers $132,500 4.3% 0.2%
Administrative Services Managers $106,300 3.6% 0.2%
Financial Managers $160,700 7.9% 0.3%
Food Service Managers $50,100 4.5% 0.2%
Medical and Health Services Managers $114,700 5.9% 0.2%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $64,900 8.2% 0.3%
Social and Community Service Managers $85,600 4.0% 0.2%
Managers, All Other $134,400 3.4% 0.1%
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $121,400 22.7% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $121,400 100.0% 4.2%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators $71,700 3.8% 0.2%
Human Resources Specialists $74,900 6.0% 0.3%
Management Analysts $99,300 6.0% 0.3%
Training and Development Specialists $66,600 4.3% 0.2%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $73,600 7.8% 0.3%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $78,600 9.9% 0.4%
Accountants and Auditors $84,500 18.8% 0.8%
Financial Analysts $99,900 6.6% 0.3%
Personal Financial Advisors $144,600 8.4% 0.4%
Loan Officers $88,000 4.1% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $89,600 24.4% 1.1%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $89,600 100.0% 4.3%

Community and Social Service Occupations
Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors $43,300 4.2% 0.1%
Educational, Guidance, School, and Vocational Counselors $69,600 6.6% 0.2%
Mental Health Counselors $52,100 7.8% 0.2%
Rehabilitation Counselors $37,000 5.0% 0.1%
Child, Family, and School Social Workers $61,300 12.9% 0.3%
Healthcare Social Workers $67,500 6.7% 0.2%
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers $65,400 5.2% 0.1%
Social and Human Service Assistants $46,200 19.8% 0.5%
Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other $54,700 3.8% 0.1%
Clergy $61,000 9.6% 0.2%
Directors, Religious Activities and Education $55,100 5.7% 0.1%
All Other Community and Social Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,400 12.6% 0.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,400 100.0% 2.4%
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AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $200,000 AND UP
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total
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Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary $65,900 4.6% 0.2%
Postsecondary Teachers, All Other $108,183 2.3% 0.1%
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education $37,400 11.4% 0.5%
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education $76,200 7.2% 0.3%
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $77,800 5.0% 0.2%
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers $48,800 13.1% 0.6%
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers $54,900 8.8% 0.4%
Substitute Teachers $41,800 3.9% 0.2%
Teacher Assistants $32,200 13.1% 0.6%
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $52,200 30.6% 1.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $52,200 100.0% 4.7%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists $135,200 3.8% 0.2%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $230,500 4.2% 0.3%
Physical Therapists $93,300 4.1% 0.3%
Registered Nurses $96,600 28.1% 1.9%
Dental Hygienists $95,000 3.4% 0.2%
Pharmacy Technicians $39,300 5.3% 0.4%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $51,100 8.5% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $96,700 42.6% 2.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $96,700 100.0% 6.6%

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides $29,500 31.6% 1.3%
Nursing Assistants $32,500 22.0% 0.9%
Massage Therapists $44,900 5.1% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $38,600 8.4% 0.4%
Medical Assistants $37,300 16.6% 0.7%
Phlebotomists $42,700 2.3% 0.1%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,900 14.0% 0.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,900 100.0% 4.2%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $35,700 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, Fast Food $23,500 3.9% 0.5%
Cooks, Restaurant $28,000 9.0% 1.1%
Food Preparation Workers $25,300 6.4% 0.8%
Bartenders $33,800 6.7% 0.8%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $24,000 26.1% 3.3%
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop $26,700 3.6% 0.4%
Waiters and Waitresses $29,500 19.5% 2.4%
Dishwashers $22,900 3.9% 0.5%
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop $25,200 3.0% 0.4%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,400 11.0% 1.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,400 100.0% 12.5%
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Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers $55,900 3.5% 0.2%
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $31,000 47.4% 2.3%
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $27,900 9.5% 0.5%
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers $33,500 31.0% 1.5%
All Other Building / Grounds Cleaning / Maintenance (Avg. All Categories) $32,500 8.7% 0.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,500 100.0% 4.9%

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $47,700 3.9% 0.3%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $31,000 7.8% 0.6%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $31,600 13.9% 1.1%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $23,700 3.8% 0.3%
Childcare Workers $27,000 9.8% 0.7%
Personal Care Aides $26,500 37.1% 2.8%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $52,300 7.3% 0.6%
Recreation Workers $29,600 3.9% 0.3%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $30,900 12.5% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,900 100.0% 7.6%

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers $43,500 8.8% 1.1%
Cashiers $24,300 25.6% 3.0%
Counter and Rental Clerks $31,500 4.9% 0.6%
Retail Salespersons $29,800 35.2% 4.2%
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other $62,600 5.3% 0.6%
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific Products $63,500 4.2% 0.5%
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,400 16.0% 1.9%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,400 100.0% 11.9%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $61,300 6.5% 1.0%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $46,200 7.3% 1.1%
Customer Service Representatives $39,800 11.8% 1.8%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $30,800 8.2% 1.3%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $28,300 9.9% 1.5%
Medical Secretaries $38,700 3.7% 0.6%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $41,900 11.7% 1.8%
Office Clerks, General $34,400 14.5% 2.3%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,000 26.4% 4.1%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,000 100.0% 15.6%
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AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $200,000 AND UP
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers

Page 4 of 4

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $76,700 7.7% 0.3%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $41,400 5.5% 0.2%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $44,000 17.8% 0.6%
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists $55,500 4.1% 0.1%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $44,200 32.4% 1.1%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,300 32.5% 1.1%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,300 100.0% 3.5%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $32,300 6.2% 0.4%
Driver/Sales Workers $34,900 6.1% 0.4%
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,000 13.6% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $38,200 9.2% 0.6%
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $32,200 3.7% 0.2%
Parking Lot Attendants $25,200 9.6% 0.6%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $38,800 3.0% 0.2%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $26,100 6.0% 0.4%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $30,700 19.2% 1.2%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,300 6.1% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,400 17.3% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,400 100.0% 6.0%

88.5%

1

2

3

The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed 
full-time.  Annual compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2016 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.  Wages are based on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles County updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2017 wage levels. 
Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2016
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $70 TO $100K, RESIDENT SERVICES
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Worker Occupation Distribution1

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations 4.4%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations 5.1%

Community and Social Service Occupations 2.2%

Education, Training, and Library Occupations 2.6%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 7.9%

Healthcare Support Occupations 4.2%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 13.2%

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 4.4%

Personal Care and Service Occupations 6.6%

Sales and Related Occupations 12.1%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations 16.5%

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 3.9%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 5.8%

11.1%

INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

1

Services to Households Earning 
$70,000 to $100,000

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning 
$70,000 to $100,000

Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those 
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $70,000 TO $100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers

Page 1 of 4 
Management Occupations

Chief Executives $232,600 3.0% 0.1%
General and Operations Managers $138,700 34.5% 1.5%
Sales Managers $132,500 4.4% 0.2%
Administrative Services Managers $106,300 3.6% 0.2%
Financial Managers $160,700 9.7% 0.4%
Food Service Managers $50,100 4.5% 0.2%
Medical and Health Services Managers $114,700 6.5% 0.3%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $64,900 9.7% 0.4%
Social and Community Service Managers $85,600 3.3% 0.1%
Managers, All Other $134,400 3.5% 0.2%
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $125,200 17.3% 0.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $125,200 100.0% 4.4%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators $71,700 3.9% 0.2%
Human Resources Specialists $74,900 5.2% 0.3%
Management Analysts $99,300 5.9% 0.3%
Training and Development Specialists $66,600 3.2% 0.2%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $73,600 7.1% 0.4%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $78,600 8.7% 0.4%
Accountants and Auditors $84,500 17.5% 0.9%
Financial Analysts $99,900 8.7% 0.4%
Personal Financial Advisors $144,600 12.0% 0.6%
Loan Officers $88,000 4.4% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $93,300 23.3% 1.2%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $93,300 100.0% 5.1%

Community and Social Service Occupations
Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors $43,300 4.3% 0.1%
Educational, Guidance, School, and Vocational Counselors $69,600 4.3% 0.1%
Mental Health Counselors $52,100 7.9% 0.2%
Rehabilitation Counselors $37,000 4.7% 0.1%
Child, Family, and School Social Workers $61,300 11.2% 0.2%
Healthcare Social Workers $67,500 7.0% 0.2%
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers $65,400 5.5% 0.1%
Social and Human Service Assistants $46,200 18.6% 0.4%
Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other $54,700 3.6% 0.1%
Clergy $61,000 12.3% 0.3%
Directors, Religious Activities and Education $55,100 7.5% 0.2%
All Other Community and Social Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,300 13.3% 0.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,300 100.0% 2.2%
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $70,000 TO $100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary $65,900 4.1% 0.1%
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education $37,400 14.0% 0.4%
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education $76,200 6.1% 0.2%
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $77,800 3.8% 0.1%
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers $48,800 14.2% 0.4%
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers $54,900 8.3% 0.2%
Substitute Teachers $41,800 3.7% 0.1%
Teacher Assistants $32,200 13.7% 0.4%
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,600 32.1% 0.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,600 100.0% 2.6%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists $135,200 3.5% 0.3%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $230,500 4.5% 0.4%
Physical Therapists $93,300 3.1% 0.2%
Registered Nurses $96,600 30.1% 2.4%
Dental Hygienists $95,000 3.7% 0.3%
Pharmacy Technicians $39,300 4.7% 0.4%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $51,100 7.2% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $98,900 43.2% 3.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $98,900 100.0% 7.9%

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides $29,500 19.6% 0.8%
Nursing Assistants $32,500 25.8% 1.1%
Massage Therapists $44,900 5.3% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $38,600 11.0% 0.5%
Medical Assistants $37,300 19.6% 0.8%
Phlebotomists $42,700 3.3% 0.1%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $34,900 15.4% 0.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $34,900 100.0% 4.2%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $35,700 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, Fast Food $23,500 3.9% 0.5%
Cooks, Restaurant $28,000 9.0% 1.2%
Food Preparation Workers $25,300 6.4% 0.8%
Bartenders $33,800 6.6% 0.9%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $24,000 26.1% 3.5%
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop $26,700 3.5% 0.5%
Waiters and Waitresses $29,500 19.6% 2.6%
Dishwashers $22,900 4.0% 0.5%
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop $25,200 3.1% 0.4%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,400 11.1% 1.5%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,400 100.0% 13.2%
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $70,000 TO $100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers $55,900 3.3% 0.1%
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $31,000 47.0% 2.1%
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $27,900 11.5% 0.5%
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers $33,500 29.7% 1.3%
All Other Building / Grounds Cleaning / Maintenance (Avg. All Categories) $32,300 8.5% 0.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,300 100.0% 4.4%

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $47,700 4.0% 0.3%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $31,000 9.5% 0.6%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $31,600 17.7% 1.2%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $23,700 4.8% 0.3%
Childcare Workers $27,000 7.7% 0.5%
Personal Care Aides $26,500 32.4% 2.1%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $52,300 5.8% 0.4%
Recreation Workers $29,600 3.9% 0.3%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $30,800 14.2% 0.9%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,800 100.0% 6.6%

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers $43,500 8.6% 1.0%
Cashiers $24,300 25.1% 3.0%
Counter and Rental Clerks $31,500 5.2% 0.6%
Retail Salespersons $29,800 34.1% 4.1%
Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales Agents $84,800 3.8% 0.5%
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other $62,600 4.9% 0.6%
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific Products $63,500 4.3% 0.5%
Real Estate Sales Agents $59,600 3.0% 0.4%
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $36,500 10.8% 1.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $36,500 100.0% 12.1%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $61,300 6.7% 1.1%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $46,200 7.3% 1.2%
Customer Service Representatives $39,800 11.9% 2.0%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $30,800 8.2% 1.4%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $28,300 9.4% 1.6%
Medical Secretaries $38,700 4.2% 0.7%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $41,900 11.5% 1.9%
Office Clerks, General $34,400 13.9% 2.3%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,200 26.9% 4.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,200 100.0% 16.5%
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $70,000 TO $100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $76,700 7.7% 0.3%
Telecommunications Equipment Installers and Repairers, Except Line Installers $57,900 3.2% 0.1%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $41,400 6.1% 0.2%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $44,000 18.6% 0.7%
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists $55,500 3.7% 0.1%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $44,200 33.2% 1.3%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,600 27.4% 1.1%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,600 100.0% 3.9%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $32,300 4.2% 0.2%
Driver/Sales Workers $34,900 6.5% 0.4%
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,000 13.5% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $38,200 9.4% 0.6%
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $32,200 3.2% 0.2%
Parking Lot Attendants $25,200 10.4% 0.6%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $38,800 3.2% 0.2%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $26,100 7.2% 0.4%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $30,700 19.7% 1.2%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,300 6.4% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,200 16.4% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,200 100.0% 5.8%

88.9%

1

2

3

The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed 
full-time.  Annual compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2016 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.  Wages are based on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles County updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2017 wage levels. 
Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2016
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100 - $150K, RESIDENT SERVICES
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

Worker Occupation Distribution1

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations 4.3%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations 4.9%

Community and Social Service Occupations 2.2%

Education, Training, and Library Occupations 2.9%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 7.7%

Healthcare Support Occupations 4.4%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 13.0%

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations 4.5%

Personal Care and Service Occupations 7.0%

Sales and Related Occupations 11.9%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations 16.2%

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 3.8%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 5.9%

11.3%

INDUSTRY TOTAL 100.0%

1

Services to Households Earning 
$100,000 to $150,000

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning 
$100,000 to $150,000

Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those 
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.
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 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 4
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers

Page 1 of 4 
Management Occupations

Chief Executives $232,600 3.0% 0.1%
General and Operations Managers $138,700 34.8% 1.5%
Sales Managers $132,500 4.4% 0.2%
Administrative Services Managers $106,300 3.6% 0.2%
Financial Managers $160,700 9.4% 0.4%
Food Service Managers $50,100 4.6% 0.2%
Medical and Health Services Managers $114,700 6.7% 0.3%
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers $64,900 8.7% 0.4%
Social and Community Service Managers $85,600 3.4% 0.1%
Managers, All Other $134,400 3.5% 0.2%
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $125,900 17.9% 0.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $125,900 100.0% 4.3%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators $71,700 3.8% 0.2%
Human Resources Specialists $74,900 5.4% 0.3%
Management Analysts $99,300 6.0% 0.3%
Training and Development Specialists $66,600 3.3% 0.2%
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists $73,600 7.2% 0.4%
Business Operations Specialists, All Other $78,600 8.8% 0.4%
Accountants and Auditors $84,500 17.6% 0.9%
Financial Analysts $99,900 8.4% 0.4%
Personal Financial Advisors $144,600 11.6% 0.6%
Loan Officers $88,000 4.4% 0.2%
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $92,900 23.5% 1.2%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $92,900 100.0% 4.9%

Community and Social Service Occupations
Substance Abuse and Behavioral Disorder Counselors $43,300 4.3% 0.1%
Educational, Guidance, School, and Vocational Counselors $69,600 4.8% 0.1%
Mental Health Counselors $52,100 7.8% 0.2%
Rehabilitation Counselors $37,000 4.6% 0.1%
Child, Family, and School Social Workers $61,300 11.3% 0.2%
Healthcare Social Workers $67,500 7.3% 0.2%
Mental Health and Substance Abuse Social Workers $65,400 5.4% 0.1%
Social and Human Service Assistants $46,200 18.5% 0.4%
Community and Social Service Specialists, All Other $54,700 3.6% 0.1%
Clergy $61,000 12.0% 0.3%
Directors, Religious Activities and Education $55,100 7.2% 0.2%
All Other Community and Social Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $55,500 13.2% 0.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $55,500 100.0% 2.2%
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AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers
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Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary $65,900 4.0% 0.1%
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education $37,400 13.1% 0.4%
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education $76,200 6.6% 0.2%
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education $77,800 4.2% 0.1%
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers $48,800 13.0% 0.4%
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers $54,900 8.0% 0.2%
Substitute Teachers $41,800 3.8% 0.1%
Teacher Assistants $32,200 13.4% 0.4%
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $49,100 33.9% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $49,100 100.0% 2.9%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists $135,200 3.4% 0.3%
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other $230,500 4.4% 0.3%
Physical Therapists $93,300 3.4% 0.3%
Registered Nurses $96,600 30.0% 2.3%
Dental Hygienists $95,000 3.7% 0.3%
Pharmacy Technicians $39,300 4.7% 0.4%
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses $51,100 7.8% 0.6%
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $98,000 42.7% 3.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $98,000 100.0% 7.7%

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides $29,500 25.4% 1.1%
Nursing Assistants $32,500 24.1% 1.1%
Massage Therapists $44,900 5.1% 0.2%
Dental Assistants $38,600 10.1% 0.4%
Medical Assistants $37,300 17.8% 0.8%
Phlebotomists $42,700 3.1% 0.1%
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $34,400 14.5% 0.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $34,400 100.0% 4.4%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers $35,700 6.9% 0.9%
Cooks, Fast Food $23,500 3.9% 0.5%
Cooks, Restaurant $28,000 9.0% 1.2%
Food Preparation Workers $25,300 6.4% 0.8%
Bartenders $33,800 6.7% 0.9%
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food $24,000 26.0% 3.4%
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop $26,700 3.5% 0.5%
Waiters and Waitresses $29,500 19.5% 2.5%
Dishwashers $22,900 4.0% 0.5%
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop $25,200 3.0% 0.4%
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $27,400 11.2% 1.5%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $27,400 100.0% 13.0%
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Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers $55,900 3.3% 0.1%
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $31,000 47.1% 2.1%
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners $27,900 10.9% 0.5%
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers $33,500 30.0% 1.3%
All Other Building / Grounds Cleaning / Maintenance (Avg. All Categories) $32,400 8.6% 0.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $32,400 100.0% 4.5%

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers $47,700 3.9% 0.3%
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers $31,000 9.1% 0.6%
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists $31,600 16.7% 1.2%
Manicurists and Pedicurists $23,700 4.5% 0.3%
Childcare Workers $27,000 7.7% 0.5%
Personal Care Aides $26,500 33.4% 2.3%
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors $52,300 6.3% 0.4%
Recreation Workers $29,600 3.8% 0.3%
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $30,900 14.5% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $30,900 100.0% 7.0%

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers $43,500 8.7% 1.0%
Cashiers $24,300 25.3% 3.0%
Counter and Rental Clerks $31,500 5.0% 0.6%
Retail Salespersons $29,800 34.4% 4.1%
Securities, Commodities, and Financial Services Sales Agents $84,800 3.7% 0.4%
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other $62,600 5.1% 0.6%
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific Products $63,500 4.3% 0.5%
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $35,600 13.6% 1.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $35,600 100.0% 11.9%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers $61,300 6.7% 1.1%
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $46,200 7.3% 1.2%
Customer Service Representatives $39,800 11.9% 1.9%
Receptionists and Information Clerks $30,800 8.3% 1.3%
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers $28,300 9.4% 1.5%
Medical Secretaries $38,700 4.1% 0.7%
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive $41,900 11.4% 1.8%
Office Clerks, General $34,400 14.0% 2.3%
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $39,100 26.9% 4.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $39,100 100.0% 16.2%

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; Comp 100-150; trb



 APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 4
AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2017
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

% of Total % of Total

2017 Avg. Occupation No. of Service

Occupation 3 Compensation 1 Group 2 Workers

Page 4 of 4

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers $76,700 7.8% 0.3%
Telecommunications Equipment Installers and Repairers, Except Line Installers $57,900 3.0% 0.1%
Automotive Body and Related Repairers $41,400 6.4% 0.2%
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics $44,000 19.2% 0.7%
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists $55,500 3.9% 0.1%
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General $44,200 31.4% 1.2%
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $48,600 28.3% 1.1%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $48,600 100.0% 3.8%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $32,300 4.6% 0.3%
Driver/Sales Workers $34,900 6.3% 0.4%
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $46,000 13.4% 0.8%
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $38,200 9.3% 0.6%
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $32,200 3.3% 0.2%
Parking Lot Attendants $25,200 10.7% 0.6%
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $38,800 3.1% 0.2%
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $26,100 7.2% 0.4%
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $30,700 19.3% 1.1%
Packers and Packagers, Hand $24,300 6.2% 0.4%
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,200 16.6% 1.0%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,200 100.0% 5.9%

88.7%

1

2

3

The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed 
full-time.  Annual compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2016 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics.  Wages are based on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles County updated by the California 
Employment Development Department to 2017 wage levels. 
Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; Comp 100-150; trb



APPENDIX E

AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS STUDY

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: LA County Residential Nexus_1 24 18; APP E COVER; trb



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; ANTELOPE_Nexus Rental_TDC; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS

ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; ANTELOPE_Nexus Rental_TDC; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 1 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I . Land Acquisition Costs 1 87,120 Sf Land $5 /Sf Land $436,000

II. Direct Costs
Site Improvement Costs 87,120 Sf Land $20 /Sf Land $1,742,000
Surface Parking 2 85 Spaces $5,000 /Space 425,000
Building Costs 53,100 Sf GBA $150 /Sf Res GBA 7,965,000
Contractor Costs 3 20% Other Direct Costs 2,026,000

Total Direct Costs 53,100 Sf GBA $229 /Sf GBA $12,158,000

III. Indirect Costs
Arch, Eng, & Consulting 7.00% Direct Costs $851,000
Permits & Fees/Impact Fees 50 Units $15,000 /Unit 750,000
Taxes, Ins, Legal & Acctg 3.00% Direct Costs 365,000
Development Management 4.00% Direct Costs 486,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.00% Other Indirect Costs 123,000

Total Indirect Costs $2,575,000

IV. Financing Costs
Land Carrying Costs 4 $436,000 Financed 5.50% Interest $42,000
Interest During Construction 5 $16,500,000 Financed 5.50% Interest 1,044,000
Financing Fees

Construction Loan $16,500,000 Financed 2.50 Points 413,000
Permanent Loan $10,725,000 Financed 2.50 Points 268,000

Total Financing Costs $1,767,000

V. Total Development Costs 50 Units $338,700 /Unit $16,936,000

1 Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
2

3 Includes contractors' fees, general requirements, builder's risk insurance and a direct cost contingency allowance.
4 Based on an 18-month construction period and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average outstanding balance.
5

The parking count is based on the assumption that the project applies for and receives a SB1818 density bonus.

Based on an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 15 Units $467 /Unit/Month $84,100
Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units $559 /Unit/Month 134,200
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units $643 /Unit/Month 115,700

Gross Rent Income $334,000
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 50 Units $10 /Unit/Month 6,000

Gross Residential Income 2 $340,000
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (17,000)

Effective Gross Residential Income $323,000

II. Residential Operating Expenses 50 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $285,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $38,000

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Permanent Loan 1

Net Operating Income $38,000 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $31,667 Debt Service
Interest Rate 6.5% Interest 7.58% Mortgage Constant

Total Permanent Loan $418,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $5,773,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $6,191,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $6,191,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (16,936,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (2,014,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($12,759,000)
50 Units ($255,200) /Unit

53,100 Sf GBA ($240) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult to develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $486,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 15 Units $805 /Unit/Month $144,900
Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units $964 /Unit/Month 231,400
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units $1,111 /Unit/Month 200,000

Gross Rent Income $576,300
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 50 Units $10 /Unit/Month 6,000

Gross Residential Income $582,300
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (29,100)

Effective Gross Residential Income $553,200

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 50 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $285,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $268,200

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $268,200 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $223,500 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $3,469,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $5,773,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $9,242,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $9,242,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (16,936,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (2,014,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($9,708,000)
50 Units ($194,200) /Unit

53,100 Sf GBA ($183) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $486,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 15 Units $974 /Unit/Month $175,300
Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,167 /Unit/Month 280,100
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units $1,346 /Unit/Month 242,300

Gross Rent Income $697,700
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 50 Units $10 /Unit/Month 6,000

Gross Residential Income $703,700
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (35,200)

Effective Gross Residential Income $668,500

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 50 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $285,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $383,500

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $383,500 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $319,583 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $4,961,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $5,773,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $10,734,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $10,734,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (16,936,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (2,014,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($8,216,000)
50 Units ($164,300) /Unit

53,100 Sf GBA ($155) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $486,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 5
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 15 Units $1,312 /Unit/Month $236,200
Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,572 /Unit/Month 377,300
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units $1,814 /Unit/Month 326,500

Gross Rent Income $940,000
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 50 Units $10 /Unit/Month 6,000

Gross Residential Income $946,000
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (47,300)

Effective Gross Residential Income $898,700

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 50 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $285,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $613,700

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; ANTELOPE_Nexus_80% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $613,700
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $9,442,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $9,442,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (16,936,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($7,494,000)
50 Units ($149,900) /Unit

53,100 Sf GBA ($141) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 15 Units $1,705 /Unit/Month $306,900
Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,819 /Unit/Month 436,600
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units $2,180 /Unit/Month 392,400

Gross Rent Income $1,135,900
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 50 Units $10 /Unit/Month 6,000

Gross Residential Income $1,141,900
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (57,100)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,084,800

II. Residential Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 50 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $285,000
Property Taxes 50 Units $3,200 /Unit/Year 160,000

Total Residential Operating Expenses $445,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $639,800

1

2 The residential property tax expense is estimated based on the residential NOI capitalized at a 5.0% rate, and a 1.25% property tax rate.

