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introduction

The California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA)1 requires governmental agencies to provide 
a public accounting of all potentially adverse impacts 
of decisions that change the environment. While 
some consider CEQA to be concerned exclusively 
with the physical environment, the aims of CEQA 
extend to human well being. For example, CEQA’s 
policy goals include maintaining ...conditions 
under which man and nature can exist in productive 
harmony to fulfill the social and economic 
requirements of present and future generations,” and 

..,providing a decent home and satisfying living 
environment for every Californian.” (California 
Government Code §21000) Under CEQA, a 
local agency must consider reasonably 
foreseeable “. environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly.”2

Traditionally, health and human impact 
assessment within environmental review has 
focused on hazardous environmental agents such 
as air pollutants. While such impacts are

1 CEQA, similar to NEPA, predated the more 
proscriptive environmental regulatory approaches such as 
the Clean Water Act aiming instead to ensure 
transparency and accountability in decision making. 
CEQA requires public agencies to produce an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prior to making 
public decision that may have significant adverse 
environmental effects. (California Public Resources Code, 
Environmental Protection, §21000) An EIR must 
analysis on all potentially significant adverse 
environmental impacts, feasible alternatives, and steps to 
avoid or limit impacts. If an EIR concludes that a project 
would have significant impacts, the agency can not 
approve it until it either they determine that mitigation or 
alternatives are infeasible or that the project’s benefits 
outweigh the adverse impacts.
2 CEQA Guidelines. Title 14. California Code of 
Regulations. (Accessed at
http://ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/guidelines/)

important, the relationships between the physical 
environment and human health include many 
other neglected dimensions.

Unmet housing needs in San Francisco result in 
particularly significant public health costs. 
Inadequate or unaffordable housing forces San 
Francisco residents into crowded or substandard 
conditions; requires them to compromise access 
to jobs and services, and quality education; and 
requires them to work multiple jobs to make 
ends meet. The Department of Public Health 
witnesses these effects when we care for the 
homeless, in the course of our enforcement of 
environmental health and housing standards, 
and through our efforts to improve the housing 
of those with environmentally related illnesses 
such as asthma.

Unmet housing needs also have indirect 
environmental and economic consequences. 
High housing costs are disincentives for business 
development or expansion which also means 
reduced economic opportunities for residents. 
High cost housing in regional job centers such as 
San Francisco is one factor that drives 
development of lower cost housing on the urban 
fringe, contributing to traffic congestion and air 
pollution, as well as the loss of regional farmland 
and open space.3

As one strategy to ensure adequate affordable 
housing in San Francisco, the San Francisco 
Department of Health, in partnership with the 
City’s Department of Planning, has researched 
how environmental impact analysis might more
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comprehensively account for impacts on 
affordable housing and residential displacement.

CEQA guidelines allow cities to determine their 
own impacts of concern, screening criteria, 
assessment and evaluative methodologies, and 
preferred mitigation measures. In addition, 
though the guidelines provide a list of potential 
adverse impacts on the environment they do not 
provide a way of judging whether the effects are 
significant in a particular set of circumstances. 
One way for local jurisdictions and public 
agencies to ensure consistent and objective 
determinations in their environmental review is 
to adopt a ‘threshold of significance.’4

CEQA authorizes local governments to adopt 
by “...ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation” 
locally specific “objectives, criteria, and 
procedures for the evaluation of projects.” 
(California Government Code §21082). These 
‘thresholds of significance’ are qualitative or 
quantitative standards that provide local 
agencies a way to differentiate whether a 
particular environmental effect is significant. 
Thresholds may be based on health based 
standards, service capacity standards, ecological 
tolerance standards, policies and goals within 
the city’s general plan, or any other standard 
based on environmental quality. Ideally, 
threshold development should involve public 
participation and the documentation of a 
threshold should include (1) a definition for the 
effect (2) the reasons the effect is significant (3) 
the criteria at which effect becomes significant

4 Thresholds of Significance: Criteria for Defining 
Environmental Significance. CEQA Technical Advice 
Series Govenor’s Office of Planning and Research 1994 
Accessed May 24th 2004 at:
http://ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_law/ceqa/more/tas/threshld.p
df

(4) references and sources (5) potential 
mitigation measures if available.

Relationships Among Development, Displacement,
Affordable Housing, and Human Impacts

Human Impacts
Displacement Stress

Poverty

Unsafe Housing

Crowding

Development Loss of social support

Homelessness

Loss of social cohesion

Residential segregation

Unmet T ransport Needs

Loss of Area Increased Service Needs
Affordable
Housing

Social and Economic
Vulnerability

Methods to consider impacts on housing 
affordability and residential displacement exist; 
however, these methods have not been applied to 
impact assessment practice in San Francisco. In 

California, several local jurisdictions (Los Angeles, 

Santa Barbara, and LakeTahoe) have adopted 

comprehensive, environmental review guidelines 
which include thresholds of significance for housing 

impacts. San Francisco adopted level of service 

standards (LOS) for the evaluation of impacts on 
automobile and transit in 2002 but does not have 

consistent evaluative criteria for several other 
important environmental effects included effects on 

housing.

This technical report outlines several ways that 
impacts on housing affordability and residential 
displacement can be included in the process of 
environmental review. It also provides the 
groundwork for developing local significance 
thresholds criteria for housing impacts. We have 
organized this document into three sections: (1) 
Social and health consequences of housing 
affordability and residential displacement; (2)
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Interpretation of CEQA policy and guidelines 
with regards to the analysis of social, health, and 
environmental justice impacts; (3) Public agency 
guidelines for affordable housing and 
displacement impact assessment.

The first section provides a scan of the public 
health and social science research that relates 
affordability and displacement to adverse human 
outcomes. We organized this section using a 
public health framework that relates project 
development to residential displacement and 
housing affordability and these effects to indirect

adverse human impacts. (The framework used 
in this report is illustrated in the figure above.) 
The second section considers the impacts on 
affordability and displacement as indirect social 
impacts, as indirect human health impacts, as 
environmental justice impacts, and as impacts 
that affect long term environmental policy goals. 
The third section provides a scan of impact 
assessment methods and practice applicable to 
housing impacts analysis bringing together a 
number of federal, state, and local tools and 
guidelines.
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SECTION I. SOCIAL AND 
HEALTH CONSEQUENCES OF 
HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 
AND RESIDENTIAL 
DISPLACEMENT

The pathways between affordable housing, 
residential displacement, and human health and 
well being are numerous and complex. The 
impacts of any particular project or program that 
affects housing affordability or displaces 
residents depend on both contextual and 
individual factors including the availability of 
affordable housing units, the extent of relocation 
assistance provided, the income and savings of 
displaced residents, and the availability of social 
support networks.

This section provides a summary of available 
evidence on the adverse human consequences of 
housing affordability and residential 
displacement. Sources include case studies, 
interviews, and studies on homelessness, and 
public health and social science research.

Unmet Needs for Affordable Housing in 
California and San Francisco

According to Slum Housing in LA, a recent 
publication by UCLA’s Advanced Policy 
Institute, the Federal goal of “securing the 
health and living standards of its people...” has 
only been met for upper and moderate income 
groups, while communities that are poor in both 
rural and inner city areas lack adequate housing. 
5 Three in ten US households have housing 
affordability problems.

5 Richman N, Pitkin B. Understanding Slum: The 
Case of Los Angeles, USA. 2003 UCLA Advanced 
Policy Institute. Los Angeles, CA.

The affordable housing crisis is particularly 
acute in California. In San Francisco, only 
7.3% of households currently earn enough to 
afford the median sale price of housing.6 In 
addition, the fair market rent for a two-bedroom 
apartment is $1,904 which is affordable only to 
those who make 90% of the average family’s 
median income of $86,100.7 Exacerbating this 
situation, the gap between the minimum wage 
and the minimum hourly wage required to afford 
adequate housing has increased. Currently, over 
35,000 low income renters pay more than 50% 
of their income in rent. Even individuals 
earning modest wages, such as, public service 
employees and those in the construction trades 
simply cannot afford to live where they work.8

A related factor, affecting low income renters, is 
the unmet demand for subsidized housing 
programs. In California, over two-thirds of 
qualifying low income households remains on 
waiting lists for housing assistance.9 The state 
has 186,000 rental units housing 450,000 low 
income people which benefited from public 
finance. About 70% of this stock, over 120,000 
units, represents housing in the HUD Section 8 
program for which rent subsidy contracts are 
expiring. The conversion of subsidized housing 
will further aggravate unmet demand for low 
income housing.

6 San Francisco Planning Department. Update of the 
Housing Element of the General Plan. (Accessed at: 
http://www.ci.sf.ca.us/planning/citywide/c1_housing 
_element.htm)
7 National Low Income Housing Coalition Out of 
Reach 2003: America’s Housing Wage Climbs. 
(Accessed at: http://www.nlihc.org/oor2003/)
8 Governor’ Environmental Goals and Policy Report. 
Office of Planning and Research 2003
9 Forbes, Elaine. 2000
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While the population of San Francisco is 
growing, San Francisco is not currently meeting 
the housing production goals of moderate 
income, low income and very low income 
communities. The Mayor’s Office of Housing 
estimates that the City needs to build 19,000 
units of affordable housing between 2001 and 
2005 to meet its needs. Furthermore, according 
to the Housing Element of the General Plan, 
the strongest job growth is expected in the 
service and retail sectors; however, much of that 
growth is represented by low and medium wage 
jobs including cashiers, waiters and cooks, sales 
people and clerks, and painters, carpenters and 
electricians.

The Relationship between Displacement 
and Affordable Housing

Residential displacement has become a critical 
issue in California where housing shortage 
disproportionately affects low income and 
minority populations. Displacement can occur 
in the context of demolition or redevelopment of 
residential property or the conversion of rental 
units to ownership housing. Displacement also 
occurs in the context of gentrification when 
neighborhoods change in a way that inflates 
rents. Structural forces that contribute to 
displacement of individuals and families and 
unsatisfactory relocation in San Francisco 
include the relatively high cost of housing 
relative to incomes, the large unmet need for 
housing particularly at lower income levels, and 
the high cost of land and housing. Given that 
San Francisco is a setting with a limited supply 
of affordable housing, residents displaced 
through eviction or redevelopment are unlikely to

be successfully relocated into adequate and 
affordable housing replacement housing.

Human Health Impacts of Inadequate 
Housing

Residential displacement or the permanent loss 
of area affordable housing can be expected to 
lead to diverse health effects. Both displaced 
residents and those entering the housing market 
may have to pay more for housing.10 Some may 
accept affordable but inadequate, substandard, 
or poorer quality housing. Some may move out 
of the city or region while others may move into 
a temporary living situation with a friend or 
family member. Finally, some may become 
homeless. Low income individuals and families 
are more susceptible to adverse consequences 
after displacement as they have limited options 
for relocation.

Stress Displacement may increase levels of 
psychological and physiological stress, for 
example, by creating a new economic strain 
among low income individuals. If residents are 
displaced away from jobs or schools, longer 
commutes may be a further source of stress and 
reduce time for leisure or family activities. For 
children, frequent family relocation leads to 
children’s grade repetitions, school suspensions, 
and emotional and behavioral problems.11 * * 
Living in resource poor neighborhoods, frequent 
school changes, and substandard housing all 
contribute to poor child development and school

10 Hartman, Chester. Comment on “Neighborhood 
revitalization and displacement: A review of the 
evidence. Journal of the American Planning 
Association. 1979;45:488-491.
11 Cooper, Merrill. Housing Affordability: A
Children’s Issue. Canadian Policy Research
Networks Discussion Paper. Ottawa. 2001

5



performance.12

A number of scientific studies have 
demonstrated health consequences of 
psychosocial stress. For example, a randomized 
study of healthy human volunteers demonstrated 
that chronic stress doubled the rate at which 
inoculation with a common cold virus led to a 
clinical infection. 13 Other studies have linked 
the experience of stress with chronic diseases 
including heart disease, hypertension, and 
diabetes.14 Among pregnant women, stress has 
also been associated with a greater likelihood for 
pre-term delivery and low birth weight birth - 
both factors that potentially lead to 
developmental delays and increased infant 
morbidity and mortality.

Poverty There is little doubt that poverty leads 
to poor health. Numerous research studies in 
diverse countries show that poverty contributes 
to a poorer subjective sense of health, higher 
mortality, less emotional stability, worse chronic 
conditions, and poorer physical functioning.15

Unaffordable housing is both a dimension of 
poverty and a contributor to poverty. 
Households with incomes several times the full
time minimum wage can pay more than half of

12 Ross, DP & Roberts, P. Income and child well 
being: A new perspective on the policy debate. 
Canadian Council for Social Development. Ottawa. 
1999.
13 Cohen, Sheldon et al. Types of Stressor that 
increase susceptibility to the common cold in Healthy 
Adults. Health Psychology. 1998; 17(3):214-223.
14 McEwen, Bruce E. Protective and damaging 
effects of stress mediators. New England Journal of 
Medicine. 1998; 338(3): 171-179.
15 Phipps, Shelly. The Impact of Poverty on Health: 
A Scan of the Research Literature. Ottawa. Canadian 
Institute for Health Information 2003.

their incomes for housing.16 When housing is 
unaffordable, people often sacrifice other 
material needs including food, clothing, and 
health care services. Nationally, those with 
incomes in the bottom fifth of the income 
distribution and paying 50% of their incomes for 
housing have an average of $417 to cover all 
non-housing monthly expenses.17 Lack of 
affordable housing has also been linked to 
inadequate nutrition, especially among children. 
A recent survey of American cities found that 
low paying jobs and high housing costs are the 
most frequently cited reasons for hunger.18 
Children from low-income families receiving 
housing subsidies showed increased growth 
compared with children whose families were on 
a subsidy waiting list, an observation consistent 
with the idea that subsidies provide a protective 
effect against childhood malnutrition.

Unaffordable housing may add to psychosocial 
stress. People required to work extra hours or at 
multiple jobs may sacrifice personal leisure 
family relationships. Time pressured parents 
may choose either more punitive or low-effort 
strategies to resolve conflict with children.19 
Studies have shown that economic strains such 
as being unable to pay the bills cause depression 
in mothers and harsh parenting styles. 
Displacement and relocation may also result in 
job loss with potential further aggravation of

16 The State of the Nation’s Housing. Joint Center 
for Housing Studies of Harvard University. 2003.
17

18 Sandel, M, Sharfstein, J, Shaw, R. There’s no 
place like home: How America’s Housing Crisis 
Threatens our Children. Housing America. San 
Francisco. 1999.
19 Dunn, James R. A population health approach to 
housing: A framework for research. Report prepared 
for the National Housing research Committee and the 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Committee.
University of Calgary. 2002.
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economic strain and psychosocial stress.

Overcrowding Statewide, 24% of renter 
households are overcrowded while in San 
Francisco over 30% of renter households are 
characterized as overcrowded.20 21 Families 
frequently double up as a way to cope with the 
lack of affordable housing. Similarly, displaced 
residents find temporary lodging with families or 
friends. Overcrowding results in respiratory 
infections in adults and ear infection in 
children.20 21 22 Overcrowding also means the lack of 
quiet space for children to do homework, 
negatively impacting their development, 
education, and future life opportunities.23

Housing Safety Over half of the San 
Francisco’s housing was built over 50 years ago 
and requires significant rehabilitation to 
maintain habitability; 94% of the housing stock 
was built before 1978. Most of the city’s pre- 
1950 dilapidated housing stock is located in 
low-income neighborhoods. A number of 
environmental conditions in older and poorly 
maintained housing affect health. Inadequate 
heating can lead to overexposure to cold. Poorly 
maintained paint leads to lead poisoning. Other 
unsafe conditions include exposed heating 
sources, unprotected windows and slippery 
surfaces that increase risks for injuries. Older 
units and low-income units tend also to have a 
greater likelihood of deferred maintenance.

20 Govenor’s Environmental Goals and Policy 
Report. Op Cit.
21 Based on San Francisco data from the 1999 
American Housing Survey. (Accessed at: 
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/ahs.html)
22 Krieger, J & Higgens, DL. Housing and Health: 
Time again for Public Health Action. American 
Journal of Public Health. 2002; 92: 758-768.
23Cooper, M. op cit.

Indoor Air Quality Irritants and allergens 
present in one’s home environments contribute 
to asthma. Some of the most important 
allergens implicated in the development and 
recurrence of asthma include house dust mites, 
cockroach antigens, cat dander, mold spores, 
and pollens.24 Old carpeting serves as a 
reservoir for dust, allergens and chemicals. 
Kitchens and baths, particularly in older 
housing stock, often lack adequate ventilation 
increasing problems associated with moisture 
and mold.

Since 1999, SFDPH has conducted several 
hundred assessments for asthmatic children and 
adults and identified through evaluation research 
the role of housing affordability as a barrier to 
reducing asthma triggers in the home. While 
SFDPH enforces laws to ensure the safety and 
habitability of housing, inspectors have found 
many instances where substandard and 
unhealthy conditions exist yet tenants are 
reluctant to initiate enforcement actions. 
Commonly, tenants are fearful of landlord 
reprisal or eviction in an unaffordable housing 
market.

Social Support If displaced residents are 
forced to relocate outside of their neighborhood, 
valuable supportive family and community 
relationships can be lost both for those leaving 
and well as for those remaining behind. Strong 
social relationships and community cohesion are 
protective of health in multiple ways. 
Neighbors, friends, and family provide material 
as well as emotional support. Support, 
perceived or provided, can buffer stressful

24 Institute of Medicine. Clearing the Air: Asthma 
and Indoor Air Exposures. National Academy Press. 
Washington D.C. 2000.
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situations, prevents damaging feelings of 
isolation, and contributes to a sense of self
esteem and value.25 The magnitude of the effect 
of social support on health is substantial and has 
been illustrated by several prospective long term 
studies in the United States. For example, in 
the Alameda County Study, those with fewer 
social contacts (e.g. marriage, family, friends, 
and group membership) had twice the risk of 
early death, even accounting for income, race, 
smoking, obesity, and exercise.26

Homelessness One of the most severe 
consequences of both unaffordable housing and 
displacement is homelessness. Hunger and 
homelessness are on the rise in major American 
cities, according to a 2003 survey by the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors.27 Requests for
emergency shelter assistance increased by an 
average of 13 percent in the 25 large cities 
surveyed. Twenty-three participating cities 
reported that lack of affordable housing was the 
leading cause of homelessness.

Over 350,000 Californians are estimated to be 
homeless.28 A particularly disturbing trend is 
the rise of family homelessness. It is estimated 
that between 80,000 and 95,000 homeless 
children exist in California.29 The USCM 
survey documents that Eighty-four percent of the

25 Cohen, S, Underwood, LG, Gottlieb, BH. Social 
Support Measurement and Intervention. Oxford 
University Press. New York. 2000.
26 Berkman LF, Syme SL Social networks, host 
resistance, and mortality: a nine-year follow-up study 
of Alameda County residents. American Journal of 
Epidemiology. 1979; 109(2):186-204.
27 The United States Conference of Mayors Hunger 
and Homelessness Study December 2003.
28 Governor’s Environmental Goals and Policy 
Report. Op Cit.
29 Governor’s Environmental Goals and Policy
Report Op Cit.

cities have turned away homeless families from 
emergency shelters due to lack of resources.

