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Abstract 

  

 Among the negative societal consequences of homelessness, its potential environmental impacts 

are largely unconsidered. This study examines the impacts of trash and riparian zone alterations 

associated with a homeless population inhabiting the area surrounding the Guadalupe River in San Jose, 

California. Literature was reviewed to determine the environmental effects of elevated trash and sediment 

loads in rivers, estuaries, and the marine environment. Building upon existing trash assessment protocols, 

a methodology was developed to increase the accuracy of source identification. Sampling of four 

predetermined areas took place between November 2012 and May 2013. Results showed elevated 

volumes of trash and occurrences of anthropogenic alteration in the areas of the riparian zone most 

heavily used by the homeless population. Using existing research, inferences were made regarding the 

environmental effects of these disturbances. It is subsequently recommended that new mitigation 

measures be empirically evaluated, including long-term benefit-cost analyses regarding permanent 

housing of homeless populations. 
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Introduction 
 

Homeless populations have a long history of marginalization and outright exclusion from private 

and public spaces (Amster, 2008). This is particularly true in high-density urban environments in the 

United States, where as public spaces decrease and populations simultaneously increase, the homeless are 

forced to exist in increasingly tenuous areas. In California, a common refuge has emerged within the 

riparian zones of urban streams, where outdoor encampments housing individuals and groups have taken 

hold. The footprint accompanying such usage of rivers and riparian areas is visible to anyone who has 

seen such dwellings. The environmental impacts of homeless encampments, both within riparian zones 

themselves and in their oceanic receiving waters, are not sustainable.  

Healthy riparian stream corridors are integral to the biological diversity and water-quality of the 

local ecosystem, and their degradation can cause social and economic problems at local and regional 

levels (Atkinson, Hunter & English, 2010). Such degradation can occur when humans make use of 

riparian zones for habitation, through actions such as terracing and vegetation removal, both of which can 

negatively affect stream temperature and physical structure (Poole & Berman, 2001). In addition to such 

physical alterations of the riparian zone, human habitation of natural areas requires the use and eventual 

disposal of large volumes of anthropogenic materials. Once introduced into the natural environment, 

either purposefully or accidentally, these materials are a pollutant commonly referred to as “trash.”  

Trash comes in multiple forms: plastics, paper products, metals and glass are only the most 

obvious. The presence of such discarded debris is a conspicuous form of degradation in urban 

environments. While highly visible on streets and other public spaces, littered trash inevitably (and less 

visibly) makes its way into local waterways as a result of water and wind transfer (Santa Clara Valley 

Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program, 2013). Within riparian zones themselves, the materials used 

by homeless individuals can also be considered trash, since they almost invariably end up within the 
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waterway. Whether the source of trash in the riparian zone is the general public or the homeless, once 

introduced to the area, “…this debris inevitably makes its way from the river to the ocean, where it is now 

considered a pollutant of global concern” (Sheavly & Register, 2007).  

Materials associated with homeless usage of riparian zones include those used for shelter building 

and maintenance (tarps, blankets, cardboard, wood pallets and other construction materials), as well as 

day-to-day living (clothing, bicycles and shopping carts, food packaging and organic waste, 

pharmaceuticals and personal care products, cigarette and drug paraphernalia). This anthropogenic debris, 

and particularly the myriad forms of debris composed of plastic, has become a pervasive pollution 

problem affecting our oceans and inland waterways (Sheavly & Register, 2007). While much has been 

written on the subject of homelessness and its economic and human health effects, the purpose of this 

research is to shed light on a previously unconsidered consequence of homelessness: its environmental 

impact.  

Municipalities across the United States, in attempts to satisfy the requirements of state-

administered National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits, have been forced to 

respond to the growing problem of urban trash pollution. As a result, many jurisdictions have developed 

measures to quantify trash within their water bodies and Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) 

(United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2013). Trash assessment protocols have evolved fairly 

rapidly in a short period of time, and have achieved reasonable success in the quantification and 

classification of trash. For example, it is now standard practice amongst many municipalities in the 

United States to quantify trash in terms of its volumes, rather than attempting to count individual pieces 

(Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program, 2013). However, much more difficulty 

has been encountered in the area of source identification. Personal experience conducting trash 

assessments for a large municipal stormwater monitoring program has made clear that the vast majority of 

trash under evaluation is attributed to either “littering by the general public” or “illegal dumping.” 

Similarly, research into environmental behavior has focused almost exclusively on littering by the general 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF HOMELESS ENCAMPMENTS  

 

 

 

9 

public and the circumstances that lead to it (Santos, Friedrich, Wallner-Kersanach & Fillmann, 2005; 

Seco Pon & Becherucci, 2012). Other studies have examined the nature of illegal dumping in urban areas, 

also by the general public (Situ, 1998). While these are important areas of assessment and study, they do 

not describe the entirety of the source populations of trash, particularly within the riparian zones of urban 

waterways.  

This research will suggest that another source of anthropogenic debris in the environment be 

considered: that of homeless populations. Because homeless individuals fall outside of traditional census 

boundaries, reliable population statistics are essentially nonexistent, and estimates vary widely. 

Nevertheless, it has been proposed that in developed countries, homeless rates are approximately one 

percent of the urban population (Turnbull, Masters & Muckle, 2007). A recent estimate of the homeless 

population in the United States by Kanis, McCannon, Craig & Mergl (2012) is 405,000 people. In 

California’s Santa Clara County, the most recent enumeration of the homeless population placed the 

number at 7000 individuals (County of Santa Clara, 2013). San Jose, the largest city in the county and the 

tenth largest city in the U.S., is home to a significant proportion of this population. In consideration of 

these numbers, and the ubiquity of homelessness in many urban environments, it is notable that no studies 

have examined the extent and manner in which homeless populations make use of riparian areas, much 

less the impacts of that usage.  

This study examined the environmental impacts of homelessness in the riparian zone of San 

Jose’s Guadalupe River, categorizing their types and quantifying their extent. Trash related to homeless 

encampments and transience within the Guadalupe’s riparian zone formed the focus of the data collection 

and analysis. Field-collected trash data was associated with environmental impacts based on correlations 

drawn from existing scientific literature. Inferences were made to associate trash volumes and types in the 

riparian zone with possible environmental impacts beyond that area, i.e., in the estuary and the marine 

environment. In addition, other homeless-related impacts on the riparian zone were examined, including 

stream-bank alteration and destruction of native vegetation, as well as increased incidence of wildfire.  
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This research represents an early iteration into the quantification of a largely unconsidered source 

of environmental damage. The data collection methodology developed for this study may contribute to 

subsequent research into riparian zone environmental impact assessments, particularly those involving 

unconstrained human usage. More importantly, it is anticipated that the results of this work will provide 

quantitative data and recommendations for planners, policy-makers, and community members as they 

confront the vexing issue of homelessness in western society.   

Research Question 

 

What are the environmental impacts of homeless encampments in the riparian zone of the 

Guadalupe River? In attempting to answer this broad question, this study focused on several associated, 

and more specific, questions. 

• What anthropogenic debris (trash) is directly attributable to the homeless population? 

What are the types and volumes of this debris? What are the environmental impacts of 

these types and volumes of trash, based on current scientific understanding? 

• How much of the visible alteration of the riparian zone (trailbuilding, terracing of 

streambanks and/or destruction of native vegetation) is directly attributable to the 

homeless population? What are the associated environmental impacts of these 

alterations? 

• Where are the most and least heavily impacted areas located within the riparian zone of 

the Guadalupe River? Do these locations exhibit any temporal variability in their level of 

usage? 

Literature Review 

To date, there is no academic literature on the subject of homeless encampments as sources of 

environmental pollution or riparian zone damage. However, there is reference material that, taken 
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together, helped guide this study. This review discusses academic research and writing on the following 

subjects: littering and other environmental crime; the extent of litter in the freshwater and marine 

environment and its environmental impacts, including health impacts upon wildlife and humans; and the 

environmental significance of anthropogenic riparian zone alterations. Finally, materials are reviewed that 

provide a background and framework for the development of this study’s methodology. Much of the 

literature reviewed on these topics forms the empirical foundation for inferences between the data 

gathered as part of this research, and potential environmental impacts. 

Littering, Dumping, and Socioeconomic Conditions 

First, a body of academic work examines littering and other environmental crimes. Much of this 

literature suggests that socioeconomic factors play a role in littering, dumping, and overall environmental 

awareness (Santos et al., 2005; Seco Pon & Becherucci, 2012; Situ, 1998). Because illegal dumping and 

littering by the general public are the two most widely attributed sources of land-based anthropogenic 

debris, research has focused on these behaviors in particular. In the case of illegal dumping, Situ (1998) 

found that individuals who dump tires, rugs, used oil, furniture or construction materials are likely to be 

motivated by the desire to avoid the financial cost incurred from proper landfill disposal. A case study in 

Tehran, Iran’s capital city, found that people’s level of income was one of the major contributing factors 

to “environmentally-friendly behavior” (Kalantari, Fami, Asadi & Mohammadi, 2007). Due to a strong 

correlation between income and education level, it can be inferred from much of the literature that higher 

levels of education may be the more salient factor in the formation of environmentally-friendly habits. For 

example, in a study of littering behavior by beach users in southern Brazil, Santos et al. (2005) found that 

“litter generation is about twice higher in the area occupied by people with lower average annual income 

and literacy degree.” Such information regarding the influence of socioeconomic characteristics on 

environmentalism is a useful starting point towards an understanding as to why a particular group of 

people (such as a homeless population) would be more likely to contribute disproportionately to 

environmental pollution.  
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Anthropogenic Marine Debris 

Litter in the marine environment is the subject of a considerable amount of recent study. 

Anthropogenic marine debris is defined by Sheavly & Register (2007) as “…any manufactured or 

processed solid waste material (typically inert) that enters the ocean environment from any source.” 

Recent attention by both the scientific community and major media has been paid to this issue, most 

notably as a result of revelations regarding so-called “garbage patches” in areas of open ocean. By some 

estimates, 70-80% of the debris in the North Pacific Gyre’s so-called “Great Pacific Garbage Patch” is 

post-consumer waste from the land (Dumas, 2007). As a first step towards an understanding of the scale 

of the problem, efforts have been recently undertaken to quantify the amount of marine debris present in 

the world’s oceans (Zhou et al., 2011). Much of this work has been conducted along the continental shelf 

(Keller, Fruh, Johnson, Simon & McGourty, 2008). However, it is now well established that 

anthropogenic debris exists in three distinct areas of the ocean: floating (surface) marine debris, seafloor 

(benthic) marine debris, and beached marine debris (Zhou et al., 2011). Most research has described and 

quantified debris that can be readily observed, either from a vessel or (in the case of beach litter surveys) 

on foot. However, a study by Browne et al. (2011) went further, bringing to light the issue of largely-

unseen micro-plastics, which they defined as plastic particles less than 1mm in size. These pollutants 

result from both the degradation of larger plastic pieces and from their use in cleaning products and 

synthetic fibers (DiGregorio, 2012). Results of this study showed a strong spatial relationship between the 

abundance of micro-plastic on shorelines and human population density (Browne et al., 2011). The 

connection between trash accumulation areas and large centers of human population is also explored in a 

paper by Santos et al. (2009). This research examined the composition, quantity and distribution of debris 

along a 150km stretch of undeveloped beaches in northeast Brazil. The results showed that “…areas 

immediately south of the major regional embayments were the preferential accumulation sites, indicating 

that rivers draining populous areas are the major source of debris to the study site” (Santos et al., 2009).   
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Environmental Impacts of Anthropogenic Debris 

The impact of anthropogenic debris on freshwater and marine life is the focus of other studies. 

For example, large debris items such as vehicle tires and anthropogenic woody debris (pallets, poles, 

construction debris, etc.) are the subject of research examining impacts upon a tidal marsh (Uhrin & 

Schellinger, 2011). These types of debris are commonly seen in the Guadalupe River, and frequently 

become entrained in the estuarine mudflats of South San Francisco Bay. The authors in this study found 

that several species of marsh vegetation were negatively impacted by the presence of these items in the 

habitat as a result of shading, crushing, and blocking access to substrate (Uhrin & Schellinger, 2011). 

Another recent study found that among intertidal filter-feeders such as gastropods, the presence of plastic 

cover (particularly plastic bags) in the habitat can decrease feeding efficiency (Aloy, Vallejo Jr., & Junio-

Menez, 2011). Another paper showed that high frequencies of anthropogenic debris ingestion and 

associated green turtle mortality are attributable to plastic pollution of the marine environment (Bugoni, 

Krause & Petry, 2001).  