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $639,800
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $9,843,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $9,843,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (16,936,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($7,093,000)
50 Units ($141,900) /Unit

53,100 Sf GBA ($134) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 1 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I . Land Acquisition Costs 1 65,500 Sf Land $50 /Sf Land $3,275,000

II. Direct Costs
Site Improvement Costs 65,500 Sf Land $20 /Sf Land $1,310,000
Above-Ground Parking 2 135 Spaces $20,000 /Space 2,700,000
Building Costs 84,900 Sf GBA $150 /Sf Res GBA 12,735,000
Contractor Costs 3 20% Other Direct Costs 3,349,000

Total Direct Costs 84,900 Sf GBA $237 /Sf GBA $20,094,000

III. Indirect Costs
Arch, Eng, & Consulting 7.00% Direct Costs $1,407,000
Permits & Fees/Impact Fees 80 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,200,000
Taxes, Ins, Legal & Acctg 3.00% Direct Costs 603,000
Development Management 4.00% Direct Costs 804,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.00% Other Indirect Costs 201,000

Total Indirect Costs $4,215,000

IV. Financing Costs
Land Carrying Costs 4 $3,275,000 Financed 5.50% Interest $315,000
Interest During Construction 5 $27,497,000 Financed 5.50% Interest 1,739,000
Financing Fees

Construction Loan $27,497,000 Financed 2.50 Points 687,000
Permanent Loan $17,873,000 Financed 2.50 Points 447,000

Total Financing Costs $3,188,000

V. Total Development Costs 80 Units $384,700 /Unit $30,772,000

1 Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
2

3 Includes contractors' fees, general requirements, builder's risk insurance and a direct cost contingency allowance.
4 Based on an 18-month construction period and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average outstanding balance.
5

The parking count is based on the assumption that the project applies for and receives a SB1818 density bonus.

Based on an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; Coastal_Nexus_30% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 2
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RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
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COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 25 Units $467 /Unit/Month $140,100
Two-Bedroom Units 30 Units $559 /Unit/Month 201,200
Three-Bedroom Units 25 Units $643 /Unit/Month 192,900

Gross Rent Income $534,200
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 80 Units $10 /Unit/Month 9,600

Gross Residential Income $543,800
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (27,200)

Effective Gross Residential Income 2 $516,600

II. Residential Operating Expenses 80 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $456,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $60,600

1

2

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Permanent Loan 1

Net Operating Income $60,600 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $50,500 Debt Service
Interest Rate 6.5% Interest 7.58% Mortgage Constant

Total Permanent Loan $666,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $9,249,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $9,915,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $9,915,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (30,772,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,696,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($22,553,000)
80 Units ($281,900) /Unit

84,900 Sf GBA ($266) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3 Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $804,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.

Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult to develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 25 Units $805 /Unit/Month $241,500
Two-Bedroom Units 30 Units $964 /Unit/Month 347,000
Three-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,111 /Unit/Month 333,300

Gross Rent Income $921,800
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 80 Units $10 /Unit/Month 9,600

Gross Residential Income $931,400
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (46,600)

Effective Gross Residential Income $884,800

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 80 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $456,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $428,800

1

2

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; Coastal_Nexus_50% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $428,800 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $357,333 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $5,547,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $9,249,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $14,796,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $14,796,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (30,772,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,696,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($17,672,000)
80 Units ($220,900) /Unit

84,900 Sf GBA ($208) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3 Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $804,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.

Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 25 Units $974 /Unit/Month $292,200
Two-Bedroom Units 30 Units $1,167 /Unit/Month 420,100
Three-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,346 /Unit/Month 403,800

Gross Rent Income $1,116,100
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 80 Units $10 /Unit/Month 9,600

Gross Residential Income $1,125,700
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (56,300)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,069,400

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 80 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $456,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $613,400

1

2

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $613,400 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $511,167 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $7,935,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $9,249,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $17,184,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $17,184,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (30,772,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,696,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($15,284,000)
80 Units ($191,100) /Unit

84,900 Sf GBA ($180) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3 Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $804,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.

Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,312 /Unit/Month $393,600
Two-Bedroom Units 30 Units $1,572 /Unit/Month 565,900
Three-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,814 /Unit/Month 544,200

Gross Rent Income $1,503,700
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 80 Units $10 /Unit/Month 9,600

Gross Residential Income $1,513,300
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (75,700)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,437,600

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 80 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $456,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $981,600

1

2

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $981,600
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $15,102,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $15,102,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (30,772,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($15,670,000)
80 Units ($195,900) /Unit

84,900 Sf GBA ($185) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,705 /Unit/Month $511,500
Two-Bedroom Units 30 Units $1,819 /Unit/Month 654,800
Three-Bedroom Units 25 Units $2,180 /Unit/Month 654,000

Gross Rent Income $1,820,300
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 80 Units $10 /Unit/Month 9,600

Gross Residential Income $1,829,900
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (91,500)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,738,400

II. Residential Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 80 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $456,000
Property Taxes 80 Units $3,310 /Unit/Year 265,000

Total Residential Operating Expenses $721,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $1,017,400

1

2 The residential property tax expense is estimated based on the residential NOI capitalized at a 5.0% rate, and a 1.30% property tax rate.

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $1,017,400
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $15,652,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $15,652,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (30,772,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($15,120,000)
80 Units ($189,000) /Unit

84,900 Sf GBA ($178) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 1 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I . Land Acquisition Costs 1 65,500 Sf Land $30 /Sf Land $1,965,000

II. Direct Costs
Site Improvement Costs 65,500 Sf Land $20 /Sf Land $1,310,000
Surface Parking 2 110 Spaces $5,000 /Space 550,000
Building Costs 69,000 Sf GBA $150 /Sf Res GBA 10,350,000
Contractor Costs 3 20% Other Direct Costs 2,442,000

Total Direct Costs 69,000 Sf GBA $212 /Sf GBA $14,652,000

III. Indirect Costs
Arch, Eng, & Consulting 7.00% Direct Costs $1,026,000
Permits & Fees/Impact Fees 65 Units $15,000 /Unit 975,000
Taxes, Ins, Legal & Acctg 3.00% Direct Costs 440,000
Development Management 4.00% Direct Costs 586,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.00% Other Indirect Costs 151,000

Total Indirect Costs $3,178,000

IV. Financing Costs
Land Carrying Costs 4 $1,965,000 Financed 5.50% Interest $189,000
Interest During Construction 5 $20,122,000 Financed 5.50% Interest 1,273,000
Financing Fees

Construction Loan $20,122,000 Financed 2.50 Points 503,000
Permanent Loan $13,079,000 Financed 2.50 Points 327,000

Total Financing Costs $2,292,000

V. Total Development Costs 65 Units $339,800 /Unit $22,087,000

1 Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
2

3 Includes contractors' fees, general requirements, builder's risk insurance and a direct cost contingency allowance.
4 Based on an 18-month construction period and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average outstanding balance.
5

The parking count is based on the assumption that the project applies for and receives a SB1818 density bonus.

Based on an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $467 /Unit/Month $112,100
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $559 /Unit/Month 167,700
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $643 /Unit/Month 154,300

Gross Rent Income $434,100
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income 2 $441,900
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (22,100)

Effective Gross Residential Income $419,800

II. Residential Operating Expenses 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $48,800

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Permanent Loan 1

Net Operating Income $48,800 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $40,667 Debt Service
Interest Rate 6.5% Interest 7.58% Mortgage Constant

Total Permanent Loan $536,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $7,511,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $8,047,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $8,047,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (22,087,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,914,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($15,954,000)
65 Units ($245,400) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($231) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult to develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $586,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $805 /Unit/Month $193,200
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $964 /Unit/Month 289,200
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,111 /Unit/Month 266,600

Gross Rent Income $749,000
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $756,800
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (37,800)

Effective Gross Residential Income $719,000

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $348,000

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $348,000 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $290,000 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $4,502,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $7,511,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $12,013,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $12,013,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (22,087,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,914,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($11,988,000)
65 Units ($184,400) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($174) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $586,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $974 /Unit/Month $233,800
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,167 /Unit/Month 350,100
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,346 /Unit/Month 323,000

Gross Rent Income $906,900
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $914,700
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (45,700)

Effective Gross Residential Income $869,000

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $498,000

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $498,000 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $415,000 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $6,442,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $7,511,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $13,953,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $13,953,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (22,087,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,914,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($10,048,000)
65 Units ($154,600) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($146) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $586,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,312 /Unit/Month $314,900
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,572 /Unit/Month 471,600
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,814 /Unit/Month 435,400

Gross Rent Income $1,221,900
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $1,229,700
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (61,500)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,168,200

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $797,200

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; ELA_Nexus_80% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $797,200
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $12,265,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $12,265,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (22,087,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($9,822,000)
65 Units ($151,100) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($142) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.
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NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 6

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN

UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,705 /Unit/Month $409,200
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,819 /Unit/Month 545,700
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $2,180 /Unit/Month 523,200

Gross Rent Income $1,478,100
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $1,485,900
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (74,300)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,411,600

II. Residential Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000
Property Taxes 65 Units $3,110 /Unit/Year 202,000

Total Residential Operating Expenses $573,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $838,600

1

2 The residential property tax expense is estimated based on the residential NOI capitalized at a 5.0% rate, and a 1.20% property tax rate.

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
EAST LOS ANGELES / GATEWAY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $838,600
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $12,902,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $12,902,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (22,087,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($9,185,000)
65 Units ($141,300) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($133) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 1 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I . Land Acquisition Costs 1 65,500 Sf Land $50 /Sf Land $3,275,000

II. Direct Costs
Site Improvement Costs 65,500 Sf Land $20 /Sf Land $1,310,000
Surface Parking 2 110 Spaces $5,000 /Space 550,000
Building Costs 69,000 Sf GBA $150 /Sf Res GBA 10,350,000
Contractor Costs 3 20% Other Direct Costs 2,442,000

Total Direct Costs 69,000 Sf GBA $212 /Sf GBA $14,652,000

III. Indirect Costs
Arch, Eng, & Consulting 7.00% Direct Costs $1,026,000
Permits & Fees/Impact Fees 65 Units $15,000 /Unit 975,000
Taxes, Ins, Legal & Acctg 3.00% Direct Costs 440,000
Development Management 4.00% Direct Costs 586,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.00% Other Indirect Costs 151,000

Total Indirect Costs $3,178,000

IV. Financing Costs
Land Carrying Costs 4 $3,275,000 Financed 5.50% Interest $315,000
Interest During Construction 5 $20,263,000 Financed 5.50% Interest 1,282,000
Financing Fees

Construction Loan $20,263,000 Financed 2.50 Points 507,000
Permanent Loan $13,171,000 Financed 2.50 Points 329,000

Total Financing Costs $2,433,000

V. Total Development Costs 65 Units $362,100 /Unit $23,538,000

1 Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
2

3 Includes contractors' fees, general requirements, builder's risk insurance and a direct cost contingency allowance.
4 Based on an 18-month construction period and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average outstanding balance.
5

The parking count is based on the assumption that the project applies for and receives a SB1818 density bonus.

Based on an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 2

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN

4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $467 /Unit/Month $112,100
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $559 /Unit/Month 167,700
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $643 /Unit/Month 154,300

Gross Rent Income $434,100
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income 2 $441,900
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (22,100)

Effective Gross Residential Income $419,800

II. Residential Operating Expenses 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $48,800

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Permanent Loan 1

Net Operating Income $48,800 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $40,667 Debt Service
Interest Rate 6.5% Interest 7.58% Mortgage Constant

Total Permanent Loan $536,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $7,511,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $8,047,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $8,047,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (23,538,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,914,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($17,405,000)
65 Units ($267,800) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($252) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult to develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $586,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 3

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN

4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $805 /Unit/Month $193,200
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $964 /Unit/Month 289,200
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,111 /Unit/Month 266,600

Gross Rent Income $749,000
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $756,800
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (37,800)

Effective Gross Residential Income $719,000

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $348,000

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $348,000 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $290,000 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $4,502,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $7,511,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $12,013,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $12,013,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (23,538,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,914,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($13,439,000)
65 Units ($206,800) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($195) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $586,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 4

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN

4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $974 /Unit/Month $233,800
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,167 /Unit/Month 350,100
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,346 /Unit/Month 323,000

Gross Rent Income $906,900
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $914,700
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (45,700)

Effective Gross Residential Income $869,000

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $498,000

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $498,000 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $415,000 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $6,442,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $7,511,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $13,953,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $13,953,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (23,538,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,914,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($11,499,000)
65 Units ($176,900) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($167) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $586,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 5

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN

UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SGV_Nexus_80% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,312 /Unit/Month $314,900
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,572 /Unit/Month 471,600
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,814 /Unit/Month 435,400

Gross Rent Income $1,221,900
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $1,229,700
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (61,500)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,168,200

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $797,200

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $797,200
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $12,265,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $12,265,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (23,538,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($11,273,000)
65 Units ($173,400) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($163) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.
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NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 6

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN

UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,705 /Unit/Month $409,200
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,819 /Unit/Month 545,700
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $2,180 /Unit/Month 523,200

Gross Rent Income $1,478,100
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $1,485,900
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (74,300)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,411,600

II. Residential Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000
Property Taxes 65 Units $3,200 /Unit/Year 208,000

Total Residential Operating Expenses $579,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $832,600

1

2 The residential property tax expense is estimated based on the residential NOI capitalized at a 5.0% rate, and a 1.25% property tax rate.

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $832,600
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $12,809,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $12,809,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (23,538,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($10,729,000)
65 Units ($165,100) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($155) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 1 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I . Land Acquisition Costs 1 87,120 Sf Land $10 /Sf Land $871,000

II. Direct Costs
Site Improvement Costs 87,120 Sf Land $20 /Sf Land $1,742,000
Surface Parking 2 85 Spaces $5,000 /Space 425,000
Building Costs 53,100 Sf GBA $150 /Sf Res GBA 7,965,000
Contractor Costs 3 20% Other Direct Costs 2,026,000

Total Direct Costs 53,100 Sf GBA $229 /Sf GBA $12,158,000

III. Indirect Costs
Arch, Eng, & Consulting 7.00% Direct Costs $851,000
Permits & Fees/Impact Fees 50 Units $15,000 /Unit 750,000
Taxes, Ins, Legal & Acctg 3.00% Direct Costs 365,000
Development Management 4.00% Direct Costs 486,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.00% Other Indirect Costs 123,000

Total Indirect Costs $2,575,000

IV. Financing Costs
Land Carrying Costs 4 $871,000 Financed 5.50% Interest $84,000
Interest During Construction 5 $16,547,000 Financed 5.50% Interest 1,047,000
Financing Fees

Construction Loan $16,547,000 Financed 2.50 Points 414,000
Permanent Loan $10,756,000 Financed 2.50 Points 269,000

Total Financing Costs $1,814,000

V. Total Development Costs 50 Units $348,400 /Unit $17,418,000

1 Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
2

3 Includes contractors' fees, general requirements, builder's risk insurance and a direct cost contingency allowance.
4 Based on an 18-month construction period and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average outstanding balance.
5

The parking count is based on the assumption that the project applies for and receives a SB1818 density bonus.

Based on an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 2

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN

4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 15 Units $467 /Unit/Month $84,100
Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units $559 /Unit/Month 134,200
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units $643 /Unit/Month 115,700

Gross Rent Income $334,000
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 50 Units $10 /Unit/Month 6,000

Gross Residential Income 2 $340,000
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (17,000)

Effective Gross Residential Income $323,000

II. Residential Operating Expenses 50 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $285,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $38,000

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_30% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Permanent Loan 1

Net Operating Income $38,000 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $31,667 Debt Service
Interest Rate 6.5% Interest 7.58% Mortgage Constant

Total Permanent Loan $418,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $5,773,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $6,191,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $6,191,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (17,418,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (2,014,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($13,241,000)
50 Units ($264,800) /Unit

53,100 Sf GBA ($249) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult to develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $486,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_50% AMI; trb

NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 3

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN

4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_50% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 15 Units $805 /Unit/Month $144,900
Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units $964 /Unit/Month 231,400
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units $1,111 /Unit/Month 200,000

Gross Rent Income $576,300
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 50 Units $10 /Unit/Month 6,000

Gross Residential Income $582,300
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (29,100)

Effective Gross Residential Income $553,200

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 50 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $285,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $268,200

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_50% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $268,200 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $223,500 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $3,469,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $5,773,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $9,242,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $9,242,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (17,418,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (2,014,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($10,190,000)
50 Units ($203,800) /Unit

53,100 Sf GBA ($192) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $486,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_60% AMI; trb

NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 4

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN

4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_60% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 15 Units $974 /Unit/Month $175,300
Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,167 /Unit/Month 280,100
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units $1,346 /Unit/Month 242,300

Gross Rent Income $697,700
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 50 Units $10 /Unit/Month 6,000

Gross Residential Income $703,700
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (35,200)

Effective Gross Residential Income $668,500

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 50 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $285,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $383,500

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_60% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $383,500 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $319,583 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $4,961,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $5,773,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $10,734,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $10,734,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (17,418,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (2,014,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($8,698,000)
50 Units ($174,000) /Unit

53,100 Sf GBA ($164) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $486,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 5

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN

UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_80% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 15 Units $1,312 /Unit/Month $236,200
Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,572 /Unit/Month 377,300
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units $1,814 /Unit/Month 326,500

Gross Rent Income $940,000
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 50 Units $10 /Unit/Month 6,000

Gross Residential Income $946,000
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (47,300)

Effective Gross Residential Income $898,700

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 50 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $285,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $613,700

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_80% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $613,700
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $9,442,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $9,442,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (17,418,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($7,976,000)
50 Units ($159,500) /Unit

53,100 Sf GBA ($150) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_110% AMI; trb

NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 6

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN

UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_110% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 15 Units $1,705 /Unit/Month $306,900
Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,819 /Unit/Month 436,600
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units $2,180 /Unit/Month 392,400

Gross Rent Income $1,135,900
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 50 Units $10 /Unit/Month 6,000

Gross Residential Income $1,141,900
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (57,100)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,084,800

II. Residential Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 50 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $285,000
Property Taxes 50 Units $3,300 /Unit/Year 165,000

Total Residential Operating Expenses $450,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $634,800

1

2 The residential property tax expense is estimated based on the residential NOI capitalized at a 5.0% rate, and a 1.30% property tax rate.

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SC_Nexus_110% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT V - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $634,800
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $9,766,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $9,766,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (17,418,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($7,652,000)
50 Units ($153,000) /Unit

53,100 Sf GBA ($144) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SOUTH LA_Nexus Rental_TDC; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS

SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SOUTH LA_Nexus Rental_TDC; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 1 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I . Land Acquisition Costs 1 65,500 Sf Land $30 /Sf Land $1,965,000

II. Direct Costs
Site Improvement Costs 65,500 Sf Land $20 /Sf Land $1,310,000
Surface Parking 2 110 Spaces $5,000 /Space 550,000
Building Costs 69,000 Sf GBA $150 /Sf Res GBA 10,350,000
Contractor Costs 3 20% Other Direct Costs 2,442,000

Total Direct Costs 69,000 Sf GBA $212 /Sf GBA $14,652,000

III. Indirect Costs
Arch, Eng, & Consulting 7.00% Direct Costs $1,026,000
Permits & Fees/Impact Fees 65 Units $15,000 /Unit 975,000
Taxes, Ins, Legal & Acctg 3.00% Direct Costs 440,000
Development Management 4.00% Direct Costs 586,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.00% Other Indirect Costs 151,000

Total Indirect Costs $3,178,000

IV. Financing Costs
Land Carrying Costs 4 $1,965,000 Financed 5.50% Interest $189,000
Interest During Construction 5 $20,122,000 Financed 5.50% Interest 1,273,000
Financing Fees

Construction Loan $20,122,000 Financed 2.50 Points 503,000
Permanent Loan $13,079,000 Financed 2.50 Points 327,000

Total Financing Costs $2,292,000

V. Total Development Costs 65 Units $339,800 /Unit $22,087,000

1 Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
2

3 Includes contractors' fees, general requirements, builder's risk insurance and a direct cost contingency allowance.
4 Based on an 18-month construction period and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average outstanding balance.
5

The parking count is based on the assumption that the project applies for and receives a SB1818 density bonus.

Based on an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SOUTH LA_Nexus_30% AMI; trb

NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 2

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN

4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SOUTH LA_Nexus_30% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $467 /Unit/Month $112,100
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $559 /Unit/Month 167,700
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $643 /Unit/Month 154,300

Gross Rent Income $434,100
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income 2 $441,900
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (22,100)

Effective Gross Residential Income $419,800

II. Residential Operating Expenses 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $48,800

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SOUTH LA_Nexus_30% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 2 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Permanent Loan 1

Net Operating Income $48,800 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $40,667 Debt Service
Interest Rate 6.5% Interest 7.58% Mortgage Constant

Total Permanent Loan $536,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $7,511,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $8,047,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $8,047,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (22,087,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,914,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($15,954,000)
65 Units ($245,400) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($231) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult to develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $586,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 3

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN

4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SOUTH LA_Nexus_50% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $805 /Unit/Month $193,200
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $964 /Unit/Month 289,200
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,111 /Unit/Month 266,600

Gross Rent Income $749,000
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $756,800
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (37,800)

Effective Gross Residential Income $719,000

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $348,000

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SOUTH LA_Nexus_50% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 3 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $348,000 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $290,000 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $4,502,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $7,511,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $12,013,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $12,013,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (22,087,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,914,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($11,988,000)
65 Units ($184,400) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($174) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $586,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.
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NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 4

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN

4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SOUTH LA_Nexus_60% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $974 /Unit/Month $233,800
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,167 /Unit/Month 350,100
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,346 /Unit/Month 323,000

Gross Rent Income $906,900
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $914,700
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (45,700)

Effective Gross Residential Income $869,000

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $498,000

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name:  Affordability Gap Analyses_1 2 2018; SOUTH LA_Nexus_60% AMI; trb

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 4 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Available Outside Funding Sources

A.  Tax-Exempt Bond Financing 1

Net Operating Income $498,000 NOI (See Table 2)
Income Available for Mortgage 1.20 DCR $415,000 Debt Service
Interest Rate 5.0% Interest 6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing $6,442,000

B.  Tax Credit Equity 2 $7,511,000

Total Outside Funding Sources $13,953,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources $13,953,000
Less:

Total Development Costs (22,087,000)
Additional Developer Fee 3 (1,914,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($10,048,000)
65 Units ($154,600) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($146) /Sf

1 Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
2

3
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $586,000 Developer Fee included in the Total 
Development Costs.



Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,312 /Unit/Month $314,900
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,572 /Unit/Month 471,600
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,814 /Unit/Month 435,400

Gross Rent Income $1,221,900
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $1,229,700
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (61,500)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,168,200

II. Residential Operating Expenses 2 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $797,200

1

2

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less 
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 5 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $797,200
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $12,265,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $12,265,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (22,087,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($9,822,000)
65 Units ($151,100) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($142) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.
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RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Rent @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN 1

One-Bedroom Units 20 Units $1,705 /Unit/Month $409,200
Two-Bedroom Units 25 Units $1,819 /Unit/Month 545,700
Three-Bedroom Units 20 Units $2,180 /Unit/Month 523,200

Gross Rent Income $1,478,100
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income 65 Units $10 /Unit/Month 7,800

Gross Residential Income $1,485,900
(Less) Vacancy and Collection 5% Gross Residential Income (74,300)

Effective Gross Residential Income $1,411,600

II. Residential Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 65 Units $5,700 /Unit/Year $371,000
Property Taxes 65 Units $3,310 /Unit/Year 215,000

Total Residential Operating Expenses $586,000

III. Residential Net Operating Income $825,600

1

2 The residential property tax expense is estimated based on the residential NOI capitalized at a 5.0% rate, and a 1.30% property tax rate.

NET OPERATING INCOME:  RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

The affordable rents are based on 2017 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the 
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT VI - ATTACHMENT 6 - TABLE 2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income $825,600
Threshold Stabilized Return 1 6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment $12,702,000

II. Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment $12,702,000
(Less) Total Development Costs (22,087,000)

Total Affordability Gap ($9,385,000)
65 Units ($144,400) /Unit

69,000 Sf GBA ($136) /Sf

1 Based on a 6.5% threshold return.
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I. OVERVIEW 

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) prepared the following Inclusionary Housing Analysis for 

the County of Los Angeles (County) pursuant to a contractual agreement with the County and 

three consulting firms: KMA, Estolano LeSar Perez Advisors, LLC (ELP) and LeSar Development 

Consultants (LDC) (collectively, the Consultant Team). The Consultant Team was tasked with 

preparing an Affordable Housing Action Plan (AHAP) for the County of which this Inclusionary 

Housing Analysis is one component. 

A. Context 

Over 170 jurisdictions in California currently include an Inclusionary Housing program as a 

component in their overall affordable housing strategy. While the unifying foundation of these 

programs is the objective to attract affordable housing development, the characteristics of 

these programs vary widely from jurisdiction-to-jurisdiction. 

B. Key Court Cases and Statutes 

It is important to review the key legal cases and State legislation that guide the creation and 

implementation of Inclusionary Housing programs. A chronological summary of the relevant 

issues follows. 

Palmer Case 

In 2009, the California Court of Appeal ruled in Palmer/Sixth Street Properties L.P. v. City of Los 

Angeles, 175 Cal. App. 4th 1396 (Palmer), that the local affordable housing requirements being 

imposed by the City of Los Angeles violated the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act (Costa-

Hawkins). Specifically, Costa-Hawkins allows landlords to set the initial monthly rent for a new 

unit, and then to increase the monthly rent to the market level each time a unit is vacated. The 

Court found that the imposition of long-term income and affordability restrictions on rental 

housing units is a violation of this provision. 
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It is commonly believed that the Palmer ruling prohibits jurisdictions from requiring developers 

to construct affordable rental housing units as a part of their Inclusionary Housing program. In 

an effort to comply with Palmer, many jurisdictions eliminated the requirement that market 

rate rental housing projects provide affordable rental housing units. Instead, some jurisdictions 

replaced affordable housing production models with a linkage or impact fee methodology. 