Homelessness contributes to a number of other 
well described physical, behavioral and mental 
health problems in adults and children. Lack of 
housing and the overcrowding found in 
temporary housing for the homeless have been 
found to contribute to morbidity from respiratory 
infections and activation of tuberculosis. 
Substandard housing, such as that used by the 
homeless population, often lack safe drinking 
water and hot water for washing; often have 
ineffective waste disposal, intrusion by disease 
vectors (e.g., insects and rats); and often have 
inadequate food storage, all of which have long 
been identified as contributing to the spread of 
infectious diseases. 30 A 1994 study of children 
living in homeless shelters in the Los Angeles 
area found that the vast majority (78%) of 
homeless children interviewed suffered from 
depression, a behavioral problem, or severe 
academic delay.31 Among sheltered homeless 
men and women, age adjusted death rates are 
several fold higher than in the general 
population.32

Homelessness is strongly linked to hunger. 
Temporary housing for homeless children often 
lacks cooking facilities.33 In the 2003 US

30 US Conference of Mayors
31 Zima BT, Wells KB, Freeman HE. Emotional and 
behavioral problems and severe academic delays 
among sheltered homeless children in Los Angeles 
County. American Journal of Public Health. February 
1994 Vol 84: 260-264
32 Barrow, SM, Herman, DB, Cordova P, Stuening, 
EL. Mortality among Homeless Shelter Residents in 
New York City. American Journal of Public Health. 
1999; 89: 529-534.
33 Krieger J, Higgins DL. Housing and Health: Time 
Again for Public Health Action. American Journal of 
Public Health. May 2002, Vol 92, No. 5: 758-768
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Conference of Mayors’ (USCM) survey, 
requests for emergency food assistance increased 
by an average of 17 percent over the past year. 
The USCM survey finds that 59 percent of 
individuals requesting emergency food assistance 
were members of families with children and their 
parents, and that 39 percent of the adults 
requesting such assistance were employed. 
Eighty-seven percent of the cities surveyed 
expect that requests for emergency food 
assistance will increase again over the next year. 
Ninety-one percent of cities participating in the 
survey expect that requests for emergency food 
assistance by families with children will increase 
next year. Eighty-eight percent expect that 
requests for emergency shelter will increase next 
year, and 80% expect requests for shelter by 
homeless families will increase in 2004.

Social Cohesion One of the most significant 
effects of eviction and displacement may be the 
erosion of social capital and social cohesion 
which are social indicators strongly associated 
with health, education, and neighborhood 
safety.34

The New York Times recently profiled a 
community, Franklin Square, as one of the few 
places in the NY area where housing 
affordability is promoted resulting in the 
integration of generations residing side-by-side. 
In addition to the richness of sharing experiences 
across generations, the Franklin Square 
community benefits from long-term residents 
who invest in maintaining the built environment, 
invest in the community, and contribute to 
community cohesion and youth development:

34 Putnam, Robert. Social Capital: Measurement and 
Consequences. ISUMA. 2001(Spring): 41-51.

"’[Franklin Square] It's just a wonderful, very stable 

community,’ said Julie Soffientini, an assistant school 

superintendent who moved in 30 years ago and 

raised two daughters with her husband, Raymond. 

She said she appreciated the clean streets, well-kept 

properties and convenient local shopping.

“Pupils begin at the Franklin Square Union Free 

School District, an elementary district with an 

enrollment of 1,975 in three schools, all for 

kindergarten through Grade 6. Statistics released by 

the state Department of Education in October 

showed that 99.3 percent of fourth grade students in 

the district met or exceeded state standards in math. 

Elementary school students in the Franklin Square 

district consistently score above state averages on 

other standardized tests.

The example provided above illustrates the 
positive impacts on society by long-term resident 
investment: cleaner streets, resulting in reduced 
cost of City-subsidized loitering cleaning; higher 
school performance, particularly among the 
younger aged-group, which results in higher 
school completion.

In contrast, the erosion of neighborhoods as a 
result of forced displacement results in the 
reduction of long-term residents who are most 
likely to invest in their communities. In areas 
where residents feel less invested because of the 
continual threat of displacement, one can find 
depilated environmental conditions, such as 
broken windows on buildings, loitering and 
illegal disposing of hazardous substances. 
Furthermore, neighborhoods where residents 
have little incentive to invest are shown to have 
higher high school drop out rates, as well as 
crime rates.
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Segregation The loss of affordable housing 
and displacement may also lead to residential 
segregation and ‘ghettoization’. Displacement 
may contribute to residential segregation (by 
ethnicity, income, or class) if available housing 
for displaced residents is not available in 
integrated neighborhoods. A study that 
examined expiring HUD Section 8 agreements 
with private owners in California, found that, on 
average, families relocated to relatively more 
racially-segregated communities.35

Racially segregated neighborhoods tend to have 
less neighborhood amenities such as schools, 
libraries and public transportation due to 
economic, political and linguistic isolation, and 
racism. Research has documented the health 
impacts of residential segregation. Many studies 
have shown, for example a strong association 
between segregation and homicide rates. Besides 
an excess in mortality, studies have also 
demonstrated a relationship between residential 
segregation and negative health outcomes 
including teenage childbearing, tuberculosis, 
cardiovascular disease, availability of food 
establishments serving healthy fare and exposure 
to toxic air pollutants.36

Strong evidence for the effects of segregated 
environments comes from the HUD Moving to 
Opportunity demonstration program. This

35 Forbes E. Eroding Neighborhood Integration: The 
Impact of California’s Expiring Section 8 Rent 
Subsidy Contracts on Low-Income Family Housing. 
2000 The Ralph and Goldy Lewis Center for 
Regional Policy Studies. UCLA, School of Public 
Policy and Social Research. Los Angeles, California
36 Acevedo-Garcia D, Lochner KA, Osypuk TL, 
Subramanian SV. Future Directions in Residential 
Segregation and Health Research: A Multilevel
Approach. American Journal of Public Health. 2003; 
93:215-221

program, implemented in five US cities, 
evaluated the health and social effects of 
relocating households from public or subsidized 
housing in high poverty neighborhoods to private 
rental housing in non-poverty neighborhoods. 
The program design involved a random 
assignment of families to an experimental group 
(vouchers for housing in low poverty 
neighborhoods and relocation assistance) a 
section 8 group (geographically unrestricted 
vouchers), and a control group and longitudinal 
follow-up of families over 10 years. The 
executive summary of the interim evaluation 
(midpoint of follow up) testify to the social value 
of non-poverty area residence. 37

From the families’ perspectives, the principal 

benefit of the move was a substantial improvement 

in housing and neighborhood conditions. Families 

who moved with program vouchers largely 

achieved the single objective that loomed largest for 

them at baseline: living in a home and

neighborhood where they and their children could 

feel and be safe from crime and violence. On a list 

of observable characteristics, their homes and 

neighborhoods were substantially more desirable 

than those where control group members lived. 

These benefits accrued to families in both the 

experimental group and the Section 8 group, 

although the improvements tended to be roughly 

twice as large for experimental group families, who 

were required to move to low-poverty areas, at least 

initially.

Perhaps not surprisingly, these improvements in 

living environment led to significant gains in

37 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development Moving to Opportunity for Fair 
Housing Demonstration Program: Interim Impacts 
Evaluation. 2003 (accessed at www.huduser.org)
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mental health among adults in the experimental 

group. The levels of psychological distress and 

depression were substantially reduced in this 

group. In addition, adults in both the experimental 

and Section 8 groups experienced substantial 

reductions in obesity for reasons we do not yet 

understand. Among the children in these families, 

girls appear to have benefited from the move in 

several ways. They experienced improved 

psychological well-being, reporting lower rates of 

psychological distress, depression, and generalized 

anxiety disorder, and improved perceptions of their 

likelihood of going to college and getting a well 

paid, stable job as an adult. These girls’ behaviors 

changed as well, with a smaller proportion working 

instead of attending school. They were less likely 

to engage in risky behavior or to use marijuana. 

Finally, both these girls and society as a whole 

benefited from a reduced number of arrests for 

violent crimes.

Increased Transportation System 
Demands Displaced residents may find that 
affordable and adequate replacement housing 
only exists far from their current neighborhoods, 
potentially, meaning that they will live far from 
jobs and schools. Relocation may thus create a 
new demand for public transportation services or 
alternatively new demands for automobile 
purchase and use. Studies on the effects of 
urban sprawl have found that low income 
families, children and the elderly are 
disproportionately affected by the longer 
distances needed to travel as a result of 
relocation to the outskirts of a city or a region. 
The working poor rely on both urban public 
transit systems to hold steady jobs and access 
health care, child care and other critical social 
services. Former welfare recipients are 
particularly dependent upon the provision of

reliable and convenient transportation services.

Increased Demands for Social Services
For a project that results in significant 
displacement or relocation to non comparable 
housing, the magnitude of human health and 
social impacts may be severe. This may result in 
the need to fund and develop new social services 
to address the human impacts. For example, 
displacement may potentially result in new 
demand for safety net services for health and 
welfare, for mental health services, and for 
special educational services for children. In San 
Francisco, services for homeless adults and 
children cost the City millions of dollars and 
over the past several years demand for services 
has greatly exceeded capacity. The demand for 
such services is indirectly related to the 
magnitude of the adverse displacement 
outcomes.

Displacement in California and San 
Francisco

During the period from March 2002 through 
February 2003, a total of 1,643 various eviction 
notices were filed with the department. This 
figure includes 93 notices given due to failure to 
pay rent, which are not required to be filed with 
the department. The number of notices filed 
with the department for this period represents a 
22% decrease over the prior year's filings 
(2,101).

The largest declines were in owner occupancy 
evictions, 516, or a 29% decrease, nuisance 
declined by 10% to 251 and eviction notices for 
breach declined by nearly 40% to 231. The 
only increases were in temporary capital 
improvement evictions which increased from 44
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to 68, or a 26% increase and Ellis Act 
evictions, from 148 buildings to 187 for a 26% 
increase for the period. In San Francisco, the 
Ellis Act, a state law which says that landlords 
have the unconditional right to "go out of 
business” is used by property owners to ‘change 
the use’ of the building (condominium 
conversions) resulting in evictions.

Reasons for Just-Cause Evictions 
2001/02 and 2002/0338

Just Cause 2001/02 2002/03
Owner-Occupied 726 516
Demolish/remove unit 113 67
Capital improvement
(temporary)

44 68

Ellis eviction 148 187

While the issues of affordable housing, 
displacement, and gentrification are high on the 
public agenda, limited recent research has 
tracked the direct consequences of displacement 
on people. A 1999-2000 analysis of Ellis 
evictions in San Francisco conducted by the San 
Francisco Tenants’ Union reveals that:

• Seniors, people with disabilities and 
children are most likely to become victims of 
the Ellis Act, comprising 51% of all Ellis 
Act evictions since 1999.

• Further, the Ellis Act is resulting in the loss 
of thousands of affordable units. For every 
new affordable unit that is built, 5 affordable 
units are lost.

Accounts from local housing advocacy 
organizations reveal some consequences of 
forced eviction among low-income families and 
the elderly. St. Peter’s Housing, a Mission 
district-based non-profit organization serving low 
income families around housing issues and 
landlord/tenant problems, for example, report 
that a significant proportion of the families they 
serve are forced to separate to obtain temporary 
shelter, while other families resort to 
overcrowding in illegal units and yet other 
families are forced to leave their neighborhoods 
and the City in order to secure an affordable 
place to live.

St. Peter estimates that at least 20% of their 
clients have one or more family member aged 60 
years or older. According to St. Peter’s 
Housing, elderly residents and families are more 
frequently displaced, experience particularly 
high levels discrimination in securing housing, 
and are most vulnerable for separation as a 
result of eviction. The following case history 
illustrates the complexity of housing issues 
confronted by families with elderly members:

• Those most apt to be evicted are renters 
with long-term tenancies and affordable 
rents. Those evicted under Ellis had an 
average tenancy of over 11 years and were 
paying an average rent of $1,024 for a 2 
bedroom apartment.

38 Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, April 28, 
2003

An elderly couple was forced to separate (from 
their daughter and grandchildren) and to resort to 
live in an illegal in-law unit. The unit was so 
poorly maintained that the stairs leading to the 
entrance of the unit collapsed resulting in the 
broken hip of the elderly woman. The elderly 
woman reported the incidence to St. Peter’s for 
advice. St. Peter reported this case the
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Department of Building Inspections (DBI) 
whose inspector cited the owner for the illegal 
unit, and forced the owner to shut down the 
illegal unit. DBI’s inspection is in itself intended 
to protect families from living in substandard 
conditions and yet, in this particularly case, 
served to aggravate the elderly couple living 
situation. The elderly couple was not only forced 
to separate from their family, but were now 
suffering from the injured hip and its incurred 
health care cost, and as a result of the inspection 
was now faced with displacement. [Personal 
communication, St. Peter’s Housing, December 
2003]

The effects of displacement as a result of the 
lack of affordable housing among the senior 
population are heightened among its Gay and 
Lesbian subgroups. Recent, cross-sectional 
evidence of GLBT elderly living in the greater 
Los Angeles Area shows that:

• Same-sex partners cannot share a room in 
most care facilities, forcing many GLBT 
older adults retreat back into the closet, in 
order to secure housing at nursing homes.

• Same-sex partners cannot receive Social 
Security survivor benefits.

• GLBT older adults do not have the same 
family support systems as their heterosexual 
counterparts.

• There are many government programs that 
target the elderly, but none are geared 
towards GLBT older adults.39

39 Gay and Lesbian Elder Housing of Los Angeles 
Website: http://www.glehc.org/facts.htm, accessed on
December 3, 2003
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SECTION II SOCIAL, HEALTH, 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE IMPACTS IN CEQA 
POLICY

As discussed in the section above, the lack of 
housing affordability in California and its human 
impacts suggests that environmental impact 
assessment (EIA) should consider how a 
development project might impact housing 
affordability or displaced residents. Four ways 
in which these issues fit into the framework of 
the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) include:

• As potential indirect social and economic 
impacts on population and housing;

• As indirect health impacts of physical or 
social impacts;

• As environmental justice impacts;
• As impacts requiring evaluation for 

consistency with city, regional and state 
housing and environmental policy goals.

Adverse Social and Economic Effects of 
Impacts on Population and Housing

CEQA considers the loss of housing requiring 
construction of new housing and the 
displacement of people as potential adverse 
environmental impacts requiring analysis in the 
environmental checklist provided in CEQA 
Guidelines. The checklists screening questions 
include:

• Induce substantial population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by 
proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)?

• Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?

• Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere?

However, impacts on population and housing 
may have particular adverse effects on parts of 
the population. For example, if a project 
replaces low income housing with market rate 
housing, this may disproportionately and 
adversely impact those with lower income. This 
type of impact may be considered an adverse
social impact. Under CEQA, adverse social
and economic impacts may be analyzed in
determining the significance of physical
environmental changes. Title 14, section
15064, subsection (e) of the California
Administrative Code provides the following 
guidance:

Economic and social changes resulting from a projed 

shall not be treated as significant effects on the 

environment. Economic or social changes may be 

used, however, to determine that a physical change 

shall be regarded as a significant effect on the 

environment. Where a physical change is caused by 

economic or social effects of a project, the physical 

change may be regarded as a significant effect in the 

same manner as any other physical change resulting 

from the project. Alternatively, economic and social 

effects of a physical change may be used to determine

that the physical change is a significant effect on the

environment. If the physical change adverse

onomic or social effects on people, those advers

effects may be used as a factor in determining whether

the physical change is significant. [Emphasis added]

For example, if a project would cause overcrowding 

of a public facility and the overcrowding causes an
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adverse effect on people, the overcrowding would be 

regarded as a significant effect.

Despite the guidance above, the inclusion of
social and economic impacts under CEQA is
controversial. Many interpret the language in
section 15064, subsection (e) to mean that the
analysis of indirect adverse social and economic
effects may be considered in an EIR but are not,
strictly speaking, required.40 According to the
California Department of Transportation:
“Many people in California, including some
decision-makers, harbor the general belief that
CEQA addresses only purely “environmental”
issues, not social, demographic, or economic
issues often raised by proposed projects. This is
erroneous. The assumption however is
understandable due to the complex linkage that
must be demonstrated between the physical,
social, and economic environment, and the
determination of ‘Significance’.”41

Some case law has directly addressed this issue. 
In Citizen’s Association for Sensible 
Development of Bishop Area v. County of 
Inyo,42 the courts reconciled the ambiguity of 
section 15064, subsection (e) with subsections 
(d) and (f) which discussed evaluation of 
secondary or indirect consequences of a project. 
In the Bishop case, the Court ruled that 
subsection (f) gave the lead agency discretion to 
determine whether the consequences of social 
and economic changes were significant but did

40 Bass, RE., Herson, AI, Bogdan, KM. CEQA 
Deskbook A step-by-step guide on how to comply 
with the California Environmental Quality Act. 
Solano Press. Point Arena, 2001.
41 Guidelines for Community Impact Assessment. 
California Department of Transportation. 1997
42 Citizen’s Association for Sensible Development v. 
County of Inyo, 172Cal.App.3d 151 (1985)

not give it discretion not to consider these 
consequences at all. In their ruling, the Court 
interpreted section 15064 as follows: “the lead 
agency shall consider the secondary or indirect 
environmental consequences of economic and 
social changes, but may find them to be 
insignificant.”

Indirect Health Impacts

Environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly are considered 
mandatory findings of significance in accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15065.

A lead agency shall find that a project may have a 

significant effect on the environment and thereby 

require an EIR to be prepared for the project where 

any of the following conditions occur: (d) The 

environmental effects of a project will cause 

substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 

directly or indirectly.

As discussed in the evidence provided above, 
housing affordability and displacement affect 
health in numerous ways. Projects that have 
area or regional affects on the availability of 
affordable housing may be considered to have 
potential indirect adverse health consequences. 
Since displaced residents may not be relocated 
in adequate housing, the potential indirect 
health impacts of displacement also warrant 
consideration.

Environmental Justice Impacts

Environmental justice is rooted in the Equal 
Protection Clause of the U.S. Constitution and 
can be advanced using National Environmental
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Policy Act (NEPA) as well as the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. Environmental Justice provides 
another rationale for considering the effects on 
affordable housing or the displacement of low 
income residents under CEQA. California 
Law defines Environmental Justice as “... the 
fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, 
and incomes with respect to the development, 
adoption, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies.”43

While environmental justice analysis and efforts 
in California have historically emphasized 
disproportionate health effects of toxic physical 
environmental agents, the concept of 
environmental justice is broader than the 
physical environment and human health. As 
stated in the 1997 President’s Council of 
Economic Quality (CEQ) guidance adverse 
environmental justice effects can be also 
economic, social, cultural, and ecological 
impacts directly or indirectly related to physical 
environmental changes or impacts. 1997 CEQ 
Guidance states:

When determining whether environmental effects are 

disproportionately high and adverse, agencies are to 

consider the following three factors to the extent 

practicable:

(a) Whether there is or will be an impact on the 

natural or physical environment that significantly (as 

employed by NEPA) and adversely affects a 

minority population, low-income population, or 

Indian tribe. Such effects may include ecological, 

cultural, human health, economic, or social impacts 

on minority communities, low-income communities, 

or Indian tribes when those impacts are interrelated 

to impacts on the natural or physical environment; 

and

(b) Whether environmental effects are significant (as 

employed by NEPA) and/or may be having an 

adverse impact on minority populations, low-income 

populations, or Indian tribes that appreciably exceeds 

or is likely to appreciably exceed those on the general 

population or other appropriate comparison group; 

and

(c) Whether the environmental effects occur or would 

occur in a minority population, low-income 

population, or Indian tribe affected by cumulative or 

multiple adverse exposures from environmental 

hazards.