Ingestion of plastics by sea turtles and other marine organisms can have multiple detrimental 

health effects: internal injuries and intestinal occlusion; reduction of stomach capacity and feeding 

stimulus, inhibiting growth; and chemical contamination (Plot & Georges, 2010). Loggerhead sea turtles 

(Caretta caretta) are considered to be among the marine organisms most vulnerable to plastic pollution, 

due to a highly opportunistic foraging strategy and frequent shifts in diet and habitat use (Lazar & Gracan, 

2011). Another species, the endangered leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) was the subject of 

an observational study conducted in French Guiana. Virginie Plot and Jean-Yves Georges (2010) 

recounted their experience removing 2.6kg of plastic debris from the cloaca of a nesting female. Nearly 

all of the material they removed from this individual was found to be plastic bags, which are commonly 

ingested by sea turtles who mistake their floating forms for jellyfish, one of the animal’s primary prey 

items (Plot & Georges, 2010). Plastics, in their myriad forms, account for the vast majority of 

anthropogenic marine debris, be it in the water or on the beach. A recent study in the North Pacific Gyre 
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“…calculated that the amount of plastic in the Great Pacific Garbage Patch alone was about 100 million 

tons” (DiGregorio, 2012). Land-based research supports the notion that plastics are the dominant 

anthropogenic material in the marine environment. For example, a 2010 survey of debris on five beaches 

on a small island in Brazil found that 90% of the items collected were plastic materials (Widmer & 

Hennemann, 2010).  

A particularly conspicuous threat to marine life associated with anthropogenic debris is 

entanglement. An animal that becomes entangled with fishing line, plastic six-pack rings, ropes or other 

debris can be strangled or drowned; entanglement can also limit an animal’s mobility, preventing it from 

finding food and leading to eventual death (Sheavly & Register, 2007). A study by Emma Moore and 

colleagues (2009) investigated animal entanglement records for the period 2001–2005. Records of 454 

entanglements were extracted from databases maintained by seven land-based scientific programs from 

central California to Washington State. Entanglements were found to have occurred in 31 bird and nine 

marine mammal species, including sperm and humpback whales (Moore et al., 2009). Another recent 

study conducted at one of the world’s largest northern gannet (Morus bassanus) colonies provided 

evidence that the seabird commonly uses plastic debris as nesting material, and that this results in an 

average of 65 entanglement deaths every year (Votier, Archibald, Morgan & Morgan, 2011). 

Though less visible, micro-plastics have the potential to affect a much wider range of organisms, 

including fish and invertebrates (Barnes, Galgani, Thompson & Barlaz, 2009). Research has shown that 

captive individuals of the mussel species Mytulis edulis, when fed micro-plastic fragments, accumulate 

the fragments in their guts (Betts, 2008). The health effects of animal ingestion of micro-plastics are only 

beginning to be understood. As recently as 2011, Browne et al. stated that “…once ingested by animals, 

there is evidence that micro-plastic can be taken up and stored by tissues and cells… with probable 

negative consequences for health.”  
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One likely negative consequence of micro-plastic ingestion is the uptake of toxic chemical 

compounds used in the manufacture of plastic products. Chemicals that may leach from plastic in the 

ocean include “…phthalates from polyvinyl chloride (PVC), nonylphenol compounds from polyolefins, 

brominated flame retardants (BFR’s) from acrylonitrile butadiene-styrene (ABS) or urethane foam, and 

bisphenol A (BPA) from polycarbonate” (Engler, 2012).  Research has shown that “…marine lugworms 

can accumulate phenanthrene, a persistent anthropogenic compound commonly found in the ocean, when 

micro-plastic particles contaminated with a small amount of the contaminant are added to the sediments 

where the worms dwell” (Betts, 2008). It has further been documented that micro-plastics not only leach 

their constituent chemical compounds, they also act as a sink for toxic chemicals such as polychlorinated 

biphenyls (PCB’s) and dioxins, which they sorb from water or sediment and then desorb once ingested by 

an animal (Engler, 2012). While the research discussed here has dealt with the effects of anthropogenic 

debris on wildlife, scientific attention has also been devoted to the study of health effects of micro-plastic-

associated chemical contamination in humans. 

A potentially significant effect of micro-plastic ingestion, in both animals and humans, is 

endocrine disruption (Shenoy & Crowley, 2011). Endocrine disrupting compounds (EDC’s) are chemicals 

that cause alterations in human and animal endocrine systems by inhibiting or stimulating the production 

and metabolism of hormones, or changing the way hormones travel through the body (Schug, Janesick, 

Blumberg & Heindel, 2011). The issue of EDC’s and their effects on humans and wildlife has been the 

focus of scientific study for some time. In a review of studies related to endocrine disruption and human 

health, Meeker (2010) cited “…experimental data demonstrating endocrine-related effects on 

reproduction, development, metabolism and cancer.” The most common form of endocrine disruptor 

activity is by chemicals that mimic or antagonize the actions of naturally occurring estrogens, otherwise 

known as xenoestrogens (Yang, Yaniger, Jordan, Klein & Bittner, 2011). Endocrine disruptors can affect 

“…all aspects of the reproductive system, including gonadal formation, production of hormones and 

gametes, sex determination, formation of egg shells, and production and maintenance of mating signals 
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and behaviors” (Shenoy & Crowley, 2011). While the connection between EDC’s and male reproductive 

health has yet to be clearly demonstrated, “…both animal and human studies suggest a role of EDC’s in 

altering female reproductive development” (Schug et al., 2011).  

Xenoestrogens and other EDC’s are present in many man-made plastic products that incorporate 

BPA, polypropylene (PP), and plasticizers such as phthalates (Meeker, 2010). Indeed, human health 

concerns have recently focused scientific and media attention on BPA, which has been found to 

accumulate in fish due to the compound’s ubiquitous presence in the world’s oceans (Engler, 2012). 

While this may be humanity’s major dietary source of this contaminant, fears about the endocrine-

disrupting effects of BPA in children have spawned the emergence of plastic products (such as baby 

bottles) that are marketed as “BPA free.” However, in a recent study by Yang et al. (2011), it was 

reported that “…almost all commercially available plastic products that we sampled – independent of the 

type of resin, product, or retail source – leached chemicals having reliably detectable estrogenic activity, 

including those advertised as BPA free.” 

Endocrine disruption may therefore cause health problems for the affected individual, since 

hormones regulate so many bodily functions. However, the long-term consequences of degrading 

anthropogenic materials could go beyond the level of the individual organism. Due to the effects of 

EDC’s on human and animal reproductive systems, individual effects may lead to larger-scale 

consequences for populations and species. For example, it has been suggested that “multi-generational 

changes in mating signals and behaviors in a local population can be of ecological significance if 

reproductive success is altered and of evolutionary significance if populations evolve genetic responses to 

these alterations” (Shenoy & Crowley, 2011).  

The environmental effects of trash accumulation in freshwater is the subject of other research. A 

recent study by researchers in northeastern Turkey analyzed water quality parameters, and blood 

parameters of fish, in a reach of river subjected to runoff from an upstream trash dumping area. Their 
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results showed that ammonia and orthophosphate levels were significantly higher than those found in a 

control reach; moreover, the concentrations of stress-indicator blood parameters such as cortisol, alanine, 

aspartate, lactate and magnesium in two species of cyprinids were significantly higher, suggesting that 

fish using the habitat below the trash dumping area were under stress (Akin, Polat, Yildirim, & Dal, 

2011). It has been generally established that certain types of anthropogenic debris can negatively affect 

water quality, including discarded medical waste and human or pet feces; moreover, industrial or 

household waste items can introduce toxic substances, such as batteries containing acid or fluorescent 

light bulbs containing mercury (Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Protection Program, 2006). 

Riparian Zone Alterations 

Human usage of riparian zones can have adverse effects upon both the landscape and the river 

itself (Jowett, Richardson & Boubee, 2009). One of the more dramatic outcomes of people living in 

heavily vegetated and wind-exposed areas is the occurrence of wildfire. This is sometimes the unintended 

consequence of firebuilding for heating and cooking purposes; additionally, fires can be accidentally 

started as a result of careless use or disposal of cigarettes or illicit drug paraphernalia. Fires in riparian 

zones create canopy gaps and dry conditions, allowing subsequent buildup of dead wood and 

establishment of fire adapted species, which increases fuel loads and the probability of another fire; 

furthermore, the loss of native vegetation in a riparian zone can increase sediment loads to the stream via 

stimulation of erosion (Pettit & Naiman, 2007).  

Sedimentation of freshwaters can result from other human activities. Healthy riparian zones 

entrap and retain small particles, reducing the sediment input to streams (Studinsky, Hartman, Niles & 

Keyser, 2012). Riparian areas that are subject to activities such as trail or road building, terracing, and 

vegetation removal can experience increased erosion and delivery of sediment to streams, particularly fine 

particles (Kaufmann, Larsen & Faustini, 2009). Increased inputs of sediment to streams can have 

numerous environmental effects, and can be particularly damaging to certain freshwater organisms. For 

example, shifts in aquatic invertebrate communities and decreased reproductive success of fish have both 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF HOMELESS ENCAMPMENTS  

 

 

 

18

been observed as a result of sedimentation (Studinsky, et al., 2012). Compelling research on the subject of 

impaired fish reproduction as a result of sedimentation has been conducted in Finland. After applying 

varying sediment treatments to a section of gravelly stream, scientists documented that “high 

sedimentation caused detrimental effects on fitness-related traits of the emerging fry. For example, fish 

exposed to high sedimentation at the embryonic stage had, on average, a larger yolk sac at emergence 

than did fry receiving little or no sedimentation, independent of predator presence” (Louhi, Ovaska, 

Mäki-Petäys, Erkinaro, & Muotka, 2011). 

The removal of riparian zone vegetation, while contributing directly to stream sedimentation, may 

have additional effects upon the water body. In particular, “…removal or alteration of riparian vegetation 

can have important implications for stream temperature” (Poole & Berman, 2001). Research in central 

British Columbia in the late 1990’s documented “…changes in stream temperature following timber 

removal” (Shrimpton, Bourgeois, Quigley & Blouw, 1999). More recently, a study conducted in southern 

England that compared water temperatures at shaded and open sites along the same stream found that 

“…the response of open sites to the marked diel fluctuation of air temperature (driven by insolation) leads 

to significantly higher temperature maxima in summer months” (Broadmeadow, Jones, Langford, Shaw 

& Nisbet, 2011). In addition to the temperature-regulating effect of riparian vegetation, plants and trees 

that overhang the water body provide other benefits to freshwater organisms, including predator 

avoidance and inputs of woody debris. In a study of predator-prey interactions between freshwater fish, it 

was found that bluegill sunfish (Lepomis macrochirus) “…initially chose the safer, higher-density cover 

plot significantly more often after being exposed to a predator” (Gotceitas, 1990). Finally, a study 

conducted in New Zealand elucidated the importance of large riparian vegetation in generating 

“…instream woody debris that creates habitat diversity, that includes pools and flow concentrations that 

provide feeding and resting locations for pool dwelling species” (Jowett et al., 2009). 
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Methodological Approaches 

Information regarding trash quantification methods is mainly limited to studies conducted on 

beaches and coastal areas. Scientific methods of quantification of beach litter usually involve line-transect 

sampling, whereby individual items of trash along a designated transect (of selected width and length) are 

visually enumerated and classified. For example, Oigman-Pszczol & Creed (2007) used “…4m-wide belt 

transects above the high-tide mark and parallel to the coastline.” The length of the transects in this study 

was established by the lengths of the beaches sampled, and litter abundance was expressed in terms of 

mean density of litter per area (number of items per 100m²) for each beach (Oigman-Pszczol & Creed, 

2007). This type of sampling not only generates accurate results, it usually includes the collection and 

proper disposal of the sampled litter. However, while such methods are useful in the context of a 

relatively flat, open area such as a beach, they are extremely difficult to apply to a riparian area 

characterized by varying topography, sinuosity, and levels of human habitation.   

Several articles on the subject of riparian zone trash accumulation include basic methodological 

models. For example, Williams (2007) described the methods of his study in which trash in the riparian 

zone of the river Tawd in England was surveyed and quantified. Researchers divided the short river into 

five sections and enumerated trash items on both sides and “in-river.” They developed five separate 

categories of trash, based upon likely sources: “pedestrian,” “household,” “industrial/office,” “fast food,” 

and “sewage.” Research on another river in England by Balas, Williams, Simmons & Ergin (2001) 

provided further guidance into the predominant types of trash that can be categorized for sampling 

purposes. In this case, the authors generalized trash items into categories based upon their materials, 

including “plastic,” “metal,” “textiles,” and “glass.” Such generalizations are clearly useful when 

attempting to visually identify objects from the large variety of disposable anthropogenic materials. 