San Jose Case 

In 2015, the California Supreme Court ruled in the California Building Industry Association v. City 

of San Jose, 61 Cal 4th 435 (San Jose) that Inclusionary Housing ordinances should be viewed as 

use restrictions that are a valid exercise of a jurisdiction’s zoning powers. The San Jose ruling 

only applies to ownership residential development. The parameters of the San Jose case did not 

include inclusionary housing restrictions on rental development. 

AB 1505 

Assembly Bill (AB) 1505, which is otherwise known as the “Palmer Fix”, was signed into law in 

September 2017. AB 1505 amends Section 65850 of the California Government Code, and adds 

Section 65850.01. This new legislation provides jurisdictions with the ability to adopt 

ordinances that require rental residential projects to include a defined percentage of affordable 

housing units. 

AB 1505 does not place a cap on the percentage of units that can be subject to income and 

affordability restrictions. However, if the ordinance requires that more than 15% of the units be 

restricted to households earning less than 80% of the area median income (AMI), the California 

Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) can require the jurisdiction to 

prepare an economic feasibility study. 

AB 1505 also requires jurisdictions to provide options for alternative means of fulfilling the 

affordable housing requirement imposed by an Inclusionary Housing ordinance. These options 



Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 3 
1708013.ELP January 25, 2018 

 

include, but are not limited to, in-lieu fees, land dedication, off-site construction, and the 

acquisition and rehabilitation of existing units. 

C. Inclusionary Housing Program Characteristics 

Key components of Inclusionary Housing programs are as follows: 

1. The vast majority of the California Inclusionary Housing programs impose affordable 

housing requirements on a mandatory basis. However, some programs limit the 

requirements to projects that are requesting a General Plan modification, a zone 

change, a density bonus, and/or other variances from the jurisdiction’s building code 

requirements. 

2. In California, the majority of Inclusionary Housing programs include a threshold project 

size below which projects are not subject to the affordable housing production 

requirements. Common thresholds are five and 10 or fewer units. 

3. The income and affordability standards imposed by Inclusionary Housing programs vary 

widely throughout California. The majority of programs have established standards in 

the range of 10% to 20% of the units in projects that will be subject to the requirements. 

However, the following policy variations are commonly found: 

a. The threshold standards are varied as a reflection of the depth of the 

affordability being provided. For example, some programs allow developers to 

select between a 15% moderate income requirement and a 10% lower income 

requirement. 

b. Inclusionary Housing requirements have a disproportionate impact on smaller 

projects, because there are fewer market rate units available to spread the 

impact created by the income and affordability standards. A sliding scale 

requirement can mitigate these impacts. 
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c. In jurisdictions with disparate real estate and demographic conditions it is 

common to impose varying requirements based on defined submarkets. 

d. The length of the covenant period imposed on Inclusionary Housing units varies 

from jurisdiction-to-jurisdiction. The California Redevelopment Law standard of 

45 years for ownership housing units and 55 years for rental units is commonly 

used. However, both shorter and longer covenant periods are imposed 

throughout Inclusionary Housing programs in California. 

Inclusionary Housing programs focus on the production of affordable housing units by imposing 

specific affordable housing requirements on new development. To comply with the findings in 

the San Jose case, and the requirements imposed by the recently adopted AB 1505, 

Inclusionary Housing programs must offer developers a range of options for fulfilling the 

affordable housing requirements. The most common options offered to developers are: 

1. Construction of a defined percentage of income restricted units within new market rate 

residential projects; 

2. Construction of a defined percentage of income restricted units in a project located in 

an off-site location; 

3. Payment of a fee in lieu of producing affordable housing units that will subsequently be 

used by the jurisdiction to assist in the development of affordable housing units within 

the community; and 

4. The dedication of land to the jurisdiction that is appropriate for the development of 

affordable housing. 

The key advantages associated with providing off-site and in-lieu fee options is that the 

affordable housing requirements can be transferred to developers that have experience in 

constructing affordable housing projects. This is advantageous for the following reasons: 
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1. Affordable housing developers have specific expertise in the development and 

operation of affordable housing projects. 

2. Dedicated affordable housing projects have access to public funding sources that 

provide a more cost-efficient way to achieve deeper affordability than can be supported 

by an Inclusionary Housing requirement. A representative sample of programs that are 

targeted to dedicated affordable housing projects are: 

a. The federal and state Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (Tax Credits) offered 

under Internal Revenue Code Section 42; 

b. State funding sources such as the Affordable Housing and Sustainable 

Communities (AHSC) Program; and 

c. Funding provided by the Community Development Commission of the County of 

Los Angeles. 

The following analysis is focused on the impacts associated with the production of affordable 

housing units. This analysis also estimates the fee amounts that can be supported in each 

submarket for projects that are permitted to pay a fee in lieu of producing affordable housing. 

II. METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the financial feasibility of imposing Inclusionary 

Housing requirements on residential development in the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles 

County. The financial feasibility analysis is comprised of the following steps: 

A. Parameters 

As the first step in the evaluation process it is necessary to identify the parameters that will be 

applied in the analysis. A fundamental premise is that the Inclusionary Housing program should 

not place an onerous financial burden on the developers of market rate housing. Within that 
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context, it is clear that Inclusionary Housing can only be expected to fulfill a portion of the 

unmet need for affordable housing. 

Another key parameter in the evaluation is that Los Angeles County is one of the largest 

counties in the United States, and the unincorporated areas exhibit a diverse mix of physical, 

demographic and economic conditions. Geographic factors that KMA considered are: 

1. The unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County encompass approximately 60% of the 

total Los Angeles County land area. However, the vast majority of unincorporated land 

area is currently zoned for agricultural or open space uses. Only approximately 4.5% of 

the land area is zoned for residential development. 

2. The unincorporated areas in northern Los Angeles County include large amounts of 

sparsely populated land, such as the Mojave Desert, the Angeles National Forest, and 

parts of the Los Padres National Forest. Comparatively, the unincorporated areas in 

southern Los Angeles County consist of many non-contiguous areas, which are often 

referred to as unincorporated urban islands. 

3. Each year, the United States Housing and Urban Development Department (HUD) and 

HCD establish household income standards to be used in establishing “Affordable Sales 

Prices” and “Affordable Rents” for each county in California. In contrast, market rate 

home prices and monthly rents vary widely throughout unincorporated Los Angeles 

County. This results in a disproportionate disparity between market rate sales 

prices/monthly rents and Affordable Sales Prices/Affordable Rents. 

In recognition of these factors, the Consultant Team and County staff agreed that it would be 

appropriate to prepare financial feasibility analyses for multiple submarkets. The process of 

defining the submarkets can be described as follows: 

1. The 11 Planning Areas in the General Plan were used as the starting point for defining 

the submarkets. 
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2. As the next step, it was determined that the Coastal Islands and Santa Monica 

Mountains Planning Areas should be excluded from the analysis, because the potential 

for new residential development is limited in these areas. 

3. Then, the boundaries of each of the identified submarkets were drawn to ensure that 

individual unincorporated areas were fully encapsulated within one submarket, rather 

than split between multiple submarkets. 

4. Based on the results of this evaluation, six submarkets were identified for use in this 

Inclusionary Housing Analysis.1 The submarket maps are presented in Appendix A, and 

the submarkets are identified as follows: 

a. Coastal South Los Angeles 

b. South Los Angeles 

c. East Los Angeles/Gateway 

d. San Gabriel Valley 

e. Santa Clarita Valley 

f. Antelope Valley 

B. Financial Feasibility Analyses 

The courts have held that affordable housing is a “public benefit,” and that locally imposed 

Inclusionary Housing ordinances are a legitimate means of providing this public benefit. The 

courts have also found that the Inclusionary Housing requirements cannot deprive an owner of 

“all economically beneficial use” of the property. However, all economically beneficial use has 

never been defined. The KMA financial feasibility analysis is based on the parameters that have 

                                                
1 The same six submarkets are analyzed in an accompanying Residential Nexus Study that KMA prepared. 
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been applied to a significant number of Inclusionary Housing programs that have been adopted 

in California jurisdictions. 

In general terms, the financial impact associated with fulfilling the Inclusionary Housing 

requirements within market rate projects is equal to the difference between the achievable 

market rate sales prices or rents and the allowable sales prices or rents for the Inclusionary 

Housing units. This is known as the “Affordability Gap.” 

KMA prepared financial analyses to assist in creating Inclusionary Housing requirements that 

balance the interests of property owners and developers against the public benefit created by 

the production of income restricted units. The financial analyses identify the following: 

1. The range of Inclusionary Housing production requirements that can be supported in 

each submarket; and 

2. The range of in-lieu fees that can be supported in each submarket. 

C. Analysis Organization 

The Inclusionary Housing Analysis for each submarket is organized as follows: 

Step Analysis 

1. Identification of residential prototypes that are representative of new market 

rate development. 

2. Projection of the market rate sales prices and rents for the prototype units. 

3. Estimation of the Affordable Sales Prices and Affordable Rents. 

4. Projection of the percentage of units that could be designated as Inclusionary 

Housing units on a financially feasible basis. 
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Step Analysis 

5. Projection of the in-lieu fees per square foot of gross building area (GBA) that 

could be supported under the following methodologies: 

 a. Pro forma analyses are used to estimate the in-lieu fee amounts that could 

be supported if the financial impact is limited to amounts that result in a 

reduction in the land value that would not deprive the property owner of all 

economically beneficial use of the property. 

 b. Affordability gap analyses are used to estimate the in-lieu fee amounts that 

would be required to be imposed to generate sufficient revenue to attract 

the defined percentage of Inclusionary Housing units. 

 

This Inclusionary Housing Analysis is supported by the following Appendices: 

Appendix A Submarket Area Maps 

Appendices B – L Ownership Housing Analyses 

Appendices M – Q Rental Apartment Analyses 

 

III. RESIDENTIAL PROTOTYPES 

For the purposes of this analysis, KMA used residential prototypes that were developed in 

consultation with the County staff for single-family home, condominium and apartment 

projects. KMA then undertook a market survey of representative projects to estimate the 

achievable market rate sales prices and rents for the prototype units in each of the identified 

submarkets. 

Based on the market survey information, KMA determined that there has been an insufficient 

amount of recent condominium and apartment development in the South Los Angeles 

submarket, and an insufficient amount of condominium development in the Antelope Valley 

submarket, to create credible prototypes. Therefore, the analyses for the South Los Angeles 
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submarket do not include condominium or rental apartment prototypes, and the submarket 

analyses for the Antelope Valley do not include condominium prototypes. 

The key characteristics of the prototype projects utilized in this Inclusionary Housing Analysis 

are summarized in the following tables: 

Table 1.1:  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket Prototypes 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

 
Apartments 

Unit Mix       

  Studio Units  N/A  N/A  21% 

  One-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  44% 

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  35% 

  Three-Bedroom Units  33%  70%  N/A 

  Four-Bedroom Units  67%  30%  N/A 

       Average Unit Sizes (Sq Ft)       

  Studio Units  N/A  N/A  570 

  One-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  719 

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  1,030 

  Three-Bedroom Units  1,850  1,630  N/A 

  Four-Bedroom Units  2,670  1,730  N/A 
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Table 1.2:  South Los Angeles Submarket Prototypes 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

 
Apartments 

Unit Mix       

  Three-Bedroom Units  42%  N/A  N/A 

  Four-Bedroom Units  58%  N/A  N/A 

       Average Unit Sizes (Sq Ft)       

  Three-Bedroom Units  1,300  N/A  N/A 

  Four-Bedroom Units  1,710  N/A  N/A 

 

Table 1.3:  East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket Prototypes 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

 
Apartments 

Unit Mix       

  Studio Units  N/A  N/A  9% 

  One-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  36% 

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  40%  47% 

  Three-Bedroom Units  30%  60%  8% 

  Four-Bedroom Units  70%  N/A  N/A 

       Average Unit Sizes (Sq Ft)       

  Studio Units  N/A  N/A  529 

  One-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  687 

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  970  946 

  Three-Bedroom Units  1,680  1,600  1,178 

  Four-Bedroom Units  2,140  N/A  N/A 
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Table 1.4:  San Gabriel Valley Submarket Prototypes 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

 
Apartments 

Unit Mix       

  Studio Units  N/A  N/A  9% 

  One-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  42% 

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  15%  43% 

  Three-Bedroom Units  15%  75%  6% 

  Four-Bedroom Units  60%  10%  N/A 

  Five-Bedroom Units  25%  N/A  N/A 

       Average Unit Sizes (Sq Ft)       

  Studio Units  N/A  N/A  500 

  One-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  732 

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  1,350  965 

  Three-Bedroom Units  1,930  1,810  1,703 

  Four-Bedroom Units  2,900  2,150  N/A 

  Five-Bedroom Units  3,975  N/A  N/A 
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Table 1.5:  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket Prototypes 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

 
Apartments 

       Unit Mix       

  One-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  34% 

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  20%  40% 

  Three-Bedroom Units  25%  80%  26% 

  Four-Bedroom Units  45%  N/A  N/A 

  Five-Bedroom Units  30%  N/A  N/A 

       Average Unit Sizes (Sq Ft)       

  One-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  712 

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  1,260  983 

  Three-Bedroom Units  2,290  1,690  1,225 

  Four-Bedroom Units  2,550  N/A  N/A 

  Five-Bedroom Units  3,450  N/A  N/A 

 

Table 1.6:  Antelope Valley Submarket Prototypes 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

 
Apartments 

Unit Mix       

  One-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  41% 

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  49% 

  Three-Bedroom Units  40%  N/A  10% 

  Four-Bedroom Units  60%  N/A  N/A 

       Average Unit Sizes (Sq Ft)       

  One-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  684 

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  N/A  880 

  Three-Bedroom Units  1,750  N/A  1,017 

  Four-Bedroom Units  2,500  N/A  N/A 
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IV. SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING REQUIREMENTS 

As discussed previously in this analysis, the San Jose court case provides validation for the 

imposition of Inclusionary Housing requirements on ownership housing projects, and AB 1505 

amended the California Government Code to expressly allow Inclusionary Housing 

requirements to be imposed on rental housing projects. However, it is important to remember 

that Inclusionary Housing requirements cannot deprive an owner of all economically beneficial 

use of the property. Recognizing that the courts have not defined this term, the County has 

some discretion in establishing evaluation parameters. 

It has been KMA’s experience that the following sequence of events occurs when an 

Inclusionary Housing program is adopted: 

1. Immediately following approval of an Inclusionary Housing program, the financial 

impacts created by the imposition of affordable housing requirements are largely borne 

by developers that had purchased property prior to the imposition of the requirements. 

2. After an Inclusionary Housing program is adopted, developers that have not purchased 

land will attempt to bargain for a lower land price that reflects the impacts created by 

the Inclusionary Housing requirements. 

3. During the initial implementation period for an Inclusionary Housing program, some 

property owners are reluctant to accept the fact that their land value has decreased, 

and they defer selling their property until market demand causes prices to increase. 

4. As is the case with all development requirements, over time land prices will adjust to 

reflect the value supported by the market given the restrictions imposed on the 

property. 

It is likely that the imposition of an Inclusionary Housing program will impact the values 

supported by properties that are subject to the requirements. However, the courts have found 

that this is permissible as long as the property owner is not deprived of all economically 
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beneficial use of their property. A significant number of California Inclusionary Housing 

programs have been based on a projected land value reduction in the 30% range. In turn, this 

KMA analysis is focused on identifying income and affordability standards that would fall within 

that parameter. 

V. OWNERSHIP HOUSING ANALYSES 

A. Projected Market Rate Sales Prices 

In the Summer of 2017, KMA undertook a market survey of projects similar to the defined 

ownership housing prototypes. As part of this survey, KMA obtained sales data for existing 

detached single-family homes and condominiums built since 2005.2 The KMA market analysis is 

focused on the sales prices of new residential development in order to provide a perspective on 

the current sales prices for recently developed residential product types in each submarket. 

The market rate sales prices used in the KMA analysis are presented in the following tables. 3 It 

is important to note that the prototype analyses are intended to reflect average or typical 

ownership residential projects in each submarket rather than any specific project. It should be 

expected that specific projects would vary to some degree from the prototypes. 

Table 2.1:  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket 

Projected Market Rate Sales Prices – Ownership Housing Units 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

Average Unit Prices     

  Three-Bedroom Units  $518,000  $505,300 

  Four-Bedroom Units  $835,700  $569,200 

     Average Price Per Square Foot of GBA  $305  $316 

 

                                                
2 Condominiums include both stacked flats and townhouse units. 
3 Condominium analyses were not prepared for the South Los Angeles and Antelope Valley submarkets due to the 
relative lack of new condominium development currently occurring in these submarkets. 
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Table 2.2:  South Los Angeles Submarket 

Projected Market Rate Sales Prices – Ownership Housing Units 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

Average Unit Prices     

  Three-Bedroom Units  $390,000  N/A 

  Four-Bedroom Units  $478,800  N/A 

     Average Price Per Square Foot of GBA  $287  N/A 

 

Table 2.3:  East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket 

Projected Market Rate Sales Prices 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

Average Unit Prices     

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  $297,800 

  Three-Bedroom Units  $515,800  $500,800 

  Four-Bedroom Units  $599,200  N/A 

     Average Price Per Square Foot of GBA  $287  $311 

 

Table 2.4:  San Gabriel Valley Submarket 

Projected Market Rate Sales Prices – Ownership Housing Units 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

Average Unit Prices     

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  $541,400 

  Three-Bedroom Units  $856,900  $591,900 

  Four-Bedroom Units  $1,322,400  $651,500 

  Five-Bedroom Units  $1,804,700  N/A 

     Average Price Per Square Foot of GBA  $454  $333 
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Table 2.5:  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 

Projected Market Rate Sales Prices – Ownership Housing Units 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

Average Unit Prices     

  Two-Bedroom Units  N/A  $365,400 

  Three-Bedroom Units  $533,600  $410,700 

  Four-Bedroom Units  $711,500  N/A 

  Five-Bedroom Units  $1,235,200  N/A 

     Average Price Per Square Foot of GBA  $299  $250 

 

Table 2.6:  Antelope Valley Submarket 

Projected Market Rate Sales Prices – Ownership Housing Units 

  Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

Average Unit Prices     

  Three-Bedroom Units  $297,500  N/A 

  Four-Bedroom Units  $425,000  N/A 

     Average Price Per Square Foot of GBA  $170  N/A 

 

B. Affordable Sales Price Calculations 

For the purposes of this analysis, the maximum Affordable Sales Prices for the income 

restricted units were calculated based on the following information:  

1. The household income information used in the calculations is based on income statistics 

for Los Angeles County as a whole. 

2. The household incomes for lower income households are produced annually by HUD. 

This information is distributed by HCD. 



Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 18 
1708013.ELP January 25, 2018 

 

3. The household incomes for moderate income households are produced and distributed 

annually by HCD. 

4. The Affordable Sales Price estimates are based on the calculation methodology imposed 

by California Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5 (H&SC Section 50052.5). The 

calculations include the elements described in the following sections of this report. 

Household Size 

The household incomes applied in the Affordable Sales Price calculations are set at the number 

of bedrooms in the home plus one. For example, the imputed household size for a three-

bedroom home is four persons. H&SC Section 50052.5 refers to this as “the household size 

appropriate for the unit.” However, this is not meant to be an occupancy cap; it is simply a 

benchmark used to create a consistent methodology for calculating the Affordable Sales Price. 

Household Income 

H&SC Section 50052.5 uses the following household income levels to calculate the Affordable 

Sales Prices: 

1. Moderate Income: 110% of AMI for a household size equal to the number of bedrooms 

in the home plus one. 

2. Lower Income: 70% of AMI for a household size equal to the number of bedrooms in the 

home plus one. 

Income Allocated to Housing-Related Expenses 

H&SC Section 50052.5 allocates the following amount of the applicable household income to 

housing-related expenses: 

1. Moderate Income: The standard is set at 35% of the benchmark household income. 
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2. Lower Income: The standard is set at 30% of the benchmark household income. 

Housing-Related Expenses 

The annual housing-related expense estimates vary by submarket. Based on research 

undertaken by KMA, the variable expenses are based on the following assumptions: 

Table 3:  Annual Variable Expenses – Ownership Housing Units 

         Property Taxes 
as a % of ASP 4 

 Home Owners 
Insurance 

 Maintenance / 
HOA Fees 

       Submarket:       

  Coastal South Los Angeles  1.30%  $2,400  $1,800 

  South Los Angeles  1.30%  $1,200  $1,300 

  East Los Angeles/Gateway  1.20%  $2,000  $1,800 

  San Gabriel Valley  1.25%  $2,400  $1,800 

  Santa Clarita Valley  1.30%  $3,100  $1,800 

  Antelope Valley  1.25%  $1,100  $1,800 

 

For the purposes of calculating the Affordable Sales Prices, KMA assumed that the utilities costs 

incurred by home owners will be comprised of gas heating, cooking and water heating; basic 

electric; air conditioning; water; and trash services. Each year, the Housing Authority of the 

County of Los Angeles (HACoLA) publishes utilities allowances for use in Affordable Sales Price 

and Affordable Rent calculations. The allowances used in the Affordable Sales Price calculations 

are based on the standards placed into effect on July 1, 2017, and are presented in the 

following table: 

  

                                                
4 ASP = Affordable Sales Price.  KMA estimated the property tax rates based on a survey of home sales in each 
submarket. The rates being applied represent the average of the surveyed sale in each submarket. 
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Table 4:  Utilities Allowances – Ownership Housing Units 

           Number of Bedrooms 

  2  3  4  5 

         Heating  $14  $18  $25  $30 

Cooking  $6  $7  $9  $11 

Water Heating  $10  $12  $16  $20 

Basic Electric  $22  $28  $34  $42 

Air Conditioning  $16  $21  $28  $34 

Water  $31  $43  $54  $65 

Trash  $28  $28  $28  $28 

         Total Monthly  $127  $157  $194  $230 

         Total Annually  $1,524  $1,884  $2,328  $2,760 

 

Supportable Mortgage Amount 

The mortgage amounts used in the Affordable Sales Price calculations are estimated using the 

income available after the other housing-related expenses are paid. The mortgage terms used 

in this analysis were based on a 30-year fully amortizing loan at a 4.80% interest rate. This 

reflects the 10-year average of published mortgage interest rates; and it is approximately 0.75% 

lower than the rates published in August 2017. 5 

Benchmark Down Payment 

KMA set the benchmark down payment at 5% of the Affordable Sales Price. A down payment of 

this magnitude is commonly allowed by affordable housing programs. 

                                                
5 Based on the Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey weekly average rates for the West Region for 30-year 
fixed rate mortgages during the period from 2006 through 2015. 



Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 21 
1708013.ELP January 25, 2018 

 

Affordable Sales Prices 

The Affordable Sales Prices are equal to the lesser of the amount calculated using the H&SC 

Section 50052.5 methodology, and the amount that home buyers will be willing to pay to 

acquire a home that is subject to long-term resale controls. Based on our experience with 

Inclusionary Housing programs and affordable home ownership projects, KMA set the discount 

at a 30% reduction in the market rate price. 

The Affordable Sales Price estimates are presented in the following tables: 

Table 5.1:  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket 

Affordable Sales Price Estimates – Ownership Housing Units 

       Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Three-Bedroom Units  $259,100  $103,300 

Four-Bedroom Units  $280,400  $112,200 

 

Table 5.2:  South Los Angeles Submarket 

Affordable Sales Price Estimates – Ownership Housing Units 

       Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Three-Bedroom Units  $273,000 6 $126,600 

Four-Bedroom Units  $303,800  $135,600 

 

  

                                                
6 The H&SC Section 50052.5 calculations yield an Affordable Sales Price of $282,500. 
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Table 5.3:  East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket 

Affordable Sales Price Estimates – Ownership Housing Units 

       Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Two-Bedroom Units  $208,500 7 $96,200 

Three-Bedroom Units  $268,300  $110,400 

Four-Bedroom Units  $289,900  $119,400 

 

Table 5.4:  San Gabriel Valley Submarket 

Affordable Sales Price Estimates – Ownership Housing Units 

       Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Two-Bedroom Units  $231,400  $90,000 

Three-Bedroom Units  $260,900  $104,100 

Four-Bedroom Units  $282,400  $113,100 

Five-Bedroom Units  $303,800  $121,900 

 

Table 5.5:  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 

Affordable Sales Price Estimates – Ownership Housing Units 

       Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Two-Bedroom Units  $220,100  $79,900 

Three-Bedroom Units  $249,600  $93,700 

Four-Bedroom Units  $270,800  $102,500 

Five-Bedroom Units  $292,100  $111,500 

 

  

                                                
7 The H&SC Section 50052.5 calculations yield an Affordable Sales Price of $238,500. 
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Table 5.6:  Antelope Valley Submarket 

Affordable Sales Price Estimates – Ownership Housing Units 

       Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Three-Bedroom Units  $208,300 8 $122,000 

Four-Bedroom Units  $297,500 9 $130,900 

 

C. Inclusionary Housing Production Analyses: Ownership Housing 

To assist in establishing the Inclusionary Housing production requirements that can be 

supported, KMA prepared the following pro forma analyses for the prototype projects in each 

submarket: 

1. A 100% market rate unit scenario; 

2. A scenario that includes a moderate income unit component; and 

3. A scenario that includes a lower income unit component. 

Market Rate Development Scenarios – Ownership Housing Projects 

The 100% market rate unit scenarios provide a baseline against which to measure the impacts 

associated with affordable housing requirements. The pro forma analyses for the 100% market 

rate unit scenarios are organized as follows: 

Base Case:  100% Market Rate Unit Scenarios 

Ownership Housing Projects 

Table 1: Estimated Development Costs 

Table 2: Projected Net Sales Revenue 

Table 3: Projected Developer Profit 

                                                
8 The H&SC Section 50052.5 calculations yield an Affordable Sales Price of $278,800. 
9 The H&SC Section 50052.5 calculations yield an Affordable Sales Price of $300,300. 
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The developer profit projected to be generated by the 100% market rate scenarios is used as 

the threshold profit in the analyses of the moderate and lower income scenarios. The financial 

gaps generated by these scenarios represent the impact created by the Inclusionary Housing 

requirements. 