In California, Assembly Bill 1553 requires that 
the principles of environmental justice be 
incorporated into state guidelines for local 
general plans. As discussed below, this broader 
definition of environmental justice effects is 
consistent with adverse environmental effects 
under NEPA and CEQA as well as the 2003 
State of California General Plan Guidelines 
Section on Environmental Justice and 
Sustainability and the 2003 Governor’s 
Environmental Goals and Policy Report. The 
2003 General Plan Guidelines include mixed- 
income housing development as a component of 
sustainability and environmental justice. Even 
from the standpoint of public health, inequitable 
social and economic effects can be equally if not 
more important that inequitable environment 
quality effects. An environmental justice analysis 
of projects that result in population or housing 
loss could focus on the potential for 
disproportionate impacts to low income and 
minority populations both living in the current 
units as well as effects on the market for 
affordable housing in the region.

43 California Government Code Section 65040.12
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Consistency with Local, Regional and 
State Land Use Policy

CEQA guidelines consider potential significant 
environmental impacts to include: “Conflict with 
any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?” 
Local policies related to affordable housing can 
be found in the Housing Element of the General 
Plan, the HUD Consolidated Plan, and local 
ordinances related to rent and to eviction 
prevention.

California State law defines also a jurisdictions 
fair share housing goals in terms of four 
categories of affordability through the Regional 
Housing Needs Determination (RHND) 
process, devised to address the need for and 
planning of housing across a range of 
affordability and in all communities throughout 
California. Each jurisdiction within the Bay 
Area (101 cities, 9 counties) is given a share of 
the anticipated regional housing need. The Bay 
Area's regional housing need is specified by the 
California State Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) and finalized 
through negotiations with Association of Bay 
Area Governments. The timeframe for this 
RHND process is January 1, 1999, through 
June 30, 2006, (a seven and a half year 
planning period). The current RHND requires 
5244 units affordable to very low income 
residents, 2136 units affordable to low income 
residents, 5639 units affordable to moderate 
income residents, and 7363 units affordable to 
above moderate income residents. While San

Francisco has met its market rate housing targets 
in recent years, it has not met moderate income, 
low income and very low income housing needs.

Total

Need

Very

Low
Low Moderate

Above

Moderate

20,372 5,244 2,126 5,639 7,363

The 2003 State of California General Plan 
Guidelines may also be viewed as applicable 
impacts on affordable housing.44 45 The
guideline’s section on sustainability and
environmental justice emphasize the need to 
carefully match employment potential, housing 
demand by income level and type, and new 
housing production.

The importance of ensuring adequate and 
affordable housing for every sector of the 
population to long term environmental quality 
and ecological sustainability is also emphasized 
in the 2003 Governor’s Environmental Goals
and Policy Report.45 These State policies
together with the emphasis on long term
environmental goals in CEQA guidelines
Section 15065 (b) suggests that impacts on
housing affordability and adequacy are also
potential mandatory findings of significance.

44 2003 State of California General Plan Guidelines. 
Office of Planning and Research. 2003
45 Governor’s Environmental Goals and Policy 
Report. Office of Planning and Research. 2003 
(Accessed at:
http://www.opr.ca.gov/EnvGoals/PDFs/EGPR--11-
10-03.pdf)
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SECTION III IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT METHODS AND 
GUIDELINES FOR 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND 
DISPLACEMENT

A number of federal, state and local agencies 
consider displacement of low-income 
populations and loss affordable housing as 
potentially adverse impacts in the context of 
Environmental Impact Assessment. Examples 
of methods and guidelines are provided below:

Social Impact Assessment (SIA) The
practice of SIA dates back to the construction of 
the trans-Alaska pipeline. At the time, critics 
argued that the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) produced for that project failed 
to address potential social effects such as the 
influx of tens of thousands of non-native 
construction workers on the culture of the Inuit. 
In 1994, the U.S. Federal Government 
published a set of guidelines for SIA to support 
social assessment under NEPA.46 * Social 
impacts are defined as “...the consequences to 
human populations of any public or private 
actions-that alter the ways in which people live, 
work, play, relate to one another, organize to 
meet their needs and generally cope as members 
of society. The term also includes cultural 
impacts involving changes to the norms, values, 
and beliefs that guide and rationalize their 
cognition of themselves and their society.” The 
guidelines categorized social impact variables as 
follows:

46

http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa/social_impact_guide.h
tm

1. Population Characteristics mean present 
population and expected change, ethnic and 
racial diversity, and influxes and outflows of 
temporary residents as well as the arrival of 
seasonal or leisure residents.

2. Community and Institutional Structures
mean the size, structure, and level of 
organization of local government including 
linkages to the larger political systems. They also 
include historical and present patterns of 
employment and industrial diversification, the 
size and level of activity of voluntary 
associations, religious organizations and interests 
groups, and finally, how these institutions relate 
to each other.

3. Political and Social Resources refer to the 
distribution of power authority, the interested 
and affected publics, and the leadership 
capability and capacity within the community or 
region.

4. Individual and Family Changes refer to 
factors which influence the daily life of the 
individuals and families, including attitudes, 
perceptions, family characteristics and friend
ship networks. These changes range from 
attitudes toward the policy to an alteration in 
family and friendship networks to perceptions of 
risk, health, and safety.

5. Community Resources: Resources include 
patterns of natural resource and land use; the 
availability of housing and community services to 
include health, police and fire protection and 
sanitation facilities. A key to the continuity and 
survival of human communities are their 
historical and cultural resources. Under this 
collection of variables we also consider possible
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changes for indigenous people and religious sub
cultures.

U.S. Department of Transportation 
Community Impact Assessment 
Guidance Among transportation agencies, 
changes in policies have included redefining the 
definition of "environment" to include "the 
natural environment, the built environment, the 
cultural and social fabric of our country and our 
neighborhoods, and the quality of life of the 
people who live here,’ and considering project 
mediated effects on community cohesion; public 
facilities; employment; tax and property values; 
displacement of people, businesses, and farms; 
and adverse impacts on community and regional 
growth.

DOT guidelines for community impact 
assessment consider a number of social and 
economic factors.47 They further recognize that 
while community impact assessment should not 
be exhaustive, it should focus on community 
goals and issues of community concern and 
controversy. The guidelines identify that 
displacement can involve, neighborhoods, 
businesses, and people. (www.ciatrans.net) 
Recommended analysis of impacts on residential 
displacement include the number and type 
(multi-family, single family) of residences 
displaced and the particular needs of vulnerable 
groups (disabled, minority, elderly).

Council on Environmental Quality 
Environmental Justice Guidance The
Council on Environmental Quality, the federal 
agency tasked with oversight of NEPA and

47 Federal Highway Administration Community 
Impact Assessment Website (Accessed at: 
www.ciatrans.net)

government compliance with Executive Order 
12898 developed guidance to assist federal 
agencies with addressing environmental justice 
concerns in the context of NEPA procedures. 
This guidance suggests that agencies should 
‘determine whether minority populations, low- 
income populations, or Indian tribes are present 
in the affected area...consider data concerning 
the potential for multiple or cumulative exposure 
to human health or environmental 
hazards.recognize the interrelated cultural, 
social, occupational, historical, or economic 
factors that may multiply the natural and 
physical environmental effects. ..[and]. ..should 
assure meaningful community representation in 
the process.48

California Department of Transportation
The California Department of Transportation 
(CalTrans) reference documents for CEQA 
provide specific guidance for the evaluation of 
impacts on population and on housing 
displacement. The 1997 Guidelines for 
Community Impact Assessment point out that 
the disproportionate displacement of vulnerable 
populations can have significant adverse human 
impacts:

Certain population groups such as senior citizens, 

low income residents and non English speaking 

people often have strong community ties and depend 

on primary social relationships and important support 

networks that can be severed upon relocation. 

Households with school aged children may consider 

relocation especially disruptive if school transfers 

would be involved. Disabled people and those

48 Environmental Justice: Guidance under the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Council on 
Environmental Quality. 1997.
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without automobile transportation often have special 

relocation problems.

The guidelines suggest investigating the 
demographics of the residents to determine if 
any vulnerable groups (Low income, minority, 
seniors, disabled, and children) would be 
impacted. The guidelines suggest evaluating the 
effects on the stock of affordable housing:

A loss of a substantial number of houses 
affordable to people with low and moderate 
incomes may have an effect on the 
community stock of affordable housing. This 
could have the effect of increasing the 
demand for housing in a given sector of the 
market, bidding up the cost of that housing 
if the market supply is constrained and 
thereby disproportionately affecting certain 
income groups.

Similarly, the 2003 Desk Guide for
Environmental Justice in Transportation
Planning and Investments. The environmental 
justice guidelines categorize social and economic 
impacts into land use and development, 
population and housing, and fiscal and
economic. These guidelines suggest analysis of 
population and housing impacts consider a
number of variables. These include:

• Property acquisition and displacement
• Access to neighborhoods
• Community Cohesion
• Safety and security
• Visual and aesthetic quality
• Property values and gentrification

A particular concern emphasized by CalTrans 
is impacts of displacement and relocation on

neighborhood or community cohesion. The 
decision tree for residential displacement 
includes assessment of the availability of 
relocation housing in the community where 
displacement is occurring. Social impacts 
considerations identified by CalTrans related to 
cohesion include:

• Is there evidence that community cohesion 
exists?

• Will the proposed project affect interaction 
among persons and groups?

• Will the proposed project cause 
redistribution of the population or an influx 
or loss of populations?

• Will certain people be separated or set apart 
from others?

City of Los Angeles Thresholds Guide In
its 1998 CEQA Thresholds Guide, the City of 
Los Angeles uses the following screening criteria 
for evaluating significant effects on population 
and housing displacement.49 *

• Would the project result in the net loss of any 
existing housing units affordable to very low 
income or low income households (as defined 
by federal and/or City standards), through 
demolition, conversion, or other means.

The Los Angeles guidelines evaluate the 
significance of population and housing impacts 
by considering the following factors:
• The net change in market rate and 

affordable units in the project area
• The current and anticipated supply of 

market rate and affordable units in the 
project area

49 http://www.ci.la.ca.us/EAD/EADWeb-
AQD/Thresholds PDF/introceq.pdf
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• The demographics of the project area
• The consistency with city and regional

housing policies

The guidelines also suggest the following two
mitigation measure for displacement of
affordable housing:
• Exceed the statutory requirements for

relocation assistance
• Increase the number of housing units 

affordable to lower income households

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
(TRPA) The TRPA Initial Environmental 
Checklist50 requires a response to and evidence 
for the following questions relevant to the 
displacement of low income residents and the 
loss of affordable housing:

• Will the proposal include or result in the 
temporary or permanent displacement of 
residents?

• Will the proposal decrease the amount of 
housing in the Tahoe Region historically or 
currently being rented at rates affordable by 
lower and very-low-income households?

• Will the proposal result in the loss of 
housing for lower-income and very-low- 
income households?

Mitigation of affordable housing loss is required 
for project approval. According to planners at 
the TRPA any loss of affordable housing due to 
redevelopment has to be either rebuilt on site or 
offsite taking into account similar accessibility to 
transport resources. A recent example of such 
mitigation occurred with the proposed

50

http://www.trpa.org/Applications/new_applications2003/
IECFINAL%20APRIL%202002%20Comp.pdf

development of the 138 unit Round Hill 
Vacation Resort. The development of the time 
share condominium involved the removal of the 
186 unit Lake Park Apartments. To mitigate 
displacement, the project included the 
construction of 67 new apartment units offsite 
prioritized for displaced tenants, affordable 
housing restrictions for the new apartments, 
phased demolition over 24 months with eviction 
of no more than 8 units per month, and 
relocation assistance.51

County of Santa Barbara Santa Barbara’s 
1993 Environmental Thresholds and Guideline 
Manual52 provide a specific threshold for the 
loss of affordable housing. The rationale for 
establishing such a threshold comes from the 
county’s affordable housing policies. The Santa 
Barbara County Housing Element documents a 
substantial shortfall in affordable housing 
opportunities and the preservation of the existing 
affordable housing stock is a stated goal of the 
Housing Element. According to the Element, 
“the loss or demolition of existing affordable 
units can displace very low to moderate income 
persons and further restricts the housing 
market.” The threshold for Very Low to 
Moderate Income Housing Units is as follows:

• The loss of four or more very low to moderate 
income housing opportunities through 
demolition, conversion, or other means 
represents a significant housing impact. 
Affordability is determined on the basis of the 
applicable definitions within the County's 
Comprehensive Plan and Coastal Plan.

51 Lyn Barnett, Tahoe Regional Planning 
Association,. Personal Communication. and Balloffet 
and Associates. Round Hill Vacation Resort / Lake 
vista Apartments Environmental Assessment.
52 http://ceres .ca.gov/planning/ceqa/thresholds.html
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Mitigations to assist persons residing in those 
units shall be applied.

Santa Barbara’s CEQA guidance also provides
the following mitigation measures:

• Mitigations would include extended length of 
notice to quit premises, relocation expenses, 
demolished or converted units through 
physical on or off-site replacement or by the 
payment of fees. Onsite replacement of low or 
moderate income housing is the preferable 
alternative. If onsite replacement is infeasible, 
the units shall be replaced offsite. Payment of 
an in-lieu fee shall occur only if on and off
site replacement are proven to be infeasible. 
Housing mitigation fees shall be sufficient to 
provide replacement of the demolished or 
converted units.
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Appendix I Model Housing 
Impacts Analysis

Screening Criteria

• Will the project result a decrease in the 
supply of housing?

• Will the project result in an increase in the 
demand for housing?

• Will the proposal result in the loss of
housing affordability, availability or quality 
for low income or otherwise sensitive 
populations?

• Will low income or otherwise sensitive be 
displaced or relocated?

Setting Variables

• The demographics of the project area and 
locality

• The current and anticipated supply of
housing units in the project area and locality 
disaggregated by affordability;

• Availability of vacant units in the project 
area and locality disaggregated by level of 
affordability;

• The quality (safety, environmental
conditions...) of available housing units in 
the project area and locality (sources:
census, local housing complaint data)

• Evidence of social cohesion in project area( 
e.g. organization, interactions, relationships, 
and support among residents)

• Access to public services in the project area 
(transportation, schools, childcare.)

• The number and type of employment
opportunities in proximity to the project area

Analysis Variables

• The net change in market rate units 
historically or currently being rented at 
rates affordable by lower and very-low- 
income households in the project area

• The net change in affordable (including 
section 8, permanently affordable, and 
rent-controlled) units historically or 
currently being rented at rates affordable 
by lower and very-low-income 
households in the project area

• Existence within the displaced 
population of a higher than average 
proportion of ethnic minority, low 
income, medically vulnerable or health 
sensitive populations among displaced 
residents

• The location and comparability of 
replacement housing for displaced 
households;

• Effects on support (food, advice, 
childcare, elder care) provided to and by 
displaced residents

• Increased dependence on public 
assistance or public services

• Changes in accessibility to or utilization 
of public services

• Changes in the number of family or 
relatives living in close proximity

• Effects on crowding: changes in the
number of individuals per room in the 
project area

• Changes in accessibility to public 
transportation

• Changes in the need for automobile 
ownership or use
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Significance Criteria

• Net loss of housing supply relative to 
demand in the area, locality, or region;

• Net loss of affordable housing in the project 
area or locality;

• Significant reduction in housing quality or 
safety;

• Significant number of residents relocated to 
non-comparable housing;

• Any residents made temporarily or 
permanently homeless;

• Loss of community cohesion in project area;
• Increase of local residential segregation.

Mitigation Measures

• Change land use / zoning controls to enable 
increased housing density;

• Develop relocation plan consistent with 
California State Relocation Assistance and 
Property Acquisition Guidelines;

• Construct of replacement affordable housing 
onsite or offsite;

• Housing impact fees.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM

EAF Case No.: ^ fyo ifi.ZA Case No.: • -ef»C=Case No.: VTTM No. 73704
Council District No.: 2 ' ~ Community Plan Area: North Hollywood - Valley Village
PROJECT ADDRESS: 12300-12301 &12302 W. Weddinqton Si. And 5261, 5263, 5303. & 5305 Hermitage Ave.

Los Angeles. CA 91607
Major Cross Streets: Hermitage Ave. \ •
Name of Applicant: UB Valley Village. LLC
Address: 8150 Beverly Blvd. # 100 Los Angeles, CA 90048
Telephone No.: Fax No.: (310) 593-6997 E-mail:

OWNER

Name: UB Valley Village, LLC

APPLICANT’S REPRESENTATIVE 
(Other than Owner)

Steve NazemiName:
(Contact Person)

Address: 8150 Beverly Blvd, # 100 Los Angeles, CA 90048 Address: 275 Centennial Way, Tuslin, CA 92780 

Teleohone No: Telephone No:

Signature: ~~~ -_____________  Signature: <n^

Tel: 714-665-6569

The following Exhibits are required (3 copies of each exhibit and 3 Environmental Assessment Forms for 
projects in Coastal & S.M. Mtn. Zones): All Exhibits should reflect the entire project, not just the area in 
need of zone change, variance, or other entitlement.

NOTE: The exhibits are IN ADDITION TO those required for any case for which the Environmental
Assessment Form is being filed. ^

A.* 2 Vicinity Maps: (QY," x 11") showing nearby street system, public facilities and other significant physical 
features (similar to road maps, Thomas Brothers Maps, etc.) with project area highlighted.

B; 2 Radius/Land Use Maps: (1” = 100') showing land use and zoning to 500 feet (100 feet of additional land 
use beyond the radius for alcoholic beverage cases); 100' radius line (excluding streets) okay for Coastal 
building permits 300' for site plan review applications.

C.* 2 Plot Plans: showing the location and layout of proposed development including dimensions, include 
topographic lines where grade is over 10%: tentative tract or parcel maps where division of land is involved 
to satisfy this requirement, and the location and diameter of all trees existing on the project site.

D: Application: a duplicate copy of application for zone change, (including Exhibit "C" justification) batch 
screening form, periodic comprehensive general plan review and zone change map, variance, conditional use, 
subdivider's statement, etc.

E* Pictures: two or more pictures of the project site showing walls, trees and existing structures.
F.* Notice of Intent Fee: an UNDATED check in the amount of $75 made out to the Los Angelos County Clerk 

for the purpose of filing a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration as required by § 15072 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines.