Indeed, the researchers in this study took the approach of enumerating individual pieces over the course 

of three 5m transects at 50 sites, on two occasions: their result was a total count of 8687 trash items 

(Balas et al., 2001).  
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Governments and non-governmental agencies (NGO’s) have developed numerous templates for 

litter surveys, particularly in urban areas and on coastal beaches. For example, Keep America Beautiful 

(KAB), a U.S. nonprofit organization, uses a Litter Index as part of an annual “Great American Cleanup” 

event involving volunteers around the country (Keep America Beautiful, 2013). Many other organizations 

have developed similar litter quantification indexes. Due to their reliance on volunteer samplers, these 

indexes tend to be quite simple, foregoing the use of line transects and spatial distinction. Where beach 

cleanups involve participant documentation at all, it is in the enumeration and classification of individual 

trash items collected.  

In an effort towards development of a more standardized and rigorous trash assessment 

methodology, the San Francisco Bay chapter of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(RWQCB) developed, as part of its Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP), a Rapid 

Trash Assessment (RTA) worksheet (California Environmental Protection Agency, 2013). This 

methodology was noteworthy for its establishment of a series of universal categories of trash types, and 

the development of a system of “scoring” the condition of assessment sites. However, the RTA continues 

to rely on enumeration of individual trash items, severely limiting its practical application in difficult-to-

access riparian areas, including those subject to human habitation. More recently, the Santa Clara Valley 

Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) made improvements to the RTA, including 

the conceptualization of a method of assessing amounts of trash using volume estimates rather than 

individual item counts (Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program, 2013). The idea 

of estimating trash volumes led to the development, by the SCVURPPP and other agencies, of the Urban 

Rapid Trash Assessment (URTA) (California Environmental Protection Agency, 2013). It is this 

methodology that was incorporated into the data sheet created specifically for the sampling conducted as 

part of this study.  

Finally, while methods have been developed for collection of data on trash in the environment, 

literature on data analysis methodologies for trash quantification is very limited. Most studies are 
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generally confined to calculation of average and total trash volumes, and percentages by trash category. A 

study by Seco Pon & Becherucci (2012), however, used a two-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to 

test hypotheses concerning the effects of sampling site and season on the mean abundance of litter. 

Another study conducted in Mexico took a different approach: in attempting to “…evaluate the spatial 

difference between the abundance and composition of the beach litter, the results were analyzed 

statistically using a Chart of Contingency, where “rows” included litter groups; “columns” were the 

abundance of litter present in the levels or beach transects, and “lines” included the areas” (Silva-Iniguez 

& Fischer, 2003). While the ambition of these types of approaches to trash quantification and 

classification is laudable, it is also somewhat impractical within a riparian area. As a result, sampling 

methods were developed exclusively for the sake of this research into homeless encampments within 

riparian zones.  

 

 

 

Research Methodology 

General Site Description 

The Guadalupe River flows 23km from its origin in Almaden Lake, northward through downtown 

San Jose, to South San Francisco Bay (Fig.1). Headwaters in the Santa Cruz Mountains are the primary 

source feeding the river, and Los Gatos Creek is its major tributary (United States Department of the 

Interior, 2013). The Guadalupe drains an area of 257km², and with the exception of some protected 

estuarine habitat near San Francisco Bay and a stretch of the river north of downtown San Jose, the land 

surrounding the Guadalupe is developed, and includes a mixture of residential, commercial, and industrial 

land uses (United States Department of the Interior, 2013). San Jose International Airport, located 

approximately 3km north of the downtown core, directly parallels the river for a length of 4.4km. 
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The Guadalupe is a low-volume stream that exhibits seasonal flooding in response to heavy 

winter rains. Data from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) from the years 2003-2012 indicate 

that the average discharge recorded at one of two monitoring sites on the Guadalupe River was 22 Cubic 

Meters Per Second (CMS). The same data show that the rate of discharge may vary significantly from 

year-to-year, with an average of 43.3 CMS in 2006 and an average of 12.2 CMS in 2007 (United States 

Department of the Interior, 2013). In addition, discharge can vary dramatically throughout a given year, 

with winter months typically exhibiting the highest flows. Monthly data from 2011, for example, show a 

low of 10.1 CMS in September, and a high of 159.9 CMS in March (United States Department of the 

Interior, 2013).  

Historic instances of elevated discharge in the Guadalupe resulted in significant flood events, and 

the economic impacts of such flooding eventually led to human-engineered changes in portions of the 

riparian zone. Flooding in San Jose has largely been attenuated with the construction of modern flood-

protection structures along stretches of the Guadalupe, primarily in the heavily developed downtown core. 

Between this area and San Jose International Airport to the north, less development has taken place, flood 

control measures are largely absent, and the river is relatively unconstrained. As a result, seasonal 

flooding still occurs along this stretch of riparian zone, which is home to a population of homeless 

individuals. Such events cause the temporary displacement of homeless people from their encampments, 

and often result in the downstream transfer of large volumes of anthropogenic material associated with 

those shelters.  
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Figure 1: Los Gatos Creek and Guadalupe River. Map used under permission of Microsoft® Bing™ 
Maps Platform API’s Terms Of Use Sections 1, 2, 5 & 8 (Educational or Non-Profit Use Only). Image copyright 
Harris corp. Earthstar Geographics LLC @ 2013 Microsoft Corporation. 

 

Study Areas 

The primary study area was chosen to be a 10km length of the Guadalupe River downstream of 

its confluence with Los Gatos Creek. For the establishment of baseline data, a 2km portion of Los Gatos 

Creek, 10.25km upstream of the confluence, was used as a secondary study area. Field reconnaissance of 

the two study areas was conducted sporadically over a 10-month period in 2011-2012. Four sample sites 

were ultimately chosen as a result of this field work. The riparian zone surrounding the primary and 

secondary study areas is entirely publically accessible, and two of the four chosen sample sites are 

accessible by paved walkway. Three of the four sites are located downstream of the confluence of the 

Guadalupe River and Los Gatos Creek.  
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The point where Los Gatos Creek enters the Guadalupe is noteworthy, for several reasons. First, 

the confluence is located in close proximity to the city’s downtown core, where a large proportion of San 

Jose’s homeless population is centered. This concentration is due to the presence of numerous resources 

for homeless individuals. Such resources include social services such as shelters, soup kitchens, and 

medical clinics. The urban environment also provides access to several forms of economic activity 

associated with homelessness, including panhandling; the collection and sale of recyclable materials such 

as bottles, cans, and scrap metal; and illicit trade in drugs, prostitution, and stolen goods such as bicycles 

and bicycle parts.  

Second, the confluence of Los Gatos Creek and the Guadalupe River marks the beginning of the 

Guadalupe River Trail, a publically accessible system of paved walkways paralleling the river, at varying 

degrees of proximity, all the way to the estuary. Upstream of this point, much of the Guadalupe’s riparian 

zone is lined with the backyards of private residences, commercial and industrial buildings, parking lots, 

and railway lines. Where the land is undeveloped, fencing exists or the stream is steeply incised, with no 

terracing of any kind. As a result, accessibility and usage of these areas for human habitation is 

impractical, and this was reflected in the lack of homeless encampments observed during early field 

reconnaissance.  

Third, the input of flow and sediment from Los Gatos Creek results in a laterally expanded 

riparian area, including several stretches of wide, flat benches that remain dry outside of major flood 

events. This lateral expansion of the riparian zone reflects the formerly unconstrained, meandering nature 

of the Guadalupe, which at one time was the source for a large local fruit-growing industry (Dickinson, 

pers. comm., 2012). While the orchards are gone, and the river largely channelized for flood control, 

sections of the riparian zone downstream of the confluence with Los Gatos Creek provide flat ground, 

shade, and privacy for the local homeless population. 
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Sample Site Descriptions  

For sampling purposes, emphasis was placed on three separate reaches of the Guadalupe between 

downtown San Jose and the estuary (Fig. 2). A reach of Los Gatos Creek, within the boundaries of Los 

Gatos Creek Park, was also selected for sampling. All four sample sites were chosen based upon 

extensive field reconnaissance of the primary and secondary sample areas conducted between August 

2011 and October 2012. Over that period of time, distinct trends in spatial use of the riparian zones by the 

local homeless population were observed and documented. Observations were conducted by bicycle and 

on foot. As a result of these field observations, three sample locations within the primary study area were 

selected based upon their representativeness of different degrees of consistent usage by the homeless 

population: heavy usage (Fig. 3), moderate usage (Fig. 4), and minimal usage (Fig. 5).  

Figure 2: Primary study area (Guadalupe River). Map used under permission of Microsoft® Bing™ 
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Maps Platform API’s Terms Of Use Sections 1, 2, 5 & 8 (Educational or Non-Profit Use Only). Image copyright 
Harris corp. Earthstar Geographics LLC @ 2013 Microsoft Corporation. 

Figure 3: Delineated riparian zone of Sample Site “Heavy,” from St. John Street to 250m north. 
Map used under permission of Microsoft® Bing™ Maps Platform API’s Terms Of Use Sections 1, 2, 5 & 8 
(Educational or Non-Profit Use Only). Image copyright Harris corp. Earthstar Geographics LLC @ 2013 
Microsoft Corporation. 
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Figure 4: Delineated riparian zone of Sample Site “Moderate,” from Taylor Street to 250m south. 
Map used under permission of Microsoft® Bing™ Maps Platform API’s Terms Of Use Sections 1, 2, 5 & 8 
(Educational or Non-Profit Use Only). Image copyright Harris corp. Earthstar Geographics LLC @ 2013 
Microsoft Corporation.  

 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF HOMELESS ENCAMPMENTS  

 

 

 

28

Figure 5: Delineated riparian zone of Sample Site “Minimal,” from Trimble Road to 250m south. 
Map used under permission of Microsoft® Bing™ Maps Platform API’s Terms Of Use Sections 1, 2, 5 & 8 
(Educational or Non-Profit Use Only). Image copyright Harris corp. Earthstar Geographics LLC @ 2013 
Microsoft Corporation.  

 

The sample site labeled “heavy” was chosen because it consistently appeared to be the most 

heavily trafficked and debris-strewn of any stretch of river within the primary study area, and because of 

the presence of numerous small, scattered encampments. This is the closest site to San Jose’s downtown, 

and it includes two stretches of riparian zone covered by overpasses, thereby providing increased shelter 

and privacy. This site remained heavily used throughout the observation and sampling period. 

The sample site labeled “minimal” was chosen because it was sparsely strewn with debris and 

because relatively little homeless-related activity was observed. This is the farthest site from San Jose’s 

downtown that remains within the primary study area, and its riparian zone is directly adjacent to 

channelization materials leading to a paved walkway. While single-occupancy encampments were 

observed in this area over the course of field reconnaissance and sampling, they were few and short-lived.  
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Finally, the sample site labeled “moderate” was chosen because its condition appeared, based on 

repeated field visits, to inhabit a middling condition compared to the two other sites. Several large and 

communal encampments exist within the boundaries of this site, in close proximity to the river. The site is 

in an area of relatively dense vegetation and is separated from the paved pathways along the west side of 

the river by a wide and flat grassy area, affording residents a high degree of privacy. Usage of this site 

was observed to be consistent throughout the observation and sampling period, with the exception of a 

displacement of the homeless population caused by a brief winter flood event in late 2012. 

Because the river between downtown San Jose and the estuary is accessible by paved and 

unpaved walkways on one or both sides throughout its course, an assumption was made that there is 

always some degree of usage by homeless individuals, if only as a travel corridor. Indeed, the northern 

end of the Guadalupe River Trail affords access to the Bay Trail, which parallels San Francisco Bay all 

the way to the southern end of San Francisco County. Anecdotal evidence suggests that this system of 

trails serves as a conduit for homeless individuals traveling between San Jose and peninsula communities 

to the north (Ledesma, personal communication, 10 April 2012). As a result, no part of the Guadalupe 

River downstream of the confluence with Los Gatos Creek can be considered entirely unused by the 

population in question.  

The Los Gatos Creek site was chosen because field reconnaissance indicated that no homeless 

population exists in that study area. Because of the potential significance of non-homeless environmental 

impacts to the riparian zone, it was desirable to establish a sampling location that, while unused by 

homeless people, nevertheless exhibited the physical characteristics of the other locations. In the interests 

of including a sample site that satisfied these criteria, it was necessary to look outside of the Guadalupe’s 

drainage area. Portions of Los Gatos Creek, approximately 10km upstream of its confluence with the 

Guadalupe, may be reliably considered unused by homeless individuals. This is due to several factors, 

including isolation of these stretches of the creek from heavily urbanized areas (and associated resources), 

and consistent usage by the general public for recreational purposes. As a result, a reach of this study area 
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was used for the establishment of a baseline quantification of riparian zone characteristics (Fig. 6).  This 

baseline data was collected at the same sampling frequency and in conjunction with the sampling of the 

Guadalupe River sections, in order to provide an estimate of, among other things, the amount of trash 

attributable to sources other than the homeless population.  