Supportable Inclusionary Housing Production Requirements – Ownership Housing Projects 

As discussed previously, the KMA analysis is calibrated to establish Inclusionary Housing 

requirements in each submarket that generate a financial impact equal to a  +/- 30% reduction 

in land value. The moderate and lower income pro forma analyses are organized as follows: 

Moderate and Lower Income Scenarios 

Ownership Housing Projects 

Table 1: Estimated Development Costs 

Table 2: Projected Net Sales Revenue 

Table 3: Supportable Inclusionary Housing Production Requirements 

 

Based on the results of the land value reduction analyses, KMA estimated the supportable 

percentage of Inclusionary Housing units in ownership housing projects in each submarket as 

follows:10 

  

                                                
10 Condominium analyses were not prepared for the South Los Angeles and Antelope Valley submarkets. 



Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 25 
1708013.ELP January 25, 2018 

 

Table 6:  Supportable Percentage of Inclusionary Housing Units 

Ownership Housing Projects 

       Moderate 
Income Scenario 

 Lower Income 
Scenario 

     Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  16%  12% 

  Condominiums  18%  11% 

     South Los Angeles Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  19%  9% 

  Condominiums  N/A  N/A 

     East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  14%  9% 

  Condominiums  17%  9% 

     San Gabriel Valley Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  11%  9% 

  Condominiums  14%  10% 

     Santa Clarita Valley Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  5%  3% 

  Condominiums  6%  3% 

     Antelope Valley Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  6%  3% 

  Condominiums  N/A  N/A 

 

D. In-Lieu Fee Analyses: Ownership Housing 

KMA estimated the supportable in-lieu fee amounts for ownership housing projects under the 

following methodologies, which effectively establish the range of in-lieu fees that could be 

assessed: 
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1. The first approach is based on establishing in-lieu fee amounts that generate a financial 

impact equal to a +/- 30% reduction in land value. In this approach the in-lieu fee is 

treated as a development cost, and no Inclusionary Housing production requirement is 

imposed on the project. 

2. The second approach is based on the Affordability Gaps associated with the on-site 

development of Inclusionary Housing units within market rate ownership housing 

projects. 

Land Value Reduction Approach – Ownership Housing Projects 

Based on pro forma analyses that test the land value reduction created by the imposition of in-

lieu fee payment requirements, KMA estimates the supportable in-lieu fees for ownership 

housing projects as follows:11 

Table 7:  In-Lieu Fee Analyses – Land Value Reduction Approach 

Ownership Housing Projects 

       Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

     Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket  $21.60  $20.00 

     South Los Angeles Submarket  $13.33  N/A 

     East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket  $15.48  $14.41 

     San Gabriel Valley Submarket  $27.27  $18.15 

     Santa Clarita Valley Submarket  $6.17  $4.00 

     Antelope Valley Submarket  $2.40  N/A 

 

                                                
11 Condominium analyses were not prepared for the South Los Angeles and Antelope Valley submarkets. 
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Affordability Gap Approach – Ownership Housing Projects 

KMA prepared the Affordability Gap approach analysis based on the assumption that 15% of 

the units in a market rate ownership housing project would be subject to the Inclusionary 

Housing requirements. KMA recognizes that a 15% on-site requirement cannot be supported in 

every submarket, but KMA made the following assumptions that mitigate the financial impacts: 

1. Inclusionary Housing programs often target moderate income households for ownership 

housing. This is done to minimize the financial impacts created by the requirements, and 

to recognize that moderate income households have more discretionary income than 

lower income households to devote to the ongoing costs associated with home 

ownership. 

2. It is KMA’s assumption that the Inclusionary Housing program will provide developers 

with a variety of options to on-site production for fulfilling the affordable housing 

requirements. 

The financial impact associated with fulfilling the Inclusionary Housing requirements within 

market rate ownership housing projects is equal to the Affordability Gaps associated with the 

income restricted units. For contextual purposes, KMA prepared Affordability Gap estimates for 

both moderate and lower income households. The results are presented in the following 

tables:12 

  

                                                
12 Condominium analyses were not prepared for the South Los Angeles and Antelope Valley submarkets. 
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Table 8.1:  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket 

In-Lieu Fee Analysis – Affordability Gap Approach 

Single-Family Homes 

  Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $518,000  $518,000 

  Affordable Sales Price  $259,100  $103,300 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $258,900  $414,700 

     Four-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $835,700  $835,700 

  Affordable Sales Price  $280,400  $112,200 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $555,300  $723,500 

     In-Lieu Fee     

  Per Income Restricted Unit  $457,500  $621,600 

  Per Square Foot of GBA  $28.60  $38.90 
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Table 8.2:  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket 

In-Lieu Fee Analysis – Affordability Gap Approach 

Condominiums 

  Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $505,300  $505,300 

  Affordable Sales Price  $259,100  $103,300 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $246,200  $402,000 

     Four-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $569,200  $569,200 

  Affordable Sales Price  $280,400  $112,200 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $288,800  $457,000 

     In-Lieu Fee     

  Per Income Restricted Unit  $259,000  $418,500 

  Per Square Foot of GBA  $23.40  $37.80 
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Table 8.3:  South Los Angeles Submarket 

In-Lieu Fee Analysis – Affordability Gap Approach 

Single-Family Homes 

  Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $390,000  $390,000 

  Affordable Sales Price  $273,000  $126,600 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $117,000  $263,400 

     Four-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $478,800  $478,800 

  Affordable Sales Price  $303,800  $135,600 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $175,000  $343,200 

     In-Lieu Fee     

  Per Income Restricted Unit  $150,600  $309,700 

  Per Square Foot of GBA  $14.70  $30.20 
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Table 8.4:  East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket 

In-Lieu Fee Analysis – Affordability Gap Approach 

Single-Family Homes 

  Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $515,800  $515,800 

  Affordable Sales Price  $268,300  $110,400 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $247,500  $405,400 

     Four-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $599,200  $599,200 

  Affordable Sales Price  $289,900  $119,400 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $309,300  $479,800 

     In-Lieu Fee     

  Per Income Restricted Unit  $290,800  $457,500 

  Per Square Foot of GBA  $21.80  $34.30 
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Table 8.5:  East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket 

In-Lieu Fee Analysis – Affordability Gap Approach 

Condominiums 

  Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Two-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $297,800  $297,800 

  Affordable Sales Price  $208,500  $96,200 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $89,300  $201,600 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $500,800  $500,800 

  Affordable Sales Price  $268,300  $110,400 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $232,500  $390,400 

     In-Lieu Fee     

  Per Income Restricted Unit  $175,200  $314,900 

  Per Square Foot of GBA  $19.50  $35.00 
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Table 8.6:  San Gabriel Valley Submarket 

In-Lieu Fee Analysis – Affordability Gap Approach 

Single-Family Homes 

  Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $856,900  $856,900 

  Affordable Sales Price  $260,900  $104,100 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $596,000  $752,800 

     Four-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $1,322,400  $1,322,400 

  Affordable Sales Price  $282,400  $113,100 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $1,040,000  $1,209,300 

     Five-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $1,804,700  $1,804,700 

  Affordable Sales Price  $303,800  $121,900 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $1,500,900  $1,682,800 

     In-Lieu Fee     

  Per Income Restricted Unit  $1,088,600  $1,259,200 

  Per Square Foot of GBA  $54.00  $62.50 
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Table 8.7:  San Gabriel Valley Submarket 

In-Lieu Fee Analysis – Affordability Gap Approach 

Condominiums 

  Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Two-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $541,400  $541,400 

  Affordable Sales Price  $231,400  $90,000 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $310,000  $451,400 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $591,900  $591,900 

  Affordable Sales Price  $260,900  $104,100 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $331,000  $487,800 

     Four-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $651,500  $651,500 

  Affordable Sales Price  $282,400  $113,100 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $369,100  $538,400 

     In-Lieu Fee     

  Per Income Restricted Unit  $331,700  $487,400 

  Per Square Foot of GBA  $28.00  $41.20 
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Table 8.8:  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 

In-Lieu Fee Analysis – Affordability Gap Approach 

Single-Family Homes 

  Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $533,600  $533,600 

  Affordable Sales Price  $249,600  $93,700 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $284,000  $439,900 

     Four-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $711,500  $711,500 

  Affordable Sales Price  $270,800  $102,500 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $440,700  $609,000 

     Five-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $1,235,200  $1,235,200 

  Affordable Sales Price  $292,100  $111,500 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $943,100  $1,123,700 

     In-Lieu Fee     

  Per Income Restricted Unit  $552,200  $721,100 

  Per Square Foot of GBA  $30.00  $39.20 
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Table 8.9:  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 

In-Lieu Fee Analysis – Affordability Gap Approach 

Condominiums 

  Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Two-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $365,400  $365,400 

  Affordable Sales Price  $220,100  $79,900 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $145,300  $285,500 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $410,700  $410,700 

  Affordable Sales Price  $249,600  $93,700 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $161,100  $317,000 

     In-Lieu Fee     

  Per Income Restricted Unit  $157,900  $310,700 

  Per Square Foot of GBA  $14.80  $29.10 
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Table 8.10:  Antelope Valley Submarket 

In-Lieu Fee Analysis – Affordability Gap Approach 

Single-Family Homes 

  Moderate 
Income 

 
Lower Income 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $297,500  $297,500 

  Affordable Sales Price  $208,300  $122,000 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $89,200  $175,500 

     Four-Bedroom Units     

  Market Rate Price  $425,000  $425,000 

  Affordable Sales Price  $297,500  $130,900 

     Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit  $127,500  $294,100 

     In-Lieu Fee     

  Per Income Restricted Unit  $112,200  $246,700 

  Per Square Foot of GBA  $7.70  $16.80 

 

The results of the two ownership housing in-lieu fee analyses are summarized in the following 

table:13 

  

                                                
13 Condominium analyses were not prepared for the South Los Angeles and Antelope Valley submarkets. 
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Table 9:  Supportable In-Lieu Fees Per Square Foot of GBA 

Ownership Housing Projects 

       Land Value 
Reduction 
Approach 

 
Affordability 

Gap Approach 14 

     Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  $21.60  $28.60 

  Condominiums  $20.00  $23.40 

     South Los Angeles Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  $13.33  $14.70 

  Condominiums  N/A  N/A 

     East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  $15.48  $21.80 

  Condominiums  $14.41  $19.50 

     San Gabriel Valley Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  $27.27  $54.00 

  Condominiums  $18.15  $28.00 

     Santa Clarita Valley Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  $6.17  $30.00 

  Condominiums  $4.00  $14.80 

     Antelope Valley Submarket     

  Single-Family Homes  $2.40  $7.70 

  Condominiums  N/A  N/A 

 

                                                
14 The Affordability Gap estimates are based on the affordable housing costs for moderate income households. 
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VI. RENTAL APARTMENT ANALYSES 

A. Projected Market Rents 

In the Summer of 2017, KMA surveyed rental apartment projects that have been constructed 

since 2005. The purpose of this survey was to derive estimates of the currently achievable 

market rents in the each submarket. The prototype analyses reflect typical rental apartment 

projects in each submarket. The characteristics of actual projects will vary to some degree from 

the prototypes.15 

The market rate monthly rent estimates that are used in this analysis are presented in the 

following tables. 

Table 10:  Projected Market Rents – Rental Apartment Units 

           Submarkets 

 

Coastal 
South Los 
Angeles  

East Los 
Angeles / 
Gateway  

San Gabriel 
Valley  

Santa 
Clarita 
Valley  

Antelope 
Valley 

          Number of 
Bedrooms 

         

0 $2,246  $1,307  $1,635  N/A  N/A 

1 $2,481  $1,683  $1,742  $1,709  $1,094 

2 $2,946  $2,006  $2,152  $1,995  $1,302 

3 N/A  $2,544  $2,844  $2,499  $1,464 

 

                                                
15 Rental apartment project analyses were not prepared for the South Los Angeles submarket due to the relative 
lack of new apartment development currently occurring in this submarket. 
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B. Affordable Rent Calculations 

For the purposes of this analysis, the maximum Affordable Rents for the income restricted units 

were calculated based on the standards imposed by California Health and Safety Code Section 

50053 (H&SC 50053). The assumptions and results can be summarized as follows: 

1. The household income information used in the calculations is based on income statistics 

for Los Angeles County as a whole. The household incomes are published annually by 

HUD, and are distributed by HCD. 

2. The household size appropriate for the unit is based on the H&SC Section 50052.5 

standard of the number of bedrooms in the home plus one. As was the case in the 

Affordable Sales Price calculations, this is a benchmark, not an occupancy cap. 

3. The household income is set at 60% of AMI for lower income households and 50% of 

AMI for very low income households. 

4. Thirty percent (30%) of defined household income is allocated to housing-related 

expenses. 

5. KMA’s calculations are based on the assumption that the tenants will be required to pay 

for gas heating, cooking and water heating; and basic electric services. The July 1, 2017 

HACoLA utilities allowances were applied to this analysis. 

The resulting Affordable Rents are presented in the following table: 
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Table 11:  Affordable Rent Calculations – Rental Apartment Units 

       
Lower Income 

 Very Low 
Income 

     Studio Units     

  Maximum Monthly Housing Cost  $680  $567 

  (Less) Monthly Utility Allowance  (29)  (29) 

     Affordable Rent  $651  $538 

     One-Bedroom Units     

  Maximum Monthly Housing Cost  $778  $648 

  (Less) Monthly Utility Allowance  (40)  (40) 

     Affordable Rent  $738  $608 

     Two-Bedroom Units     

  Maximum Monthly Housing Cost  $875  $729 

  (Less) Monthly Utility Allowance  (49)  (49) 

     Affordable Rent  $826  $680 

     Three-Bedroom Units     

  Maximum Monthly Housing Cost  $972  $810 

  (Less) Monthly Utility Allowance  (60)  (60) 

     Affordable Rent  $912  $750 

 

C. Inclusionary Housing Production Analyses: Rental Apartments 

A variety of tools are available to reduce the financial impact associated with the imposition of 

income and affordability restrictions on rental apartment projects. For 100% affordable housing 

projects, Tax Credit financing is commonly used to fill the financial gap. For mixed-income 

projects, the California Government Code Sections 65915 - 65918 (Section 65915) density 

bonus is often used. 
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In July 2013, the First District Court of Appeal held that jurisdictions must agree to apply 

Inclusionary Housing units toward the fulfillment of the affordable unit requirements imposed 

by the Section 65915 density bonus.16 A developer can request a Section 65915 density bonus 

for a project as long as the affordable units meet the more restrictive of the jurisdiction’s 

Inclusionary Housing requirements and the requirements imposed by Section 65915. 

The Section 65915 density bonus can act to materially reduce the financial impacts created by 

Inclusionary Housing requirements. For that reason, jurisdictions that impose Inclusionary 

Housing requirements should recognize the possibility that many developers will request 

Section 65915 density bonuses. 

To evaluate the impacts created by the imposition of Inclusionary Housing requirements, KMA 

prepared the following pro forma analyses for the prototype projects in each submarket: 

1. A 100% market rate unit scenario; and 

2. A scenario that maximizes the Section 65915 density bonus, and that attains the 

threshold return generated by a 100% market rate development at the base zoning 

standard. 

Market Rate Development Scenarios – Rental Apartment Projects 

The 100% market rate unit scenarios provide a baseline against which to measure the impacts 

associated with affordable housing requirements. The purpose of the 100% market rate 

scenarios are to estimate the developer’s stabilized return on total investment for a project 

that is not encumbered by income and affordability restrictions. The pro forma analyses for the 

100% market rate unit scenarios are organized as follows: 

  

                                                
16 Latinos Unidos del Valle de Napa y Solano v. County of Napa, 217 Cal. App. 4th 1160 (Napa). 
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Base Case:  100% Market Rate Scenarios 

Rental Apartment Projects 

Table 1: Estimated Development Costs 

Table 2: Stabilized Net Operating Income 

Table 3: Stabilized Return on Total Investment 

 

The stabilized developer returns derived from the 100% market rate scenarios are presented in 

the following table: 

Table 12:  Stabilized Developer Returns on Total Investment 

100% Market Rate Scenarios – Rental Apartment Projects 

Submarket  

  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket 5.4% 

  East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket 4.1% 

  San Gabriel Valley Submarket 3.8% 

  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket 5.2% 

  Antelope Valley Submarket 3.5% 

 

Supportable Inclusionary Housing Production Requirements – Rental Apartment Projects 

As discussed previously, KMA evaluated the supportable Inclusionary Housing requirements 

based on the assumption that developers of rental apartment projects could use the Section 

65915 density bonus to mitigate the financial impact created by Inclusionary Housing 

requirements. The Section 65915 density bonus allows developers to receive up to a 35% 

density bonus in return for including units subject to long-term income and affordability 

controls in market rate projects. 

The Section 65915 affordability restrictions are calculated based on the number of units 

allowed by a site’s base zoning. A 35% density bonus can be achieved by setting aside either 

20% of the base units for lower income households or 11% of the base units for very low 

income households. To test the order-of-magnitude benefits created by the density bonus, 
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KMA applied the lower income standard, and the statutory maximum density bonus of 35% to 

the prototype projects in each submarket. 

The density bonus pro forma analyses are organized as follows: 

Density Bonus Scenarios 

Rental Apartment Projects 

Table 1: Estimated Development Costs 

Table 2: Stabilized Net Operating Income 

Table 3: Supportable Inclusionary Housing Production Requirements 

 

Based on the findings in the Napa case, jurisdictions cannot impose Inclusionary Housing 

requirements on the additional units a developer receives by invoking the Section 65915 

density bonus. Thus, the Inclusionary Housing production requirement must be calculated 

against the number of units permitted under the property’s base zoning standards. However, a 

jurisdiction can impose a higher percentage requirement on those base zoning units than is 

applied under Section 65915. 

The KMA pro forma analyses were structured to estimate the percentage of lower income units 

that could be supported by the prototype project in each submarket. Feasibility was measured 

by varying the number of lower income units in the project until the estimated stabilized return 

on total investment generated by the 100% market rate scenario was reached. It should be 

noted that when measured against the base zoning, the prototype projects in each submarket 

were projected to support an equal or greater percentage of lower income units than the 20% 

standard that maximizes the Section 65915 density bonus. 

It is important to re-emphasize the fact that a jurisdiction can only apply Inclusionary Housing 

production requirements against the number of units allowed by a property’s base zoning. The 

following table identifies the relevant percentages based on that requirement. For illustrative 

purposes, KMA translated these results into the percentage of the total units, including the 
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density bonus units, in projects that would be subject to Inclusionary Housing production 

requirements. 

Table 13:  Supportable Percentage of Inclusionary Housing Units 

Rental Apartment Projects 

       As a % of the 
Base Units 
Allowed by 

Zoning 

 
As a % of the 
Total Units in 

the Project 

     Submarket     

  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket  25%  19% 

  East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket  27%  20% 

  San Gabriel Valley Submarket  32%  24% 

  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket  22%  16% 

  Antelope Valley Submarket  32%  24% 

 

D. In-Lieu Fee Analyses: Rental Apartments 

KMA estimated the supportable in-lieu fee amounts for rental apartment projects under two 

methodologies to establish the range of in-lieu fees that could be assessed: 

1. The first approach is based on establishing in-lieu fee amounts that generate a financial 

impact equal to a +/- 30% reduction in land value. In this approach the in-lieu fee is 

treated as a development cost, and no Inclusionary Housing production requirement is 

imposed on the project. 

2. The second approach is based on the Affordability Gaps associated with the on-site 

development of Inclusionary Housing units within market rate rental apartment 

projects. 
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Land Value Reduction Approach – Rental Apartment Projects 

KMA prepared pro forma analyses to test the land value reduction created by the imposition of 

in-lieu fee payment requirements. Based on these pro forma analyses, KMA estimates the 

supportable in-lieu fees for rental apartment projects as follows: 

Table 14:  In-Lieu Fee Analyses – Land Value Reduction Approach 

Rental Apartment Projects 

   Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket  $6.64 

   East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket  $6.94 

   San Gabriel Valley Submarket  $10.35 

   Santa Clarita Valley Submarket  $2.61 

   Antelope Valley Submarket  $2.13 

 

Affordability Gap Approach – Rental Apartment Units 

The Affordability Gap approach analysis is based on the assumption that 15% of the total units 

in a market rate ownership housing project would be subject to Inclusionary Housing 

requirements at the lower income level.17 KMA applied these standards for the following 

reasons: 

1. As shown in Table 13, the pro forma analyses indicated that a 15% standard is 

supported in each submarket that was evaluated; and 

2. AB 1505 identifies a set aside of 15% of the units at lower income as the threshold after 

which HCD can intervene in the adoption process for an Inclusionary Housing program. 

                                                
17 KMA also estimated the Affordability Gaps for very low income units, because some developers may choose to 
impose a more stringent requirement to reduce the number of affordable units required under the Section 65915 
density bonus. 
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The Affordability Gaps for rental apartment units in each submarket are estimated using the 

following methodology: 

1. The difference between the estimated achievable market rate monthly rent and the 

defined Affordable Rent is calculated for studio, one-bedroom, two-bedroom and three-

bedroom units. 

2. The weighted average of the rent differential is estimated based on the distribution of 

units identified for each submarket. 

3. KMA assumed that the property taxes for projects that include designated affordable 

housing units would be based on a lower assessed value due to the reduction in net 

operating income that would be generated by the project. KMA deducted this lower 

property tax expense from the weighted average rent differential. 

4. To assist in projecting the Affordability Gap created by the imposition of affordable 

housing requirements, KMA prepared pro forma analyses for the prototype market rate 

projects in each submarket. Based on these analyses, KMA estimated the stabilized 

return on total investment generated for each of these prototype projects. 

5. The annual Affordability Gap for each income restricted unit was capitalized at the 

threshold return derived from the pro forma analyses for the market rate scenarios. The 

result of this calculation is defined as the net Affordability Gap per income restricted 

unit. 

The results of the Affordability Gap approach analysis are summarized in the following table: 
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Table 15:  In-Lieu Fee Analysis - Affordability Gap Approach 

Rental Apartment Units 

     

In-Lieu Fee 
 

Lower Income 
 Very Low 

Income 

     Submarket     

  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket     

    Per Income Restricted Unit  $302,200  $323,811 

    Per Square Foot of GBA  $39.84  $42.68 

       East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket     

    Per Income Restricted Unit  $243,271  $274,300 

    Per Square Foot of GBA  $32.82  $37.01 

       San Gabriel Valley Submarket     

    Per Income Restricted Unit  $281,872  $314,151 

    Per Square Foot of GBA  $34.04  $37.93 

       Santa Clarita Valley Submarket     

    Per Income Restricted Unit  $207,798  $232,596 

    Per Square Foot of GBA  $24.51  $27.44 

       Antelope Valley Submarket     

    Per Income Restricted Unit  $112,461  $148,839 

    Per Square Foot of GBA  $15.56  $20.59 

 

The following table provides a summary of the in-lieu fees supported under the two approaches 

that were analyzed by KMA: 
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Table 16:  Supportable In-Lieu Fees Per Square Foot of GBA 

Rental Apartment Projects 

       Land Value 
Reduction 
Approach 

 
Affordability 

Gap Approach 

     Submarket     

  Coastal South Los Angeles Submarket  $6.64  $39.84 

  East Los Angeles/Gateway Submarket  $6.94  $32.82 

  San Gabriel Valley Submarket  $10.35  $34.04 

  Santa Clarita Valley Submarket  $2.61  $24.51 

  Antelope Valley Submarket  $2.13  $15.56 

 

VII. SUMMARY 

The results of the preceding analysis can be summarized as follows: 

A. Submarket Characteristics 

Los Angeles County is one of the largest counties in the United States, and the unincorporated 

areas exhibit a diverse mix of physical, demographic and economic conditions. Given the 

diversity of the unincorporated areas, it is KMA’s conclusion that unique Inclusionary Housing 

requirements should be considered for each of the submarkets evaluated in this report. 