DATE:

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
APPROVED BY:____________ DATE:

DIR - 2 0 1 5 - 2 6 9 7



page 2 of 5

I. Project Description:

Briefly describe the project and permits necessary (i.e. .Tentative Tract, Conditional Use, Zone Change, etc.) 
including an identification of phases and plans for future expansion: ■

Demolish existing one duplex rental, one triplex rental, and one fourplex rental, tor creation of 28 small lot homes
Hie for Vesting Tentative Tract Map, Request for merger of public street (Wcddingron Si.) os o part of this subdivision__________

^ l^rXQOir r(nr*f\if+r*C* .

Will the project require certification, authorization, clearance or issuance of a permit by any federal, state, 
county, or environmental control agency, such as Environmental Protection Agency. Air Quality Management 
District, Water Resources Board, Environmental Affairs, etc.? If so, please specify:
Rule 403 permit from SCAQMD_____________________ _________________________________________________________________________________________________

Los Angelo?. County Department of Public Works constnictun storm water permit.

II. Existing Conditions:

A. Project Site Area 42,342 s.f. ( 0.972 Acres)________________________________________________________
Net and 42,342 S.F. (0.972 Acres) Gross Acres 42,342 S.F. (0.972Acres)______________________________

B. Existing Zoning IQ1R3-1__________________________________________________________________________
C. Existing Use of Land : A dpulex. a triplex and a fourplex rental units ■____________________ ________________

Existing General Plan Designation Medium Residential______________________________________________
D. Requested General Plan Designation Medium Residential___________________________________________
E. Number JJ______type multi-family and age ± 75_________ of structures to be removed as a result of

the project. If residential dwellings (apts., single-family, condos)'are being removed indicate the number of
units: 9_________ and average rent: $1.350___________________ ;_________________________________
Is there any similar housing at this price range available in the area? If yes, where?

Many Rental UfWS In Vicinity of the project site

F. Number________24__________ Trunk Diameter____ 4"- 28' and type (see tree report)_____________
of existing trees.

G. Number________ 15__________Trunk Diameter 4~-28" and type (see tree report)____________
of trees being removed (identify on plot plan.) . .

H. Slope: State percent of property which is:
100______ Less than 10% slope_______________ 10-15% slope_____________ over 15% slope

If slopes over 10% exist, a topographic map will be required. Over 50 acres, 1" = 200' scale is okay.
I. Check the applicable boxes and indicate the condition on the Plot Plan. There are □ natural or man-made 

drainage channels, □ rights of way and/or □ hazardous pipelines crossing or immediately adjacent to the 
property, or E none of the above.

J. Grading: (specify the total amount of dirt being moved)
______________________ 0-500 cubic yards.
2.000 C.Y______________ if over 500 cubic yards, indicate amount of cubic yards.

K. Import/Export: Indicate the amount of dirt being imported or exported 2,000 C.Y. Import________.

DIR - 2 0 1 5 - 2 6 9 7



If the project involves more than one phase or substantial expansion or changes of existing uses, please 
document each portion separately, with the total or project details written below. Describe entire project, not 
just area in need of zone change, variance, or other entitlement.

III. Residential project (if not residential, do not answer)

A. Number of Dwelling Units-
Single Family 28___________Apartment _5______________ or Condominium _£__________________

B. Number of Dwelling Units with:
One bedroom 0____________Two bedrooms 9___________________ _
Three bedrooms __________Four or more bedrooms _3_______________

C. Total number of parking spaces provided 63___________
D. List recreational facilities of project______WA________________________  ____________________________

V<^E. Approximate price range of units $___ (oOOV— to $_ *bCC%-
F. Number of stories______3__________, height 30'_______ feet.
G. Type of appliances and heating (gas, electric, gas/electric, solar) c>,is/necuic________________

Gas heated swimming pool? N/A____________
H. Describe night lighting of the project win be provided___________________________________

(include plan for shielding light from adjacent uses, if available)
I. Percent of total project proposed for: Building______55______________

. Paving_______30_____________
Landscaping 15 x_________

J. Total Number of square feet of floor area 59.548 S.F.___________ ‘

IV. Commercial, Industrial or Other Project (if project is only residential do not answer this section). 
Describe entire project, not just area in need of zone change, variance, or other entitlement

A. Type of use___________________________________________________________________________________
B. Total number of square feet of floor area_______________
C. Number of units if hotel/motel_________________________
D. Number of stories______________height______________ feet.
E. Total number of parking spaces provided:_____________________________
F. Hours of operation________________ Days of operation____________________________________________
G. If fixed seats or beds involved, number_________________
H. Describe night lighting of the project_____________________________________________________________

(Include plan for shielding light from adjacent uses, if available)
I. Number of employees per shift________________________
J. Number of students/patients/patrons___________________
K. Describe security provisions for project__________________________________________________ _______
L. Percent of total project proposed for: Building_____________________

Paving______________________
Landscaping_________________

Historic/Architecturally Significant Project
Does the project involve any structures, buildings, street lighting systems, spaces, sites or components thereof 
which may be designated or eligible for designation in any of the following: (please check)

□ National Register of Historic Places_________________________________ __________________ _
□ California Register of Historic Resources____________________________________________________
□ City of Los Angeles Cultural Historic Monument._______________________________________________
□ Within a City of Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ)_________________________

\ • page 3 of 5
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V. Hazardous Materials and Substance Discharge

Does the project involve the use of any hazardous materials or have hazardous substance discharge? If so. 
please specify. _no________________________________________________ ;_____________________________

A. Regulatory Identification Number (if known)_____________________________
B. Licensing Agency____________________________________________________
C. Quantity of daily discharge____________________________________________

VI. Stationary Noise Clearance: A clearance may be necessary certifying the project's equipment (e.g., 
air conditioning) complies with City Noise Regulations.

Some projects may require a Noise Study. The EIR staff will inform those affected by this requirement.

VII. Selected Information:
\ •

A. Circulation: Identify by name all major and secondary highways and freeways within 1.000 feet of the proposed 
project; give the approximate distance(s):
Hermitage Ave. Magnolia Blvd , Chandler Blvd_______________ • ' -______ ' • . '____________

B. Air All projects that are required to obtain AQMD permits (see AQMD Rules and Regulations) are required 
to submit written clearance from the AQMD indicating no significant impact will be created by the proposed 
project.*

VIII. Mitigating Measures:

Feasible alternatives or mitigation measures which would substantially lessen any significant adverse impact 
which the development may have on the environment._____________________________________________
To be provided pmsuam hi the CfcQA analysis______________  __________ _______________________________________________________________________________

* Contact the South Coast Air Quality Management District at (909) 396-2000 for further information.
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Union Rescue Mission is one of the few shelters for women and children in L.A. County. Frank Stoltze
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Homeless shelters on Skid Row say the number of women and children showing up on their doorsteps has spiked, overwhelming their resources.

In an average month, downtown shelters take in 15 to 20 homeless families. So far this month, there have been 45, said Christopher Callandrillo, director of 
programs for the L.A. Homeless Services Authority. The agency's most recent homeless census showed a 55 percent jump in the number of homeless women 
from three years earlier.

"We've called emergency meetings, we're not sure what to do," said Rev. Andy Bales, CEO of the Union Rescue Mission, which shelters the most women and 
families in downtown Los Angeles.

Bales said the Mission set up 180 extra cots in its guest area and at times has had to place another 30 inside the chapel to accommodate the flood. For the first 
time in its 125-year history, the mission has more women and children — 653 total— than men sheltered in it's Antelope Valley family facility and main 
building on Skid Row.

"We're running out of space," he said.

Inside the downtown shelter's common room, Maria de Toscano sat with her three kids — 11, 10, and 7-years-old.

De Toscano arrived at the Mission about two months ago, after moving from Laredo, Texas in April. She said she was fleeing domestic violence and seeking a 
fresh start near the ocean with her kids.

"I didn't tell them 'we don't have a house, we don't have nothing,' I just told them we were going on vacation," she said.
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De Toscano said she found a pair of jobs, working at McDonald's and as a telemarketer, but quickly realized she couldn't afford rent. When the money for a 
motel ran out, she headed to the Union Rescue Mission on advice from a pastor she had met.

Despite her predicament, she said life here is better for the kids than it was back home.

"If we as mothers try our best, they're going to live better like that than being with both parents in that situation," she said.

On a recent Wednesday, a mother fed her newborn a bottle in the shelter's entryway, squatting by the glass security booth. On the fourth floor, the hallway 
filled with the cries of a young baby, as mothers sped along, pushing strollers, off to run errands.

Bales said many women he sees lately in the Mission are there fleeing domestic violence. Another possible explanation is downtown L.A.'s uptick in crime, 
which may be frightening women who normally sleep on the streets and driving them to seek shelter.

Callandrillo, of LAHSA, said the agency is offering funding to service providers for crisis housing and will prioritize women and families.

"There's a county policy that families are not to be left on Skid Row. It's not an appropriate place for children," he said. "It's an absolute priority."

L.A. County Supervisor Mark Ridley-Thomas said in an email he's well aware of the problem.

"Despite successful efforts to reduce the number of homeless women and children in L.A. County 6,000 are still seeking shelter on any given night," he wrote. 
"Which is why the Board of Supervisors is asking the governor to declare a state of emergency."

Such a declaration could free up millions of dollars normally spent on things like earthquakes, wild fires, and floods for homeless shelters.

Governor Jerry Brown's office told KPCC that no such declaration is in the works.
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Laura • 4 months ago

Very interesting article and heart breaking. Some of the comments below are just stereo typing towards hispanics.
Just because this article names a woman with a hispanic last name, doesn't mean that all or the majority of homeless families are hispanics.
I have seen women from other than hispanic that marry Hispanic men & change their last name to a Hispanic lastname.
I also have seen & met families from other etnicities & different religious beliefs that have large families, including Caucasian families & rely on 
government assistance.

This article doesn't mention anything of homeless single fathers, I am sure there are men out there with their children that also need assistance.

Overall this article is heart breaking and instead ofjudging or criticizing the families ethnicities you should see how you can help. 
Obviou sly our tax money isn't enough, so we should be more humanitarian & see how we can help. 

v • Share >

AnaM. 4 months ago

I do agree with the Birth Control situation, more education of not having children when you can't afford them, however, with Schools not having 
home economics anymore, no after school programs, hospitals refusing you if you don't have insurance, the only place left for a mother with her 
children are the shelters, churches won't take them, and communities don't care, they will leave you for dead literally.
Back in the NY days I should say, when you did not have a place to stay you went to the nuns and father to seek safety, or to the local hospital 
where they found help for you, a church door was always open 24 hours a day, or your neighbor took you in, I know. Now, people are so 
disconnected that if it is not them they don't care what happens to you or your children, every man for himself. I pray something positive 
happens real soon, something needs to be done and speedily, this is getting out of hand, meanwhile what is going to happen when it is illegal to 
feed the homeless or officers continue to move them from public places. We can not just rely on the government to take care of families, 
communities are suppose to get together and help anyway they can, churches once again, want to preach love, but will slam the door in your 
face. I pray, pray, pray we fix this situation real soon, all we can do as a people is help in anyway we can, no judging one day, it can be you, then 
ohaO

v • Share >

Enrique Johnson • 4 months ago

The Union Rescue Mission does not have an Antelope Valley family facility.
Ohey O ave a Sylmar Facility, very surprised that the CEO doesn’t know where his facilities are located.

v • Share >

Nicole • 4 months ago

Just curious if the rise in Latino population affects the rise in population at homeless shelters . I'm white , could never afford to have a child , so I 
OdnO. Never had to rely on public assistance . I love the Mexican culture, just don't agree with the mass over-population .
/s v • Share >

Jane Blade > Nicole • 4 months ago

Of course, there is accuracy in your assessment- however, "mass over-population" is also simplistic and limited. 1) Most Latinos in the US 
were born here. 2) More recent immigrants do the work that most citizens are unwilling to, and for less pay. They are also easily exploited 
because of it. We enjoy the benefits of this exploitation every day in the food we eat, the cars we drive, etc. 3) All of this work they're 
doing-- social security funds are being removed from many who earn paychecks rather than cash. As non citizens, these workers will 
never collect this $- millions of dollars of their hard earned money is uncollected in the system because they don't have ss#s. You never 
hear about that. As white people, we also have to understand the different cultures and religions of others. Not everyone has the same 
story, so we can't apply our story to a population and judge. We were raised to not get pregnant. That's not their story. We must try to 
empathize with different cultures, beliefs and circumstances-- including lack of access to birth control. Also, these women had children 
with men in a situation that changed, then had to flee because of domestic violence. This could happen to anyone. You made a big 
△sumption based on the last name of the woman mentioned in the article.
/s v • Share >

what > Jane Blade • 4 months ago

"2) More recent immigrants do the work that most citizens are unwilling
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to, and for less pay. They are also easily exploited because of it. We 
enjoy the benefits of this exploitation every day in the food we eat, 
the cars we drive, etc."

The wealthy enjoy the benefits. People wont do the work because they want to be paid legal wages.

"All of this work they're doing-- social security funds are being 
removed from many who earn paychecks rather than cash. As non citizens, 
these workers will never collect this $- millions of dollars of their 
hard earned money is uncollected in the system because they don't have 
ss#s."

I don't feel bad for lawbreakers whether they be illegal immigrants or rich business owners. Fine or imprison the business owners 
and use the "social security" paid by the illegals to fund the services they get for free.

"We were raised to not get pregnant. That's not their story. We must try to empathize with different cultures, beliefs and 
circumstances--
including lack of access to birth control."

see more

v • Share >

Nicole • 4 months ago

Would love to know what percentage are Latina . The first step should be handing out birth control in the Catholic Church . Perhaps not having 
cO ildre n when you can't afford to support yourself would be a good start . Welfare is not a plan to depend on . 

v • Share >

romstein > Nicole • 4 months ago

Ort h oontrol goes against catholic beliefs, Nicole. therein lies part of the problem... 
v • Share >

what • 4 months ago

OonO have a newborn if you're homeless? 
v • Share >

Jane Blade > what • 4 months ago

If that's what you read in this article, I hope you never find yourself in a situation like this. You could get married, have a child, then your 
husband could start beating you or abuse your children, then you may have to flee your situation. Hopefully, when you get to a shelter, 
people won't look down on you, make uninformed judgements about your circumstance and say, "you're homeless, you shouldn't have a 
cO ild".

v • Share >

what > Jane Blade • 4 months ago

ok you can add don't marry and have kids with a loser wife beater to my don't have a newborn when you're homeless. Yeah yeah, 
co meOmes people change. Most times people know what they are getting into and do it anyway. 

v • Share >

Kris Woods > what • 4 months ago

Wow, you seem to be perfect and clairvoyant too! How lucky you are and perfect you are! I don't know too many people 
that don't fall on hard times, misjudge another person or know that they shouldn't have a child with their husband,
Oe cam e something bad could happen. But you seem to have the world by the tail!

v • Share >

what > Kris Woods • 4 months ago

I don't think I ever disputed that some people fall on hard times or misjudge others. But you can build whatever strawman 
you like.

Oou, on the other hand, do seem to be disputing that many people knowingly make poor decisions. 
v • Share >

Katherine McNenny • 4 months ago

Change in demographics! It was bound to happen. Skid Row has been predominantly male for its existence. But- its a new day. I predict the next 
wave to hit Skid Row will be homeless youth- and Skid Row is REALLY unprepared for this population- so, I'm saying now- we better GET 
ready, so we can BE ready. DTLA is a cool destination & it is going to attract not just upper income youth, but runaway youth as well. What 
REALLY pisses me off is LAHSA saying Skid Row is not "appropriate for families"...how about you help make it that way cause there is NO going
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Oa ck.T his is how its going to be moving forward. 
v • Share >

BeeBee.BeeLeaves • 4 months ago 

Oh that Prop 47.
Easy peasy to be criminal because of Prop 47. 
More drugging. More thugging.
No big stick to worry about.
Freedom to keep doing ...
What got you arrested in the first place.

So if criminal men are not locked up, I suspect that boredom, lack of blue collar work, lack of work period, lack of motivation, no lack of drugs to 
not deal with do the right thing responsibility, is creating awful "home" situations. Equation leads to the content of this article.

Bad legislation if there is no money in SoCal from Sacramento, as there never seems to be, like the 78 cents to a dollar that NoCal gets, to fix the 
released.
Going around in circles here.

Oy city, crime up 40%. Not happy. 
v • Share >

Al • 4 months ago

What is done about and for homeless men with children?

I had such a hard time finding shelter for a young man and his baby daughter. "Family" shelters wouldn't take him because his sex/gender might 
traumatize the mothers there. Shelters for men wouldn't take him because the infant wasn't allowed with the men (maybe make them too 
irritable?).

It definitely felt discriminatory.... 
1 /s v • Share >

Laura > Al • 4 months ago

I agree, their should also be assistance for single fathers & assistance for domestic abuse. There are men out there that are also victims of 
Oo mmtic abuse.

v • Share >

Kris Woods > Al • 4 months ago

There are not the overwhelming numbers of homeless men with children as there are homeless women with children. The goal of the 
Mission and other homeless shelters is to help EVERYONE that is homeless. Why are you taking this as an opportunity to be offended? 
I'm offended that anyone has to be homeless! Women that have been beaten or abused by men are afraid of men, even if they have a 
baby. The same reason women are afraid to be around men that they don't know, is the same reason babies could be threatened. Let's 
face it, women don't typically go around hitting or molesting young babies, it's typically men. So the better question, is, why have MEN, 
tOrou"h their VIOLENCE, created this problem for this nice young homeless man and his baby?

v • Share >

Comk4ver > Al • 4 months ago

Oo m"letely agree with you! Family units need to stay together.
v • Share >

^ Subscribe 0 Add Disqus to your site Add Disqus Add ■ Privacy

http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/06/27/61998/homeless-women-and-children-flooding-la-shelters/ 8/11

http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/06/27/61998/homeless-women-and-children-flooding-la-shelters/


11/8/2016 Homeless women and children flooding LA shelters | 89.3 KPCC

Become a KPCC Sponsor

(Play

00:00

00:00
Download audio file Mute Stop and Close

http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/06/27/61998/homeless-women-and-children-flooding-la-shelters/ 9/11

http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/06/27/61998/homeless-women-and-children-flooding-la-shelters/


11/8/2016 Homeless women and children flooding LA shelters | 89.3 KPCC

KPCC’s Politics coverage is a Southern California resource provided by member-supported public 
radio. We can’t do it without you.

Your contributions power KPCC. Give today.

89.3 KPCC

89.3 KPCC
89.1 KUOR 90.3 KVLA
Support the voices you trust! Pledge Now

Sections
• Local
• US & World
• Politics
• Science
• Arts & Entertainment
• Business
• Crime & Justice
• Education
• Health
• Archive

Programs
• Take Two
• AirTalk
• Off-Ramp
• The Frame
• Programs A-Z
• Program Schedule
• Program Archive

Events
• KPCC In Person
• Sponsored Events

Stay Connected
• Facebook
• Twitter
• Google Plus

• Newsletters
• RSS
• Podcasts

Get our new KPCC for iPad app.