 

Figure 6: Delineated 250m riparian zone of Sample Site “Baseline,” in Los Gatos Creek Park. Map 
used under permission of Microsoft® Bing™ Maps Platform API’s Terms Of Use Sections 1, 2, 5 & 8 
(Educational or Non-Profit Use Only). Image copyright Harris corp. Earthstar Geographics LLC @ 2013 
Microsoft Corporation.  

 

The four sampling locations were delineated in such a way as to provide spatial descriptions in 

units of volume. The selected locations were therefore measured for their width, their length, and their 

depth. These dimensions were chosen based upon cartographic research, field reconnaissance, and 

consistency and feasibility of sampling.  
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The width of the riparian zone of each of the reaches was determined with the use of 

topographical maps and aerial photographs, which were layered and output using ArcGIS computer 

software. These maps were ground-truthed and final riparian zone width delineations were established for 

each site, based on field observations of the boundary between riparian and non-riparian area on both 

sides of the stream. Riparian areas include terraces dominated by wetland plant species, the active 

floodplain, streambanks, and areas in the channel with emergent vegetation (Thompson, Ehrhart, Hansen, 

Parker & Haglan, 1998). In several cases, the lateral boundaries of the riparian areas were easily 

established by the presence of channelization materials such as rip-rap and gabions. The four width 

measurements were used to produce an average width, and this was established as the default width for all 

four areas. The average of the four sample area widths was calculated to be 40m.  

The depth of each of the riparian zones was established during field reconnaissance of the sites. 

This was accomplished using a GPS unit equipped with an elevation measurement tool, and visual 

estimation of the wrack line or high-water mark. Once again, the four depth measurements were used to 

produce an average depth, and this was established as the default depth of the riparian zone for all four 

areas. The average sample area depth was calculated to be 3m.  

The length of the riparian areas was chosen based on cartographic research and field 

reconnaissance. While Thompson et al. (1998) recommend that reach length be at least one full meander 

cycle, such delineation is impractical when evaluating a largely channelized stream such as the 

Guadalupe. Instead, the sample site lengths were chosen to be 250m. This was based on the feasibility of 

complete and accurate sampling of the sites, as well as the understanding that where a full meander cycle 

cannot be included, the reach should be a minimum of 200m (Thompson et al., 1998).  

Sampling Strategy 

The four chosen sites were sampled on five separate occasions. Data was collected for the 

following parameters:  
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• total trash volume and volume by category;  

• number of distinct streamcourse alterations;  

• number of distinct streambank alterations;  

• presence/absence of destruction of vegetation;  

• presence/absence of trail building;  

• presence/absence of evidence of fire building;  

• presence/absence of evidence of wildfire; 

• presence/absence of homeless encampments.  

Trash data was collected using techniques based on Urban Rapid Trash Assessment (URTA) 

protocols, as developed by biologists at SCVURPPP. This methodology is based on the premise that 

efficient estimation of trash volumes at a discharge location (e.g., stream channel, brow ditch, stormdrain 

outfall) is the most accurate means of assessment, due to the extremely high number (and often very small 

size) of trash items at sample sites, and also because of potential access issues. Application of URTA 

protocols begins with the delineation of the dimensions of the site to be sampled, in order to obtain that 

site’s total volume. In other words, the sample site is conceptualized as inhabiting the confines of an 

imaginary box. This is accomplished using the following calculation: 

 (Sample Site Length) (Sample Site Width) (Sample Site Depth) = Sample Site Volume 

A data sheet specific to this type of trash assessment, based upon those used by a number of 

municipal stormwater and urban runoff prevention agencies, was developed for this study, and includes 

all parameters outlined above. This data sheet was filled out for each of the four reaches studied during 

the sampling events. Both sides of the river were sampled and in-river trash data was also collected, 

where visually identifiable.  

In the case of the Guadalupe River reaches, attention was also paid to homeless encampments: 

their locations, size, and potential hazards. This information was noted on the data sheets in an informal 
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manner, largely for personal reference. However, all materials involved in the construction and 

maintenance of encampments located within the sample site were included within the trash assessment. It 

has been documented that homeless individuals seeking shelter have constructed encampments from 

anything and everything they could find, including camp tents, tarps, wood, rocks and even sun-baked 

mud (Amster, 2008). Due to the transient nature of these dwellings and their susceptibility to wind and 

water transfer to the river’s main channel, these materials were considered, for the sake of this research, 

trash.  

Sampling of the Los Gatos creek site followed the same methodology; however, because this 

reach is representative of a riparian zone that is unused by homeless individuals, all anthropogenic debris 

identified in the reach was attributable to littering by the general population, or illegal dumping. Where 

trail building was identified within this reach, it was attributed to local anglers. 

Data Analysis 

Quantitative analyses were conducted on data collected in the field. For each sampling event, 

total trash volume for each site was determined, along with the volumes of each type of trash; averages 

were calculated from this data. All quantitative analyses regarding trash accumulation in the sample sites 

first require calculation of the volumes of those sites. The dimensions of the sites were established and 

averaged as described above, with each site having a length of 250m, a width of 40m, and a depth of 3m. 

The total volume of the sites was therefore calculated as:  

(250m) (40m) (3m) = 30,000m³ 

Once this volume for the sites was established, the observed quantity of total trash was envisioned 

as an assembled collection within the confines of that space. The percentage of the total volume of the site 

occupied by that envisioned collection resulted in an estimate of the total volume of trash at the site. For 

example, where a site assessment determined that 1% of the total site volume was occupied by trash the 

calculation would result in a trash volume of 300m³. 
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(.01) (30,000m³) = 300m³ 

The establishment of a total trash volume for the site then allowed for a more detailed quantitative 

description of the categories of trash present. Trash categories were chosen from 16 trash types that are 

listed on the field data sheet. Once a category of trash was identified within the sample site, its percentage 

of the total trash volume was estimated to the nearest one percent. The percentages of all documented 

categories of trash at the site must add up to 100%, i.e., the entirety of the total trash volume must be 

categorized. In so doing, estimates of the volume of each trash type can be calculated. For example, 

where it was recorded that food packaging makes up 10% of a site’s 300m³ of total trash, the volume of 

food packaging at the site would be 30m³.  

(.1) (300m³) = 30m³ 

The sampling event that took place in the primary study area following the December 2012 flood 

event was combined with data from the three sampling events in Los Gatos Creek. This baseline data was 

used to establish a value that represents impacts unrelated to the homeless population. This was designed 

to increase the accuracy of quantification of homeless-related trash data: baseline volumes of trash can be 

subtracted from the volumes identified in the primary study area in order to more accurately determine the 

volumes of trash that are the result of homelessness in the riparian zone. Using these figures, inferences 

were made regarding potential environmental impacts, as established in previously published scientific 

literature. The objective of the development of this methodology was to provide new insight into a source 

of environmental damage that has heretofore been inadequately accounted for.  
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Results 
 

Four scheduled sampling events took place, each approximately two months apart. The first 

sampling event took place in early November 2012, the last in May 2013. All sites within the primary 

study area were sampled within the same day. Due to its distance from the other sites, the “Baseline” site 

was sampled one to two days before or after sampling of the other three sites. In addition to the scheduled 

sampling events, a series of storms in early December 2012 resulted in an opportunity to sample the three 

primary study area sites immediately following a flood event. Data from this fourth sampling event was 

used as baseline information, supplementing the data collected from the “Baseline” site. 

Baseline Trash Quantification 

 Baseline data (all parameters) was collected at the “Baseline” sample site in the secondary study 

area. Baseline data (trash only) was collected at the three primary sample locations on Dec 4, 2012, 

immediately following a flood event. All raw data collected from the “Baseline” sample location are 

presented in Appendix A. Raw data collected on Dec 4, 2012 are presented in Appendix B. 

At the “Baseline” sample site, alterations of the riverbed/streamcourse were not observed at any 

time during sampling; similarly, no streambank alterations were observed. Destruction of vegetation was 

observed on two occasions, while trail building was noted during all five sampling events. These 

alterations of the riparian zone were attributed to use of the area by local anglers, an activity which was 

observed on several occasions. At no time was evidence of homeless activity observed in the sampling 

area: no fire building, no evidence of wildfire, and no homeless encampments. The largest total volume of 

trash observed at the “Baseline” site over the course of the four sampling events was 300m³. The average 

total volume was 225m³. The average category volume was 14.06m³, and trash was observed in 9 of the 

16 possible categories. Average trash volumes by category for this site are presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Average trash volumes by category, sample site “Baseline” 

Trash Category Average Volume, m³ 
Automotive 0 

Bicycle 0 
Biohazard 0 
Cig Waste 7.12 

Constr. Material 0 
Fabric/Clothing 16.5 

Food Pkg. 50.62 
Furniture 0 

Misc. Glass 9 
Misc. Paper 48.7 

Misc. Plastics 46.87 
Organics 3 

Other (specify) 13.87 
Plastic Bags 29.25 

PPCP's 0 
Shopping Cart 0 

  

  Baseline trash data was collected at the “Minimal” sample site on Dec 4, 2012. The total volume 

of trash was 300m³. The average category volume was 18.75m³, and trash was observed in 6 of the 16 

possible categories. Raw baseline trash volumes from sample site “Minimal,” collected on Dec 4, 2012, 

are presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Trash volumes by category, sample site “Minimal,” Dec 4, 2012 

Trash Category Volume, m³ 
Automotive 30 

Bicycle 0 
Biohazard 0 
Cig Waste 15 

Constr. Material 0 
Fabric/Clothing 0 

Food Pkg. 75 
Furniture 0 

Misc. Glass 0 
Misc. Paper 75 

Misc. Plastics 60 
Organics 0 

Other (specify) 0 
Plastic Bags 45 

PPCP's 0 
Shopping Cart 0 

  

Baseline trash data was collected at the “Moderate” sample site on Dec 4, 2012. The total volume 

of trash was 900m³. The average category volume was 56.25m³, and trash was observed in 12 of the 16 

possible categories. Raw baseline trash volumes from sample site “Moderate,” collected on Dec 4, 2012, 

are presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Trash volumes by category, sample site “Moderate,” Dec 4, 2012 

Trash Category Volume, m³ 
Automotive 0 

Bicycle 72 
Biohazard 0 
Cig Waste 27 

Constr. Material 90 
Fabric/Clothing 180 

Food Pkg. 63 
Furniture 90 

Misc. Glass 45 
Misc. Paper 72 

Misc. Plastics 90 
Organics 0 

Other (specify) 0 
Plastic Bags 63 

PPCP's 18 
Shopping Cart 90 

  

Baseline trash data was collected at the “Heavy” sample site on Dec 4, 2012. The total volume of 

trash was 150m³. The average category volume was 9.37m³, and trash was observed in seven of the 16 

possible categories. Raw baseline trash volumes from sample site “Heavy,” collected on Dec 4, 2012, are 

presented in Table 4. 
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Table 4: Trash volumes by category, sample site “Heavy,” Dec. 4, 2012 

Trash Category Volume, m³ 
Automotive 0 

Bicycle 0 
Biohazard 15 
Cig Waste 7.5 

Constr. Material 0 
Fabric/Clothing 15 

Food Pkg. 22.5 
Furniture 0 

Misc. Glass 0 
Misc. Paper 15 

Misc. Plastics 30 
Organics 0 

Other (specify) 0 
Plastic Bags 45 

PPCP's 0 
Shopping Cart 0 

  

 The average total trash volume from the “Baseline” sample site (225m³) was combined with the 

total trash volume recorded at each of the primary sample locations on Dec 4, 2012 in order to produce an 

average baseline trash volume for each of the three sites, as follows: 

• Minimal: 262.5m³ 

• Moderate: 562.5m³ 

• Heavy: 187.5m³ 

Total Trash Volumes 

 

 The single highest total trash volume recorded during scheduled sampling was 2700m³, 

on Jan 5, 2013 at sample site “Heavy.” The lowest total trash volume recorded during scheduled sampling 

was 300m³, on Mar 16, 2013 at sample site “Minimal.” Total trash volumes from the three primary 

sample locations for all scheduled sampling events are presented in Figure 7. Raw data from all scheduled 

sampling events in the primary study area are presented in Appendix C. 
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 Figure 7: Total trash volumes at primary sample sites during scheduled sampling period 

Average total trash volumes from the four scheduled sampling events at the primary sampling 

sites were calculated. Baseline trash volumes were subtracted from these average total trash volumes in 

order to produce an “adjusted” average total volume, more accurately reflective of the average volume of 

trash attributable to homeless activity. These results are presented in Table 5.   