The residential units found in the six identified submarkets embody a wide variety of 

characteristics. The ranges for key items can be summarized as follows: 
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Table 17:  Weighted Average Prototype Home Sizes 

Square Feet of Livable Area 

         Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

 
Apartments 

       Submarket       

  Coastal South Los Angeles  2,400  1,660  797 

  South Los Angeles  1,538  N/A  N/A 

  East Los Angeles/Gateway  2,002  1,348  834 

  San Gabriel Valley  3,023  1,775  870 

  Santa Clarita Valley  2,758  1,604  954 

  Antelope Valley  2,200  N/A  813 
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Table 18:  Weighted Average Market Rate Sales Prices / Market Rate Monthly Rents 

       Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

 
Apartments 

      Submarket      

      Coastal South Los Angeles      

  Total Price/Monthly Rent $730,900  $524,500  $2,594 

  Price/Monthly Rent Per Sq. Ft. $305  $316  $3.26 

      South Los Angeles      

  Total Price/Monthly Rent $441,500  N/A  N/A 

  Price/Monthly Rent Per Sq. Ft. $287  N/A  N/A 

      East Los Angeles/Gateway      

  Total Price/Monthly Rent $574,200  $419,600  $1,869 

  Price/Monthly Rent Per Sq. Ft. $287  $311  $2.24 

      San Gabriel Valley      

  Total Price/Monthly Rent $1,373,200  $590,300  $1,975 

  Price/Monthly Rent Per Sq. Ft. $454  $333  $2.27 

Santa Clarita Valley      

  Total Price/Monthly Rent $824,100  $401,600  $2,029 

  Price/Monthly Rent Per Sq. Ft. $299  $250  $2.13 

      Antelope Valley      

  Total Price / Rent $374,000  N/A  $1,233 

  Price/Monthly Rent Per Sq. Ft. $170  N/A  $1.52 

 

B. Financially Feasible Inclusionary Housing Requirements 

Based on the results of the preceding analysis, KMA determined that the following Inclusionary 

Housing requirements can be supported: 
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Table 19:  Financially Feasible Inclusionary Housing Requirements 

       Single-Family 
Homes 

 
Condominiums 

 
Apartments 18 

      Submarket      

  Coastal South Los Angeles      

    % of Units 12% - 16%  11% - 18%  19% 

    In-Lieu Fee Per Sq. Ft. $21.60 - $28.60  $20.00 - $23.40  $6.64 - $39.84 

        South Los Angeles      

    % of Units 9% - 19%  N/A  N/A 

    In-Lieu Fee Per Sq. Ft. $13.33 - $14.70  N/A  N/A 

        East Los Angeles/Gateway      

    % of Units 9% - 14%  9% - 17%  20% 

    In-Lieu Fee Per Sq. Ft. $15.48 - $21.80  $14.41 - $19.50  $6.94 - $32.82 

        San Gabriel Valley      

    % of Units 9% -11%  10% - 14%  24% 

    In-Lieu Fee Per Sq. Ft. $27.27 - $54.00  $18.15 - $28.00  $10.35 - $34.04 

        Santa Clarita Valley      

    % of Units 3% - 5%  3% - 6%  16% 

    In-Lieu Fee Per Sq. Ft. $6.17 - $30.00  $4.00 - $14.80  $2.61 - $24.51 

        Antelope Valley      

    % of Units 3% - 6%  N/A  24% 

    In-Lieu Fee Per Sq. Ft. $2.40 - $7.70  N/A  $2.13 - $15.56 

 

 

                                                
18 The percentages of units are measured against the total number of units in the project. 
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APPENDIX B
AFFORDABLE SALES PRICE CALCULATIONS

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I

AFFORDABLE SALES PRICE CALCULATIONS 1

COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Two-Bedroom 
Units

Three-
Bedroom Units

Four-Bedroom 
Units

Five-Bedroom 
Units

I.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 110% Median $64,130 $71,280 $77,000 $82,670
Income Allotted to Housing @ 35% of Income $22,450 $24,950 $26,950 $28,930

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200
Property Taxes @ 1.30% of Affordable Sales Price 2,990 3,370 3,650 3,920

Total Ongoing Expenses $8,714 $9,454 $10,178 $10,880

C. Income Available for Mortgage $13,736 $15,496 $16,772 $18,050

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $218,200 $246,100 $266,400 $286,700
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 11,500 13,000 14,000 15,100

Affordable Sales Price $229,700 $259,100 $280,400 $301,800

II.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 70% Median $40,810 $45,360 $49,000 $52,610
Income Allotted to Housing @ 30% of Income $12,240 $13,610 $14,700 $15,780

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200
Property Taxes @ 1.30% of Affordable Sales Price 1,160 1,350 1,460 1,580

Total Ongoing Expenses $6,884 $7,434 $7,988 $8,540

C. Income Available for Mortgage $5,356 $6,176 $6,712 $7,240

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $85,100 $98,100 $106,600 $115,000
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 4,500 5,200 5,600 6,100

Affordable Sales Price $89,600 $103,300 $112,200 $121,100

1

2 Utilities allowances are based on HACoLA allowances for single family homes published on July 1, 2017.  Assumes costs for gas heating, cooking, and 
water heating; basic electric; air conditioning; water; and trash services.

Moderate Income Households

Lower Income Households

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The Affordable Sales Price calculations are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50052.5 methodology.

Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates
File name:  Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; ASP Coastal



APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II

AFFORDABLE SALES PRICE CALCULATIONS 1

SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Two-Bedroom 
Units

Three-
Bedroom Units

Four-Bedroom 
Units

Five-Bedroom 
Units

I.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 110% Median $64,130 $71,280 $77,000 $82,670
Income Allotted to Housing @ 35% of Income $22,450 $24,950 $26,950 $28,930

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500
Property Taxes @ 1.30% of Affordable Sales Price 3,290 3,670 3,950 4,230

Total Ongoing Expenses $7,314 $8,054 $8,778 $9,490

C. Income Available for Mortgage $15,136 $16,896 $18,172 $19,440

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $240,400 $268,400 $288,600 $308,800
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 12,700 14,100 15,200 16,300

Affordable Sales Price $253,100 $282,500 $303,800 $325,100

II.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 70% Median $40,810 $45,360 $49,000 $52,610
Income Allotted to Housing @ 30% of Income $12,240 $13,610 $14,700 $15,780

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500
Property Taxes @ 1.30% of Affordable Sales Price 1,470 1,650 1,760 1,880

Total Ongoing Expenses $5,494 $6,034 $6,588 $7,140

C. Income Available for Mortgage $6,746 $7,576 $8,112 $8,640

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $107,100 $120,300 $128,800 $137,200
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 5,600 6,300 6,800 7,200

Affordable Sales Price $112,700 $126,600 $135,600 $144,400

1

2

Moderate Income Households

Lower Income Households

Utilities allowances are based on HACoLA allowances for single family homes published on July 1, 2017.  Assumes costs for gas heating, cooking, and 
water heating; basic electric; air conditioning; water; and trash services.

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The Affordable Sales Price calculations are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50052.5 methodology.

Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates
File name:  Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; ASP SLA



APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III

AFFORDABLE SALES PRICE CALCULATIONS 1

EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Two-Bedroom 
Units

Three-
Bedroom Units

Four-Bedroom 
Units

Five-Bedroom 
Units

I.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 110% Median $64,130 $71,280 $77,000 $82,670
Income Allotted to Housing @ 35% of Income $22,450 $24,950 $26,950 $28,930

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 3,800 3,800 3,800 3,800
Property Taxes @ 1.20% of Affordable Sales Price 2,860 3,220 3,480 3,740

Total Ongoing Expenses $8,184 $8,904 $9,608 $10,300

C. Income Available for Mortgage $14,266 $16,046 $17,342 $18,630

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $226,600 $254,900 $275,400 $295,900
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 11,900 13,400 14,500 15,600

Affordable Sales Price $238,500 $268,300 $289,900 $311,500

II.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 70% Median $40,810 $45,360 $49,000 $52,610
Income Allotted to Housing @ 30% of Income $12,240 $13,610 $14,700 $15,780

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 3,800 3,800 3,800 3,800
Property Taxes @ 1.20% of Affordable Sales Price 1,160 1,320 1,430 1,540

Total Ongoing Expenses $6,484 $7,004 $7,558 $8,100

C. Income Available for Mortgage $5,756 $6,606 $7,142 $7,680

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $91,400 $104,900 $113,400 $122,000
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 4,800 5,500 6,000 6,400

Affordable Sales Price $96,200 $110,400 $119,400 $128,400

1

2

Moderate Income Households

Lower Income Households

Utilities allowances are based on HACoLA allowances for single family homes published on July 1, 2017.  Assumes costs for gas heating, cooking, and 
water heating; basic electric; air conditioning; water; and trash services.

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The Affordable Sales Price calculations are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50052.5 methodology.

Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates
File name:  Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; ASP ELA



APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV

AFFORDABLE SALES PRICE CALCULATIONS 1

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Two-Bedroom 
Units

Three-
Bedroom Units

Four-Bedroom 
Units

Five-Bedroom 
Units

I.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 110% Median $64,130 $71,280 $77,000 $82,670
Income Allotted to Housing @ 35% of Income $22,450 $24,950 $26,950 $28,930

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200
Property Taxes @ 1.25% of Affordable Sales Price 2,890 3,260 3,530 3,800

Total Ongoing Expenses $8,614 $9,344 $10,058 $10,760

C. Income Available for Mortgage $13,836 $15,606 $16,892 $18,170

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $219,800 $247,900 $268,300 $288,600
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 11,600 13,000 14,100 15,200

Affordable Sales Price $231,400 $260,900 $282,400 $303,800

II.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 70% Median $40,810 $45,360 $49,000 $52,610
Income Allotted to Housing @ 30% of Income $12,240 $13,610 $14,700 $15,780

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200
Property Taxes @ 1.25% of Affordable Sales Price 1,130 1,300 1,410 1,530

Total Ongoing Expenses $6,854 $7,384 $7,938 $8,490

C. Income Available for Mortgage $5,386 $6,226 $6,762 $7,290

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $85,500 $98,900 $107,400 $115,800
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 4,500 5,200 5,700 6,100

Affordable Sales Price $90,000 $104,100 $113,100 $121,900

1

2

Moderate Income Households

Lower Income Households

Utilities allowances are based on HACoLA allowances for single family homes published on July 1, 2017.  Assumes costs for gas heating, cooking, and 
water heating; basic electric; air conditioning; water; and trash services.

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The Affordable Sales Price calculations are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50052.5 methodology.

Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates
File name:  Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; ASP SGV



APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABLE SALES PRICE CALCULATIONS 1

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Two-Bedroom 
Units

Three-
Bedroom Units

Four-Bedroom 
Units

Five-Bedroom 
Units

I.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 110% Median $64,130 $71,280 $77,000 $82,670
Income Allotted to Housing @ 35% of Income $22,450 $24,950 $26,950 $28,930

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 4,900 4,900 4,900 4,900
Property Taxes @ 1.30% of Affordable Sales Price 2,860 3,240 3,520 3,800

Total Ongoing Expenses $9,284 $10,024 $10,748 $11,460

C. Income Available for Mortgage $13,166 $14,926 $16,202 $17,470

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $209,100 $237,100 $257,300 $277,500
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 11,000 12,500 13,500 14,600

Affordable Sales Price $220,100 $249,600 $270,800 $292,100

II.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 70% Median $40,810 $45,360 $49,000 $52,610
Income Allotted to Housing @ 30% of Income $12,240 $13,610 $14,700 $15,780

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 4,900 4,900 4,900 4,900
Property Taxes @ 1.30% of Affordable Sales Price 1,040 1,220 1,340 1,450

Total Ongoing Expenses $7,464 $8,004 $8,568 $9,110

C. Income Available for Mortgage $4,776 $5,606 $6,132 $6,670

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $75,900 $89,000 $97,400 $105,900
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 4,000 4,700 5,100 5,600

Affordable Sales Price $79,900 $93,700 $102,500 $111,500

1

2

Moderate Income Households

Lower Income Households

Utilities allowances are based on HACoLA allowances for single family homes published on July 1, 2017.  Assumes costs for gas heating, cooking, and 
water heating; basic electric; air conditioning; water; and trash services.

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The Affordable Sales Price calculations are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50052.5 methodology.

Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates
File name:  Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; ASP SCV



APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT VI

AFFORDABLE SALES PRICE CALCULATIONS 1

ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Two-Bedroom 
Units

Three-
Bedroom Units

Four-Bedroom 
Units

Five-Bedroom 
Units

I.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 110% Median $64,130 $71,280 $77,000 $82,670
Income Allotted to Housing @ 35% of Income $22,450 $24,950 $26,950 $28,930

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 2,900 2,900 2,900 2,900
Property Taxes @ 1.25% of Affordable Sales Price 3,120 3,490 3,760 4,020

Total Ongoing Expenses $7,544 $8,274 $8,988 $9,680

C. Income Available for Mortgage $14,906 $16,676 $17,962 $19,250

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $236,800 $264,900 $285,300 $305,800
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 12,500 13,900 15,000 16,100

Affordable Sales Price $249,300 $278,800 $300,300 $321,900

II.

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 70% Median $40,810 $45,360 $49,000 $52,610
Income Allotted to Housing @ 30% of Income $12,240 $13,610 $14,700 $15,780

B. Ongoing Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance 2 $1,524 $1,884 $2,328 $2,760
Maintenance & Insurance 2,900 2,900 2,900 2,900
Property Taxes @ 1.25% of Affordable Sales Price 1,350 1,530 1,640 1,750

Total Ongoing Expenses $5,774 $6,314 $6,868 $7,410

C. Income Available for Mortgage $6,466 $7,296 $7,832 $8,370

D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @ 4.80% Interest $102,700 $115,900 $124,400 $132,900
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aff Sales Price 5,400 6,100 6,500 7,000

Affordable Sales Price $108,100 $122,000 $130,900 $139,900

1

2

Moderate Income Households

Lower Income Households

Utilities allowances are based on HACoLA allowances for single family homes published on July 1, 2017.  Assumes costs for gas heating, cooking, and 
water heating; basic electric; air conditioning; water; and trash services.

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The Affordable Sales Price calculations are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50052.5 methodology.

Prepared by:  Keyser Marston Associates
File name:  Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; ASP AV



APPENDIX C

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; Pf SFH BC Coastal Page 10 of 198



APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $21,780,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 239,940 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 16,796,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 5,102,000

Total Direct Costs $30,610,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,837,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 765,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 2,193,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 330,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,925,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $3,124,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 890,000

Total Financing Costs $4,014,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $415,000 /Unit $41,549,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $633,000 /Unit $63,329,000

1

2

3

4
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.

Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 33 Units @ $518,000 /Unit 17,094,000
Four-Bedroom Units 67 Units @ $835,700 /Unit 55,992,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $73,086,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $2,193,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,462,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 365,000

Total Cost of Sales ($4,020,000)

III. Net Revenue $69,066,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $305 per square foot 
of saleable area.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Net Revenue See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $69,066,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $63,329,000

III. Developer Profit 9.1% Total Development Cost $5,737,000
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $21,780,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 239,940 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 16,796,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 5,102,000

Total Direct Costs $30,610,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,837,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 765,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,970,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 319,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,691,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $3,114,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 886,000

Total Financing Costs $4,000,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $413,000 /Unit $41,301,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $631,000 /Unit $63,081,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 11 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 28 Units @ $518,000 /Unit 14,504,000
Four-Bedroom Units 56 Units @ $835,700 /Unit 46,799,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 5 Units @ $259,100 /Unit 1,296,000
Four-Bedroom Units 11 Units @ $280,400 /Unit 3,084,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $103,300 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $112,200 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $65,683,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,970,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,314,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 328,000

Total Cost of Sales ($3,612,000)

III. Net Revenue $62,071,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $305 per square foot 
of saleable area.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $62,071,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 9.1% Total Development Cost ($5,715,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $56,356,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 $63,081,000

III. Land Value Reduction 31% As a % of Land Cost $6,725,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 16% Moderate Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET: 
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE.
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File Name: Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; Pf SFH Mod Coastal Page 17 of 198



LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $21,780,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 239,940 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 16,796,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 5,102,000

Total Direct Costs $30,610,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,837,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 765,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,969,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 319,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,690,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $3,169,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 886,000

Total Financing Costs $4,055,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $414,000 /Unit $41,355,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $631,000 /Unit $63,135,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 12 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 29 Units @ $518,000 /Unit 15,022,000
Four-Bedroom Units 59 Units @ $835,700 /Unit 49,306,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $259,100 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $280,400 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 4 Units @ $103,300 /Unit 413,000
Four-Bedroom Units 8 Units @ $112,200 /Unit 898,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $65,639,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,969,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,313,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 328,000

Total Cost of Sales ($3,610,000)

III. Net Revenue $62,029,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $305 per square foot 
of saleable area.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $62,029,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 9.1% Total Development Cost ($5,719,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $56,310,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $63,135,000

III. Land Value Reduction 31% As a % of Land Cost $6,825,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 12% Lower Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET: 
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $21,780,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 239,940 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 16,796,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 5,102,000

Total Direct Costs $30,610,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,837,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 239,940 Sf of GBA $21.60 /Sf of GBA 5,182,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 765,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 2,193,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 589,000

Total Indirect Costs $12,366,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $3,593,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 971,000

Total Financing Costs $4,564,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $475,000 /Unit $47,540,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $693,000 /Unit $69,320,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 33 Units @ $518,000 /Unit 17,094,000
Four-Bedroom Units 67 Units @ $835,700 /Unit 55,992,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $73,086,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $2,193,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,462,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 365,000

Total Cost of Sales ($4,020,000)

III. Net Revenue $69,066,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $305 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2 $69,066,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 9.1% Total Development Cost ($6,280,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $62,786,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $69,320,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $6,534,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $21.60 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET: 
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE
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APPENDIX C:  EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH

15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C:  EXHIBIT V

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Moderate Income Lower Income

I. Sales Price Difference

A. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

B. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $518,000 $518,000
Affordable Sales Price 1 259,100 103,300

Difference $258,900 $414,700

C. Four-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $835,700 $835,700
Affordable Sales Price 1 280,400 112,200

Difference $555,300 $723,500

D. Five-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

II. Distribution of Total Units
Two-Bedroom Units 0% 0%
Three-Bedroom Units 33% 33%
Four-Bedroom Units 67% 67%
Five-Bedroom Units 0% 0%

III. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit $457,500 $621,600
Per Square Foot of GBA $28.60 $38.90

1 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market 
price.
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APPENDIX D
CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $14,520,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 166,000 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 11,620,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,486,000

Total Direct Costs $20,914,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,255,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 523,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,573,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 258,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,409,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,109,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 613,000

Total Financing Costs $2,722,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $290,000 /Unit $29,045,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $436,000 /Unit $43,565,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 70 Units @ $505,300 /Unit 35,371,000
Four-Bedroom Units 30 Units @ $569,200 /Unit $17,076,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $52,447,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,573,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,049,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 262,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,884,000)

III. Net Revenue $49,563,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $316 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Net Revenue See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $49,563,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $43,565,000

III. Developer Profit 13.8% Total Development Cost $5,998,000
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $14,520,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 166,000 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 11,620,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,486,000

Total Direct Costs $20,914,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,255,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 523,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,434,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 251,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,263,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,060,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 610,000

Total Financing Costs $2,670,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $288,000 /Unit $28,847,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $434,000 /Unit $43,367,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 57 Units @ $505,300 /Unit 28,802,000
Four-Bedroom Units 25 Units @ $569,200 /Unit 14,230,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 13 Units @ $259,100 /Unit 3,368,000
Four-Bedroom Units 5 Units @ $280,400 /Unit 1,402,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $103,300 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $112,200 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $47,802,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,434,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 956,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 239,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,629,000)

III. Net Revenue $45,173,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $316 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $45,173,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 13.8% Total Development Cost ($5,971,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $39,202,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 $43,367,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $4,165,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 18% Moderate Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $14,520,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 166,000 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 11,620,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,486,000

Total Direct Costs $20,914,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,255,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 523,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,436,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 251,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,265,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,115,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 610,000

Total Financing Costs $2,725,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $289,000 /Unit $28,904,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $434,000 /Unit $43,424,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 62 Units @ $505,300 /Unit 31,329,000
Four-Bedroom Units 27 Units @ $569,200 /Unit 15,368,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $259,100 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $280,400 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 8 Units @ $103,300 /Unit 826,000
Four-Bedroom Units 3 Units @ $112,200 /Unit 337,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $47,860,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,436,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 957,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 239,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,632,000)

III. Net Revenue $45,228,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $316 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $45,228,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 13.8% Total Development Cost ($5,979,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $39,249,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $43,424,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $4,175,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 11% Lower Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $14,520,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 166,000 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 11,620,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,486,000

Total Direct Costs $20,914,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,255,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 166,000 Sf of GBA $20.00 /Sf of GBA 3,320,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 523,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,573,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 424,000

Total Indirect Costs $8,895,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,400,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 665,000

Total Financing Costs $3,065,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $329,000 /Unit $32,874,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $474,000 /Unit $47,394,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 70 Units @ $505,300 /Unit 35,371,000
Four-Bedroom Units 30 Units @ $569,200 /Unit 17,076,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $52,447,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,573,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,049,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 262,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,884,000)

III. Net Revenue $49,563,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $316 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2 $49,563,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 13.8% Total Development Cost ($6,525,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $43,038,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $47,394,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $4,356,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $20.00 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX D:  EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX D:  EXHIBIT V

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Moderate Income Lower Income

I. Sales Price Difference

A. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

B. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $505,300 $505,300
Affordable Sales Price 1 259,100 103,300

Difference $246,200 $402,000

C. Four-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $569,200 $569,200
Affordable Sales Price 1 280,400 112,200

Difference $288,800 $457,000

D. Five-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

II. Distribution of Total Units
Two-Bedroom Units 0% 0%
Three-Bedroom Units 70% 70%
Four-Bedroom Units 30% 30%
Five-Bedroom Units 0% 0%

III. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit $259,000 $418,500
Per Square Foot of GBA $23.40 $37.80

1 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market 
price.
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APPENDIX E
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 153,780 Sf of GBA $60 /Sf of GBA 9,227,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,588,000

Total Direct Costs $21,527,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,292,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 538,000
Marketing 100 Units $2,500 /Unit 250,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,325,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 245,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,150,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,848,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 531,000

Total Financing Costs $2,379,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $291,000 /Unit $29,056,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $378,000 /Unit $37,768,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 42 Units @ $390,000 /Unit 16,380,000
Four-Bedroom Units 58 Units @ $478,800 /Unit 27,770,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $44,150,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,325,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 883,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 221,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,429,000)

III. Net Revenue $41,721,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $287 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Net Revenue See APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $41,721,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $37,768,000

III. Developer Profit 10.5% Total Development Cost $3,953,000
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 153,780 Sf of GBA $60 /Sf of GBA 9,227,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,588,000

Total Direct Costs $21,527,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,292,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 538,000
Marketing 100 Units $2,500 /Unit 250,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,239,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 241,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,060,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,783,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 529,000

Total Financing Costs $2,312,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $289,000 /Unit $28,899,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $376,000 /Unit $37,611,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 34 Units @ $390,000 /Unit 13,260,000
Four-Bedroom Units 47 Units @ $478,800 /Unit 22,504,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 8 Units @ $273,000 /Unit 2,184,000
Four-Bedroom Units 11 Units @ $303,800 /Unit 3,342,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $126,600 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $135,600 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $41,290,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,239,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 826,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 206,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,271,000)

III. Net Revenue $39,019,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $287 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $39,019,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 10.5% Total Development Cost ($3,937,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $35,082,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 $37,611,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $2,529,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 19% Moderate Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET: SINGLE-
FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 153,780 Sf of GBA $60 /Sf of GBA 9,227,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,588,000

Total Direct Costs $21,527,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,292,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 538,000
Marketing 100 Units $2,500 /Unit 250,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,241,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 241,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,062,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,849,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 530,000

Total Financing Costs $2,379,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $290,000 /Unit $28,968,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $377,000 /Unit $37,680,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 38 Units @ $390,000 /Unit 14,820,000
Four-Bedroom Units 53 Units @ $478,800 /Unit 25,376,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $273,000 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $303,800 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 4 Units @ $126,600 /Unit 506,000
Four-Bedroom Units 5 Units @ $135,600 /Unit 678,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $41,380,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,241,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 828,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 207,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,276,000)

III. Net Revenue $39,104,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $287 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $39,104,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 10.5% Total Development Cost ($3,944,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $35,160,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $37,680,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $2,520,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 9% Lower Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET: SINGLE-
FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 153,780 Sf of GBA $60 /Sf of GBA 9,227,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,588,000

Total Direct Costs $21,527,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,292,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 153,780 Sf of GBA $13.33 /Sf of GBA 2,050,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 538,000
Marketing 100 Units $2,500 /Unit 250,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,325,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 348,000

Total Indirect Costs $7,303,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,029,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 563,000

Total Financing Costs $2,592,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $314,000 /Unit $31,422,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $401,000 /Unit $40,134,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 42 Units @ $390,000 /Unit 16,380,000
Four-Bedroom Units 58 Units @ $478,800 /Unit 27,770,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $44,150,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,325,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 883,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 221,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,429,000)

III. Net Revenue $41,721,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $287 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2 $41,721,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 10.5% Total Development Cost ($4,201,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $37,520,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $40,134,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $2,614,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX E - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $13.33 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET: SINGLE-
FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX E:  EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX E:  EXHIBIT V

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Moderate Income Lower Income

I. Sales Price Difference

A. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

B. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $390,000 $390,000
Affordable Sales Price 1 273,000 126,600

Difference $117,000 $263,400

C. Four-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $478,800 $478,800
Affordable Sales Price 1 303,800 135,600

Difference $175,000 $343,200

D. Five-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

II. Distribution of Total Units
Two-Bedroom Units 0% 0%
Three-Bedroom Units 42% 42%
Four-Bedroom Units 58% 58%
Five-Bedroom Units 0% 0%

III. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit $150,600 $309,700
Per Square Foot of GBA $14.70 $30.20

1 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market 
price.
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APPENDIX F
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $13,068,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 200,200 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 14,014,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 4,545,000

Total Direct Costs $27,271,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,636,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 682,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,723,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 292,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,133,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,394,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 697,000

Total Financing Costs $3,091,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $365,000 /Unit $36,495,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $496,000 /Unit $49,563,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 30 Units @ $515,800 /Unit 15,474,000
Four-Bedroom Units 70 Units @ $599,200 /Unit 41,944,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $57,418,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,723,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,148,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 287,000

Total Cost of Sales ($3,158,000)

III. Net Revenue $54,260,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $287 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Net Revenue See APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $54,260,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $49,563,000