About
• About KPCC
• Staff
• Contact Us
• Help / FAQ
• Feedback
• Careers @ KPCC

89.3 KPCC Southern California Public Radio

474 S. Raymond Ave.
Pasadena, CA 91105

http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/06/27/61998/homeless-women-and-children-flooding-la-shelters/ 10/11

http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/06/27/61998/homeless-women-and-children-flooding-la-shelters/


11/8/2016 Homeless women and children flooding LA shelters | 89.3 KPCC

Call in: 866-893-5722

Our Partners
• American Public Media,
• National Public Radio
• BBC
• Public Radio International
• NBC 4
• Pasadena City College

• Terms & Conditions
• Privacy
• Feedback
• © 2016 Southern California Public Radio

http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/06/27/61998/homeless-women-and-children-flooding-la-shelters/ 11/11

http://www.scpr.org/news/2016/06/27/61998/homeless-women-and-children-flooding-la-shelters/


Section 6932. 2015 Income Limits Page 3 of 7

County Income
Category

Number of Persons in Household
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Los Angeles County
4-Person

Area Median Income:
$64,800

Extremely Low 17950 20500 23050 25600 28410 32570 36730 40890
Very Low Income 29900 34200 38450 42700 46150 49550 52950 56400
Low Income * 47850 54650 61500 68300 73800 79250 84700 90200
Median Income 45350 51850 58300 64800 70000 75150 80350 85550
Moderate Income 54450 62200 70000 77750 83950 90200 96400 102650

* Low income exceeding median income is an anomaly for this county due to HUD historical adjustments to median income. 
Household lower income figures are derived from very-low income figures that are not adjusted by HUD for exceptions.

Madera County
4-Person

Area Median Income:
$57,900

Extremely Low 12150 15930 20090 24250 28410 32570 35300 37600
Very Low Income 20300 23200 26100 28950 31300 33600 35900 38250
Low Income 32450 37050 41700 46300 50050 53750 57450 61150
Median Income 40550 46300 52100 57900 62550 67150 71800 76450
Moderate Income 48650 55600 62550 69500 75050 80600 86200 91750

Marin County
4-Person

Area Median Income:
$103,000

Extremely Low 24650 28150 31650 35150 38000 40800 43600 46400
Very Low Income 41050 46900 52750 58600 63300 68000 72700 77400
Low Income 65700 75100 84500 93850 101400 108900 116400 123900
Median Income 72100 82400 92700 103000 111250 119500 127700 135950
Moderate Income 86500 98900 111250 123600 133500 143400 153250 163150

Mariposa County
4-Person

Area Median Income:
$61,900

Extremely Low 13000 15930 20090 24250 28410 32570 36730 40890
Very Low Income 21700 24800 27900 30950 33450 35950 38400 40900
Low Income 34650 39600 44550 49500 53500 57450 61400 65350
Median Income 43350 49500 55700 61900 66850 71800 76750 81700
Moderate Income 52000 59450 66850 74300 80250 86200 92150 98100

Mendocino County
4-Person

Area Median Income:
$58,900

Extremely Low 12200 15930 20090 24250 28410 32570 36000 38300
Very Low Income 20300 23200 26100 29000 31350 33650 36000 38300
Low Income 32500 37150 41800 46400 50150 53850 57550 61250
Median Income 41250 47100 53000 58900 63600 68300 73050 77750
Moderate Income 49500 56550 63650 70700 76350 82000 87650 93300

Merced County
4-Person

Area Median Income:
$57,900

Extremely Low 12150 15930 20090 24250 28410 32570 35300 37600
Very Low Income 20300 23200 26100 28950 31300 33600 35900 38250
Low Income 32450 37050 41700 46300 50050 53750 57450 61150
Median Income 40550 46300 52100 57900 62550 67150 71800 76450
Moderate Income 48650 55600 62550 69500 75050 80600 86200 91750

Modoc County
4-Person

Area Median Income:
$57,900

Extremely Low 12150 15930 20090 24250 28410 32570 35300 37600
Very Low Income 20300 23200 26100 28950 31300 33600 35900 38250
Low Income 32450 37050 41700 46300 50050 53750 57450 61150
Median Income 40550 46300 52100 57900 62550 67150 71800 76450
Moderate Income 48650 55600 62550 69500 75050 80600 86200 91750

Mono County
4-Person

Area Median Income:
$81,200

Extremely Low 17050 19500 21950 24350 28410 32570 36730 40890
Very Low Income 28450 32500 36550 40600 43850 47100 50350 53600
Low Income 44750 51150 57550 63900 69050 74150 79250 84350
Median Income 56850 64950 73100 81200 87700 94200 100700 107200
Moderate Income 68200 77950 87700 97450 105250 113050 120850 128650

Monterey County
4-Person

Area Median Income:
$68,700

Extremely Low 15250 17400 20090 24250 28410 32570 36730 40890
Very Low Income 25400 29000 32650 36250 39150 42050 44950 47850
Low Income 40600 46400 52200 58000 62650 67300 71950 76600
Median Income 48100 54950 61850 68700 74200 79700 85200 90700
Moderate Income 57700 65950 74200 82450 89050 95650 102250 108850

See instructions on last page to use these income limits to determine applicant eligibility and calculate affordable housing cost and rent.



J.2. POPULATION AND HOUSING DISPLACEMENT

1. INITIAL STUDY SCREENING PROCESS

A. Initial Study Checklist Question

XII.b): Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

XII.c): Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

B. Introduction

Within the City of Los Angeles, the supply of and demand for housing, especially affordable 
housing, indicates that the existing stock should be preserved, maintained, and expanded in order to 
provide for the population. The CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) states “economic and social 
changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. 
Economic or social changes may be used, however, to determine that a physical change shall be 
regarded as a significant effect on the environment.”

A recent study prepared for the Housing Department1 explored some of the current housing 
problems in the City of Los Angeles, including:

• Lack of growth in the supply of housing despite an increasing number of households;

• Household-housing type mismatch because average unit size is small and declining, while 
average household size is large and increasing;

• Overcrowding; and

• Increasing rent burden such that more than 30 percent of income goes for rent. This 
situation is related to household size, income, ethnicity, as well as the age of the head of the 
household.

1 Housing Department, 1994 Housing Study, prepared by Hamilton, Rabinovitz & Alschuler, Inc., December 1995.

City of Los Angeles

2006
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J.2. Population and Housing Di spl acement

Adopted City programs and policies, designed to increase and conserve the supply of housing, 
particularly the supply of housing affordable to lower-income households, are contained in the 
Housing and Framework Elements, the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Consolidated Plan, 
redevelopment plans, and the Rent Stabilization Ordinance. Examples of these policies and other 
regulations include:

• Housing Element, which discourages the demolition of affordable housing and encourages 
the replacement of affordable housing; obligates the City to provide relocation services to 
persons who are displaced as a result of City actions; and mandates mitigation of relocation 
and displacement hardships caused by housing demolitions, conversions or neighborhood 
gentrification;

• Comprehensive Housing Affordability Study (CHAS) -- a component of the HUD 
Consolidated Plan -- which contains a description of current housing policy, particularly 
with respect to low-income housing needs;

• The Rent Stabilization Ordinance, which includes requirements for relocation payments to 
tenants under “no-fault” evictions;

• State redevelopment law which specifies actual relocation assistance, in addition to 
payments, for displaced households and requires replacement of all lost units that occur 
within or as a result of redevelopment projects subject to a written agreement with the 
redevelopment agency or where financial assistance is provided by the redevelopment 
agency; and

• Federal law that mandates relocation payments and assistance when displacement results 
from a project supported with federal funds (e.g., HUD financing).

C. Screening Criteria

• Would the project result in a net loss of housing equal to or greater than a one-half block 
equivalent of habitable housing units through demolition, conversion, or other means? 
(One-half block is generally equivalent to 15 single-family or 25 multi-family dwelling 
units.)

City of Los Angeles

2006
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J.2. Population and Housing Di spl acement

• Would the project result in the net loss of any existing housing units affordable to very 
low- or low-income households (as defined by federal and/or City standards), through 
demolition, conversion, or other means?

A "yes" response to any of the preceding questions indicates further study in an expanded 
Initial Study, Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration or EIR may be required. Refer 
to the Significance Threshold for Population and Housing Displacement, and review the associated 
Methodology to Determine Significance, as appropriate.

A "no" response to all of the preceding questions indicates that there would normally be no 
significant impact on Population and Housing Displacement from the proposed project.

D. Evaluation of Screening Criteria

Review the description of the proposed project and determine the number and type of housing 
units, which will be eliminated and added as a result of the proposed project. Calculate the net 
change in the number of habitable housing units, as well as units affordable to very low- or low- 
income households (See Exhibit J.2-1). Affordable units can be lost through conversion to market 
rate units. Compare this information to the Screening Criteria.

2. DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE

A. Significance Threshold

The determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the 
following factors:

• The total number of residential units to be demolished, converted to market rate, or 
removed through other means as a result of the proposed project, in terms of net loss of 
market-rate and affordable units;

• The current and anticipated housing demand and supply of market rate and affordable 
housing units in the project area;

• The land use and demographic characteristics of the project area and the appropriateness of 
housing in the area; and

City of Los Angeles

2006

L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide

Page J.2-3



J.2. Population and Housing Di spl acement

• Whether the project is consistent with adopted City and regional housing policies such as 
the Framework and Housing Elements, HUD Consolidated Plan and CHAS policies, 
redevelopment plan, Rent Stabilization Ordinance, and the Regional Comprehensive Plan 
and Guide (RCP&G).

B. Methodology to Determine Significance

Environmental Setting

In a description of the environmental setting, include the following information:

- Description of existing land uses on the project site and in the surrounding area;

- Recent (e.g., past 10 years) housing supply and demand trends, as well as housing 
supply characteristics (e.g., vacancy patterns, tenure, rent and sale price levels) for the 
project site and surrounding area;

- Housing supply and demand forecasts for the project site and surrounding area; and

- Summary of housing displacement policies applicable to the project. These may 
include policies in the Framework and Housing Elements, HUD Consolidated Plan, 
redevelopment plans, and the Rent Stabilization Ordinance.

Project Impacts

Review the description of the proposed project and identify the net change in the number of 
habitable housing units, as well as units affordable to low- and very-low income households, 
from the Evaluation of Screening Criteria.

To determine current and anticipated housing demand and supply in the project area, use 
the Population Estimate and Housing Inventory prepared by the City Planning Department, 
field research, published reports, or market research studies, as appropriate.

In evaluating the characteristics of the project area, survey the land uses and zoning 
designations for parcels in the surrounding area. Determine the character of the area and any 
recent housing trends, and consider the appropriateness of housing in that location in light of 
applicable housing policies and plans. Land use compatibility is addressed in H.2 LAND USE 
COMPATIBILITY.

City of Los Angeles
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J.2. Population and Housing Di spl acement

Identify adopted housing projects in, for example, the applicable redevelopment plans, the 
Framework Element, HUD Consolidated Plan, Rent Stabilization Ordinance, or RCP&G. If 
necessary, consult with the City Planning Department, Housing Department, or Community 
Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City of Los Angeles.

Evaluate whether the project would be consistent with these policies.

Cumulative Impacts

Determine the number and type of housing units to be eliminated and added as a result of 
the related projects in the same manner as described above for Project Impacts. Compare the 
combined effect of the displacement from the project and the related projects to the current and 
anticipated housing demand and supply in the project area and adopted housing policies.

Sample Mitigation Measures

Potential mitigation measures include the following:

- Exceed the statutory requirements for relocation assistance; and

- Increase the number of housing units affordable to lower income households.

3. DATA, RESOURCES, AND REFERENCES

Population and Housing Estimates are available from the City Planning Department, Citywide 
Demographics Unit, 200 N. Spring Street, 7th Floor, Los Angeles, California 90012; Telephone: 
(213) 978-1416; Internet: www.lacity.org/PLN (click on Statistical Info).

Redevelopment plans are available from the CRA, 354 South Spring Street, Suite 800, Los Angeles, 
California 90013; Telephone: (213) 977-1600.

Rent Stabilization Ordinance, City of Los Angeles, adopted 1979 (periodically updated and revised). 
Available at the Housing Department’s Public Counter, 3550 Wilshire Boulevard, 15th floor, 

Los Angeles, California 90010, open Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., or 
call toll free (866) 557-7368.

City of Los Angeles
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J.2. Population and Housing Di spl acement

Housing Department, 1994 Rental Housing Study, prepared by Hamilton, Rabinovitz & Alschuler, 
Inc., December 1995.

See also J.1. POPULATION AND HOUSING GROWTH.

Selected Legislation

Federal

24 CFR Part 970.5

Tenants who are to be displaced as a result of demolition or disposition must be relocated to 
other decent, safe, sanitary, and affordable housing (at rents no higher than permitted under the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act). The new housing, to 
the maximum extent practicable, should be housing of the tenants’ choice, on a nondiscriminatory 
basis, without regard to race, color, religion (creed), national origin, handicap, age, or sex, in 
compliance with applicable Federal and State laws.

In addition to provision of relocation housing, assistance to all displaced tenants includes 
assistance in finding other suitable housing, including payment of actual, reasonable moving costs, 
and counseling and advisory services to assure that full choices and real opportunities exit for 
tenants displaced from public housing scheduled for demolition or other disposition to select 
relocation housing in a full range of neighborhoods in which suitable relocation housing may be 
found, in and outside areas of minority concentration.

City of Los Angeles
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Exhibit J.2-1

MAXIMUM AFFORDABLE RENT 
FOR VERY LOW- AND LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 

IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES, FY 2003

Household Income Category 
as Percent of Median
Family Income (MFI)

Household Size

1-Person 2-Persons 3-Persons 4-Persons 5-Persons 6-Persons

Very Low-Income 
(up to 50% of MFI)

Maximum Household Income3 $19,740 $22,560 $25,380 $28,200 $30,456 $32,712

Maximum Monthly Rentb 494 564 635 705 761 818

Low-Income 
(51-80% of MFI)

Maximum Household Income

(73% of MFI)3

$28,820 $32,938 $37,055 $41,172 $44,466 $47,760

Maximum Monthly Rentb 720 823 926 1,029 1,112 1,194

a Per Department of HUD.

b Assumes 30% of monthly income for rent, rounded to nearest dollar.

Source: Department of HUD; Hamilton, Rabinowitz & Alschuler, Inc., 1996 and the City of Los Angeles Housing 
Department, 2003.

City of Los Angeles
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June 9, 2016

The Honorable Jerry Brown 
Office of the Governor 
State Capitol, Room 1173 
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Streamlining Affordable Housing Approvals Trailer Bill: Support 

Dear Governor Brown,

We write in support of the Streamlining Affordable Housing Approvals trailer bill, and 
request the inclusion of amendments and funding that will further increase and improve 
the supply of affordable housing.

The State’s affordability crisis has had a profound impact on Los Angeles. In response, 
the City has committed to implementing reforms to strengthen its planning process and 
protect neighborhoods. This summer, we announced a commitment to update the City’s 
35 community plans in ten years. Multiple city departments are also implementing the 
Mayor’s Affordable Housing Executive Directive, to streamline processing for affordable 
housing, and the City Council’s plans to further accelerate permanent supportive 
housing.

Almost two thirds of Angelenos live in overcrowded conditions or experience an 
excessive housing cost burden. In addition to local reforms, state funding for the 
production of affordable housing, like the Assembly’s affordable housing funding 
package and the Senate’s No Place Like Home Initiative, will help ease the housing 
crunch. Strong land-use incentives, like those provided in this bill, will also mobilize the 
private sector to action. By encouraging housing construction in urban areas already 
zoned for housing, this bill will facilitate a market solution to the State’s severe housing 
shortage.



Governor Jerry Brown 
Page 2 
June 8, 2016

To ensure the maximum amount of affordable housing while respecting neighborhood 
character, we respectfully request the following amendments:

1. Increase the minimum required duration of affordable land-use restriction to 55 
years for rental housing.

2. Increase the affordability thresholds in Transit Priority Areas to at least 20% or 
more of the residential units restricted to and occupied by individuals whose 
income is 80% or less of the area median gross income.

3. Add an exception from this bill’s streamlining provisions for historic resources, as 
defined in Section 15064.5 of the California Code of Regulations.

To further protect neighborhoods, we respectfully request that this bill be paired with 
state funding for local governments to update outdated local zoning regulations.

This funding and proposed amendments will ensure that local governments have the 
tools they need to combat the affordable housing crisis. Thank you for your leadership 
on this critical issue.

Sincerely,

ERIC GARCETTI GIL CEDILLO
Mayor Councilmember, 1st District,

Chair of Housing Committee

cc: Senate President pro Tempore Kevin de Leon
Assembly Speaker Anthony Rendon



November 1,2016

Attn: LA City Council PLUM Committee 
LA City Hall 
200 N. Spring St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: PLUM mtg 11/1/16 Item #8 (council file 16-1048) VTT-73704-SL-2A/ ENV-2015-2618-MND 

Dear Honorable Councilmembers,

I urge you to please support this appeal. After diligent review of the case file, there are glaring failures in the 

city's processing of this application that leave it vulnerable to legal challenge and the city, a potential party in 

a fraud. Additionally, the city has adopted a flawed MND that omits facts that would require additional review 

and mitigation measures in order to be compliant under CEQA law.

1. LIS PENDENS ON TITLE OF PROPERTY

In addition to the evidence and testimony that was provided at last week's PLUM mtg that call into question 

the property rights of the property and the validity of the agreement the developer provided the city in its 

application, a lis pendens was recorded on the title of the property on February 25, 2016 and notice of it was 

served to various city departments on and about March 3, 2016 PRIOR to the city's initial decision on the 

application. A basic element of the planning file is that the applicant must establish a legitimate claim to the 

property. Once that legitimacy was in question, the city erred in issuing a determination on the planning 

application because it was on notice that there was a challenge over property rights to the deed to the 

property that encumbered the title. At that point in time, the city should have held its decision, soas not to 

take a position on the dispute and risk participating in a fraud by issuing approvals to a party who may not 

have any valid claim to the property. At this point, upholding the appeal would be the only way to redress 

this error by the planning department. Only once the courts issue a decision, should the city decide to take 

the application under review.

2. ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM LISTS FALSE/MISLEADING INFORMATION 
PERTAINING TO RENTAL AMOUNTS

According to applicant's Environmental Assessment Form (EAF), the average rent in effect at the time of 

application was $1350. However the Tenant Information Charts lists 4 tenants with rental amounts of: $440, 

$575, $1200, and $2300 which is equivalent to an average of $1129, a more than $200 discrepancy. 

Additionally applicant failed to mention that the family at 5261 Hermitage was a family of 6, with another 

child on the way. At least three of these rental amounts fit under the defined criteria for an affordable unit 

under CEQA, which would require mitigation, as further explained below.

1



3. ADOPTED MND FAILS TO DISCLOSE THAT PROJECT WILL RESULT IN NET LOSS OF 
AFFORDABLE UNITS (AS DEFINED BY FEDERAL AND CITY STANDARDS)

According to the LA CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006), under section J.2, page J.2.3, the following question is 

one of two screening criteria:

“Would the project result in the net loss of any existing housing units affordable to very low- or low-income 

households (as defined by federal and/or City standards), through demolition, conversion, or other 

means?”