Table 5: Average and adjusted average total trash volumes at primary sample sites 

 Average Total Trash Vol., m³ Adjusted Average 
Total Trash Vol., m³ 

Minimal 787.5 525 

Moderate 2062.5 1500 

Heavy 2212.5 2025 

  

Trash Category Volumes 

Trash from all 16 categories was observed during the course of sampling. The most frequently 

encountered categories of trash were cigarette waste, fabrics/clothing, food packaging, miscellaneous 
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paper and miscellaneous plastics. Trash of these types was recorded at every sampling event in the 

primary sampling area. The most infrequently encountered category of trash was biohazard waste, which 

was recorded on three occasions. Biohazard waste also accounted for the lowest total volume by category, 

totaling 156m³. The highest total volume by category was fabrics/clothing, with 3295.5m³. Category 

volumes for each site and sampling event were totaled and averages were calculated. These results are 

graphically presented in Figures 7-9. Raw data from all scheduled sampling events in the primary study 

area are presented in Appendix C. 

 

 Figure 8: Average trash volumes by category, sample site “Minimal" 
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Figure 9: Average trash volumes by category, sample site “Moderate"  

 

 

Figure 10: Average trash volumes by category, sample site “Heavy" 

Riverbed/Streamcourse Alterations 

 Anthropogenic alterations of the riverbed and/or streamcourse were observed at sample 

site “heavy” on all but one of the scheduled sampling events. Four such alterations were observed in total, 
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of riverbed/streamcourse alterations at any time. Raw data from all scheduled sampling events in the 

primary study area are presented in Appendix C. 

Streambank Alterations 

Anthropogenic alterations of the streambank were observed at all sites in the primary sampling 

area, on all scheduled sampling events. Averages per sampling event were calculated from the total 

number of streambank alterations per site. These results are summarized in Table 6. Raw data from all 

scheduled sampling events in the primary study area are presented in Appendix C. 

Table 6: Total and average streambank alterations at primary sample sites 

 Total Streambank Alterations Average per Sampling 
Event 

Minimal 4 1 

Moderate 23 5.75 

Heavy 21 5.25 

  

Other Parameters 

 Qualitative data (presence/absence) was collected for the following parameters: 

destruction of vegetation, trail building, evidence of fire building, evidence of wildfire, and existence of 

homeless encampments. The number of occasions during the four sampling events when each of these 

parameters was noted to be present was totaled, and this information is summarized in Table 7. Raw data 

from all scheduled sampling events in the primary study area are presented in Appendix C. 
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Table 7: Total number of observations of presence of “other parameters” 

 Destruction 
of Veg’n. 

Trail 
Building 

Fire 
Building 

Wildfire Encampments 

Minimal 2 2 0 0 2 

Moderate 4 4 4 4 4 

Heavy 4 4 3 0 4 

 

 

Discussion 
 

 The results summarized above can be applied to several of the specific questions posed by this 

research, specifically: what are the types and volumes of anthropogenic debris (trash) that are directly 

attributable to the homeless population? What are their environmental impacts, based on current scientific 

understanding? How much of the visible alteration of the riparian zone (trailbuilding, terracing of 

streambanks and/or destruction of native vegetation) is directly attributable to the homeless population? 

What are the associated environmental impacts of these alterations? 

 Making direct attributions of the sources of individual pieces of anthropogenic debris in the 

environment is an inherently difficult task. This is exemplified by the rapidly changing templates of 

standardized trash assessments, as developed by municipalities and environmental organizations. The 

inclusion of baseline trash data in this study was an attempt at eliminating two of the more commonly 

attributed sources of trash in riparian zones, i.e., the general public and illegal dumping. The application 

of these baseline volumes (total trash and trash volumes by type) to the trash quantified within the 

sampling areas provided a method of more accurately determining the amounts and types of trash that is 

attributable to a third source, that of the homeless population. In this manner, trash of 16 different types 
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was identified as originating from the population in question, in volumes ranging from156m³ to 

3295.5m³.  

The environmental impacts of these trash volumes can be considered in the context of previous 

research conducted with specific anthropogenic items in specific environmental media. While similar to 

the materials and the substrates that exist in the Guadalupe River, the conditions under which such 

research was conducted are not identical. Because of differences in climate, soil type and water quality 

(among other variables), direct conclusions cannot be made about the extent and severity of 

environmental impacts upon the Guadalupe estuary based on these studies, or any others. In particular, 

with respect to the impacts of physical alterations to the riparian zone, the soil type unique to the 

Guadalupe watershed – fine sandy loam – will not necessarily be the same as that found in the studies 

referenced below (University of California at Davis, California Soils Database, 2013). However, such 

work can form the basis for making informed comparisons between the results of those studies, and the 

results summarized above.  

For example, the presence of litter items in brackish mudflats (such as those in an estuary like that 

found in south San Francisco Bay) has been found to negatively influence the foraging behavior of certain 

species of intertidal gastropods, by increasing their travel time to forage and by causing premature self-

burying in response to perceived predation (Aloy et al., 2011). It can be inferred from such research that 

some of the anthropogenic materials observed in this study, once reaching the estuary, could have similar 

or greater effects upon the foraging and predator-avoidance behaviors of gastropods. Other research has 

found that large items such as vehicle tires and building materials impede the establishment and growth of 

wetland plants, which serve as habitat, refuge and food for ecologically important species (Uhrin & 

Schellinger, 2011). It can be theorized that some of the similarly bulky anthropogenic materials observed 

in this study would have equal or greater impacts upon estuarine plants.  
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The results summarized above demonstrate that plastic bags and fabrics/clothing are two of the 

most commonly encountered trash types in the riparian zone of the Guadalupe River. Large items such as 

lumber and shopping carts were also frequently observed. As previously noted, trash items found in the 

riparian zone, but outside the river itself, are assumed to eventually make their way into the stream 

channel by way of wind and water transfer. While such movement occurs in the riparian zone more or 

less continually, it was established during the course of this study that the Guadalupe River exhibits a 

significant seasonal water-borne transfer of materials, i.e., a winter flush. Once introduced into the main 

channel of the river, some proportion of these items will eventually make their way downstream to the 

estuary, where they will become entrained for a period of time. Indeed, casual observations of the 

Guadalupe River estuary have confirmed the presence of items such as plastic bags, fabrics and clothing, 

and shopping carts, along with myriad other forms of anthropogenic materials.  

The research by Aloy et al. (2011) showed that a treatment area of one square meter, with 75% 

coverage by 19cm x 14cm plastic sheeting, resulted in significantly fewer gastropod individuals arriving 

at the bait within the area than an identical area with 25% coverage. It can be extrapolated by comparison 

that a similar-sized area covered by a large cloth tarp of the type used commonly in the construction of 

homeless encampments would have similar or greater consequences on gastropod foraging activity. 

Moreover, widely distributed large pieces of plastic (such as grocery bags or trash bags) or other items 

(such as fabrics and clothing) would also impact gastropod activity. In this study, it was found that 

homeless activity contributed 282.6m³ of plastic bags and 698.1m³ of fabrics and clothing to the riparian 

zone.  

Similar comparisons can be made with research regarding anthropogenic materials as 

impediments to marsh plant growth. The study by Uhrin & Schellinger (2011) found impediments to 

native plant growth in the presence of coverage by vehicle tires (0.43m rim diameter, 9.1-10.9kg dry 

weight) and lumber (0.5m lengths of 0.5 x 0.1m). It can be extrapolated by comparison that the presence 

of bulky debris such as shopping carts and construction materials (items also commonly seen in homeless 
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encampments), in an estuarine habitat such as that of South San Francisco Bay, would have similar or 

greater impacts. The results of this research showed that homeless activity within the Guadalupe River 

contributed a total of 296.7m³ of shopping carts, and 659.7m³ of construction materials, to the riparian 

zone.  

Some speculative consideration of the environmental impacts of anthropogenic debris in the 

marine environment is warranted by the results of this study. While much has been written on the types, 

locations, and extent of trash in the ocean, little is known about the precise environmental impacts of this 

material. However, we can glean from previous research on the effects of marine debris on sea turtles 

some insight into the possible effects of, for example, “miscellaneous plastic,” which was one of the more 

commonly observed categories of trash at the Guadalupe River sample sites. In one recent study, 54 dead 

loggerhead turtles were examined, and marine debris was found in the gut contents of 13 turtles, or 24%; 

moreover, plastics accounted for 70 of the 82 total pieces of debris, or 85% (Lazar & Gracan, 2011). 

Going further, it is possible to extrapolate that, if 24% of the study’s turtles contained plastics 85% of the 

time, then there is a 20.4% chance of any one turtle having plastic in its digestive system. While the 

above-referenced study quantified marine debris in terms of individual pieces found in the guts of sea 

turtles, the proportions can still be used for comparative purposes. For example, with a 20.4% chance of 

ingestion by sea turtles of the average volume of plastic debris (plastic bags, miscellaneous plastic, and 

food packaging) found at the sample site “moderate,” we can ascertain that those animals would ingest a 

total of 77.79m³ of material. 

The physiological impacts of ingested plastic material on marine organisms are largely unknown. 

This is due in part to their relatively recent arrival in the oceans, and because of what will almost certainly 

be their long-term persistence in the environment. For example, while scientists can speculate with some 

credibility about the observed discomfort of a sea turtle attempting to expel several kilograms of plastic 

bags via the cloaca, it is much more difficult to gain a clearer understanding of the effects of, for example, 

microplastics. One area of significant current research is into the endocrine-disrupting compounds 
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(EDC’s) that are present in virtually all types of commercially produced plastics. A comprehensive study 

done on an exhaustive array of widely available plastic products showed that without exception, all 

products had detectable amounts of estrogenic activity (EA), including those marketed as “BPA-free,” 

such as baby bottles (Yang et al., 2011). It can therefore be assumed that the vast majority of the plastic 

material noted during the course of this study contains EDC’s that are leached to the soil and water in 

which they reside.  

While the main focus of attention has been on the potential for products to interfere with human 

endocrine systems, acutely or through chronic, (even genetic) effects, some research has been conducted 

on freshwater and marine organisms. For example, daphnids or water fleas, commonly used as test 

species in toxicological research, have been found to be the most susceptible to environmental 

pharmaceutical contaminants, followed by fish and algae (Pal et al., 2010). The recent attention paid to 

pharmaceuticals in wastewater is a result of the potential for these compounds to bypass even the most 

advanced municipal treatment systems, ending up in sensitive marine environments, such as San 

Francisco Bay. It was for this reason that the category of Pharmaceuticals and Personal Care Products 

(PPCP’s) was included in the trash quantification portion of this study. While PPCP’s only accounted for 

a relatively small volume of the observed debris – a total of 88.2m³ – their presence in homeless 

encampments is noteworthy, since the discharge of PPCP’s directly into the freshwater environment has 

the potential to affect both freshwater and marine organisms, as well as infiltrate the alluvial aquifer. 

The environmental impacts of riparian zone alterations can also be considered in the context of 

previous research. In so doing, it is again necessary to emphasize that the riparian soil conditions under 

which other studies have been conducted will not match those of the Guadalupe River watershed. 

Nevertheless, it has been established that anthropogenic alterations of the types seen in this study’s 

sample sites (terracing, trailbuilding, and removal of vegetation) cause in-stream degradation in a number 

of ways. In particular, both terracing and trailbuilding result in the displacement of naturally occurring 

sediments, which are sent directly to the stream channel; moreover, the changes in slope stability from 
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these activities causes increased erosion, leading to ongoing sedimentation (Poole & Berman, 2001). 

Increased sedimentation within streams has multiple impacts upon algal, invertebrate and fish 

populations, including decreased light penetration, increased smothering and scouring, and decreased 

habitat diversity (Wohl, 2004).  

This study’s observations of riparian zone alterations indicate that homeless activity within the 

Guadalupe results in some predictable changes to the naturally steep slopes leading to the river’s main 

channel. The most commonly seen alteration was that of terracing, whereby sections of the streambank 

are manually dug out and abraded in order to create a flat surface for sleeping, cooking, cleaning, etc. A 

total of 48 such alterations were observed during the sampling period. Other observed alterations of the 

riparian zone included those intended to ease movement within the inhabited areas: 10 instances of 

trailbuilding and 10 instances of removal of vegetation. (Although these totals are identical, trailbuilding 

and removal of vegetation were considered separately. In other words, a recorded instance of 

trailbuilding, while it might destroy vegetation, is not recorded as an act of vegetation removal as well.) 

The most salient question regarding the removal of portions of the material making up the natural 

streambank (sediment and the vegetation growing within it) is: where does that material end up? Without 

having actually observed any active terracing, trailbuilding or removal of vegetation, it is nevertheless 

safe to assume that a significant portion of the material, and in particular the sediment, immediately or 

eventually is discharged to the watercourse. With numerous species of resident fish in the Guadalupe 

River, including an endangered run of steelhead salmon, it is reasonable to infer from research into the 

egg-smothering effects of large sediment loads that the streambank alterations observed in this study 

would have damaging effects on the Guadalupe’s fish populations. 