III. Developer Profit 9.5% Total Development Cost $4,697,000
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; Pf SFH Mod ELA Page 71 of 198



APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $13,068,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 200,200 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 14,014,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 4,545,000

Total Direct Costs $27,271,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,636,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 682,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,600,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 286,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,004,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,351,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 695,000

Total Financing Costs $3,046,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $363,000 /Unit $36,321,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $494,000 /Unit $49,389,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 26 Units @ $515,800 /Unit 13,411,000
Four-Bedroom Units 60 Units @ $599,200 /Unit 35,952,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 4 Units @ $268,300 /Unit 1,073,000
Four-Bedroom Units 10 Units @ $289,900 /Unit 2,899,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $110,400 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $119,400 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $53,335,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,600,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,067,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 267,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,934,000)

III. Net Revenue $50,401,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study. The weighted average price equates to $287 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $50,401,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 9.5% Total Development Cost ($4,681,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $45,720,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 $49,389,000

III. Land Value Reduction 28% As a % of Land Cost $3,669,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 14% Moderate Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET: 
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT III
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $13,068,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 200,200 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 14,014,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 4,545,000

Total Direct Costs $27,271,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,636,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 682,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,600,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 286,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,004,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,407,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 695,000

Total Financing Costs $3,102,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $364,000 /Unit $36,377,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $494,000 /Unit $49,445,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 27 Units @ $515,800 /Unit 13,927,000
Four-Bedroom Units 64 Units @ $599,200 /Unit 38,349,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $268,300 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $289,900 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 3 Units @ $110,400 /Unit 331,000
Four-Bedroom Units 6 Units @ $119,400 /Unit 716,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $53,323,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,600,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,066,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 267,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,933,000)

III. Net Revenue $50,390,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $287 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $50,390,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 9.5% Total Development Cost ($4,686,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $45,704,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $49,445,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $3,741,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 9% Lower Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET: 
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT IV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $13,068,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 200,200 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 14,014,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 4,545,000

Total Direct Costs $27,271,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,636,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 200,200 Sf of GBA $15.48 /Sf of GBA 3,100,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 682,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,723,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 447,000

Total Indirect Costs $9,388,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,671,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 746,000

Total Financing Costs $3,417,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $401,000 /Unit $40,076,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $531,000 /Unit $53,144,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 30 Units @ $515,800 /Unit 15,474,000
Four-Bedroom Units 70 Units @ $599,200 /Unit 41,944,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $57,418,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,723,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,148,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 287,000

Total Cost of Sales ($3,158,000)

III. Net Revenue $54,260,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study. The weighted average price equates to $287 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2 $54,260,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 9.5% Total Development Cost ($5,036,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $49,224,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $53,144,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $3,920,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $15.48 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET: 
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX F:  EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX F:  EXHIBIT V

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Moderate Income Lower Income

I. Sales Price Difference

A. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

B. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $515,800 $515,800
Affordable Sales Price 1 268,300 110,400

Difference $247,500 $405,400

C. Four-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $599,200 $599,200
Affordable Sales Price 1 289,900 119,400

Difference $309,300 $479,800

D. Five-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

II. Distribution of Total Units
Two-Bedroom Units 0% 0%
Three-Bedroom Units 30% 30%
Four-Bedroom Units 70% 70%
Five-Bedroom Units 0% 0%

III. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit $290,800 $457,500
Per Square Foot of GBA $21.80 $34.30

1 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market 
price.
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APPENDIX G
CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $8,712,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 134,800 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 9,436,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,049,000

Total Direct Costs $18,293,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,098,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 457,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,259,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 231,000

Total Indirect Costs $4,845,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,599,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 478,000

Total Financing Costs $2,077,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $252,000 /Unit $25,215,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $339,000 /Unit $33,927,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 40 Units @ $297,800 /Unit $11,912,000
Three-Bedroom Units 60 Units @ $500,800 /Unit 30,048,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $41,960,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,259,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 839,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 210,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,308,000)

III. Net Revenue $39,652,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $311 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Net Revenue See APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $39,652,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $33,927,000

III. Developer Profit 16.9% Total Development Cost $5,725,000

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; Pf Condo BC ELA Page 89 of 198



APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $8,712,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 134,800 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 9,436,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,049,000

Total Direct Costs $18,293,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,098,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 457,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,170,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 226,000

Total Indirect Costs $4,751,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,555,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 476,000

Total Financing Costs $2,031,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $251,000 /Unit $25,075,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $338,000 /Unit $33,787,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 33 Units @ $297,800 /Unit $9,827,000
Three-Bedroom Units 50 Units @ $500,800 /Unit 25,040,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 7 Units @ $208,500 /Unit 1,460,000
Three-Bedroom Units 10 Units @ $268,300 /Unit 2,683,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $96,200 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $110,400 /Unit
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $39,010,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,170,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 780,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 195,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,145,000)

III. Net Revenue $36,865,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study. The weighted average price equates to $311 per square foot 
of saleable area.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; Pf Condo Mod ELA Page 92 of 198



APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $36,865,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 16.9% Total Development Cost ($5,701,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $31,164,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 $33,787,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $2,623,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 17% Moderate Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT III
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $8,712,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 134,800 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 9,436,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,049,000

Total Direct Costs $18,293,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,098,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 457,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,176,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 227,000

Total Indirect Costs $4,758,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,603,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 476,000

Total Financing Costs $2,079,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $251,000 /Unit $25,130,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $338,000 /Unit $33,842,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 36 Units @ $297,800 /Unit $10,721,000
Three-Bedroom Units 55 Units @ $500,800 /Unit 27,544,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $208,500 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $268,300 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 4 Units @ $96,200 /Unit 385,000
Three-Bedroom Units 5 Units @ $110,400 /Unit 552,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $39,202,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,176,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 784,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 196,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,156,000)

III. Net Revenue $37,046,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $311 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $37,046,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 16.9% Total Development Cost ($5,711,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $31,335,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $33,842,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $2,507,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 9% Lower Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT IV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $8,712,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 134,800 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 9,436,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,049,000

Total Direct Costs $18,293,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,098,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 134,800 Sf of GBA $14.41 /Sf of GBA 1,943,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 457,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,259,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 328,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,885,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,766,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 508,000

Total Financing Costs $2,274,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $275,000 /Unit $27,452,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $362,000 /Unit $36,164,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 40 Units @ $297,800 /Unit $11,912,000
Three-Bedroom Units 60 Units @ $500,800 /Unit 30,048,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $41,960,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,259,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 839,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 210,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,308,000)

III. Net Revenue $39,652,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $311 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2 $39,652,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 16.9% Total Development Cost ($6,102,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $33,550,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $36,164,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $2,614,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX G - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $14.41 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX G:  EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX G:  EXHIBIT V

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Moderate Income Lower Income

I. Sales Price Difference

A. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $297,800 $297,800
Affordable Sales Price 1 208,500 96,200

Difference $89,300 $201,600

B. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $500,800 $500,800
Affordable Sales Price 1 268,300 110,400

Difference $232,500 $390,400

C. Four-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

D. Five-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

II. Distribution of Total Units
Two-Bedroom Units 40% 40%
Three-Bedroom Units 60% 60%
Four-Bedroom Units 0% 0%
Five-Bedroom Units 0% 0%

III. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit $175,200 $314,900
Per Square Foot of GBA $19.50 $35.00

1 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market 
price.
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APPENDIX H
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 726,000 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $36,300,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 726,000 Sf of Land $25 /Sf of Land $18,150,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 302,325 Sf of GBA $100 /Sf of GBA 30,233,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 9,677,000

Total Direct Costs $58,060,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $3,484,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 1,452,000
Marketing 100 Units $7,500 /Unit 750,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 4,119,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 565,000

Total Indirect Costs $11,870,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $5,454,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 1,593,000

Total Financing Costs $7,047,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $770,000 /Unit $76,977,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $1,133,000 /Unit $113,277,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units @ $856,900 /Unit 12,854,000
Four-Bedroom Units 60 Units @ $1,322,400 /Unit 79,344,000
Five-Bedroom Units 25 Units @ $1,804,700 /Unit 45,118,000

Total Gross Sales Revenue $137,316,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $4,119,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 2,746,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 687,000

Total Cost of Sales ($7,552,000)

III. Net Revenue $129,764,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $454 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Net Revenue See APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $129,764,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $113,277,000

III. Developer Profit 14.6% Total Development Cost $16,487,000
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 726,000 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $36,300,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 726,000 Sf of Land $25 /Sf of Land $18,150,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 302,325 Sf of GBA $100 /Sf of GBA 30,233,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 9,677,000

Total Direct Costs $58,060,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $3,484,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 1,452,000
Marketing 100 Units $7,500 /Unit 750,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 3,761,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 547,000

Total Indirect Costs $11,494,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $5,466,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 1,588,000

Total Financing Costs $7,054,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $766,000 /Unit $76,608,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $1,129,000 /Unit $112,908,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 13 Units @ $856,900 /Unit 11,140,000
Four-Bedroom Units 54 Units @ $1,322,400 /Unit 71,410,000
Five-Bedroom Units 22 Units @ $1,804,700 /Unit 39,703,000

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 2 Units @ $260,900 /Unit 522,000
Four-Bedroom Units 6 Units @ $282,400 /Unit 1,694,000
Five-Bedroom Units 3 Units @ $303,800 /Unit 911,000

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $104,100 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $113,100 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $121,900 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $125,380,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $3,761,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 2,508,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 627,000

Total Cost of Sales ($6,896,000)

III. Net Revenue $118,484,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $454 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $118,484,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 14.6% Total Development Cost ($16,433,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $102,051,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 $112,908,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $10,857,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 11% Moderate Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET: SINGLE-
FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT III
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 726,000 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $36,300,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 726,000 Sf of Land $25 /Sf of Land $18,150,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 302,325 Sf of GBA $100 /Sf of GBA 30,233,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 9,677,000

Total Direct Costs $58,060,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $3,484,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 1,452,000
Marketing 100 Units $7,500 /Unit 750,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 3,778,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 548,000

Total Indirect Costs $11,512,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $5,518,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 1,588,000

Total Financing Costs $7,106,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $767,000 /Unit $76,678,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $1,130,000 /Unit $112,978,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 14 Units @ $856,900 /Unit 11,997,000
Four-Bedroom Units 54 Units @ $1,322,400 /Unit 71,410,000
Five-Bedroom Units 23 Units @ $1,804,700 /Unit 41,508,000

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $260,900 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $282,400 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $303,800 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 1 Unit @ $104,100 /Unit 104,000
Four-Bedroom Units 6 Units @ $113,100 /Unit 679,000
Five-Bedroom Units 2 Units @ $121,900 /Unit 244,000

Total Gross Sales Revenue $125,942,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $3,778,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 2,519,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 630,000

Total Cost of Sales ($6,927,000)

III. Net Revenue $119,015,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $454 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $119,015,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 14.6% Total Development Cost ($16,443,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $102,572,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $112,978,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $10,406,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 9% Lower Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET: SINGLE-
FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT IV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 726,000 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $36,300,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 726,000 Sf of Land $25 /Sf of Land $18,150,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 302,325 Sf of GBA $100 /Sf of GBA 30,233,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 9,677,000

Total Direct Costs $58,060,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $3,484,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 302,325 Sf of GBA $27.27 /Sf of GBA 8,245,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 1,452,000
Marketing 100 Units $7,500 /Unit 750,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 4,119,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 978,000

Total Indirect Costs $20,528,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $6,174,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 1,723,000

Total Financing Costs $7,897,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $865,000 /Unit $86,485,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $1,228,000 /Unit $122,785,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 15 Units @ $856,900 /Unit 12,854,000
Four-Bedroom Units 60 Units @ $1,322,400 /Unit 79,344,000
Five-Bedroom Units 25 Units @ $1,804,700 /Unit 45,118,000

Total Gross Sales Revenue $137,316,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $4,119,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 2,746,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 687,000

Total Cost of Sales ($7,552,000)

III. Net Revenue $129,764,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $454 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2 $129,764,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 14.6% Total Development Cost ($17,871,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $111,893,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $122,785,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $10,892,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX H - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $27.27 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET: SINGLE-
FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX H:  EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX H:  EXHIBIT V

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Moderate Income Lower Income

I. Sales Price Difference

A. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

B. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $856,900 $856,900
Affordable Sales Price 1 260,900 104,100

Difference $596,000 $752,800

C. Four-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $1,322,400 $1,322,400
Affordable Sales Price 1 282,400 113,100

Difference $1,040,000 $1,209,300

D. Five-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $1,804,700 $1,804,700
Affordable Sales Price 1 303,800 121,900

Difference $1,500,900 $1,682,800

II. Distribution of Total Units
Two-Bedroom Units 0% 0%
Three-Bedroom Units 15% 15%
Four-Bedroom Units 60% 60%
Five-Bedroom Units 25% 25%

III. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit $1,088,600 $1,259,200
Per Square Foot of GBA $54.00 $62.50

1 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market 
price.
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APPENDIX I
CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $14,520,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 177,500 Sf of GBA $80 /Sf of GBA 14,200,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 4,002,000

Total Direct Costs $24,010,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,441,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 600,000
Marketing 100 Units $5,000 /Unit 500,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,771,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 291,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,103,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,219,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 669,000

Total Financing Costs $2,888,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $330,000 /Unit $33,001,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $475,000 /Unit $47,521,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 15 Units @ $541,400 /Unit $8,121,000
Three-Bedroom Units 75 Units @ $591,900 /Unit $44,393,000
Four-Bedroom Units 10 Units @ $651,500 /Unit $6,515,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $59,029,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,771,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,181,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 295,000

Total Cost of Sales ($3,247,000)

III. Net Revenue $55,782,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $333 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Net Revenue See APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $55,782,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $47,521,000

III. Developer Profit 17.4% Total Development Cost $8,261,000
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $14,520,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 177,500 Sf of GBA $80 /Sf of GBA 14,200,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 4,002,000

Total Direct Costs $24,010,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,441,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 600,000
Marketing 100 Units $5,000 /Unit 500,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,632,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 284,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,957,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,190,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 667,000

Total Financing Costs $2,857,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $328,000 /Unit $32,824,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $473,000 /Unit $47,344,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 13 Units @ $541,400 /Unit $7,038,000
Three-Bedroom Units 64 Units @ $591,900 /Unit 37,882,000
Four-Bedroom Units 9 Units @ $651,500 /Unit $5,864,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 2 Units @ $231,400 /Unit 463,000
Three-Bedroom Units 11 Units @ $260,900 /Unit 2,870,000
Four-Bedroom Units 1 Unit @ $282,400 /Unit 282,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $90,000 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $104,100 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $113,100 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $54,399,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,632,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,088,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 272,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,992,000)

III. Net Revenue $51,407,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $332 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $51,407,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 17.4% Total Development Cost ($8,230,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $43,177,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 $47,344,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $4,167,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 14% Moderate Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT III
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $14,520,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 177,500 Sf of GBA $80 /Sf of GBA 14,200,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 4,002,000

Total Direct Costs $24,010,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,441,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 600,000
Marketing 100 Units $5,000 /Unit 500,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,625,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 283,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,949,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,232,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 667,000

Total Financing Costs $2,899,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $329,000 /Unit $32,858,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $474,000 /Unit $47,378,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 13 Units @ $541,400 /Unit $7,038,000
Three-Bedroom Units 68 Units @ $591,900 /Unit 40,249,000
Four-Bedroom Units 9 Units @ $651,500 /Unit 5,864,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $231,400 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $260,900 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $282,400 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 2 Units @ $90,000 /Unit 180,000
Three-Bedroom Units 7 Units @ $104,100 /Unit 729,000
Four-Bedroom Units 1 Unit @ $113,100 /Unit 113,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $54,173,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,625,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,083,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 271,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,979,000)

III. Net Revenue $51,194,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $332 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $51,194,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 17.4% Total Development Cost ($8,236,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $42,958,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $47,378,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $4,420,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 10% Lower Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT IV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $14,520,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 177,500 Sf of GBA $80 /Sf of GBA 14,200,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 4,002,000

Total Direct Costs $24,010,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,441,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 177,500 Sf of GBA $18.15 /Sf of GBA 3,221,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 600,000
Marketing 100 Units $5,000 /Unit 500,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,771,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 452,000

Total Indirect Costs $9,485,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $2,497,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 720,000

Total Financing Costs $3,217,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $367,000 /Unit $36,712,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $512,000 /Unit $51,232,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 15 Units @ $541,400 /Unit $8,121,000
Three-Bedroom Units 75 Units @ $591,900 /Unit 44,393,000
Four-Bedroom Units 10 Units @ $651,500 /Unit 6,515,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $59,029,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,771,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,181,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 295,000

Total Cost of Sales ($3,247,000)

III. Net Revenue $55,782,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $333 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2 $55,782,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 17.4% Total Development Cost ($8,906,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $46,876,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $51,232,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $4,356,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX I - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $18.15 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX I:  EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX I:  EXHIBIT V

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Moderate Income Lower Income

I. Sales Price Difference

A. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $541,400 $541,400
Affordable Sales Price 1 231,400 90,000

Difference $310,000 $451,400

B. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $591,900 $591,900
Affordable Sales Price 1 260,900 104,100

Difference $331,000 $487,800

C. Four-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $651,500 $651,500
Affordable Sales Price 1 282,400 113,100

Difference $369,100 $538,400

D. Five-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

II. Distribution of Total Units
Two-Bedroom Units 15% 15%
Three-Bedroom Units 75% 75%
Four-Bedroom Units 10% 10%
Five-Bedroom Units 0% 0%

III. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit $331,700 $487,400
Per Square Foot of GBA $28.00 $41.20

1 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT IV.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market 
price.
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APPENDIX J
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 726,000 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $7,260,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 726,000 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $21,780,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 275,800 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 19,306,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 8,217,000

Total Direct Costs $49,303,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $2,958,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 1,233,000
Marketing 100 Units $7,500 /Unit 750,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 2,472,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 446,000

Total Indirect Costs $9,359,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $3,304,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 989,000

Total Financing Costs $4,293,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $630,000 /Unit $62,955,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $702,000 /Unit $70,215,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 25 Units @ $533,600 /Unit 13,340,000
Four-Bedroom Units 45 Units @ $711,500 /Unit 32,018,000
Five-Bedroom Units 30 Units @ $1,235,200 /Unit 37,056,000

Total Gross Sales Revenue $82,414,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $2,472,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,648,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 412,000

Total Cost of Sales ($4,532,000)

III. Net Revenue $77,882,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $299 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Net Revenue See APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $77,882,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $70,215,000

III. Developer Profit 10.9% Total Development Cost $7,667,000
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 726,000 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $7,260,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 726,000 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $21,780,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 275,800 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 19,306,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 8,217,000

Total Direct Costs $49,303,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $2,958,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 1,233,000
Marketing 100 Units $7,500 /Unit 750,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 2,401,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 442,000

Total Indirect Costs $9,284,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $3,282,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 988,000

Total Financing Costs $4,270,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $629,000 /Unit $62,857,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $701,000 /Unit $70,117,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 23 Units @ $533,600 /Unit 12,273,000
Four-Bedroom Units 43 Units @ $711,500 /Unit 30,595,000
Five-Bedroom Units 29 Units @ $1,235,200 /Unit 35,821,000

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 2 Units @ $249,600 /Unit 499,000
Four-Bedroom Units 2 Units @ $270,800 /Unit 542,000
Five-Bedroom Units 1 Unit @ $292,100 /Unit 292,000

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $93,700 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $102,500 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $111,500 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $80,022,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $2,401,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,600,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 400,000

Total Cost of Sales ($4,401,000)

III. Net Revenue $75,621,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT V.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $300 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $75,621,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 10.9% Total Development Cost ($7,656,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $67,965,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 $70,117,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $2,152,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 5% Moderate Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET: SINGLE-
FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT III
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 726,000 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $7,260,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 726,000 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $21,780,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 275,800 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 19,306,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 8,217,000

Total Direct Costs $49,303,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $2,958,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 1,233,000
Marketing 100 Units $7,500 /Unit 750,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 2,407,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 442,000

Total Indirect Costs $9,290,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $3,315,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 988,000

Total Financing Costs $4,303,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $629,000 /Unit $62,896,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $702,000 /Unit $70,156,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 24 Units @ $533,600 /Unit 12,806,000
Four-Bedroom Units 44 Units @ $711,500 /Unit 31,306,000
Five-Bedroom Units 29 Units @ $1,235,200 /Unit 35,821,000

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $249,600 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $270,800 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $292,100 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 1 Unit @ $93,700 /Unit 94,000
Four-Bedroom Units 1 Unit @ $102,500 /Unit 103,000
Five-Bedroom Units 1 Unit @ $111,500 /Unit 112,000

Total Gross Sales Revenue $80,242,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $2,407,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,605,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 401,000

Total Cost of Sales ($4,413,000)

III. Net Revenue $75,829,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT V.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $299 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $75,829,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 10.9% Total Development Cost ($7,661,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $68,168,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $70,156,000

III. Land Value Reduction 27% As a % of Land Cost $1,988,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 3% Lower Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET: SINGLE-
FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT IV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 726,000 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $7,260,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 726,000 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $21,780,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 275,800 Sf of GBA $70 /Sf of GBA 19,306,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 8,217,000

Total Direct Costs $49,303,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $2,958,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 275,800 Sf of GBA $6.17 /Sf of GBA 1,702,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 1,233,000
Marketing 100 Units $7,500 /Unit 750,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 2,472,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 531,000

Total Indirect Costs $11,146,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $3,454,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 1,016,000

Total Financing Costs $4,470,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $649,000 /Unit $64,919,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $722,000 /Unit $72,179,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 25 Units @ $533,600 /Unit 13,340,000
Four-Bedroom Units 45 Units @ $711,500 /Unit 32,018,000
Five-Bedroom Units 30 Units @ $1,235,200 /Unit 37,056,000

Total Gross Sales Revenue $82,414,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $2,472,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,648,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 412,000

Total Cost of Sales ($4,532,000)

III. Net Revenue $77,882,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $299 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2 $77,882,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 10.9% Total Development Cost ($7,881,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $70,001,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $72,179,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $2,178,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX J - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $6.17 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET: SINGLE-
FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX J:  EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX J:  EXHIBIT V

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Moderate Income Lower Income

I. Sales Price Difference

A. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

B. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $533,600 $533,600
Affordable Sales Price 1 249,600 93,700

Difference $284,000 $439,900

C. Four-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $711,500 $711,500
Affordable Sales Price 1 270,800 102,500

Difference $440,700 $609,000

D. Five-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $1,235,200 $1,235,200
Affordable Sales Price 1 292,100 111,500

Difference $943,100 $1,123,700

II. Distribution of Total Units
Two-Bedroom Units 0% 0%
Three-Bedroom Units 25% 25%
Four-Bedroom Units 45% 45%
Five-Bedroom Units 30% 30%

III. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit $552,200 $721,100
Per Square Foot of GBA $30.00 $39.20

1 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT V.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market 
price.
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APPENDIX K
CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $2,904,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 160,400 Sf of GBA $80 /Sf of GBA 12,832,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,728,000

Total Direct Costs $22,368,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,342,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 559,000
Marketing 100 Units $2,500 /Unit 250,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,205,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 243,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,099,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,382,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 456,000

Total Financing Costs $1,838,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $293,000 /Unit $29,305,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $322,000 /Unit $32,209,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units @ $365,400 /Unit $7,308,000
Three-Bedroom Units 80 Units @ $410,700 /Unit $32,856,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $40,164,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,205,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 803,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 201,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,209,000)

III. Net Revenue $37,955,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $250 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Net Revenue See APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $37,955,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $32,209,000

III. Developer Profit 17.8% Total Development Cost $5,746,000
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $2,904,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 160,400 Sf of GBA $80 /Sf of GBA 12,832,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,728,000

Total Direct Costs $22,368,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,342,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 559,000
Marketing 100 Units $2,500 /Unit 250,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,176,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 241,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,068,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,366,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 455,000

Total Financing Costs $1,821,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $293,000 /Unit $29,257,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $322,000 /Unit $32,161,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 19 Units @ $365,400 /Unit $6,943,000
Three-Bedroom Units 75 Units @ $410,700 /Unit 30,803,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 1 Unit @ $220,100 /Unit 220,000
Three-Bedroom Units 5 Units @ $249,600 /Unit 1,248,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $79,900 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $93,700 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $39,214,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,176,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 784,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 196,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,156,000)

III. Net Revenue $37,058,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT V.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $250 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $37,058,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 17.8% Total Development Cost ($5,737,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $31,321,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 $32,161,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $840,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 6% Moderate Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT III
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $2,904,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 160,400 Sf of GBA $80 /Sf of GBA 12,832,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,728,000

Total Direct Costs $22,368,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,342,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 559,000
Marketing 100 Units $2,500 /Unit 250,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,177,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 241,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,069,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,384,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 455,000

Total Financing Costs $1,839,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $293,000 /Unit $29,276,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $322,000 /Unit $32,180,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 19 Units @ $365,400 /Unit $6,943,000
Three-Bedroom Units 78 Units @ $410,700 /Unit 32,035,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $220,100 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $249,600 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 1 Unit @ $79,900 /Unit 80,000
Three-Bedroom Units 2 Units @ $93,700 /Unit 187,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $39,245,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,177,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 785,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 196,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,158,000)

III. Net Revenue $37,087,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT V.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $250 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
CONDOMINIUM: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $37,087,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 17.8% Total Development Cost ($5,741,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $31,346,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $32,180,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $834,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 3% Lower Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT IV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 290,400 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $2,904,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 290,400 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $5,808,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 160,400 Sf of GBA $80 /Sf of GBA 12,832,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,728,000