At the time this application was submitted, the city of Los Angeles 2015 AMI (adjusted median income) limits 

for low income were $47850 for one person and $54650 for two. Based on these limits, rents BELOW 

$1196 for one person and $1366 for two people would have met the standard of the screening criteria. 

According to the Tenant Information Form filed with the vesting tentative tract map (VTT), all three units 

listed fit that screening criteria and would require, under CEQA, further review and mitigation.

According to the LA CEQA guide, potential mitigation measures include the following:

-"Exceed the statutory requirements for relocation assistance: and 

- Increase the number of housing units affordable to lower income households.”

In this case, I ask you to at minimum require the following mitigation measures as conditions of approval:

1. Compensate the displaced tenants at amounts that exceed statutory requirements that are

commensurate with the difference between the exceptionally below-market rents that were in effect 

at the time and current market rates for comparable units.

1. Compel the project applicant to set aside units available for purchase by low income individuals to 

compensate for the loss of 9 RSO units. This could be made possible through HUD-subsidized 

lending programs made available to qualifying individuals if the units are made available for 

purchase at reduced prices, closer to $300,000.

4. THIS CEQA REVIEW HAS FAILED TO IDENTIFY THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF LOSS OF 
AFFORDABLE RENT-STABILIZED UNITS

Less than 300 ft from the subject property, at 5333 Hermitage, 18 RSO units were vacated by the Ellis Act 

and demolished to make way for a luxury apartment complex. Across the street, another 2 RSO units were 

demolished. Throughout the city, applications to demolish RSO units through MNDs that fail to offer
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replacement housing as a mitigation measure are being approved without the required review under CEQA. 

While by-right projects do not trigger this review, projects that require an entitlement process are subject to 

more rigorous analysis under CEQA to determine whether they aggravate the affordability crisis further by 

creating an imbalance in the supply of housing at various income levels -not only reducing the supply of 

affordable options, but by domino effect, by triggering surrounding properties to demolish and build luxury 

housing. CEQA guidelines address this in its screening process but the city is failing to enforce the 

guidelines. By failing to require replacement of RSO units, we have cumulatively lost more than 20,000 since 

2001.

The city continues to tout the need to preserve existing affordable housing but fails to use its discretion to 

that end. The Housing Element and even the city's CEQA guidelines emphasizes as a policy imperative the 

need to preserve existing housing. Various motions that are in process in the city council explicitly ask City 

Planning and HCID to coordinate strategies to protect our RSO stock. Yet, continuously, the Council 

approves projects that destroy RSO housing, without utilizing the tools it has under CEQA to require 

replacement and additional mitigation to the displaced tenants, who often are getting less than one year of 

rent differential as their statutory relocation benefits and are left with no viable replacement housing options. 

This is a major factor in our homeless epidemic as more and more people are pushed out of their housing 

and into the streets, directly and indirectly. I have seem this effect firsthand and consequently am a plaintiff 

in a suit against the city HERO, et al. v. City of Los Angeles (BS163828), in the hopes of addressing this 

failure in the city's planning process.

There are many more items at issue with this project: the improper taking of a public street for private use, 

the failure to disclose that the site is home to bee colonies.

Please don't let this be one more case that needs to resolve itself in the judicial system. In the city's and 

public's interest, I urge you to please uphold this appeal.

Respectfully,

Sylvie Shain
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The Honorable Eric Garcetti 
Mayor, City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 303 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Attn: Mandy Morales, Legislative Coordinator

REPORT BACK IDENTIFYING LOCAL, PERMANENT FUNDING SOURCE(S) FOR THE 
CITY’S AFFORDABLE HOUSING TRUST FUND (AHTF) AND REQUEST TO FUND A NEW 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING BENEFIT FEE STUDY.

SUMMARY
In response to the worsening housing affordability crisis in Los Angeles, six of Los Angeles’ City Council 
members, Gilbert Cedillo, Mitch O’Farrell, Felipe Fuentes, Curren Price, Bob Blumenfield and Mike 
Bonin representing both high income and very low income areas of the City, put forth Motions requesting 
a report to analyze and identify potential local permanent funding sources for affordable housing 
financing, including a voter-approved bond measure, a fee on new development and earmarking a percent 
of the incremental annual property tax revenue among others. On October 8, 2014, the City Council’s 
Housing Committee reconstituted the various Motions calling for the Los Angeles Housing and 
Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) to issue a report with a comprehensive set of 
recommendations that addresses all of the Motions (Council file numbers 14-0600-S123, 14-0361, 13
1389, and 13-1624).

After researching various local and non-local funding options for a local affordable housing fund, 
including a survey of tools used by other cities , HCIDLA through this report, presents a recommendation 
for a local permanent funding source through an Affordable Housing Benefit Fee program. The proposed

An Equal Opportunity/ Affirmative Action Employer
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program would establish a one-time monetary charge levied on new developments to assist the City with 
financing affordable housing activities.

HCIDLA is recommending an Affordable Housing Benefit Fee over other potential tools described in this 
transmittal based on an extensive review of other cities throughout the country, which compared one-time 
versus long-term, sustainable revenue generating methods. Of the various methods reviewed, the 
utilization of an Affordable Housing Benefit Fee has been the most viable and consistent method of 
generating a permanent funding source. While other options may generate larger funding, such as a bond 
measure, these funds are short-term solutions with finite funding.

This recommendation aligns with the affordable housing goals of Mayor Garcetti, including his support 
for studying a new Affordable Housing Benefit Fee that would create a dedicated, local stream of funding 
for affordable housing activities.

HCIDLA recommends pursuing an Affordable Housing Benefit Fee while concurrently examining and/or 
implementing other large-scale affordable housing initiatives in the near future such as new preservation 
and rehabilitation loans, the creation of a new Housing Finance Agency, and the potential for supporting 
new Community Revitalization and Investment Authorities and/or Enhanced Infrastructure Finance 
Districts.

In 2011, the City’s Affordable Housing Benefit Fee study found a close correlation between new 
development and housing demand. Since that study was published four years ago, HCIDLA recommends 
a new study that reflects the City’s current economic environment. The new study should examine any 
potential fee in the context of other impact fees imposed on new development.

Based on the study results, a detailed framework for an Affordable Housing Benefit Fee Ordinance will 
be developed by the Department of City Planning, in close coordination with HCIDLA, for review by the 
Planning Commission, the City Council and the Mayor.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The General Manager of the Los Angeles Housing and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) 
respectfully requests that:

I. Your office schedule this transmittal at the next meeting(s) of the appropriate City Council 
committee(s) and forward it to the City Council for review and approval immediately thereafter;

II. The City Council, subject to the approval of the Mayor, take the following actions:

A. INSTRUCT the City Administrative Officer to identify the source of funding for up to 
$500,000 for the Department of City Planning, in close coordination with the Los Angeles 
Housing and Community Investment Department, to execute a contract for the 
development of a new Affordable Housing Benefit Fee study and to effectuate the transfer 
of funds to the Department of City Planning in the next Financial Status Report.

B. AUTHORIZE the General Manager, HCIDLA, or designee to prepare Controller 
instructions and make any necessary technical adjustments consistent with Council and
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Mayor actions on this matter, subject to the approval of the City Administrative Officer, 
and authorize the Controller to implement these instructions.

BACKGROUND
A Transforming and Expensive City
The severe lack of affordable housing is a pervasive problem facing the majority of City residents. Today, 
working-class and middle-class Angelenos, both renters and owners, in Los Angeles face high housing 
costs. The significant urban renewal taking place in many of the city’s traditional lower income and 
diverse neighborhoods is further exacerbating the high housing costs. Recently transformed 
neighborhoods like Venice Beach, Silver Lake and Echo Park have become expensive areas to live and 
out of reach for most Angelenos. Already new urban renewal pressures are being felt in long neglected, 
typically poor, areas of the east and south regions of the City such as the Figueroa Corridor, Leimert Park, 
Highland Park, Boyle Heights and Westlake among others. This ongoing transformation in many of Los 
Angeles’ older established neighborhoods may be a positive change for commercial corridors and for 
homeowners whose increased property values are a welcomed asset. However, revitalization can also 
have a devastating impact for low-income renters who are least able to withstand increasing housing costs.

Much of this urban renewal comes on the heels of an unprecedented $40 billion government funded 
transportation expansion in the region and the added value has invited much needed investment, but also 
speculators to “fix and flip” properties that in turn contribute to increasing housing costs in the surrounding 
areas. The City is challenged to encourage revitalization and investment while simultaneously promoting 
neighborhood stability. It is a timely moment for the City to seize the opportunity and reap the benefits 
from this revitalization to help create a more equitable and sustainable housing market with more choices.

The State of Housing and Affordability Gaps
A contributing factor to the acute housing affordability problem is a mismatch between what is being built 
and what needs to be built. In 2013 (the most recent year for which full data are available), of the 1,605 
units needed for low-income households in the City of Los Angeles only 593 were built. Los Angeles 
added 37 percent of the needed housing for low-income residents but nearly 150 percent (5,874 units) of 
the units needed by above moderate income earners. In spite of the economic recovery and accompanying 
increases in multifamily production, new apartment rents are not reachable by lower income families. An 
inability to supply enough housing for diverse income groups is contributing to eroding confidence in Los 
Angeles’ potential to promote income and social mobility.

The average rent in Los Angeles is $2,0311 while new apartments built in the preceding ten years rent for 
$2,609 and have a 12 percent vacancy rate2; a 5 percent vacancy rate indicates that supply and demand 
are in balance. At these rental rates, families must earn $81,240 to afford the average rent and $104,360 
to afford a newly built apartment. In reality, the Los Angeles median income is only $50,5443 and the 
current living wage of $15 per hour translates to $26,2504 in annual wages; both wages leave a tremendous 
wage gap for workers seeking to rent in Los Angeles. The high vacancy rate for newer, more expensive 
housing exemplifies the disparity in the type of housing being built demonstrating that new, higher cost 
housing, is out of reach for many Angelenos.

1 Real Facts Online. City of Los Angeles, Average Asking Rent 2014
2 Real Facts Online. City of Los Angeles, Market Overview Average Occupancy Rate 2014
3 U.S. Census. American Community Survey 2014
4 Flaming, D., Bums, P, Effects of a Fifteen Dollar an Hour Minimum Wage in the City of Los Angeles 2013
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On the homeownership front, Los Angeles is the second-least affordable region in the country for middle- 
class people seeking to buy a home5. The median priced home of $560,0006 in Los Angeles is more than 
two-and-a-half times the average national home price ($208,900)7. Such high home prices require a 
conventional monthly mortgage payment of $3,146 with corresponding annual earnings that are upwards 
of $125,000.

Across the board, rental and homeownership housing costs exceed what the median income or middle 
class can afford, in particular given the stagnation of incomes in the city since 2007 (see Attachment 1).

SOLUTIONS IN CITIES WITH SIMILAR HOUSING CHALLENGES
Cities with high housing costs are narrowing the affordable housing gap through local funding initiatives 
that help put housing within reach of low-income households. Staff compared Los Angeles to cities with 
similar affordable housing challenges. Commonalities among the select cities include an expensive real 
estate market, robust economic growth, a high rent burden, and a large renter population that exceeds the 
number of homeowners. The research revealed that five out of the six comparison cities recently adopted 
or updated a housing plan with local dollars dedicated to affordable housing financing and strategies to 
increase the future local funding commitment (see bar graph below). The blue bar illustrates the fiscal 
year 2014-2015 local commitments ranging from a high of over $800 million in New York City to a low 
of $20 million in the City of Boston. In fiscal year 2015-2016, Los Angeles’ Mayor Garcetti made a $10 
million contribution to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund; $5 million from the City’s general fund, and 
another $5 million from a future hotel tax on short term rentals.

5 Harvard University's Joint Center for Housing Studies
6 Data Quick California Home Sale Activity by City - 2014 City Chart
7 United States Federal Reserve Bank. Median Sales Price of Existing Single-Family Homes. 2014
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Los Angeles’ reliance on diminishing federal resources will cause a dramatic decrease in housing 
production. At its height, in 2008, the Affordable Housing Trust Fund (AHTF) allocation was $108 
million. Today, the total funding is approximately $27 million, all of which are federal funds and program 
income. The rising housing costs and shrinking public funds are prompting many cities to implement or 
reinvigorate their own local funding resources such as housing linkage fee programs or levies to help fund 
local tmst funds and other affordable housing programs. The affordable housing challenge is universally 
shared by the cities highlighted above and all, but the City of Los Angeles, are responding with locally 
created solutions.

LOCAL AFFORD ABLE HOUSING FUNDING OPTIONS
An improving economy with increasing investment provides the City an opportunity to expand housing 
options for families and children as well as improve housing stability in neighborhoods to get ahead of 
the inevitable market forces that threaten to displace long-time, often lower income residents. Based on 
the comparison of other cities with high housing costs, below are several options for new local programs 
and measures to help generate revenue to create and preserve affordable housing and thereby promote 
upward mobility and opportunity for all. At a glance, the funding options HCIDLA researched are as 
follows:

■ Affordable Housing Benefit Fee: A linkage fee for all new development. This requires 
approval of the City Council and the Mayor to enact through a local ordinance.

■ Housing Bond Measure: A bond measure to approve new property tax revenues for affordable 
housing. This requires a ballot measure with a two-thirds vote.

■ Housing Levy: A citywide tax that authorizes additional regular property taxes to be used for 
affordable housing. This requires a ballot measure with a two-thirds vote.
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■ Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District (EIFD): A financing authority for cities to 
construct and rehabilitate infrastructure, including affordable housing, by capturing local property 
tax growth within a district’s boundaries. New districts are adopted by resolution.

■ Community Revitalization and Investment Authority (Authority): A financing authority for 
cities to construct and rehabilitate infrastaicture by capturing local property tax growth within an 
authority’s boundaries, it requires a 25 percent set-aside for affordable housing. New authorities 
are adopted by resolution

■ Former Tax Increment Set-Aside: Permanently earmarking a percent of the former CRA tax 
revenue to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund. This requires approval of the City Council and the 
Mayor to enact a permanent allocation from the General Fund. However, this funding is currently 
absorbed in the General Fund and pays for a variety of City services.

■ Fees on Real Estate Recording Instruments: Similar to Assemblymember Atkins’ AB1335 bill, 
Los Angeles County could impose a new document recording fee on real estate transactions. Any 
potential effort to impose fees on real estate transactions at the local level should be considered in 
context with ongoing statewide initiatives.

Affordable Housing Benefit Fee
The Affordable Housing Benefit Fee program (alternatively referred to as a housing impact fee or linkage 
fee program) is a one-time monetary charge levied on new developments to assist a City with a percentage 
of the cost related to the additional housing needs of employees in said developments. The legal basis for 
the fee program is that a portion of the jobs created by new property developments are low paying. When 
wages are low, workers are unable to afford the market rate rent and therefore demand affordable housing. 
The difference between what households at various income levels can afford to pay, by only dedicating 
30 percent of income toward rent, and the average market-rent is the income gap that is referred to as the 
“earned income deficit”. The portion of low paying jobs in each new development differs depending on 
the development type. The City’s first Affordable Housing Benefit Fee study was completed in 2011 and 
it found a close correlation between new industrial, commercial, and residential construction, and the 
demand for new affordable housing. The study meets the California Mitigation Fee Act (Gov. Code 
sections 66000 et seq) requirement that a fee be “roughly proportional” in nature and relate to the impact 
of the proposed development. This is important because it establishes a quantifiable justification for the 
fee.

The fee is typically charged on a square foot basis to new commercial and/or residential development and 
it is established through the adoption of a local ordinance with approval of the City Council and the Mayor. 
While linkage fees of this sort are criticized for potentially burdening the development community, the 
right policy can minimize the impact. This type of fee program helps the City provide reasonably priced 
housing for workers so that the City’s overall economic health is unaffected and demand for goods and 
services persists.

Per this transmittal, HCIDLA seeks to initiate a new nexus study to reflect current economic and housing 
market conditions. The new study is critical for designing a linkage fee program that minimizes negative 
impacts to the development community while still providing significant resources to help the City finance 
affordable housing opportunities.
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Bond Measure
A Citywide bond measure is another option for creating a local affordable housing fund. The recent past 
shows City residents strongly support a local bond to fund affordable housing. However despite this strong 
support, in 2006, during the housing bubble peak, the City’s affordable housing bond, Measure H, failed 
to pass by a small margin with 63 percent voting in favor and 37 percent voting against the proposed 
housing bond. The $1 billion bond measure would have resulted in an average annual city debt service 
payment of approximately $58 million per year for 30 years.

Some challenges in creating a bond measure include an extensive and expensive campaign as well as 
added debt. This type of bond must be repaid by the City of Los Angeles from additional property tax 
revenues based upon the assessed value of all taxable property, creating more City debt and competition 
for other City services funded through a ballot measure. Additionally, a ballot measure of this sort requires 
a two-thirds vote of qualified electors in the City.

Housing Levy
Another option explored for establishing a local source of funding for affordable housing includes the 
implementation of a citywide tax levy that authorizes additional regular property taxes to be dedicated to 
affordable housing. A housing tax levy would require a ballot initiative with a majority- two-thirds- voter 
approval. The levy could be set for a limited time period and may be re-authorized by voters.

The City of Seattle, Washington, has had several housing levies since 1981. The latest levy, approved in 
November 2009, provides $ 145 million over seven years. The cost to a property owner is a percent of the 
assessed property value. The current Seattle Levy costs the owner of a median priced home ($475,000) 
$60 per year or $5 per month.

The tax levy approach is a way of spreading the responsibility to provide affordable housing opportunities 
across all property owners so that all share the burden in a uniform manner with minimum overall impact 
to individual property owners. Similar to a housing bond measure, a tax levy requires dedicated City 
resources for a ballot measure campaign. Unlike a bond measure, however, a levy does not require a debt 
service from the City, since it is paid through an additional property tax.

Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts (EIFD)
In 2014, the California legislature authorized the Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts (EIFD) as a 
new financing authority for cities to construct and rehabilitate infrastructure by capturing a portion of the 
growth in local property taxes within a targeted area. New districts are adopted by resolution. Those that 
issue tax increment bonds to attract private capital must obtain 55 percent of the popular vote within the 
district boundaries.

While specific affordable housing set-asides are not required of EIFDs, cities may identify affordable 
housing as a goal for an EIFD targeted area. EIFDs may invite other local taxing entities to join; limited 
participation may diminish the potential revenue sources. Where community opposition to an EIFD is 
strong there may be a tendency to push the location of a district out of core areas in the City where 
affordable housing is most needed.

Community Revitalization and Investment Authority (Authority)
In 2015, The Governor signed AB2 (Alejo) creating a Community Revitalization and Investment 
Authority that diverts tax increment (of consenting local agencies) to infrastructure projects in
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disadvantaged communities, it requires a 25 percent set-aside for affordable housing. New authorities are 
adopted by resolution.