Several other parameters were considered during the sampling process, including the presence of 

homeless encampments. These were noted on 10 occasions, largely for purposes of safety and orientation. 

Evidence of firebuilding activity was noted on seven occasions. This usually took the form of fire rings or 

fire pits within the riparian areas, in close proximity or within the confines of homeless encampments. 
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Finally, evidence of wildfire was noted on four occasions within the sampling areas. None of these were 

associated with the locations where firebuilding was noted. This information was included in the study as 

a result of growing concern about fires resulting from human habitation of wildlands in urban areas. 

Indeed, recent and repeated fires in several heavily populated riparian zones in the city of San Jose have 

received coverage in the local media, and this has focused some degree of attention on the issue of 

homeless encampments. Large burnt sections of a greenbelt in a heavily developed urban area provide 

visible, and highly unwelcome, evidence of environmental damage. However, the less visible effects of 

riparian zone fires may be of greater environmental consequence. These have been found to include 

changes in nutrient fluxes and cycling, increased sediment loads, and stimulation of erosion (Pettit & 

Naiman, 2007).  
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Conclusions and Areas For Future Research 

 

The results discussed in the previous section lead to several reasonable conclusions. First, it is 

clear that the areas of the Guadalupe River’s riparian zone that are heavily inhabited and/or traveled by 

homeless individuals or groups are more impacted by trash, streambank alterations and wildfire than 

those areas that are less heavily used. Second, due to the movement of a portion of materials such as trash 

and sediment from the riparian zone to the estuary and eventually the marine environment, it can be 

concluded that environmental impacts extend beyond the observed areas. Finally, the areas that were the 

focus of this research were observed to be largely unchanged in terms of their degree of use throughout 

the length of the study. Although a period of flooding in early December 2012 resulted in an exodus of 

the riparian zone by the homeless population, those areas were almost immediately re-inhabited. As a 

result, it can be concluded that the conditions observed in this study’s sample sites are representative of 

the longer-term situation in those areas.  

While a certain degree of transience is an inherent aspect of homelessness, several large 

encampments in other riparian areas within San Jose (namely, those of Coyote Creek) have been observed 

to persist in the same location for more than 10 years (Ledesma, personal communication, 10 April, 

2012). Such relative permanence implies that well-established areas of encampment in the Guadalupe 

watershed, such as those seen in this study’s sample site “moderate,” could remain in the observed 

conditions for years to come. Indeed, despite the occasional occurrence of forced displacement by city 

officials and law enforcement of long-term encampments within the Coyote Creek watershed, the same 

areas are quickly re-inhabited (Ledesma, personal communication, 10 April, 2012). Such precedence 

leads to the conclusion that riparian zone cleanups and evictions/removals of homeless people are of 

minimal consequence. In Santa Clara County, actions such as forced displacement and confiscation of 

property represent the controversial “last-ditch” efforts of cash-strapped local governments at dealing 

with a very high-profile issue. Leaving aside the question of their basic legality, the heavy-handedness of 



ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF HOMELESS ENCAMPMENTS  

 

 

 

52

these efforts is emblematic of the level of desperation that exists among those dealing with just one of the 

societal consequences of homelessness. Clearly, new approaches and alternative frameworks for a long-

term solution are needed. 

The objective of this research was identification and quantification of the type, extent, and 

location of environmental impacts in the riparian zone of the Guadalupe River that are directly 

attributable to the homeless population. Inclusion of baseline data regarding the impacts of other source 

populations was intended as an original approach to increasing the accuracy of a historically inaccurate 

part of the trash assessment process, i.e., source identification. The continually evolving nature of urban 

trash assessment protocols suggests that the methodology developed for this study can serve as a 

framework for subsequent research into trash-related environmental damage. The techniques developed 

for pinpointing potential environmental effects of a homeless population’s use of an area were not 

intended to further vilify that population. On the contrary, the objective was to establish yet another 

reason to work towards the eradication of homelessness, and attempt to quantify it in a unique and 

progressive manner. It is anticipated that this iteration of the trash assessment process may serve as a 

positive step forward in terms of source identification; however, other areas of social-science research 

may have more long-term meaning in regards to bringing about a solution to the issue of homelessness in 

general. 

It is safe to conclude that if all attempts at eliminating or attenuating the issue of homeless 

encampments in urban waterways have been largely unsuccessful, then the next step is to empirically 

examine alternative approaches. Within certain agencies many of these approaches are widely discussed, 

and in some cases have been attempted, albeit on a very short-term and largely underfunded basis. One 

area of potential future research is the long-term benefit-cost analysis of permanent housing for homeless 

populations. An approach involving valuation methods could be taken, whereby the current and future 

costs of mitigation of the existing situation (e.g., salaries of city employees tasked with managing and 

conducting cleanups, materials used in construction of barriers/fencing, litigation arising from property 
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confiscation and/or bodily harm) are compared to the costs associated with current and future housing of 

the homeless population. While speculation within some circles of municipal governments and homeless-

outreach organizations has suggested that mitigation costs greatly exceed the costs of housing, no 

rigorous quantitative study has examined the question in the long-term. Further research could attempt to 

determine the actual long-term societal benefits that may accrue from permanent housing of otherwise 

chronically homeless individuals. In particular, studies could focus on the economic benefits associated 

with fewer withdrawals from the pool of social safety-net resources (health care, food stamps, welfare, 

temporary shelter), in addition to the potential added government revenue of taxable income from the 

otherwise unemployed. Such areas of future research warrant serious examination, if for no other reason 

than to move beyond the existing culture of exasperation amongst those attempting to confront the issue 

of homelessness in western society. 
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'Eye-popping' number of hypodennic needles, pounds of 
waste cleared from Orange County riverbed homeless 
encampment 
By ANH DO. 

MAR JO, ~(II& 14:.\0 l'\cl 

A bi<:yclist rides past piles of trash from the Santa Ana River homeless camp after it was clearetl 

and more than 700 people relocated in Anaheim in February. (Allen J. Schabcn / Los Angeles 

Times) 

Crews from the Orange County Public Works department have collected nearly 14,000 

hypodermic needles and cleared more than 5,000 pounds of hazardous waste -

including human waste - from the vo.st homeless encampment along the Santa Ana 

River trail. 



The numbers, released last week, represent cleanup work done from Jan. 22 to March 3 

along a two-mile stretch of trail spanning t he 5 Freeway in Orange to Ball Road in 

Anaheim. 

The tally - 404 tons of debris, 13,950 needles and 5,279 pounds of waste - is "simply 

eye-popping," said Shannon \-Vidor, Orange County Public Works spokesman. 

"Nothing of this magnitude invohing our crews and homeless populations has ever been 

done before in the county," he said. 

He said the waste included propane, pesticides, solvent and paint. "We've kind of seen it 
all. It's a good thing it's been h auled away. People tend to lose sight that this area is part 

of a flood control channel, and debris can keep spreading and impact water quality," he 

added. 

Last month, county officials moved more than 700 people li"ing at the encampment 

near Angel Stadium into motels and shelters temporarily, assigning workers from the 

Orange County Health Care Agency to conduct assessments of the homeless to help 

connect them to supp-Ort ser..ices. 

Through March 2, 221 clinical assessments have been completed - with 493 referrals 

given to social services, veterans sen-ices, public health and behavioral health and more, 

county spokeswoman Jen Nent'""ig said. 

The cleanup at the trail is part of an environmental remediation project that ~'ill focus 

on tree trimming, removing 2 to 3 inches of soil and working ·with Orange County Parks 
to repair the bicycle path, Widor said. 
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The streets are lined with tents near East 5th Street and South San Pedro Street in the skid row area of Los Angeles on Feb. 15. (Los Angeles Times)
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G
ood morning. I’m Paul Thornton, and it is Saturday, March 3, 2018. Los Angeles is in the midst of only its third

significant rain event since February 2017 — but it’s nothing compared with what’s howling through the
Northeast right now. Let’s take a look back at the week in Opinion.

Over the last week, The Times editorial board published a six-part series on perhaps Los Angeles’ most
unyielding crisis: the presence of at least 58,000 homeless people within the county, a number that has

lurched upward in recent years amid a chronic lack of affordable housing. There are hopeful signs that city and other
local leaders — along with voters, who passed two measures recently to pay for increased services and housing —
recognize the urgency of this problem.

Still, while there’s a collective sense of urgency that something must be done now, how to go about doing it eludes
planners and residents when details such as where to house homeless people need to be worked out. There are also
misconceptions about homeless people — that the vast majority are hopelessly mentally ill or drug-addicted rather
than just down on their luck — that dampen the guilt that ought to come with simply looking the other way while
thousands of our fellow humans struggle and die without housing.

The editorial board’s series began with an impassioned call to action: Our homelessness crisis is a national disgrace,
and it’s no longer acceptable to tolerate it. In subsequent editorials, the board scolded NIMBYs and their City Hall
enablers who balk at the idea of building new housing in certain neighborhoods, profiled people who were neither
mentally ill nor drug-addicted but found themselves without a home because of terrible circumstances, examined
methods that succeeding in housing and supporting formerly homeless individuals, and called for ways to measure
effectiveness as Los Angeles engages in an unprecedented — and expensive — effort to combat this problem. Continue
reading for excerpts from each editorial.

Part 1: “Los Angeles’ homelessness crisis is a national disgrace”:

Politicians who have for too long shamefully shirked their responsibility to address the festering problems must now
exercise real leadership; they must stop pandering to the vocal minority of residents who object to housing for
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homeless and low-income people in their neighborhoods. Years of infighting, mixed messages and failures of political
will must come to an end.

All the region’s politicians must step up, but especially Mayor Eric Garcetti — whose legacy and political future will
rise or fall on how he handles this colossal urban crisis — and the members of the Los Angeles City Council, who have
too often allowed political expediency and timidity to guide their actions. Homelessness in the city of Los Angeles has
risen every year since Garcetti took office in 2013. Over the course of his tenure, it is up 49%.

Part 2: "The homeless in L.A. are not who you think they are":

Many people think of homelessness as a problem of substance abusers and mentally ill people, of chronic skid row
street-dwellers pushing shopping carts. But increasingly, the crisis in Los Angeles today is about a less visible (but
more numerous) group of “economically homeless” people. These are people who have been driven onto the streets or
into shelters by hard times, bad luck and California’s irresponsible failure to address its own housing needs.

Consider Nadia, whose story has become typical. When she decided she had to end her abusive marriage, she knew it
would be hard to find an affordable place to live with her three young children. With her husband, she had paid
$2,000 a month for a three-bedroom condo in the San Fernando Valley, but prices were rising rapidly, and now two-
bedroom apartments in the area were going for $2,400 — an impossible rent for a single parent who worked part time
at Magic Mountain.

For months she hunted while staying with family and friends. She qualified for a unit in a low-income housing project,
but the waiting list was two years long. She obtained a federal Section 8 voucher to subsidize the rent in a market-rate
apartment, but landlord after landlord refused to accept Section 8, or charged a rent that was too high to meet the
federal government’s unrealistically low “fair-market rent” limit.

Nadia and her rambunctious young kids eventually wore out their welcome at the houses where they were staying.
They found themselves left with little choice, with neither a place of their own nor a friend to fall back on. Last
summer, they took refuge at San Fernando Valley Rescue Mission’s shelter for homeless families.

https://www.latimes.com/opinion/editorials/la-ed-economically-homeless-20180226-htmlstory.html


Part 3: "Don't let NIMBYs — or weak-kneed politicians — stand in the way of homeless housing":

Until the mayor and the members of the City Council treat the building of these 10,000 units of housing with the kind
of extraordinary urgency this crisis requires — the kind that the federal and state governments bestowed upon, for
example, the rebuilding of the broken Santa Monica Freeway after the Northridge earthquake — they simply will not
be built. And they must be built. Supportive housing in particular — which offers not just a place to live but also access
to job counseling and mental health and substance abuse treatment, among other things — is the best long-term
solution for the chronically homeless, whose cases are the most difficult to solve. A substantial number of these
housing units must be located in every single council district. They cannot just be concentrated in poor areas or in
neighborhoods with less political clout. Already, a new report shows that even more housing will be needed than was
estimated at the time HHH was passed.

There will be opposition, vocal and angry. There already is. But ultimately, every council member must support a fair
share of this housing in his or her district — and push back against those constituents who object by rote. We expect
council members to lead rather than follow, to explain why this housing is necessary and to push as many reasonable
projects as possible through the gantlet of City Council approvals. We expect Mayor Eric Garcetti to stand up publicly
and fight for those projects as well. The mayor, who is said to be contemplating his next career steps, has an
opportunity to repair the long-standing perception that he is unwilling to take on tough public battles. Surely he must
be aware that his mayoralty will ultimately be judged on how he handles this crisis.