Total Direct Costs $22,368,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,342,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 160,400 Sf of GBA $4.00 /Sf of GBA 642,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 559,000
Marketing 100 Units $2,500 /Unit 250,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,205,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 275,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,773,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,437,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 466,000

Total Financing Costs $1,903,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $300,000 /Unit $30,044,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $329,000 /Unit $32,948,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 20 Units @ $365,400 /Unit $7,308,000
Three-Bedroom Units 80 Units @ $410,700 /Unit 32,856,000
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $40,164,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,205,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 803,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 201,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,209,000)

III. Net Revenue $37,955,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $250 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2 $37,955,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 17.8% Total Development Cost ($5,878,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $32,077,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $32,948,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $871,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX K - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $4.00 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET: 
CONDOMINIUM: BASE CASE
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX K:  EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES

15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX K:  EXHIBIT V

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET - CONDOMINIUM ALTERNATIVES
15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Moderate Income Lower Income

I. Sales Price Difference

A. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $365,400 $365,400
Affordable Sales Price 1 220,100 79,900

Difference $145,300 $285,500

B. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $410,700 $410,700
Affordable Sales Price 1 249,600 93,700

Difference $161,100 $317,000

C. Four-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

D. Five-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

II. Distribution of Total Units
Two-Bedroom Units 20% 20%
Three-Bedroom Units 80% 80%
Four-Bedroom Units 0% 0%
Five-Bedroom Units 0% 0%

III. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit $157,900 $310,700
Per Square Foot of GBA $14.80 $29.10

1 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT V.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market 
price.
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APPENDIX L
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $5 /Sf of Land $2,178,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 220,000 Sf of GBA $50 /Sf of GBA 11,000,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,942,000

Total Direct Costs $23,654,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,419,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 591,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,122,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 247,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,179,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,522,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 465,000

Total Financing Costs $1,987,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $308,000 /Unit $30,820,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $330,000 /Unit $32,998,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 40 Units @ $297,500 /Unit 11,900,000
Four-Bedroom Units 60 Units @ $425,000 /Unit 25,500,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $37,400,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,122,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 748,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 187,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,057,000)

III. Net Revenue $35,343,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.   The weighted average price equates to $170 per square 
foot of saleable area.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; Pf SFH BC AV Page 183 of 198



APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Net Revenue See APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $35,343,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $32,998,000

III. Developer Profit 7.1% Total Development Cost $2,345,000
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $5 /Sf of Land $2,178,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 220,000 Sf of GBA $50 /Sf of GBA 11,000,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,942,000

Total Direct Costs $23,654,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,419,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 591,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,101,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 246,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,157,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,500,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 465,000

Total Financing Costs $1,965,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $308,000 /Unit $30,776,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $330,000 /Unit $32,954,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 38 Units @ $297,500 /Unit 11,305,000
Four-Bedroom Units 56 Units @ $425,000 /Unit 23,800,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 2 Units @ $208,300 /Unit 417,000
Four-Bedroom Units 4 Units @ $297,500 /Unit 1,190,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $122,000 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $130,900 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $36,712,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,101,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 734,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 184,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,019,000)

III. Net Revenue $34,693,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT VI.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $170 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $34,693,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 7.1% Total Development Cost ($2,342,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $32,351,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 $32,954,000

III. Land Value Reduction 28% As a % of Land Cost $603,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 6% Moderate Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET: SINGLE-FAMILY 
HOME: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT III
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $5 /Sf of Land $2,178,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 220,000 Sf of GBA $50 /Sf of GBA 11,000,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,942,000

Total Direct Costs $23,654,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,419,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 591,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,099,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 245,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,154,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,522,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 465,000

Total Financing Costs $1,987,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $308,000 /Unit $30,795,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $330,000 /Unit $32,973,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue

Market Rate Units 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 39 Units @ $297,500 /Unit 11,603,000
Four-Bedroom Units 58 Units @ $425,000 /Unit 24,650,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Moderate Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $208,300 /Unit 0
Four-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $297,500 /Unit 0
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Lower Income Units 2

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0
Three-Bedroom Units 1 Unit @ $122,000 /Unit 122,000
Four-Bedroom Units 2 Units @ $130,900 /Unit 262,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $36,637,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,099,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 733,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 183,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,015,000)

III. Net Revenue $34,622,000

1

2 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT VI.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $170 per square foot 
of saleable area.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary Analyses_1 25 18; Pf SFH Lower AV Page 191 of 198



APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
SINGLE-FAMILY HOME: LOWER INCOME ALTERNATIVE
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $34,622,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 7.1% Total Development Cost ($2,343,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $32,279,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $32,973,000

III. Land Value Reduction 32% As a % of Land Cost $694,000
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement 3% Lower Income Units

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET: SINGLE-FAMILY 
HOME: BASE CASE.
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT IV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Land Acquisition Costs 1 435,600 Sf of Land $5 /Sf of Land $2,178,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 435,600 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $8,712,000
Attached Garage 200 Spaces $0 /Space 0
Residential Building Costs 220,000 Sf of GBA $50 /Sf of GBA 11,000,000
Contractor Costs 20% Other Direct Costs 3,942,000

Total Direct Costs $23,654,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Eng & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,419,000
Public Permits & Fees 3 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 220,000 Sf of GBA $2.40 /Sf of GBA 529,000
Taxes, Ins. Legal & Accounting 2.5% Direct Costs 591,000
Marketing 100 Units $3,000 /Unit 300,000
Development Management 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue 1,122,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 273,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,734,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction 4 $1,569,000
Loan Origination Fees 60.0% Loan to Cost 2.5                  Points 473,000

Total Financing Costs $2,042,000

V. Total Construction Cost 100 Units $314,000 /Unit $31,430,000
Total Development Cost 100 Units $336,000 /Unit $33,608,000

1

2

3

4

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within the County.
Assumes a 5.5% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 13 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close 
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2

PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Gross Sales Revenue 1

Two-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit $0
Three-Bedroom Units 40 Units @ $297,500 /Unit 11,900,000
Four-Bedroom Units 60 Units @ $425,000 /Unit 25,500,000
Five-Bedroom Units 0 Units @ $0 /Unit 0

Total Gross Sales Revenue $37,400,000

II. Cost of Sales
Commissions 3.0% Gross Sales Revenue $1,122,000
Closing 2.0% Gross Sales Revenue 748,000
Warranty 0.5% Gross Sales Revenue 187,000

Total Cost of Sales ($2,057,000)

III. Net Revenue $35,343,000

1 Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study.  The weighted average price equates to $170 per square foot 
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue See APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2 $35,343,000
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit 1 7.1% Total Development Cost ($2,388,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $32,955,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $33,608,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $653,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX L - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1 $2.40 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the  ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET: SINGLE-FAMILY 
HOME: BASE CASE
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX L:  EXHIBIT V

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES

15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX L:  EXHIBIT V

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET - SINGLE-FAMILY HOME ALTERNATIVES
15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - OWNERSHIP HOUSING PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Moderate Income Lower Income

I. Sales Price Difference

A. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

B. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $297,500 $297,500
Affordable Sales Price 1 208,300 122,000

Difference $89,200 $175,500

C. Four-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $425,000 $425,000
Affordable Sales Price 1 297,500 130,900

Difference $127,500 $294,100

D. Five-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Sales Price 1 0 0

Difference $0 $0

II. Distribution of Total Units
Two-Bedroom Units 0% 0%
Three-Bedroom Units 40% 40%
Four-Bedroom Units 60% 60%
Five-Bedroom Units 0% 0%

III. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit $112,200 $246,700
Per Square Foot of GBA $7.70 $16.80

1 See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT VI.  Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market 
price.
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APPENDIX M
RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
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APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 58,080 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $2,904,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 58,080 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $1,162,000
Parking 3

Surface Parking 0 Spaces $2,500 /Space 0
Podium Parking 182 Spaces $20,000 /Space 3,640,000

Building Costs 113,794 Sf of GBA $150 /Sf of GBA 17,069,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20% Other Direct Costs 4,374,000

Total Direct Costs $26,245,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7.0% Direct Costs $1,837,000
Public Permits & Fees 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 787,000
Marketing / Leasing 100 Units $3,500 /Unit 350,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 1,050,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 276,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,800,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $2,904,000 Cost 5.0% Interest $254,000
Construction 5 $34,749,000 Cost 5.0% Interest 1,998,000

Loan Origination Fees $22,591,800 Loan 2.00 Points 452,000

Total Financing Costs $2,704,000

V. Total Development Cost 100 Units $377,000 /Unit $37,653,000
Total Construction Cost 100 Units $347,000 /Unit $34,749,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales.
2 Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
3

4

5

Based on 1.0 space per unit for studios; 1.5 spaces per unit for one-bedroom units; 2 spaces per unit for two- and three bedroom units; and 0.25 
spaces per unit for guests.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units 1

Studio Units 21 Units $2,246 /Unit/Month $566,000
One-Bedroom Units 44 Units $2,481 /Unit/Month 1,310,000
Two-Bedroom Units 35 Units $2,946 /Unit/Month 1,237,000
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units $0 /Unit/Month 0

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 100 Units $25 /Unit/Month 30,000

Gross Income $3,143,000
Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (157,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,986,000

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 100 Units $4,000 /Unit $400,000
Property Taxes 2 100 Units $5,310 /Unit 531,000
Reserves Deposits 100 Units $150 /Unit 15,000

Total Operating Expenses 100 Units ($9,460) /Unit ($946,000)

Stabilized Net Operating Income $2,040,000

1

2 Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.30% tax rate.
Market rents are estimated at a weighted average of $3.26 per square foot of gross leasable area.
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APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

STABILIZED RETURN ON TOTAL INVESTMENT
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $2,040,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $37,653,000

III. Stabilized Return on Total Investment 5.4%
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX M - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
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APPENDIX M - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 58,080 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $2,904,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 58,080 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $1,162,000
Parking

Surface Parking 0 Spaces $2,500 /Space 0
Podium Parking 3 68 Spaces $20,000 /Space 1,360,000

Building Costs 134,325 Sf of GBA $165 /Sf of GBA 22,164,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20.0% Other Direct Costs 4,937,000

Total Direct Costs 135 Units $219,400 /Unit $29,623,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7% Direct Costs $2,074,000
Public Permits & Fees 135 Units $15,000 /Unit 2,025,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 889,000
Marketing / Leasing 135 Units $3,500 /Unit 473,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 1,185,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 332,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,978,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $2,904,000 Cost 5.00% Interest $266,000
Construction 5 $40,209,000 Cost 5.00% Interest 2,480,000

Loan Origination Fees $43,113,000 Loan 2.00 Points 862,000

Total Financing Costs $3,608,000

V. Total Construction Cost 135 Units $297,800 /Unit $40,209,000
Total Development Cost 135 Units $319,400 /Unit $43,113,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales. Density is set at 101 units per acre, which represents a 35% density bonus.
2 Direct costs assume that prevailing wage requirements will not be imposed on the Project.
3 Based on 0.5 spaces per unit.
4

5

Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 4-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 4-month lease-up period with a 100% average outstanding 
balance.
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APPENDIX M - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units

Studios 23 Units $2,246 /Unit/Month $619,800
One-Bedroom Units 49 Units $2,481 /Unit/Month 1,458,600
Two-Bedroom Units 38 Units $2,946 /Unit/Month 1,343,300
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units $0 /Unit/Month 0

Lower Income 1

Studios 5 Units $651 /Unit/Month 39,100
One-Bedroom Units 11 Units $738 /Unit/Month 97,400
Two-Bedroom Units 9 Units $826 /Unit/Month 89,200
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units $912 /Unit/Month 0

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 135 Units $25 /Unit/Month 40,500

Gross Income $3,687,900
(Less) Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (184,000)

Effective Gross Income $3,503,900

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 135 Units $4,000 /Unit $540,000
Property Taxes 2 135 Units $4,504 /Unit 608,000
Reserves Deposits 135 Units $150 /Unit 20,000

Total Operating Expenses 135 Units $8,650 /Unit $1,168,000

III. Stabilized Net Operating Income $2,335,900

1

2

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The gross monthly Affordable Rents are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50053 methodology. The net rent includes a deduction for utilities allowances that are based on the amounts published by HACoLA on 
7/1/17. The allowances are based on costs for gas heating, cooking  and water heating; and basic electric services.
Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.30% tax rate.
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APPENDIX M - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX M - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $2,335,900
Threshold Developer Return 5.4%

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $43,115,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX M - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 ($43,113,000)

III. Surplus / (Financial Gap) $2,000

IV. Supportable Number of Inclusionary Units 25.0

V. Supportable Percentage of Inclusionary Units 19%
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APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT III
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary Analyses 1 25 18; Pf Fee Coastal Page 10 of 75



APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 58,080 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $2,904,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 58,080 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $1,162,000
Parking 3

Surface Parking 0 Spaces $2,500 /Space 0
Podium Parking 182 Spaces $20,000 /Space 3,640,000

Building Costs 113,794 Sf of GBA $150 /Sf of GBA 17,069,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20% Other Direct Costs 4,374,000

Total Direct Costs $26,245,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7.0% Direct Costs $1,837,000
Public Permits & Fees 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 113,794 Sf of GBA $6.64 /Sf of GBA 756,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 787,000
Marketing / Leasing 100 Units $3,500 /Unit 350,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 1,050,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 314,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,594,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $2,904,000 Cost 5.0% Interest $254,000
Construction 5 $35,602,000 Cost 5.0% Interest 2,047,000

Loan Origination Fees $23,103,600 Loan 2.00 Points 462,000

Total Financing Costs $2,763,000

V. Total Development Cost 100 Units $385,000 /Unit $38,506,000
Total Construction Cost 100 Units $356,000 /Unit $35,602,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales.
2 Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
3

4

5

Based on 1.0 space per unit for studios; 1.5 spaces per unit for one-bedroom units; 2 spaces per unit for two- and three bedroom units; and 0.25 
spaces per unit for guests.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units 1

Studio Units 21 Units $2,246 /Unit/Month $566,000
One-Bedroom Units 44 Units $2,481 /Unit/Month 1,310,000
Two-Bedroom Units 35 Units $2,946 /Unit/Month 1,237,000
Three-Bedroom Units 0 Units $0 /Unit/Month 0

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 100 Units $25 /Unit/Month 30,000

Gross Income $3,143,000
Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (157,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,986,000

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 100 Units $4,000 /Unit $400,000
Property Taxes 2 100 Units $5,310 /Unit 531,000
Reserves Deposits 100 Units $150 /Unit 15,000

Total Operating Expenses 100 Units ($9,460) /Unit ($946,000)

Stabilized Net Operating Income $2,040,000

1

2 Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.30% tax rate.
Market rents are estimated at a weighted average of $3.26 per square foot of gross leasable area.
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APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $2,040,000
Threshold Developer Return 1 5.4%

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $37,653,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $38,506,000

III. Land Value Reduction 29% As a % of Land Cost $853,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $6.64 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the return on total cost estimated to be generated by the COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE 
UNITS.
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APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT IV

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX M:  EXHIBIT IV

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
COASTAL SOUTH LOS ANGELES SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Lower Income Very Low Income

I. Rent Difference

A. Studio Units
Market Rate Units $2,246 $2,246
Affordable Rent 651 538

Difference $1,595 $1,708

B. One-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $2,481 $2,481
Affordable Rent 738 608

Difference $1,743 $1,872

C. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $2,946 $2,946
Affordable Rent 826 680

Difference $2,120 $2,266

D. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Rent 0 0

Difference $0 $0

II. Distribution of Total Units
Studio Units 21% 21%
One-Bedroom Units 44% 44%
Two-Bedroom Units 35% 35%
Three-Bedroom Units 0% 0%

III. Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit $22,126 $23,708
Less: Property Tax Difference 1 (5,753) (6,164)

Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit $16,373 $17,544

IV. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit 2 $302,200 $323,811
Per Square Foot of GBA 3 $39.84 $42.68

1 Based on the rent differential capitalized at a 5% rate, and a 1.30% tax rate.
2 Based on the Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit capitalized at the threshold return on total investment.
3 15% Set Aside Requirement.
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APPENDIX N
RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary Analyses 1 25 18; Titles ELA Page 16 of 75



LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
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APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 96,800 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $2,904,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 96,800 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $1,936,000
Parking 3

Surface Parking 0 Spaces $2,500 /Space 0
Podium Parking 198 Spaces $20,000 /Space 3,960,000

Building Costs 111,172 Sf of GBA $125 /Sf of GBA 13,897,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20% Other Direct Costs 3,959,000

Total Direct Costs $23,752,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7.0% Direct Costs $1,663,000
Public Permits & Fees 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 713,000
Marketing / Leasing 100 Units $3,500 /Unit 350,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 950,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 259,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,435,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $2,904,000 Cost 5.0% Interest $254,000
Construction 5 $31,677,000 Cost 5.0% Interest 1,821,000

Loan Origination Fees $20,748,600 Loan 2.00 Points 415,000

Total Financing Costs $2,490,000

V. Total Development Cost 100 Units $346,000 /Unit $34,581,000
Total Construction Cost 100 Units $317,000 /Unit $31,677,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales.
2 Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
3

4

5

Based on 1.0 space per unit for studios; 1.5 spaces per unit for one-bedroom units; 2 spaces per unit for two- and three bedroom units; and 0.25 
spaces per unit for guests.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units 1

Studio Units 9 Units $1,307 /Unit/Month $141,000
One-Bedroom Units 36 Units $1,683 /Unit/Month 727,000
Two-Bedroom Units 47 Units $2,006 /Unit/Month 1,131,000
Three-Bedroom Units 8 Units $2,544 /Unit/Month 244,000

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 100 Units $25 /Unit/Month 30,000

Gross Income $2,273,000
Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (114,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,159,000

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 100 Units $4,000 /Unit $400,000
Property Taxes 2 100 Units $3,380 /Unit 338,000
Reserves Deposits 100 Units $150 /Unit 15,000

Total Operating Expenses 100 Units ($7,530) /Unit ($753,000)

Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,406,000

1

2 Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.20% tax rate.
Market rents are estimated at a weighted average of $2.24 per square foot of gross leasable area.
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APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

STABILIZED RETURN ON TOTAL INVESTMENT
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $1,406,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $34,581,000

III. Stabilized Return on Total Investment 4.1%
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX N - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
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APPENDIX N - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 96,800 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $2,904,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 96,800 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $1,936,000
Parking

Surface Parking 0 Spaces $2,500 /Space 0
Podium Parking 3 68 Spaces $20,000 /Space 1,360,000

Building Costs 140,738 Sf of GBA $138 /Sf of GBA 19,422,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20.0% Other Direct Costs 4,544,000

Total Direct Costs 135 Units $201,900 /Unit $27,262,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7% Direct Costs $1,908,000
Public Permits & Fees 135 Units $15,000 /Unit 2,025,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 818,000
Marketing / Leasing 135 Units $3,500 /Unit 473,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 1,090,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 316,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,630,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $2,904,000 Cost 5.00% Interest $266,000
Construction 5 $37,259,000 Cost 5.00% Interest 2,298,000

Loan Origination Fees $40,163,000 Loan 2.00 Points 803,000

Total Financing Costs $3,367,000

V. Total Construction Cost 135 Units $276,000 /Unit $37,259,000
Total Development Cost 135 Units $297,500 /Unit $40,163,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales. Density is set at 61 units per acre, which represents a 35% density bonus.
2 Direct costs assume that prevailing wage requirements will not be imposed on the Project.
3 Based on 0.5 spaces per unit.
4

5

Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 4-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 4-month lease-up period with a 100% average outstanding 
balance.
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APPENDIX N - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units

Studios 10 Units $1,307 /Unit/Month $156,800
One-Bedroom Units 39 Units $1,683 /Unit/Month 787,700
Two-Bedroom Units 50 Units $2,006 /Unit/Month 1,203,300
Three-Bedroom Units 9 Units $2,544 /Unit/Month 274,800

Lower Income 1

Studios 2 Units $651 /Unit/Month 15,600
One-Bedroom Units 10 Units $738 /Unit/Month 88,500
Two-Bedroom Units 13 Units $826 /Unit/Month 128,800
Three-Bedroom Units 2 Units $912 /Unit/Month 21,900

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 135 Units $25 /Unit/Month 40,500

Gross Income $2,717,900
(Less) Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (136,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,581,900

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 135 Units $4,000 /Unit $540,000
Property Taxes 2 135 Units $2,896 /Unit 391,000
Reserves Deposits 135 Units $150 /Unit 20,000

Total Operating Expenses 135 Units $7,040 /Unit $951,000

III. Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,630,900

1

2

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The gross monthly Affordable Rents are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50053 methodology. The net rent includes a deduction for utilities allowances that are based on the amounts published by HACoLA on 
7/1/17. The allowances are based on costs for gas heating, cooking  and water heating; and basic electric services.
Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.20% tax rate.
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APPENDIX N - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX N - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $1,630,900
Threshold Developer Return 4.1%

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $40,112,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX N - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 ($40,163,000)

III. Surplus / (Financial Gap) ($51,000)

IV. Supportable Number of Inclusionary Units 27.0

V. Supportable Percentage of Inclusionary Units 20%
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APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT III
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 96,800 Sf of Land $30 /Sf of Land $2,904,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 96,800 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $1,936,000
Parking 3

Surface Parking 0 Spaces $2,500 /Space 0
Podium Parking 198 Spaces $20,000 /Space 3,960,000

Building Costs 111,172 Sf of GBA $125 /Sf of GBA 13,897,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20% Other Direct Costs 3,959,000

Total Direct Costs $23,752,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7.0% Direct Costs $1,663,000
Public Permits & Fees 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 111,172 Sf of GBA $6.94 /Sf of GBA 772,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 713,000
Marketing / Leasing 100 Units $3,500 /Unit 350,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 950,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 297,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,245,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $2,904,000 Cost 5.0% Interest $254,000
Construction 5 $32,547,000 Cost 5.0% Interest 1,871,000

Loan Origination Fees $21,270,600 Loan 2.00 Points 425,000

Total Financing Costs $2,550,000

V. Total Development Cost 100 Units $355,000 /Unit $35,451,000
Total Construction Cost 100 Units $325,000 /Unit $32,547,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales.
2 Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
3

4

5

Based on 1.0 space per unit for studios; 1.5 spaces per unit for one-bedroom units; 2 spaces per unit for two- and three bedroom units; and 0.25 
spaces per unit for guests.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units 1

Studio Units 9 Units $1,307 /Unit/Month $141,000
One-Bedroom Units 36 Units $1,683 /Unit/Month 727,000
Two-Bedroom Units 47 Units $2,006 /Unit/Month 1,131,000
Three-Bedroom Units 8 Units $2,544 /Unit/Month 244,000

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 100 Units $25 /Unit/Month 30,000

Gross Income $2,273,000
Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (114,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,159,000

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 100 Units $4,000 /Unit $400,000
Property Taxes 2 100 Units $3,380 /Unit 338,000
Reserves Deposits 100 Units $150 /Unit 15,000

Total Operating Expenses 100 Units ($7,530) /Unit ($753,000)

Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,406,000

1

2 Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.20% tax rate.
Market rents are estimated at a weighted average of $2.24 per square foot of gross leasable area.
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APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $1,406,000
Threshold Developer Return 1 4.1%

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $34,581,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $35,451,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $870,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $6.94 /Sf of GBA

1 Based on the return on total cost estimated to be generated by the EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE 
UNITS.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT IV

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary Analyses 1 25 18; Aff Gap ELA Page 29 of 75



APPENDIX N:  EXHIBIT IV

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
EAST LOS ANGELES/GATEWAY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Lower Income Very Low Income

I. Rent Difference

A. Studio Units
Market Rate Units $1,307 $1,307
Affordable Rent 651 538

Difference $655 $769

B. One-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $1,683 $1,683
Affordable Rent 738 608

Difference $945 $1,075

C. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $2,006 $2,006
Affordable Rent 826 680

Difference $1,180 $1,326

D. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $2,544 $2,544
Affordable Rent 912 750

Difference $1,632 $1,794

II. Distribution of Total Units
Studio Units 9% 9%
One-Bedroom Units 36% 36%
Two-Bedroom Units 47% 47%
Three-Bedroom Units 8% 8%

III. Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit $13,014 $14,674
Less: Property Tax Difference 1 (3,123) (3,522)

Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit $9,891 $11,153

IV. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit 2 $243,271 $274,300
Per Square Foot of GBA 3 $32.82 $37.01

1 Based on the rent differential capitalized at a 5% rate, and a 1.20% tax rate.
2 Based on the Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit capitalized at the threshold return on total investment.
3 15% Set Aside Requirement.
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APPENDIX O
RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 96,800 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $4,840,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 96,800 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $1,936,000
Parking 3

Surface Parking 0 Spaces $2,500 /Space 0
Podium Parking 195 Spaces $20,000 /Space 3,900,000

Building Costs 124,224 Sf of GBA $125 /Sf of GBA 15,528,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20% Other Direct Costs 4,273,000

Total Direct Costs $25,637,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7.0% Direct Costs $1,795,000
Public Permits & Fees 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 769,000
Marketing / Leasing 100 Units $3,500 /Unit 350,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 1,025,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 272,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,711,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $4,840,000 Cost 5.0% Interest $424,000
Construction 5 $34,208,000 Cost 5.0% Interest 1,967,000

Loan Origination Fees $23,428,800 Loan 2.00 Points 469,000

Total Financing Costs $2,860,000

V. Total Development Cost 100 Units $390,000 /Unit $39,048,000
Total Construction Cost 100 Units $342,000 /Unit $34,208,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales.
2 Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
3

4

5

Based on 1.0 space per unit for studios; 1.5 spaces per unit for one-bedroom units; 2 spaces per unit for two- and three bedroom units; and 0.25 
spaces per unit for guests.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units 1