Community Revitalization and Investment Authorities may invite other local taxing entities to join except 
for the LA Unified School District; limited participation may diminish the potential revenue sources. 
Where community opposition to an Authority is strong there may be a tendency to push the location of 
the Authority out of core areas in the City where affordable housing is most needed.

Permanently Earmark a Portion of the City’s Former Tax Increment to the AHTF 
One of the original purposes of former tax increment funds was to create low- and moderate-income 
housing within redevelopment areas; with a minimum of 20 percent dedicated to very low-income. In 
keeping with this intended purpose, last year, HCIDLA made a recommendation to dedicate 25 percent of 
the former tax increment coming to the City of Los Angeles’ General Fund to the Affordable Housing 
Trust Fund (AHTF) beginning in fiscal year 2014-2015. Alternatively, HCIDLA also proposed a phased- 
in approach to achieve a maximum annual dedication of 35 percent of the former tax increment dollars to 
the AHTF. Based on an annual projection of $49 million in unrestricted former tax increment dollars 
contributed to the City’s General Fund, these proposals (Council File #14-0361) would provide between 
$12 million and $17 million annually to the Trust Fund.

Making a Trust Fund allocation means that a portion of the former redevelopment funds are not available 
for alternate uses. Currently, this revenue is funding a variety of other critical City services as part of the 
General Fund. The Mayor has recently committed to contributing $10 million from the General Fund to 
the Affordable Housing Trust Fund in future annual budgets, which is 60 to 80 percent of what the CF14- 
0361 motion would have achieved.

Fees on Real Estate Recording Instruments
Similar to Assemblymember Atkins AB1335 bill, Los Angeles County could impose a new document 
recording fee on real estate transactions but statewide legislation clarifying the county’s authority to 
impose said fee may be necessary. The local county fee would also require a countywide ballot measure. 
The resulting funding would likely be administered and controlled by the county.

FEDERAL. STATE AND OTHER FUNDING SOURCES
New affordable housing funding streams from Sacramento and Washington D.C. epitomize the magnitude 
of the problem and the urgency to address this crisis. This new funding has limitations however. These 
sources are competitively awarded and the City of Los Angeles is not guaranteed a minimum funding 
level, and many require a local match, Further, without a local commitment, City projects are unable to 
leverage these outside sources competitively. Other funds are highly restrictive and may only be used for 
very specific populations, limiting the City’s ability to use the dollars where the local need is greatest. 
Below is a snapshot of said funding streams. With the exception of the National Housing Trust Fund, 
expected to distribute funding in 2016, all other sources are available beginning in 2015.
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Federal, State and Other Competitive Funds
National Housing 

Trust Fund
AHSC Multifamily

Housing
Program

Prop 41 L.A. County

$TBD*
(annual allocation)

$400M**
(FY 15/16 
allocation)

$100M
(one-time)

$545M***
(limited duration)

$75M****
(limited duration)

*Amount to be determined after the Federal Housing & Transportation budget is finalized.
**Scheduled to end in 2020
***$75 million awarded in 2015 with $545 million in total funds available over several years
****$15 million awarded annually with $75 million in total funds available through annual NOFAs ending in 2018

These new state and federal funds are very timely, however they are significantly diminished resources. 
As an example, the California redevelopment agencies generated $1 billion annually meanwhile the new 
statewide source of funding for affordable housing is the Affordable Housing and Sustainable Community 
(AHSC) program currently funded at $400 million. This represents a very small portion of the funding 
amount that is needed. The Multifamily Housing Program has one-time funding and the remaining sources 
have sunset dates in the next 5 years.

Relying solely on these outside funds makes the City vulnerable to an annual appropriations process or 
competitive criteria that may not necessarily include the local long-term public policy priorities.

National Housing Trust Fund
The National Housing Trust Fund (NHTF) will provide communities with funds to build, preserve, and 
rehabilitate rental homes that are affordable for extremely- and very low-income households. The NHTF 
is targeted toward rental housing, at least 90 percent of the funds must be used for the production, 
preservation, rehabilitation, or operation of rental housing. At least 75 percent of the funds for rental 
housing must benefit extremely low-income households and all funds must benefit very low-income 
households. The National Housing Trust Fund, per 2010 interim adopted regulations, will provide block 
grants directly to the states.

Funding allocations are expected in 2016 and are based on Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac’s future business. 
The amount of funding for 2016 is still being determined through the federal appropriations budget process 
and there are several attempts to eliminate the funding altogether. The final outcome of the NHTF is 
contingent upon the FY16 Federal Budget appropriations process. At this time, California’s portion is 
still unknown.

Affordable Housing and Sustainable Community (AHSC)
AHSC, a new funding program under California’s Cap and Trade program, places a “cap” on aggregate 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from businesses responsible for state’s GHG emissions. Businesses 
“trade” (buy and sell) carbon allowances on the open market. Proceeds from the sale of allowances are 
dedicated to projects that reduce GHG emissions that contribute to climate change.

A portion of the proceeds from cap-and-trade funds the newly created AHSC program that is tasked with 
reducing greenhouse gases by encouraging the development of affordable housing near transit to create 
fewer car trips and vehicle miles travelled. The AHSC program will receive 20 percent of the annual cap- 
and-trade auction revenues projected to be approximately $2.2 billion which translates to $400 million for
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the State’s 2015-2016 fiscal year budget. The funding is competitive and requires a local financing 
commitment.

State of California Multifamily Housing Program (MHP)
The Multifamily Housing Program (MHP) at the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development received a one-time allocation of $100 million in the State’s 2014-2015 budget. Half of this 
funding is designated for supportive housing development. This is the first State General Fund allocation 
for the MHP program in more than a decade. Competitive NOFAs are currently underway.

California’s Veterans Housing and Homelessness Prevention (VHHP) Program (Proposition 41)
In 2008, California voters approved Proposition 12, the Veteran’s Bond Act of 2008, authorizing $900 
million in general obligation bonds intended to help veterans purchase homes through the Cal Vet Home 
Loan Program. As a result of the nation’s economic crisis and the state’s housing downturn, the CalVet 
Home Loan Program did not experience the demand that was originally projected before the downturn.

In 2013, AB 639 restructured the Veteran’s Bond Act of 2008 authorizing $600 million in existing bond 
authority to fund acquisition, construction, rehabilitation and preservation of multifamily housing for 
veterans and their families. With the approval of Proposition 41 by California voters in 2014, the 
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), in collaboration with CalHFA 
and CalVet, adopted and released its final program guidelines for the VHHP Program early this year. The 
second Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) was issued by the state departments in October 2015, 
providing an additional $75 million to serve veterans (the initial VHHP NOFA was issued in March 2015 
for $75 million).8

Los Angeles County
In Los Angeles County, in fiscal year 2013-2014, the Board of Supervisors made a five-year commitment 
of $75 million in former tax increment funding; $15 million per year. Annual NOFAs will be issued to 
award funds. A recent addition of $9.9 million to the upcoming Fall 2015 NOFA - initially funded at $15 
million - sets the new total at nearly $25 million for this year in former redevelopment funds for affordable 
housing development.

METRO Motion
In the summer of 2015, the Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) approved a Mayor 
Garcetti led Motion that directs the MTA to set a 35 percent affordable housing goal of all residential units 
developed on MTA-owned property. The Motion further directs the MTA to create a Transit-Oriented 
Affordable Housing Fund (TOAH) with an initial dedication of $2 million each year for five years for a 
$10 million maximum. However, other provisions include a price reduction on MTA-owned land for 
affordable housing projects as well as the establishment of a memorandum of understanding with local 
jurisdictions for joint development projects. Additionally, this TOAH fund will likely be acquisition 
financing that does not include the capital leveraging sources. This significant policy shift underscores 
the need to address the affordable housing crisis and to better serve a primarily low-income ridership.

8 “Veteran” means any person who served in the active military, naval or air service of the United States or as a 
member of the National guard who was called to and released from active duty or active services for a period of 
not less than 90 consecutive days or was discharged from service due to a service related disability. This includes 
veterans with other-than-honorable discharges.



New Affordable Housing Benefi t Fee Study
Page II

Speaker Atkins ’ Housing Bills Package
Speaker Atkins’ proposed bills (AB 1335, AB 35, AB 90, and AB 1056) were a comprehensive approach 
to increasing the availability of affordable housing statewide. The bills proposed to establish a permanent 
affordable housing funding source through a $75 fee on real estate transaction documents with a cap of 
$225 per parcel (AB 1335), increase the state’s Low Income Housing Tax Credit by $300 million thereby 
enabling a $200 million leverage in 4 percent federal credits that are currently underutilized (AB35), create 
a framework for how California will spend the NHTF funds mentioned above (AB 90) and dedicate a 
portion of the Proposition 47 funds to reduce recidivism by investing in rapid rehousing and support 
systems for formerly incarcerated Californians (AB 1056). Governor Brown vetoed AB35 citing future 
financial uncertainties regarding the State’s budget and signed both AB 90 and AB 1056. Meanwhile, the 
California State Legislature made AB 1335 a two-year bill that may be advanced in 2016.

DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION
Based on the review of possible local funding programs, new state resources and a survey of other cities 
with similar housing challenges, the HCIDLA recommends the Affordable Housing Benefit Fee as a local 
economic tool to serve as the City’s first dedication of local and permanent affordable housing funding. 
HCIDLA further recommends to jointly work with the Department of City Planning on the administration 
of the new study.

HCIDLA is not recommending that the City pursue a housing bond and a tax levy since they would require 
an extensive public campaign with significant financial and staff resources without assurances of approval 
after the time and monetary investments are made. The supermajority voter approval required for a tax 
levy or bond is a very high threshold intended to not allow tax increases to happen easily. What’s more, 
both are finite resources eventually leaving the City without a local permanent funding source. With an 
Affordable Housing Benefit Fee program, however, the City Council and the Mayor control the program 
design, including fee levels, exemptions and adjustments that may correspond with the City’s overall 
economic wellbeing.

Is it the right time?
Los Angeles’ improving economy presents a tremendous opportunity for the City to dedicate financial 
resources to this worsening problem and enable prudent long-term affordable housing plans in opportune 
areas and for the housing type most needed. Affordable housing construction is a significant economic 
engine in the City of Los Angeles generating jobs, taxes and income. The AHTF projects produced nearly 
972 jobs in 2014 alone. The Affordable Housing Trust Fund awarded $28.1 million in calendar year 2014 
leveraging $87.3 million in other financial resources to finance 367 affordable housing units representing 
a total development cost of $ 115.3 million.

The Affordable Housing Benefit Fee program is designed to offset a portion of the future impacts on the 
City’s affordable housing and it is not considered an in-lieu fee or payment required in-lieu of building 
low-income housing units. Nexus studies quantify the maximum justifiable linkage fee a City may levy. 
However, jurisdictions do not typically adopt fees at the maximum level since they must strive to achieve 
a balance between a fee that is a significant contributor to new affordable housing and still promotes 
economic activity through continued development activity. Failure to pay the fee exacerbates the housing 
crisis and affects local businesses in the fomi of loss demand for goods and services.
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Missed Opportunity
During the housing boom and the recent growth in overall construction activity, the City of Los Angeles 
missed a tremendous opportunity to increase the affordable housing stock through an Affordable Housing 
Benefit Fee program. If an affordable housing benefit fee, even at the lowest level studied in 2011, were 
implemented in 2011, the AHTF would have received an average of $37 million in annual revenue, 
enabling the City to finance 370 affordable housing units every year. At this rate, a linkage fee program 
would double the amount of affordable housing the City can finance from 367 with current federal funds 
to over 700 units annually with linkage fee proceeds included. The losses are magnified when we consider 
the leveraged dollars that are missed when the City does not invest in affordable housing.

Self-Sustaining City
An overdependence on short-term state and federal funds hampers the City’s ability to create long-term, 
innovative housing policies. The Affordable Housing Benefit Fee grants the City the autonomy and 
flexibility to develop housing policy objectives and new financing tools that are based on a local 
understanding of the problem. With a benefit fee, the City would have the distinct opportunity to use 
funds in areas that do not qualify for other state and federal dollars because of strict regulations, such as 
locating housing within a one half mile of light or heavy rail. Similarly, the City could help middle income 
households who do not qualify for low-income housing assistance financed by federal resources but 
nevertheless struggle to find market rate rents they can afford. These households fall into what is known 
as the “donut hole” earning too much to qualify for existing program but not enough to afford market rate 
costs. These type of flexible uses only come with a locally generated funding stream.

California Cities with Housing Linkage and/or Impact Fees
In the last year alone, housing linkage and/or impact fees have made headlines in expensive, built-out 
cities. In light of severe funding cuts and strong real estate markets driven by high-end housing, many 
cities are actively enacting new housing impact fees or revising existing programs to increase local 
revenue and create affordable housing opportunity. In cities where the linkage fee proposal was 
controversial, both city officials and the development community made compromises; acceptable fee 
levels or fee increases as well as decisions about development types subject to the fees were achieved 
through consultations with all stakeholders. Some of the fastest growing cities listed below chose housing 
linkage fees as a necessary program to ensure that affordable housing is built.

■ The City of San Francisco has one of the more progressive linkage fee programs in the state. 
Developers must pay $24.03 per square foot of office space, while retail and entertainment pays 
$22.42 per square foot, among other fees. The city uses the percent change in the Construction 
Cost Index to adjust the fees annually.

■ The City of West Hollywood completed a study in 2015 recommending a fee increase on 
commercial development from $2.85 per square foot to $8 per square foot.

■ Daly City adopted a housing impact fee in April 2014 that ranges between $14 and $25 per square 
foot of rental and for-sale units.

■ The City of San Diego, after a protracted battle between City Council and the development 
community throughout 2014, the City approved doubling the existing fees by 2017; fees were 
unchanged since 1996. New office space paid $1.06 per square foot and under the new proposal 
the fee will be $2.12. Likewise, hotels and retail space paid 64 cents per square foot and will pay 
$1.28 per square foot.

■ The City of San Jose, in November 2014, approved a new housing impact fee program that 
establishes a fee of $17 per square foot of new development on all new market-rate housing.
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• The City of Mountain View more than doubled the existing impact fee program of $10.26 per 
square foot to $25 per square foot for office space and $17 per square foot for new apartment 
projects, These fee increases are well above the staff recommendation of $15 per sauare foot of 
apartment space and $20 per square foot of office space.

■ In San Mateo County, thirteen cities partnered to explore the use of impact fees on new 
development to fund affordable housing. This multicity project will simultaneously produce nexus 
studies for several jurisdictions in the county; the results are expected in 2015.

Much like Los Angeles, these cities are experiencing an affordable housing crisis, however, at the same 
time they expect to continue attracting significant development in the future. They arc taking proactive 
steps to spread the economic prosperity to all residents (see Attachment 2). The City of Los Angeles can 
join other forward thinking cities by implementing its own Affordable Housing Benefit Fee program.

Social Contract
An Affordable Housing Benefit Fee program calls for the development community to embrace the 
responsibility of financing a supply of affordable housing for the growing low-and moderate-income 
workforce that is employed. Given the high propensity for developers to profit from Los Angeles’ 
popularity and standing as the third largest metropolitan economy in the world as well as the massive 
public investment in transportation infrastructure, the fee program is a fair and positive step toward 
equitable growth that spreads economic opportunity to working households.

An Affordable Housing Benefit Fee program relies entirely on the City’s ability to continue attracting 
development and its ability to encourage expansion within the City so continued job growth is critical for 
the success of the program. If structured correctly, the fee program will help sustain job growth and will 
help pay for the much needed affordable housing of its workforce while promoting economic 
competitiveness. The slightly higher development costs expected from a housing linkage fee program are 
offset by higher rents and sales prices in a high demand market like Los Angeles.

CONCLUSION
While housing linkage fees are not a panacea for cities with an affordable housing crisis, they do generate 
millions of dollars and help leverage additional funds that together make a significant contribution to a 
local fund. Of the high cost cities surveyed as part of this report, San Francisco and Boston have 
implemented housing linkage fees for several years. Combined with other state, federal and private funds, 
the housing linkage fee programs share the costs of new affordable housing demand over several funders, 
not just developers. According to the prior 2011 Affordable Housing Benefit Fee study, in cities that 
implement this type of fee program, the linkage fees account for approximately 20 to 25 percent of the 
local housing budget.

Support and need for a City Affordable Housing Benefit Fee program has been long established in 
Los Angeles with Mayor Tom Bradley proposing the City’s first linkage fee in 1990 with an adopted 
“notice to credit” ordinance notifying developers that they might be subject to an Affordable Housing 
Mitigation Fee that the City was considering. Nearly a decade later, in 2000, the City’s Housing Crisis 
Task Force issued a set of recommendations through the In Short Supply report calling for a linkage fee 
as one of many City taxes to help finance affordable housing. Today, fifteen years later, the City faces a 
more pronounced and complex housing shortage that demands the City to consider the establishment of a 
local permanent, self-sustaining source of funding that gives the City flexibility to create new financing 
tools to address the affordability crisis.
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F[SCAL IMPACT
The department is requesting up to $500,000 to be transferred to the Department of City Planning for 
executing the contract for the new study.
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Attachment 2 -Linkage Fees in Select California Cities (Per Square Foot)

City Hotels R&D Office
Warehouse/

Industrial

Retail/

Restaurant
Entertainment Residential

Integrated
PDR

Small
Enterprise

Menlo Park
{2014)

$15.19 $8.24

Napa County
(2015)

$9.00 $5.25 $3.60/$4.5D $7.50 $5.50

Palo Alto
(2014)

$18.89 $18.89 $18.89 $18.89 $18.89

Marin
{2013)

$1,745 per
room

$7.19 $7.19 $1.94/$3.74 $5.40

Mountain View
{2014)

$25.00 $17.00

San Francisco
(2015)

$17.99 $16.01 $24.03 $22.42 $22.42 $18.89 $18.89

San Diego (2017) $1.28 $0.80 $2.12 $1.28

San Jose (2014) $17.00

Daly City (2014) $25.00
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* Address of Project: 5261 Hermitage Ave. Valley Village. CA 91607_______________ Tract Map No. VTT U 73704

Date: 7/7/15___________________Prepared by: ReDecca________ FOR ALL TRACTS

Apt.
No. Name of Tenant Age

Disabled/
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No. ot Minor 
Children 
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Abstract Go to:

Objectives. We investigated the association between housing insecurity and the health of very young children.

Methods. Between 1998 and 2007, we interviewed 22069 low-income caregivers with children younger than 3 
years who were seen in 7 US urban medical centers. We assessed food insecurity, child health status, 
developmental risk, weight, and housing insecurity for each child's household. Our indicators for housing 
insecurity were crowding (>2 people/bedroom or> 1 family/residence) and multiple moves (>2 moves within the 
previous year).

Results. After adjusting for covariates, crowding was associated with household food insecurity compared with 
the securely housed (adjusted odds ratio [AOR] = 1.30; 95% confidence interval [CI] = 1.18, 1.43), as were 
multiple moves (AOR= 1.91; 95% CI= 1.59, 2.28). Crowding was also associated with child food insecurity 
(AOR=1.47; 95% CI=1.34, 1.63), and so were multiple moves (AOR=2.56; 95% CI=2.13, 3.08). Multiple 
moves were associated with fair or poor child health (AOR= 1.48; 95% CI= 1.25, 1.76), developmental risk 
(AOR 1.71; 95% CI=1.33, 2.21), and lower weight-for-age z scores (-0.082 vs -0.013; P=.02).