Part 4: "Treating and housing the mentally ill is harder than jailing them. But it might actually work":

It’s important to remember that the mentally ill account for only about a third of the homeless, so even if they were all
properly treated and housed, homelessness would remain a monumental problem in Los Angeles.

That said, people who should be in permanent supportive housing and clinical care are on the street in large part
because a society that did so well at the easy and money-saving part of deinstitutionalization — releasing the patients,
laying off the staffs, closing the hospital doors — failed to follow through with the difficult and expensive part. Few of
the promised clinics were built. The funding was constantly delayed. It was finally supposed to come with the Mental
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Health Systems Act of 1980, signed into law by President Carter. But the following year, Congress and the new
president, Ronald Reagan, repealed the act.

Part 5: "How can a place with 58,000 homeless people continue to function?":

As homelessness spreads across Los Angeles County — the official tally shows a 46% increase from 2013 to 2017 — it is
drawing two conflicting responses, at times from the same people. There’s sympathy and a desire to help, but there’s
also a sense of being invaded and perhaps even endangered — in terms of both physical safety and public health (see,
for example, the state of emergency California declared last year over a hepatitis A outbreak that spread among the
homeless, or the Skirball blaze that was sparked by a cooking fire in a homeless encampment). There’s an unavoidable,
often unspoken, fear that the city around us may be in a state of irreversible decline, and a suspicion on the part of
some that the rights of homeless people have trumped the rights of everyone else.

The increasing visibility of homelessness and destitution contributes to the uneasy feeling that the problem is closing
in on everyone. It’s also a daily reminder that the values and systems to which we cling — liberty, democracy, free
enterprise, the social contract that’s supposed to hold a community together, the safety net that is supposed to protect
the most vulnerable — haven’t steered us out of this mess. Nor have our leaders.

It’s not surprising that some Angelenos are angry or even afraid. But we need to channel those concerns into
constructive action.

Part 6: "L.A. has a long history of failure on homelessness. It needs leaders who will take responsibility":

How many people have we housed, or at least, how many are we on track toward housing? Is Los Angeles setting the
national standard for rapid and effective response to a vexing problem? Or are its leaders merely mastering the art of
appearances while passing the buck and hoping things turn around?

Who knows? L.A. homelessness stats are spread among obscure reports from city, county and federal agencies.
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And you’ll learn nothing by attending a meeting of the body charged with ending homelessness or hearing the report
from the homelessness czar — the point person reporting directly to both the city’s mayor and the county Board of
Supervisors. That’s because there is no committee and no czar with sole responsibility for ending homelessness. Or
rather, there are many committees and many sub-commanders, which is almost the same as there being none at all.

Who’s in charge here?
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Los Angeles City Councilmember Jose Huizar speaks on the steps of L.A. City Hall in this February 2013 �le photo. (David
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Nearly 20 months after Los Angeles City Councilmember Jose Huizar's council offices and

Boyle Heights home were raided by FBI agents, the sitting councilmember was arrested by

federal agents at that same home on June 23.

Today, a grand jury returned a 34-count indictment against Huizar. He's now scheduled to be

arraigned via video conference on Monday, Aug. 3.

Federal prosecutors say Huizar led a "criminal enterprise" from his council seat, using his

position to conduct and cover up illicit activities, including accepting bribes from developers.
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Huizar's indictment is the latest development in a years-long federal investigation into

corruption at L.A. City Hall. The probe has so far seen former councilmember Mitch

Englander and city staff members arrested and charged as part of a sweeping "pay-to-play"

scandal involving a powerful city council committee, developers, lobbyists, casino trips, cash

exchanges in bathrooms, and more.

Four defendants have already entered guilty pleas.

We look back on how the scandal has unfolded so far. The full scope of the FBI investigation

is still a mystery, and our understanding relies on piecemeal documents and snippets of

information that have been released so far. To help keep track of what we know, we've put

together this timeline combining important dates and milestones.
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INVESTIGATION TIMELINE

Note: Events listed below are largely based on allegations from the Englander indictment or public

search warrants.

2016(-ish)

February 2017 

June 2017
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Mitch Englander first meets "Businessperson A," according to the grand jury

indictment.

February 15: The FBI serves a search warrant against Yahoo asking for access to L.A.

City Councilman Jose Huizar's personal email account.
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July 2017

June 1: Englander and his then-chief of staff, John Lee, go on a Las Vegas trip along

with, according to the indictment, Businessperson A, City Staffer A ("special

assistant" to City Councilmember A from June 2013 - January 2018), City Staffer B *,

Lobbyist A and Developer A, among others. Businessperson A hands over a cash

envelope with $10,000 in a hotel casino bathroom and treats the group to a lavish

dinner, $24,000 in nightclub bottle service (with another $10,000 in bottle service

from Developer A), and female escorts. One escort is sent to Englander's room.

June 5: The FBI investigation into Englander begins based on "a judicially authorized

intercepted phone call referencing benefits received by public officials from

Businessperson A."

Early June: John Lee leaves Mitch Englander's office for a job in the private sector. *

June 10-12: Palm Springs Golf Tournament at Morongo Casino resort, where

Businessperson A allegedly gave another $5,000 envelope to Englander in a bathroom.

June 19: Englander introduces Businessperson A to Developer B at a lunch meeting.



August 2017 
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July 11: FBI contacts City Staffer B asking for an interview.

July 13: FBI contacts City Staffer B again seeking a voluntary interview.

Sometime in July: Federal investigators contact former Englander chief of staff John

Lee. *

July 19: Federal investigators interview Businessperson A. Less than a month later,

Businessperson A starts cooperating with the FBI and U.S. Attorney's office.

Aug. 10: Businessperson A begins cooperating with the FBI and U.S. Attorney's office.
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September 2017

October 2017 

Aug. 16: City Staffer B talks to the FBI with their attorney present.*

Sometime in August: Federal investigators contact John Lee again.*

Sometime in August: Mitch Englander learns about the FBI investigation, allegedly

sends a Confide message to Businessperson A saying he wants to reimburse them for

the Vegas trip. 

Sept. 1: FBI contacts Mitch Englander for the first time, asking for a voluntary

interview. Afterwards, according to the indictment, Englander sends a back-dated

check to reimburse Businessperson A for trip expenses.

Sept. 14: Fed Ex package arrives to Businessperson A containing two checks for $442

each from Englander and City Staffer B.* Checks are labeled "Vegas expenses" and

dated Aug. 4, 2017.

Oct. 4: Mitch Englander allegedly meets Businessperson A for lunch in DTLA and

discusses FBI investigation.

Oct. 19: Englander sits for an FBI interview with his attorney present and allegedly

lies, saying he hasn't told anyone about this interview.



January 2018

February 2018

Jan. 31: Businessperson A sends Englander a Confide message mentioning the FBI

had asked to "follow up about the check." Englander allegedly responded, "...I got a

call too. Very stupid. They are waiting [sic] their time with this."

Jan. 31-Feb 5: Englander and Businessperson A continue to talk on Confide about the

FBI investigation. Businessperson A says they should talk in person. Englander

suggests using a different phone number.
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April 2018 

Feb. 6: At an Englander fundraising event, Businessperson A and Englander talk

about the investigation, but Englander instructs Businessperson A "you and I have

never had a conversation... they are going to ask," and "you should just say 'I don't

know.'" Englander also allegedly tells Businessperson A to lie and say Englander had

tried multiple times to reimburse them for Vegas expenses. The indictment also

alleges Englander told Businessperson A not to say anything about escorts, referring

to a "massage lady." Englander said, "Don't say it...don't mention... No, no, don't

mention it."

Feb. 7: Englander interviewed by FBI a second time. He allegedly lies about whether

he knew Businessperson A would be at his fundraiser, if he knew how much the Vegas

bottle service cost, and if he received any other gifts.

Feb. 12: Englander and Businessperson A meet in Englander's car. According to the

indictment, Englander turns the stereo up very loud in case of listening devices and

drives in circles. Englander tells the individual to lie to investigators and says "we

never had a conversation." Englander also tells Businessperson A how to lie about

calling the escort service in Las Vegas, ultimately deciding, "No, just say, 'I don't

remember'" and "No, I didn't hire anybody." Englander finally agrees to introduce the

Businessperson to his builder "friend." 



July 2018 

Apr. 12: Mitch Englander files his Form 700, a required financial disclosure for

government officials, but omits $15,000 cash and other gifts from Businessperson A.

July 20: FBI serves a search warrant against Google under money laundering and

bribery statutes.

The warrant asks for information contained in the Gmail account of Raymond Chan,

the former head of the Los Angeles Dept. of Building and Safety (appointed by Mayor

Eric Garcetti) until he retired in 2016 and served for a year as a Los Angeles deputy

mayor for economic development until June 2017.

Also named: Councilman Jose Huizar, family members and other city hall aides;

Councilman Curren Price; Deron Williams, chief of staff to Herb Wesson; and Joel

Jacinto, a member of the city's board of public works (appointed by Garcetti).

The warrant mentions seeking records for information on "development projects in

and around Los Angeles that relate to foreign investors."

Oceanwide Holdings and other Chinese development companies are also found in the

pages of the search warrant. (Oceanwide is responsible for a large, unfinished tower

across from Staples Center.)
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October 2018

November 2018 

An FBI agent carries a case from the Boyle Heights home of Los Angeles Councilman Jose Huizar in on Nov. 7, 2018. (Frederic J.

Brown/AFP via Getty Images)

Oct. 11: Mitch Englander announces he's resigning to work for a private sports

lobbying firm, Oak View Group.



December 2018

January 2019

June 2019

Nov. 7: The FBI raids the office and home of Jose Huizar using a hard drive-sniffing

dog. Agents leaving one office have a filing box labeled "Fundraising." 

Nov. 20: Mitch Englander meets with Businessperson A, according to the indictment,

and discusses the FBI investigation into his Vegas and Palm Springs trips.

Dec. 31: FBI interviews Englander a 3rd time. He allegedly lies about cash and gifts

from Businessperson A, and says he can't remember ever using the Confide app.

Dec. 31: Mitch Englander officially resigns from the city council.

Jan. 11: Seamus Hughes with George Washington University tweets the warrant on

Raymond Chan's Gmail account. This is the first chance journalists and the public

have for a better understanding of how wide and deep the FBI probe into L.A. City Hall

may go.
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August 2019  

March 2020 

June 4: Special primary election to fill the Council District 12 seat vacated by Mitch

Englander. Former Englander chief-of-staff John Lee and scientist Loraine Lundquist

qualify for the top-two runoff in August.

Aug. 13: John Lee, former Mitch Englander chief of staff, wins the special election to

fill the CD 12 seat Englander vacated in 2018. 

Mar. 3: California's presidential primary election, where John Lee runs for re-

election against scientist and educator Loraine Lundquist.

Mar. 9: A federal grand Jury indictment is unsealed, and Mitch Englander surrenders

to the FBI, facing seven counts for obstructing a federal investigation. He pleads "not

guilty" and is released on $50,000 bail. His trial date

is later set for May 5.

March 27: Englander takes a deal, agreeing to plead guilty to one count of "scheming

to falsify material facts," according to Department of Justice officials. As part of the
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Englander, his wife and attorney leaving the federal courthouse in downtown L.A. (Libby Denkmann/ LAist)

May 2020

agreement, Englander admitted that he made false statements to the FBI and federal

prosecutors on three separate occasions in 2017 and 2018.



June 2020

May 13: Granada Hills real estate developer George Chiang agrees to plead guilty in

connection with a scheme to bribe public officials -- including an unnamed member

of the Los Angeles City Council -- to smooth the passage of real estate projects.

May 14: L.A. City Council President Nury Martinez asks Councilmember Huizar not to

attend any more meetings until there's "legal clarity" regarding his involvement in

the city's "pay-to-play" bribery scheme. Following that request, several city leaders

call on Huizar to resign. The councilmember says he will "limit" his participation at

City Hall, but does not announce his resignation.

May 27: George Esparza, a former aide to Huizar, agrees to plead guilty to one count

of conspiring to violate the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organization (RICO)

statute.

June 23: Councilmember Jose Huizar is arrested by federal agents at his Boyle Heights

home on a federal racketeering charge.

In a 172-page indictment, federal prosecutors allege Huizar led a "criminal

enterprise" from his council seat, using his position to conduct and cover up illicit

activities, such as accepting bribes from developers.

Huizar faces a charge for "conspiring to violate the Racketeer Influenced and

Corrupt Organizations (RICO) Act," federal prosecutors said in a news release,
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July 2020

alleging he agreed to accept at least $1.5 million in bribes.

The Los Angeles City Council votes 14-0 to suspect Huizar, though he can't be

officially removed from his position unless he pleads or is found guilty.