Studio Units 9 Units $1,635 /Unit/Month $177,000
One-Bedroom Units 42 Units $1,742 /Unit/Month 878,000
Two-Bedroom Units 43 Units $2,152 /Unit/Month 1,110,000
Three-Bedroom Units 6 Units $2,844 /Unit/Month 205,000

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 100 Units $25 /Unit/Month 30,000

Gross Income $2,400,000
Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (120,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,280,000

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 100 Units $4,000 /Unit $400,000
Property Taxes 2 100 Units $3,730 /Unit 373,000
Reserves Deposits 100 Units $150 /Unit 15,000

Total Operating Expenses 100 Units ($7,880) /Unit ($788,000)

Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,492,000

1

2 Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.25% tax rate.
Market rents are estimated at a weighted average of $2.27 per square foot of gross leasable area.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary Analyses 1 25 18; Pf Base SGV Page 34 of 75



APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

STABILIZED RETURN ON TOTAL INVESTMENT
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $1,492,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $39,048,000

III. Stabilized Return on Total Investment 3.8%
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APPENDIX O - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX O - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 96,800 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $4,840,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 96,800 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $1,936,000
Parking

Surface Parking 0 Spaces $2,500 /Space 0
Podium Parking 3 68 Spaces $20,000 /Space 1,360,000

Building Costs 146,644 Sf of GBA $138 /Sf of GBA 20,237,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20.0% Other Direct Costs 4,707,000

Total Direct Costs 135 Units $209,200 /Unit $28,240,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7% Direct Costs $1,977,000
Public Permits & Fees 135 Units $15,000 /Unit 2,025,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 847,000
Marketing / Leasing 135 Units $3,500 /Unit 473,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 1,130,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 323,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,775,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $4,840,000 Cost 5.00% Interest $444,000
Construction 5 $38,718,000 Cost 5.00% Interest 2,388,000

Loan Origination Fees $43,558,000 Loan 2.00 Points 871,000

Total Financing Costs $3,703,000

V. Total Construction Cost 135 Units $286,800 /Unit $38,718,000
Total Development Cost 135 Units $322,700 /Unit $43,558,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales. Density is set at 61 units per acre, which represents a 35% density bonus.
2 Direct costs assume that prevailing wage requirements will not be imposed on the Project.
3 Based on 0.5 spaces per unit.
4

5

Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 4-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 4-month lease-up period with a 100% average outstanding 
balance.
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APPENDIX O - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units

Studios 9 Units $1,635 /Unit/Month $176,600
One-Bedroom Units 44 Units $1,742 /Unit/Month 919,900
Two-Bedroom Units 44 Units $2,152 /Unit/Month 1,136,200
Three-Bedroom Units 6 Units $2,844 /Unit/Month 204,800

Lower Income 1

Studios 3 Units $651 /Unit/Month 23,400
One-Bedroom Units 13 Units $738 /Unit/Month 115,100
Two-Bedroom Units 14 Units $826 /Unit/Month 138,700
Three-Bedroom Units 2 Units $912 /Unit/Month 21,900

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 135 Units $25 /Unit/Month 40,500

Gross Income $2,777,100
(Less) Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (139,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,638,100

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 135 Units $4,000 /Unit $540,000
Property Taxes 2 135 Units $3,081 /Unit 416,000
Reserves Deposits 135 Units $150 /Unit 20,000

Total Operating Expenses 135 Units $7,230 /Unit $976,000

III. Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,662,100

1

2

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The gross monthly Affordable Rents are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50053 methodology. The net rent includes a deduction for utilities allowances that are based on the amounts published by HACoLA on 
7/1/17. The allowances are based on costs for gas heating, cooking  and water heating; and basic electric services.
Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.25% tax rate.
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APPENDIX O - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX O - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $1,662,100
Threshold Developer Return 3.8%

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $43,500,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX O - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 ($43,558,000)

III. Surplus / (Financial Gap) ($58,000)

IV. Supportable Number of Inclusionary Units 32.0

V. Supportable Percentage of Inclusionary Units 24%
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT III
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
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APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 96,800 Sf of Land $50 /Sf of Land $4,840,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 96,800 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $1,936,000
Parking 3

Surface Parking 0 Spaces $2,500 /Space 0
Podium Parking 195 Spaces $20,000 /Space 3,900,000

Building Costs 124,224 Sf of GBA $125 /Sf of GBA 15,528,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20% Other Direct Costs 4,273,000

Total Direct Costs $25,637,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7.0% Direct Costs $1,795,000
Public Permits & Fees 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 124,224 Sf of GBA $10.35 /Sf of GBA 1,286,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 769,000
Marketing / Leasing 100 Units $3,500 /Unit 350,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 1,025,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 336,000

Total Indirect Costs $7,061,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $4,840,000 Cost 5.0% Interest $424,000
Construction 5 $35,658,000 Cost 5.0% Interest 2,050,000

Loan Origination Fees $24,298,800 Loan 2.00 Points 486,000

Total Financing Costs $2,960,000

V. Total Development Cost 100 Units $405,000 /Unit $40,498,000
Total Construction Cost 100 Units $357,000 /Unit $35,658,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales.
2 Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
3

4

5

Based on 1.0 space per unit for studios; 1.5 spaces per unit for one-bedroom units; 2 spaces per unit for two- and three bedroom units; and 0.25 
spaces per unit for guests.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units 1

Studio Units 9 Units $1,635 /Unit/Month $177,000
One-Bedroom Units 42 Units $1,742 /Unit/Month 878,000
Two-Bedroom Units 43 Units $2,152 /Unit/Month 1,110,000
Three-Bedroom Units 6 Units $2,844 /Unit/Month 205,000

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 100 Units $25 /Unit/Month 30,000

Gross Income $2,400,000
Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (120,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,280,000

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 100 Units $4,000 /Unit $400,000
Property Taxes 2 100 Units $3,730 /Unit 373,000
Reserves Deposits 100 Units $150 /Unit 15,000

Total Operating Expenses 100 Units ($7,880) /Unit ($788,000)

Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,492,000

1

2 Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.25% tax rate.
Market rents are estimated at a weighted average of $2.27 per square foot of gross leasable area.
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APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $1,492,000
Threshold Developer Return 1 3.8%

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $39,048,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $40,498,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $1,450,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $10.35 /Sf of GBA

1

Based on the return on total cost estimated to be generated by the SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT IV

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary Analyses 1 25 18; Aff Gap SGV Page 44 of 75



APPENDIX O:  EXHIBIT IV

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Lower Income Very Low Income

I. Rent Difference

A. Studio Units
Market Rate Units $1,635 $1,635
Affordable Rent 651 538

Difference $984 $1,097

B. One-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $1,742 $1,742
Affordable Rent 738 608

Difference $1,004 $1,134

C. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $2,152 $2,152
Affordable Rent 826 680

Difference $1,326 $1,472

D. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $2,844 $2,844
Affordable Rent 912 750

Difference $1,932 $2,094

II. Distribution of Total Units
Studio Units 9% 9%
One-Bedroom Units 42% 42%
Two-Bedroom Units 43% 43%
Three-Bedroom Units 6% 6%

III. Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit $14,360 $16,005
Less: Property Tax Difference 1 (3,590) (4,001)

Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit $10,770 $12,004

IV. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit 2 $281,872 $314,151
Per Square Foot of GBA 3 $34.04 $37.93

1 Based on the rent differential capitalized at a 5% rate, and a 1.25% tax rate.
2 Based on the Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit capitalized at the threshold return on total investment.
3 15% Set Aside Requirement.
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APPENDIX P
RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 124,457 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $1,245,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 124,457 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $2,489,000
Parking 3

Surface Parking 208 Spaces $2,500 /Space 520,000
Podium Parking 0 Spaces $20,000 /Space 0

Building Costs 127,171 Sf of GBA $115 /Sf of GBA 14,625,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20% Other Direct Costs 3,527,000

Total Direct Costs $21,161,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7.0% Direct Costs $1,481,000
Public Permits & Fees 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 635,000
Marketing / Leasing 100 Units $3,500 /Unit 350,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 846,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 241,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,053,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $1,245,000 Cost 5.0% Interest $109,000
Construction 5 $28,306,000 Cost 5.0% Interest 1,628,000

Loan Origination Fees $17,730,600 Loan 2.00 Points 355,000

Total Financing Costs $2,092,000

V. Total Development Cost 100 Units $296,000 /Unit $29,551,000
Total Construction Cost 100 Units $283,000 /Unit $28,306,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales.
2 Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
3

4

5

Based on 1.0 space per unit for studios; 1.5 spaces per unit for one-bedroom units; 2 spaces per unit for two- and three bedroom units; and 0.25 
spaces per unit for guests.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units 1

Studio Units 0 Units $0 /Unit/Month $0
One-Bedroom Units 34 Units $1,709 /Unit/Month 697,000
Two-Bedroom Units 40 Units $1,995 /Unit/Month 958,000
Three-Bedroom Units 26 Units $2,499 /Unit/Month 780,000

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 100 Units $25 /Unit/Month 30,000

Gross Income $2,465,000
Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (123,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,342,000

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 100 Units $4,000 /Unit $400,000
Property Taxes 2 100 Units $3,980 /Unit 398,000
Reserves Deposits 100 Units $150 /Unit 15,000

Total Operating Expenses 100 Units ($8,130) /Unit ($813,000)

Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,529,000

1

2 Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.30% tax rate.
Market rents are estimated at a weighted average of $2.13 per square foot of gross leasable area.
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APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

STABILIZED RETURN ON TOTAL INVESTMENT
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $1,529,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $29,551,000

III. Stabilized Return on Total Investment 5.2%
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX P - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
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APPENDIX P - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 124,457 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $1,245,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 124,457 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $2,489,000
Parking

Surface Parking 0 Spaces $2,500 /Space 0
Podium Parking 3 68 Spaces $20,000 /Space 1,360,000

Building Costs 160,819 Sf of GBA $105 /Sf of GBA 16,886,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20.0% Other Direct Costs 4,147,000

Total Direct Costs 135 Units $184,300 /Unit $24,882,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7% Direct Costs $1,742,000
Public Permits & Fees 135 Units $15,000 /Unit 2,025,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 746,000
Marketing / Leasing 135 Units $3,500 /Unit 473,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 995,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 299,000

Total Indirect Costs $6,280,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $1,245,000 Cost 5.00% Interest $114,000
Construction 5 $34,085,000 Cost 5.00% Interest 2,102,000

Loan Origination Fees $35,330,000 Loan 2.00 Points 707,000

Total Financing Costs $2,923,000

V. Total Construction Cost 135 Units $252,500 /Unit $34,085,000
Total Development Cost 135 Units $261,700 /Unit $35,330,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales. Density is set at 47 units per acre, which represents a 35% density bonus.
2 Direct costs assume that prevailing wage requirements will not be imposed on the Project.
3 Based on 0.5 spaces per unit.
4

5

Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 4-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 4-month lease-up period with a 100% average outstanding 
balance.
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APPENDIX P - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units

Studios 0 Units $0 /Unit/Month $0
One-Bedroom Units 39 Units $1,709 /Unit/Month 799,700
Two-Bedroom Units 45 Units $1,995 /Unit/Month 1,077,600
Three-Bedroom Units 29 Units $2,499 /Unit/Month 869,700

Lower Income 1

Studios 0 Units $651 /Unit/Month 0
One-Bedroom Units 7 Units $738 /Unit/Month 62,000
Two-Bedroom Units 9 Units $826 /Unit/Month 89,200
Three-Bedroom Units 6 Units $912 /Unit/Month 65,700

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 135 Units $25 /Unit/Month 40,500

Gross Income $3,004,400
(Less) Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (150,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,854,400

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 135 Units $4,000 /Unit $540,000
Property Taxes 2 135 Units $3,504 /Unit 473,000
Reserves Deposits 135 Units $150 /Unit 20,000

Total Operating Expenses 135 Units $7,650 /Unit $1,033,000

III. Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,821,400

1

2

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The gross monthly Affordable Rents are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50053 methodology. The net rent includes a deduction for utilities allowances that are based on the amounts published by HACoLA on 
7/1/17. The allowances are based on costs for gas heating, cooking  and water heating; and basic electric services.
Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.30% tax rate.
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APPENDIX P - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX P - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $1,821,400
Threshold Developer Return 5.2%

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $35,202,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX P - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 ($35,330,000)

III. Surplus / (Financial Gap) ($128,000)

IV. Supportable Number of Inclusionary Units 22.0

V. Supportable Percentage of Inclusionary Units 16%
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT III
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
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APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 124,457 Sf of Land $10 /Sf of Land $1,245,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 124,457 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $2,489,000
Parking 3

Surface Parking 208 Spaces $2,500 /Space 520,000
Podium Parking 0 Spaces $20,000 /Space 0

Building Costs 127,171 Sf of GBA $115 /Sf of GBA 14,625,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20% Other Direct Costs 3,527,000

Total Direct Costs $21,161,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7.0% Direct Costs $1,481,000
Public Permits & Fees 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 127,171 Sf of GBA $2.61 /Sf of GBA 332,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 635,000
Marketing / Leasing 100 Units $3,500 /Unit 350,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 846,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 257,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,401,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $1,245,000 Cost 5.0% Interest $109,000
Construction 5 $28,679,000 Cost 5.0% Interest 1,649,000

Loan Origination Fees $17,954,400 Loan 2.00 Points 359,000

Total Financing Costs $2,117,000

V. Total Development Cost 100 Units $299,000 /Unit $29,924,000
Total Construction Cost 100 Units $287,000 /Unit $28,679,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales.
2 Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
3

4

5

Based on 1.0 space per unit for studios; 1.5 spaces per unit for one-bedroom units; 2 spaces per unit for two- and three bedroom units; and 0.25 
spaces per unit for guests.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units 1

Studio Units 0 Units $0 /Unit/Month $0
One-Bedroom Units 34 Units $1,709 /Unit/Month 697,000
Two-Bedroom Units 40 Units $1,995 /Unit/Month 958,000
Three-Bedroom Units 26 Units $2,499 /Unit/Month 780,000

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 100 Units $25 /Unit/Month 30,000

Gross Income $2,465,000
Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (123,000)

Effective Gross Income $2,342,000

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 100 Units $4,000 /Unit $400,000
Property Taxes 2 100 Units $3,980 /Unit 398,000
Reserves Deposits 100 Units $150 /Unit 15,000

Total Operating Expenses 100 Units ($8,130) /Unit ($813,000)

Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,529,000

1

2 Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.30% tax rate.
Market rents are estimated at a weighted average of $2.13 per square foot of gross leasable area.
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APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $1,529,000
Threshold Developer Return 1 5.2%

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $29,551,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $29,924,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $373,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $2.61 /Sf of GBA

1

Based on the return on total cost estimated to be generated by the SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT IV

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX P:  EXHIBIT IV

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
SANTA CLARITA VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Lower Income Very Low Income

I. Rent Difference

A. Studio Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Rent 0 0

Difference $0 $0

B. One-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $1,709 $1,709
Affordable Rent 738 608

Difference $971 $1,101

C. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $1,995 $1,995
Affordable Rent 826 680

Difference $1,170 $1,316

D. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $2,499 $2,499
Affordable Rent 912 750

Difference $1,587 $1,749

II. Distribution of Total Units
Studio Units 0% 0%
One-Bedroom Units 34% 34%
Two-Bedroom Units 40% 40%
Three-Bedroom Units 26% 26%

III. Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit $14,529 $16,263
Less: Property Tax Difference 1 (3,778) (4,228)

Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit $10,752 $12,035

IV. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit 2 $207,798 $232,596
Per Square Foot of GBA 3 $24.51 $27.44

1 Based on the rent differential capitalized at a 5% rate, and a 1.30% tax rate.
2 Based on the Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit capitalized at the threshold return on total investment.
3 15% Set Aside Requirement.
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APPENDIX Q
RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT I
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 174,240 Sf of Land $5 /Sf of Land $871,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 174,240 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $3,485,000
Parking 3

Surface Parking 205 Spaces $2,500 /Space 513,000
Podium Parking 0 Spaces $20,000 /Space 0

Building Costs 108,445 Sf of GBA $90 /Sf of GBA 9,760,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20% Other Direct Costs 2,752,000

Total Direct Costs $16,510,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7.0% Direct Costs $1,156,000
Public Permits & Fees 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 495,000
Marketing / Leasing 100 Units $3,500 /Unit 350,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 660,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 208,000

Total Indirect Costs $4,369,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $871,000 Cost 5.0% Interest $76,000
Construction 5 $22,532,000 Cost 5.0% Interest 1,296,000

Loan Origination Fees $14,041,800 Loan 2.00 Points 281,000

Total Financing Costs $1,653,000

V. Total Development Cost 100 Units $234,000 /Unit $23,403,000
Total Construction Cost 100 Units $225,000 /Unit $22,532,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales.
2 Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
3

4

5

Based on 1.0 space per unit for studios; 1.5 spaces per unit for one-bedroom units; 2 spaces per unit for two- and three bedroom units; and 0.25 
spaces per unit for guests.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units 1

Studio Units 0 Units $0 /Unit/Month $0
One-Bedroom Units 41 Units $1,094 /Unit/Month 538,000
Two-Bedroom Units 49 Units $1,302 /Unit/Month 766,000
Three-Bedroom Units 10 Units $1,464 /Unit/Month 176,000

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 100 Units $25 /Unit/Month 30,000

Gross Income $1,510,000
Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (76,000)

Effective Gross Income $1,434,000

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 100 Units $4,000 /Unit $400,000
Property Taxes 2 100 Units $2,040 /Unit 204,000
Reserves Deposits 100 Units $150 /Unit 15,000

Total Operating Expenses 100 Units ($6,190) /Unit ($619,000)

Stabilized Net Operating Income $815,000

1

2 Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.25% tax rate.
Market rents are estimated at a weighted average of $1.52 per square foot of gross leasable area.
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APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3

STABILIZED RETURN ON TOTAL INVESTMENT
BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2 $815,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1 $23,403,000

III. Stabilized Return on Total Investment 3.5%
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APPENDIX Q - EXHIBIT II
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS

DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
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APPENDIX Q - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 174,240 Sf of Land $5 /Sf of Land $871,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 174,240 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $3,485,000
Parking

Surface Parking 68 Spaces $2,500 /Space 170,000
Podium Parking 3 0 Spaces $20,000 /Space 0

Building Costs 137,363 Sf of GBA $90 /Sf of GBA 12,363,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20.0% Other Direct Costs 3,204,000

Total Direct Costs 135 Units $142,400 /Unit $19,222,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7% Direct Costs $1,346,000
Public Permits & Fees 135 Units $15,000 /Unit 2,025,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 577,000
Marketing / Leasing 135 Units $3,500 /Unit 473,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 769,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 260,000

Total Indirect Costs $5,450,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $871,000 Cost 5.00% Interest $80,000
Construction 5 $26,972,000 Cost 5.00% Interest 1,663,000

Loan Origination Fees $27,843,000 Loan 2.00 Points 557,000

Total Financing Costs $2,300,000

V. Total Construction Cost 135 Units $199,800 /Unit $26,972,000
Total Development Cost 135 Units $206,200 /Unit $27,843,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales. Density is set at 34 units per acre, which represents a 35% density bonus.
2 Direct costs assume that prevailing wage requirements will not be imposed on the Project.
3 Based on 0.5 spaces per unit.
4

5

Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 4-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 4-month lease-up period with a 100% average outstanding 
balance.
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APPENDIX Q - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units

Studios 0 Units $0 /Unit/Month $0
One-Bedroom Units 42 Units $1,094 /Unit/Month 551,600
Two-Bedroom Units 50 Units $1,302 /Unit/Month 781,400
Three-Bedroom Units 11 Units $1,464 /Unit/Month 193,300

Lower Income 1

Studios 0 Units $651 /Unit/Month 0
One-Bedroom Units 13 Units $738 /Unit/Month 115,100
Two-Bedroom Units 16 Units $826 /Unit/Month 158,500
Three-Bedroom Units 3 Units $912 /Unit/Month 32,800

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 135 Units $25 /Unit/Month 40,500

Gross Income $1,873,200
(Less) Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (94,000)

Effective Gross Income $1,779,200

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 135 Units $4,000 /Unit $540,000
Property Taxes 2 135 Units $1,807 /Unit 244,000
Reserves Deposits 135 Units $150 /Unit 20,000

Total Operating Expenses 135 Units $5,960 /Unit $804,000

III. Stabilized Net Operating Income $975,200

1

2

Based on 2017 household incomes published by HCD.  The gross monthly Affordable Rents are based on the California Health and Safety Code 
Section 50053 methodology. The net rent includes a deduction for utilities allowances that are based on the amounts published by HACoLA on 
7/1/17. The allowances are based on costs for gas heating, cooking  and water heating; and basic electric services.
Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.25% tax rate.
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APPENDIX Q - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
DENSITY BONUS: 135 UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX Q - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2 $975,200
Threshold Developer Return 3.5%

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $28,003,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX Q - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1 ($27,843,000)

III. Surplus / (Financial Gap) $160,000

IV. Supportable Number of Inclusionary Units 32.0

V. Supportable Percentage of Inclusionary Units 24%
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT III
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS

LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
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APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Property Acquisition Costs 1 174,240 Sf of Land $5 /Sf of Land $871,000

II. Direct Costs 2

Site Improvement Costs 174,240 Sf of Land $20 /Sf of Land $3,485,000
Parking 3

Surface Parking 205 Spaces $2,500 /Space 513,000
Podium Parking 0 Spaces $20,000 /Space 0

Building Costs 108,445 Sf of GBA $90 /Sf of GBA 9,760,000
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow 20% Other Direct Costs 2,752,000

Total Direct Costs $16,510,000

III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 7.0% Direct Costs $1,156,000
Public Permits & Fees 100 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,500,000
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee 108,445 Sf of GBA $2.13 /Sf of GBA 231,000
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting 3.0% Direct Costs 495,000
Marketing / Leasing 100 Units $3,500 /Unit 350,000
Developer Fee 4.0% Direct Costs 660,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5.0% Other Indirect Costs 220,000

Total Indirect Costs $4,612,000

IV. Financing Costs
Interest During Construction

Land 4 $871,000 Cost 5.0% Interest $76,000
Construction 5 $22,793,000 Cost 5.0% Interest 1,311,000

Loan Origination Fees $14,198,400 Loan 2.00 Points 284,000

Total Financing Costs $1,671,000

V. Total Development Cost 100 Units $237,000 /Unit $23,664,000
Total Construction Cost 100 Units $228,000 /Unit $22,793,000

1 The property acquisition costs are based on a survey of recent land sales.
2 Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
3

4

5

Based on 1.0 space per unit for studios; 1.5 spaces per unit for one-bedroom units; 2 spaces per unit for two- and three bedroom units; and 0.25 
spaces per unit for guests.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 100% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average 
outstanding balance.
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APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Income
Market Rate Units 1

Studio Units 0 Units $0 /Unit/Month $0
One-Bedroom Units 41 Units $1,094 /Unit/Month 538,000
Two-Bedroom Units 49 Units $1,302 /Unit/Month 766,000
Three-Bedroom Units 10 Units $1,464 /Unit/Month 176,000

Laundy & Miscellaneous Income 100 Units $25 /Unit/Month 30,000

Gross Income $1,510,000
Vacancy & Collection Allowance 5.0% Gross Income (76,000)

Effective Gross Income $1,434,000

II. Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses 100 Units $4,000 /Unit $400,000
Property Taxes 2 100 Units $2,040 /Unit 204,000
Reserves Deposits 100 Units $150 /Unit 15,000

Total Operating Expenses 100 Units ($6,190) /Unit ($619,000)

Stabilized Net Operating Income $815,000

1

2 Based on the stabilized net operating income capitalized at a 5% rate and a 1.25% tax rate.
Market rents are estimated at a weighted average of $1.52 per square foot of gross leasable area.
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APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3

SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND VALUE REDUCTION APPROACH: 100 UNITS
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I. Funds Available for Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income See APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2 $815,000
Threshold Developer Return 1 3.5%

Total Funds Available for Development Costs $23,403,000

II. Total Development Cost See APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $23,664,000

III. Land Value Reduction 30% As a % of Land Cost $261,000
In-Lieu Fee See APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1 $2.13 /Sf of GBA

1

Based on the return on total cost estimated to be generated by the ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET: BASE CASE: 100% MARKET RATE UNITS.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY

APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT IV

AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
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APPENDIX Q:  EXHIBIT IV

IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
ANTELOPE VALLEY SUBMARKET
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ANALYSIS - RENTAL APARTMENT PROJECTS
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

Lower Income Very Low Income

I. Rent Difference

A. Studio Units
Market Rate Units $0 $0
Affordable Rent 0 0

Difference $0 $0

B. One-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $1,094 $1,094
Affordable Rent 738 608

Difference $357 $486

C. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $1,302 $1,302
Affordable Rent 826 680

Difference $477 $623

D. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units $1,464 $1,464
Affordable Rent 912 750

Difference $552 $714

II. Distribution of Total Units
Studio Units 0% 0%
One-Bedroom Units 41% 41%
Two-Bedroom Units 49% 49%
Three-Bedroom Units 10% 10%

III. Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit $5,222 $6,911
Less: Property Tax Difference 1 (1,305) (1,728)

Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit $3,916 $5,183

IV. In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit 2 $112,461 $148,839
Per Square Foot of GBA 3 $15.56 $20.59

1 Based on the rent differential capitalized at a 5% rate, and a 1.25% tax rate.
2 Based on the Annual Affordability Gap Per Income Restricted Unit capitalized at the threshold return on total investment.
3 15% Set Aside Requirement.
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