Conclusions. Housing insecurity is associated with poor health, lower weight, and developmental risk among 
young children. Policies that decrease housing insecurity can promote the health of young children and should be 
a priority.
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In the United States, as in other countries, housing is considered a strong social determinant of health.1 * Poor 
housing conditions have been linked to multiple negative health outcomes in both children and adults. The 
Department of Health and Human Services has defined housing insecurity as high housing costs in proportion to 
income, poor housing quality, unstable neighborhoods, overcrowding, or homelessness.- Crowding in the home 
and multiple moves from home to home have clear negative associations for children. Crowding is negatively 
associated with mental health status,3 ability to cope with stress,4 child and parent interaction,- social 
relationships,3 and sleep.3 It also increases the risk for childhood injuries,- elevated blood pressure,5 * * respiratory 
conditions,- and exposure to infectious disease.- Adults8 * * and children- living in crowded households are less 
likely to access health care services than are those in noncrowded households, and families with multiple moves 
are less likely to establish a medical home and seek out preventive health services for their children than are 
securely housed families —

In older children and adolescents, a history of multiple moves has been associated with mental health concerns,11 
substance abuse,12 increased behavior problems,13 * poor school performance,13,14 and increased risk of teen 
pregnancy.15 Multiple moves in childhood can have lifelong impact, as evidenced by higher rates of adverse 
childhood events,— lower global health ratings in adulthood,— and increased mental health and behavior 
concerns lasting through adolescence and into adulthood.1- Grade-school children with more than 2 school 
moves are 2.5 times more likely to repeat a grade, and adolescents who experience school moves are 50% more 
likely not to graduate from high school —

Access to affordable housing is likely to reduce the chances that a family will live in crowded conditions or make 
multiple moves within a short period of time. Since the Housing Act of 1937 was passed, 30% of monthly 
adjusted income has been used as the threshold for affordable housing costs. But affordability by this definition is 
becoming increasingly less common. In 2008, half of renter households paid more than 30% of their income in 
rent, and nearly a quarter paid more than 50%. Increases in unemployment and the poverty rate since 2008 
have likely increased the number of families living in housing that they are hard pressed to afford. Although 
poverty is higher among young children than among any other age group, little is known about the effects of 
housing insecurity on very young children who are considered housed, albeit precariously. We examined the 
health, developmental, and anthropometric correlates of housing insecurity among children younger than 3 years, 
using crowding and multiple moves as indicators.

METHODS Go to:

Between June 1998 and December 2007, researchers with the ongoing Children's HealthWatch study approached
36618 adult caregivers of children younger than 3 years at Children's HealthWatch sites in 7 central-city medical
centers serving diverse, low-income populations in Baltimore, MD; Boston, MA; Little Rock, AR; Los Angeles,
CA; Minneapolis, MN; Philadelphia, PA; and Washington, DC. Institutional review board approval was obtained
at each site prior to data collection and has been renewed annually since then.

The study design was cross-sectional. At each study site, trained interviewers surveyed caregivers accompanying
children younger than 3 years who were seeking care at acute or primary care clinics or hospital emergency
departments during peak patient flow times. Interviewers did not approach caregivers of critically ill or injured
children. Potential respondents were excluded if they did not speak English or Spanish (or, in Minneapolis only,
Somali), were not knowledgeable about the child's household, had been interviewed previously, lived out of state,
or did not consent to participate. The caregivers were approached in private settings.

Of the 36618 caregivers who were approached, 3419 (9.3%) were ineligible, and 3343 (10.9%) refused to
participate or were not able to complete the interview (Figure 1). To ensure that sample participants had
relatively similar economic backgrounds, participants with private insurance were excluded (n=3358). Because
our study interest concerned housing insecurity distinct from homelessness, we also excluded families who were

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3134514/ 2/10
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homeless or living in shelters, residential treatment centers, or military facilities (n=780) (Figure 1). Also 
eliminated were 3649 (14.2%) interviews that had missing data. This process yielded a final analysis sample of 
22069 caregiver/child dyads. Those with complete data were similar to those with incomplete data in terms of 
child's gender, birth weight, household employment, and number of children in the household. Caregivers with 
incomplete data were more likely to be Hispanic, foreign born, interviewed in Minneapolis, married, older, have 
less education, have breastfed their child, and not report depressive symptoms.

FIGURE 1
Description of analytic sample selection: 7 US cities, 1998-2007.

Survey, Anthropometric, and Housing Insecurity Measures

From study inception, the survey covered multiple domains, including demographics, housing, reports of child 
health, and the United States Food Security Scale.23-26 Participants self-identified their race/ethnicity using 
definitions based on US Census Bureau definitions. We asked race/ethnicity questions to characterize the 
sample and to demonstrate the diversity of this population. Respondents characterized their child's health as 
excellent, good, fair, or poor using a question from the 1988-1994 National Health and Nutrition Examination 
Survey, which has been validated against medical chart review. Poor child health was defined as caregivers 
ranking children as being in either fair or poor health.31

Household food insecurity and child food insecurity were derived from the Food Security Scale in accordance 
with established procedures.23,25 Households were classified as food insecure if they scored at a level indicating 
they could not afford enough nutritious food for active, healthy lives, and if this condition resulted from 
constrained resources.23-25 Children were classified as food insecure if their caregivers reported that they met 
the criteria for either child hunger (skipping or reducing the size of child meals) or poor diet quality (relying on 
only a few foods or being unable to provide a balanced diet for children).24

In 2000 we expanded our survey to assess caregivers’ depressive symptoms, measured by a 3-item screen with a 
sensitivity of 100%, specificity of 88%, and positive predictive value of 66%, compared with the 8-item Rand 
screening instrument for depressive symptoms.32

We gave the Parents’ Evaluation of Developmental Status (PEDS) survey to a subset of 7345 caregivers with 
children older than 4 months from 2004 through 2007. Caregivers reported concerns about the child's 
development in 8 areas: expressive language, receptive language, fine motor skills, gross motor skills, behavior, 
social-emotional skills, self-help, and school. In addition, we asked caregivers 2 open-ended questions about 
concerns in the global/cognitive area and additional concerns. Other investigators have shown that children 
whose caregivers express 1 or more concerns on the PEDS are considered to be at developmental risk and 
experience from 8 to 20 times the risk of developmental and behavioral problems compared with children whose 
parents do not express concerns on the PEDS.36

Project staff or clinical staff used standard techniques to collect children's weight and length/height. When 
clinical staff collected these data, project staff obtained the data later via medical record reviews conducted on 
the same day as the interview. Anthropometric status was derived from the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention/National Center for Health Statistics 2000 age-gender standardized growth charts. We also

38calculated weight-for-age z scores.
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We divided the sample into 3 mutually exclusive groups according to their housing insecurity status. Families 
with no more than 1 move in the previous year and no indication of crowding were the referent securely housed 
group. We defined the 2 insecurely housed groups on the basis of crowding and multiple moves in the previous 
year. Using the US Department of Housing and Urban Development definition as a guideline, we defined 
crowding as having more than 2 people per bedroom or as temporarily living with other people because of 
economic difficulties (doubling up). Families that had moved 2 or more times in the previous year, with or 
without crowding, were classified as households with multiple moves.

Outcome variables included household food insecurity, child food insecurity, caregiver report of child's health 
status, developmental risk, and weight-for-age z scores. Weight-for-age z scores were expressed as a continuous 
variable. All other outcome variables were expressed as 2-level categorical variables.

Analysis

We developed separate multivariate logistic regression models for each of the dichotomous outcome variables, 
including a secondary analysis to examine whether adding maternal depressive symptoms might alter 
associations with housing insecurity (we assessed “maternal” depression for any female primary caregiver). We 
used general linear models for multivariate analysis of variance for continuous outcomes. Covariates included in 
each model were selected on theoretical grounds and on the basis of whether there was evidence of bivariate 
association with both the outcome of interest and with housing insecurity. To minimize the potential for 
collinearity, we calculated the correlation between pairs of independent variables, and we verified that no pair of 
variables included in the same regression model was highly correlated (i.e., r>0.40). To determine how housing 
insecurity was related to child health variables, we used SAS 9.1 (SAS Institute, Cary, NC) to conduct 
multivariate analyses, using securely housed families as the referent category. All models were adjusted for city, 
maternal race/ethnicity, maternal place of birth (United States vs other), marital status, maternal education, mean 
number of children in the home, whether adults in the household were employed, mean child's age, whether the 
child was breastfed, and child's birth weight less than 2500 g.

RESULTS Go to:

Housing insecurity affected 46% of the study sample, with 41% of households experiencing crowding, and 5% of 
households experiencing multiple moves. As indicated in Table 1, housing insecurity was significantly associated 
with research site and more children in the home. Maternal older age, minority race/ethnicity, foreign place of 
birth, single marital status, lower education, depressive symptoms, and breastfeeding were also significantly 
associated with housing insecurity. Older child age was significantly associated with multiple moves.

TABLE 1
Sample Characteristics, by Housing Group: Children Younger Than 3 
Years, 7 US Cities, 1998-2007

Household food insecurity (HFI) was found in 9% of families with secure housing, 12% of families with 
crowding, and 16% of families with multiple moves (P<.001). Child food insecurity (CFI) was found in 7% of 
families with secure housing, 17% of families with crowding, and 19% of families with multiple moves (P 
<.001). Multivariate analysis showed that, compared with the referent of secure housing, crowding was 
significantly associated with HFI (adjusted odds ratio [AOR] = 1.30; 95% confidence interval [CI] = 1.18, 1.43; P 
<.001) and with CFI (AOR=1.47; 95% CI=1.34, 1.63; P<.001) (Table 2). Multiple moves were also 
significantly associated with HFI (AOR= 1.91; 95% CI= 1.59, 2.28; P<.001) and CFI (AOR=2.56; 95% CI= 
2.13, 3.08; P<.001), with higher AORs than crowding and nonoverlapping confidence intervals. In addition, 
multiple moves were significantly associated with caregivers reporting their child's health as fair or poor (18% vs 
11% of the securely housed, AOR= 1.48; 95% CI= 1.25, 1.76; P<.001) and reporting developmental risk as 
measured by the PEDS (22% vs 14% of the securely housed, AOR=1.71; 95% CI=1.33, 2.21; P<.001). Children
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in the multiple-moves group had significantly lower weight-for-age z scores than the secure-housing group (
0.082 vs -0.013; P=.02) (Figure!).

TABLE 2
Variables Associated With Insecure Housing, by Housing Group: 
Children Younger Than 3 Years, 7 US Cities, 1998-2007

FIGURE 2
Adjusted mean weight-for-age z scores by housing group: children 
younger than 3 years, 7 US cities, 1998-2007.

When we added maternal depressive symptoms to the models as a covariate, the associations of housing 
insecurity with fair/poor child health and developmental risk were somewhat attenuated but remained significant. 
The AOR between multiple moves and fair/poor child health diminished only slightly, from 1.48 (95% CI= 1.25, 
1.76) to 1.40 (95% CI= 1.16, 1.70; P<.001), whereas the AOR between multiple moves and developmental risk 
diminished from 1.71 (95% CI=1.33, 2.21) to 1.53 (95% CI= 1.18, 1.99; P=.001), remaining significant but 
showing partial attenuation. Maternal depressive symptoms were significantly associated with HFI, CFI, 
fair/poor child health, and developmental risk (P<.001) but not with weight-for-age z score. CFI was also tested 
as a mediator of the association between housing insecurity and child weight for age, but results did not differ 
from our primary analysis.

DISCUSSION Go to:

Homeless children are recognized as being vulnerable to multiple health risks, but there are millions of less 
visible children whose health, development, and growth may be compromised by living in insecure housing. 
Nearly half of our sample (46%) had experienced housing insecurity within the past year. We found housing
insecurity to be associated with measures of poor health, growth, and development in young children, which is
consistent with findings of research on samples of adults and older children. Housing insecurity is also an
important marker for food insecurity. Multiple moves had a stronger relation with food insecurity and fair/poor 
child health than crowding, suggesting that multiple moves are a more severe form of housing insecurity.
Whereas crowding may be used as a coping strategy to avoid outright homelessness, housing transiency as 
reflected by multiple moves may indicate a lack of social ties40 to assist families during household crises.

We found that, compared with the rest of our sample, very young children in households with multiple moves had 
worse caregiver-reported health status, increased developmental risk, and average weight for age that was lower 
than expected. Although the magnitude of the weight-for-age z-score differences between the groups was not 
large, the negative growth differences in this group of very young children are cause for concern. Similar to 
multiple moves, crowding was associated with HFI and CFI, but to a lesser degree. Children living in households 
with both housing insecurity and food insecurity experience dual threats because food insecurity has been 
independently associated with children's risk for hospitalization,41 poor health,41 developmental delays,42 * * * * 47 48 

anemia,43,44 and the mother's risk for depressive symptoms.45,46

The potential life-course effects of housing insecurity during early childhood are important. Shonkoff et al. made
47a case that stress or disruption during childhood is a precursor to chronic disease in adulthood. The relationship 

between housing insecurity and outcomes of poor child health, diminished weight, increased developmental risk, 
and greater likelihood of food insecurity suggest that policies promoting stable housing may have latent positive 
long-term health impacts.

Young children may be particularly vulnerable to the lack of a stable environment or to the stress of their families
going through periods of housing insecurity. Social disorganization theory suggests that environmental factors

48such as housing insecurity influence parenting and child behavior. Housing insecurity impedes the
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development of role models, informal neighborhood social supports, connections to resources such as child care, 
family participation in the social environment, and establishment of a medical home for consistent health care.
All of these social factors are important to families with young children. Other social models discuss a 
competition process whereby neighbors compete for scarce community resources and services, impairing 
parental mental and physical health and influencing parental behaviors in ways that negatively affect the health of 
their children. Neighborhoods where families know and trust each other and community-level interventions that 
ensure adequate, safe, and affordable housing can positively affect the physical and mental health of parents and 
children.49

Programs offering housing subsidies or energy assistance have been shown to protect against child health 
concerns, including hospitalizations50 and poor growth,51 as well as anemia.52 Mills et al. found that families 
receiving housing subsidies moved less frequently and were less crowded than families that did not receive a 
subsidy. Despite the benefits of subsidized housing, only 1 out of 4 eligible households receives housing 
assistance.54 Meyers et al. found that children younger than 3 years who lived in food-insecure households that 
were eligible for housing subsidies but did not receive them were more than twice as likely to have growth delays 
as measured by weight for age compared with those receiving housing subsidies.51 Frank et al. showed that 
children in families receiving energy assistance had lower odds of acute hospitalizations and diminished risk of 
having weight-for-age z scores that were more than 2 standard deviations below the mean.50

Recent increases in unemployment, housing foreclosures (including those related to subprime lending), and the
continued demand for low-income housing all contribute to an environment of housing insecurity. Although all
socioeconomic groups are affected by housing insecurity, low-income households are particularly at risk because
of their already constrained financial resources and lack of reserve funds. Low-income families often pay a larger
proportion of their income for housing than do higher-income households, which decreases the resources

21available for other necessities such as food, transportation, heat, and medical care.

There are several methodological limitations that should be considered when interpreting these data. First, 
because of the cross-sectional design of this study, it is not possible to determine cause-and-effect relationships 
on the basis of our findings. Furthermore, although we controlled for important confounding variables, other 
unmeasured confounders may exist. We further acknowledge that, despite our use of previously independently 
validated questions whenever possible, respondents may have over- or underreported negative child outcomes. 
Because this study assesses families from low-income backgrounds in emergency rooms and hospital-based 
clinics, their children are already at elevated risk for developmental and health concerns and may not be 
representative of all low-income children. However, we excluded urgently ill or injured children, so some of the 
highest-risk children may not have been included in this study.

In addition, families that were excluded from the analyses because of incomplete data represent a high-risk 
segment of the study population, judged on the basis of demographic variables of caregiver education, maternal 
race/ethnicity, and maternal country of birth. Therefore, it is possible that excluding these families from the 
analyses contributes to underestimating the impact of housing insecurity. Finally, our measurement of housing 
insecurity does not incorporate measures of housing safety or quality of neighborhood conditions; nor does it 
consider affordability.

Nevertheless, the association between housing insecurity and measures of children's health and development 
provide evidence of the vulnerability of children who have insecure housing but who are not homeless. Low- 
income children often bear the burden of multiple risk factors for adverse outcomes, some of which (such as 
housing insecurity) can be addressed through public policies. Governmental action and community investment in 
expanding the supply of affordable housing, increasing funding for housing assistance programs, and stabilizing 
families in uncrowded housing they can afford can alleviate housing insecurity. Protecting families with young 
children from being economically forced into crowded conditions and frequent moves should be a policy priority.
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A lot of people are moving out of California because they can't afford to live there anymore.

For every home buyer coming into the state, there are three Californians selling and moving 
elsewhere, according to data analysis firm CoreLogic.

"There is clearly a relationship between the migration patterns and home prices," said Sam 
Khater, deputy chief economist at CoreLogic. "The middle and lower middle can no longer afford 
to live in California."
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Despite strong job and wage growth, the Golden State 
has been losing residents for years and could be facing a 
shortage of middle-wage workers, according to a report 
from Beacon Economics released in March.

For instance, California's tech scene has been 
prosperous, but its benefits have been somewhat 
concentrated.

"All the gains aren't coming in support of the rest of the 
economy, they're coming at the expense of the rest of 
the economy," said Christopher Thornberg, founding 
partner of Beacon Economics. "Folks in the tech industry 
make craploads of money and they can afford to live 
there and will force out other people."

Plus, California is still a magnet for foreign buyers, who 
tend to be more affluent.

"It makes it harder for the average person to make a 
living there," said Khater. "So that means less teachers, 
fire fighters, retailer workers. It's causing the entire state 
to become more expensive."
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To help make life more affordable, residents are trading the beaches and nice weather for states 
with more affordable housing markets and a lower costs of living. Places like Arizona, Texas and 
Nevada, according to Khater.

And when it comes to buying new homes, they're getting more for less. Last year, California 
migrants sold their homes for an average of $495,500, and only spent $315,000 in their new -
and often bigger -- houses.
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"They are saving money and moving up market," said Khater. "You can increase your standard of 
living."
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Karen Francis and her husband left the San Francisco Bay area in January after he was offered a 
job in Vancouver, Washington. While their move was career motivated, it's been good for their 
budget.

Self-driving ca 
kills its produc 
than deal with

They now own a 2,600-square-foot home that is almost double the size of the place they were 
renting in California.

How hair extei 
get their start 
temples in Ind

And it's not just their housing costs that have shrunk. The couple, which have an infant daughter, 
are also paying less in gas, utilities and services like garbage collection. And commute times are 
significantly better.

"You have to drive 20 minutes to get anywhere in Silicon Valley," the 28-year-old said. "Here, the 
drive to the store, church, gym where I workout, everything is 10 minutes or less."
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