Huizar appeared in court in front of United States Magistrate Judge Paul L. Abrams,

who ordered Huizar released on a $100,000 bond.

July 7: Englander enters a formal guilty plea. He faces a maximum of five years in

prison.

July 30: A federal grand jury returns a 34-count indictment against Huizar.

The corruption charges include allegations that Huizar illegally took more than

$800,000 in benefits from a "Chinese billionaire who runs a multinational

development firm and who owns a hotel in Huizar's district."

It also alleges that Huizar used " family members to launder hundreds of

thousands of dollars in bribes, making false statements on a bank loan application

and failing to report his illicit benefits on tax returns and ethics disclosure forms.

https://www.justice.gov/usao-cdca/pr/ex-los-angeles-city-councilman-agrees-plead-guilty-federal-charge-related-obstructing
https://www.justice.gov/usao-cdca/pr/los-angeles-city-councilman-jose-huizar-charged-34-count-indictment-alleging-wide


* The identity of "City Staffer B" has come under close scrutiny since the indictment's release. The

Grand Jury says, along with Englander, this staffer sent a backdated check to the unnamed

businessperson that was meant to look like reimbursement for Vegas travel expenses. It was mailed

after both individuals became aware of the FBI investigation.

In the Grand Jury document, City Staffer B is referred to as "a high-ranking staff member for defendant

ENGLANDER until approximately June 2017." Englander's chief-of-staff until June 2017 was now-

Councilman John Lee, who represents the same district. Lee is not named in the indictment, but has

since confirmed he went on the Las Vegas trip. On Monday, Lee said in a statement that he was

unaware of any illegal activity, and cooperated "completely" with the FBI.

LAist editor Ryan Fonseca contributed to this story.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Thursday, July 30, 2020

U.S. Attorneys » Central District of California » News

Department of Justice

U.S. Attorney’s Office

Central District of California

Los Angeles City Councilman Jose Huizar Charged in 34-Count
Indictment Alleging Wide-Ranging Political Corruption

INDICTMENT 

         LOS ANGELES – A federal grand jury today returned a 34-count indictment against Jose Huizar, an
elected member of the Los Angeles City Council, on charges that he led a criminal enterprise where he used
his powerful position at City Hall to enrich himself and his close associates, and unlawfully gave favorable
treatment to developers who financed and facilitated bribes and other illicit financial benefits.

          The indictment incorporates the allegations made in last month’s criminal complaint that charged
Huizar, 51, of Boyle Heights, with one count of conspiracy to violate the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt
Organizations (RICO) Act. The indictment specifically alleges 402 overt acts that Huizar and his co-
conspirators committed to further their criminal enterprise, including bribery, honest services fraud, and
money laundering.

          In addition to the RICO conspiracy charge, the indictment charges Huizar with the following criminal
charges: 12 counts of honest services wire fraud; two counts of honest services mail fraud; four counts of
traveling interstate in aid of racketeering; six counts of bribery; five counts of money laundering; one count of
structuring cash deposits to conceal bribes; one count of making a false statement to a financial institution;
one count of making false statements to federal law enforcement; and one count of tax evasion.

          Huizar is expected to appear via videoconference for his arraignment, which is scheduled for August 3
in United States District Court.

          Huizar has represented Council District 14 (CD-14), which includes downtown Los Angeles and its
surrounding communities, since 2005. Huizar for several years was chair of the city’s influential Planning and
Land Use Management Committee, a position he lost after the FBI executed search warrants at his city
offices and personal residence in November 2018. During the search of his home, agents seized
approximately $129,000 cash that was stashed in Huizar’s closet and which, according to the indictment, he
received from a Chinese billionaire and another businessperson seeking favors from him.

          The indictment alleges that Huizar operated the “CD-14 Enterprise,” along with co-conspirator
members, including “Individual 1,” a former general manager of the Los Angeles Department of Building and
Safety and former deputy mayor; George Esparza, Huizar’s former special assistant; and real estate
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development consultant George Chiang. Members and associates of the criminal enterprise referred to
Huizar as their “boss,” operated as a criminal organization, and worked together for common purposes, the
indictment alleges.

          The CD-14 Enterprise allegedly had several objectives, including enriching its members and
associates through means that included bribery, extortion, and honest services fraud; advancing its political
goals and maintaining its control and authority; concealing the enterprise’s financial activities; and protecting
the enterprise by concealing its activities and shielding the enterprise from detection by law enforcement, the
city, and the public.

          Among the multitude of corruption allegations, the indictment alleges that Huizar illegally accepted
more than $800,000 in benefits from Chairman E, a Chinese billionaire who runs a multinational
development firm and who owns a hotel in Huizar’s district. Chairman E provided $600,000 in collateral to
fund a settlement of a sexual harassment lawsuit filed against Huizar by a former CD-14 staffer, allegations
that threatened his 2015 re-election campaign, according to the indictment.

          The indictment outlines Huizar’s concealment of illicit benefits, including by instructing his special
assistant on how to avoid bank reporting requirements, using his family members to launder hundreds of
thousands of dollars in bribes, making false statements on a bank loan application and failing to report his
illicit benefits on tax returns and ethics disclosure forms. Huizar allegedly engaged in obstructionist conduct,
including attempting to influence other witnesses and lying to federal prosecutors and the FBI.

          In total, Huizar allegedly agreed to accept at least $1.5 million in illicit financial benefits.

          An indictment contains allegations that a defendant has committed a crime. Every defendant is
presumed innocent until and unless proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.

          The charges of RICO conspiracy, honest services fraud, and money laundering each carry a statutory
maximum sentence of 20 years in federal prison. The charge of making false statements to a financial
institution has a statutory maximum sentence of 30 years’ imprisonment. The bribery charges each carry a
statutory maximum sentence of 10 years in federal prison. The charges of tax evasion, structuring, making
false statements to law enforcement, and interstate travel in aid of racketeering have a five-year maximum
prison sentence.

          Huizar is the fifth person to be charged in the ongoing corruption investigation being conducted by the
FBI and the U.S. Attorney’s Office. The other four defendants have pleaded guilty. Esparza, Chiang, and
Justin Jangwoo Kim, a Huizar fundraiser who admitted to facilitating bribes, are scheduled to be sentenced
by United States District Judge John F. Walter in February 2021. Esparza, Chiang, and Kim are cooperating
with the ongoing investigation.

          Former Los Angeles City Councilman Mitchell Englander pleaded guilty on July 7 to charges of
scheming to falsify material facts related to trips he took to Las Vegas and Palm Springs that were funded by
a businessperson. Englander’s sentencing hearing is scheduled for December 7, also before Judge Walter.

          The cases against Huizar and his associates in the CD-14 Enterprise are being prosecuted by
Assistant United States Attorney Mack E. Jenkins, Chief of the Public Corruption and Civil Rights Section,
and Assistant United States Attorneys Veronica Dragalin and Melissa Mills, also of the Public Corruption and
Civil Rights Section.

          Any member of the public who has information related to this or any other public corruption matter in
the City of Los Angeles is encouraged to send information to the FBI’s email tip line at pctips-
losangeles@fbi.gov or to contact the FBI’s Los Angeles Field Office at (310) 477-6565.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Tuesday, June 23, 2020

U.S. Attorneys » Central District of California » News

Department of Justice

U.S. Attorney’s Office

Central District of California

Los Angeles City Councilman Jose Huizar Arrested on Federal
RICO Charge that Alleges He Agreed to Accept At Least $1.5

Million in Illicit Benefits

Case Alleges the Politician Operated a ‘Pay-to-Play’ Scheme in Which Real Estate
Developers Funneled Cash and Other Benefits to Secure Favorable Treatment

COMPLAINT

          LOS ANGELES – Special agents with the FBI this morning arrested Jose Huizar, an elected member
of the Los Angeles City Council, on a federal racketeering charge that alleges he led a criminal enterprise
that used his powerful position at City Hall to solicit and accept lucrative bribes and other financial benefits to
enrich himself and his close associates in exchange for Huizar taking official actions favorable to the
developers and others who financed and facilitated the bribes.

          Huizar, 51, of Boyle Heights, was taken into custody at his home without incident and is expected to
make his initial appearance this afternoon in United States District Court in downtown Los Angeles.

          Huizar was arrested pursuant to a federal criminal complaint filed on June 22 and unsealed this
morning. The complaint charges Huizar with one count of conspiring to violate the Racketeer Influenced and
Corrupt Organizations (RICO) Act and alleges that, as part of the criminal enterprise, he and his associates
violated a series of laws, including bribery, honest services fraud, extortion and money laundering.

          “This case pulled back the curtain on rampant corruption at City Hall,” said United States Attorney Nick
Hanna. “Councilman Huizar violated the public trust to a staggering degree, allegedly soliciting and
accepting hundreds of thousands of dollars in bribes from multiple sources over many years. Using the
power of his office to approve or stall large building projects, Huizar worked through a web of other corrupt
city officials, lobbyists, consultants and developers to line his pockets and maintain his hold on Council
District 14, which he turned into a money-making criminal enterprise that shaped the development landscape
in Los Angeles.”

          “Mr. Huizar was busy enjoying the fruits of his alleged corruption while his criminal enterprise sold the
city to the highest bidder behind the backs of taxpayers,” said Paul Delacourt, the Assistant Director in
Charge of the FBI’s Los Angeles Field Office. “As we continue to investigate this case, we urge residents,
business owners and city employees to come forward with information about bribery and illegal practices in
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government. The FBI relies on the cooperation of others to build cases that successfully root out corruption
in order to restore integrity in public office.”

          Huizar has represented Council District 14 (CD-14), which includes downtown Los Angeles and its
surrounding communities, since 2005. In addition to representing an area that has experienced a commercial
real estate boom in recent years, Huizar for several years was chair of the city’s influential Planning and
Land Use Management Committee, a position he lost after the FBI executed search warrants at his city
offices and personal residence in November 2018. During the search of Huizar’s home, agents seized
approximately $129,000 cash that was stashed in his closet.

          “The federal investigation has revealed that Huizar operated a pay-to-play scheme in the City, utilizing
and commodifying the powerful Council seat of CD-14, whereby he solicited and accepted financial benefits
from international (primarily Chinese) and domestic developers with projects in the City in exchange for
favorable official actions,” according to the affidavit in support of the criminal complaint.

          The 116-page affidavit alleges that Huizar operated the “CD-14 Enterprise,” along with co-conspirator
members, including “Individual 1,” a former general manager of the Los Angeles Department of Building and
Safety and former deputy mayor; George Esparza, Huizar’s former special assistant; and real estate
development consultant George Chiang. Members and associates of the criminal enterprise referred to
Huizar as their “boss,” operated as a criminal organization, and worked together for common purposes, the
complaint alleges. The CD-14 Enterprise allegedly had several objectives, including 1) enriching its members
and associates through means that included bribery, extortion, and honest services fraud, 2) advancing its
political goals and maintaining its control and authority, 3) concealing the enterprise’s financial activities, and
4) protecting the enterprise by concealing its activities and shielding the enterprise from detection by law
enforcement, the city, and the public.

          In recent weeks, both Esparza and Chiang agreed to plead guilty to the same RICO charge that
Huizar now faces.

          The CD-14 Enterprise was created in early 2013 by Huizar and Individual 1 “at a time when each of
them faced significant threats to their political and professional careers,” according to the affidavit. Individual
1, who maintained close relationships with Chinese developers, introduced Huizar to “Chairman E,” a
Chinese billionaire who runs a multinational development firm and who owns a hotel in Huizar’s district.

          In 2014, Individual 1 facilitated an arrangement whereby Chairman E provided $600,000 in collateral
to fund a settlement of a sexual harassment lawsuit filed against Huizar by a former CD-14 staffer,
allegations that threatened his 2015 re-election campaign. In addition, Huizar directly and indirectly accepted
cash and casino gambling chips on more than a dozen lavish trips to Las Vegas – trips that included rides on
private jets and stays at luxurious casino villas, one of which cost over $38,000 per night. The complaint also
alleges Huizar accepted a trip to Australia and other benefits from Chairman E. In exchange, Chairman E
asked for a series of favors from Huizar over time.

          Ultimately, Chairman E provided over $800,000 in benefits to Huizar so that Huizar would assist
Chairman E’s ambitious plans to redevelop his property in CD-14 and build the tallest building west of the
Mississippi River, according to the affidavit.

          In a second scheme, “Developer C” agreed to pay a $500,000 cash bribe to secure Huizar’s help in
resolving a labor organization’s appeal of a major real estate development which, when resolved, would save
the developer millions of dollars. After a middleman, Justin Jangwoo Kim, collected $500,000 cash from
Developer C, Kim and Esparza decided to keep some of the money for themselves. Kim pleaded guilty on
June 3 to bribery charges and admitted facilitating the bribe from Developer C.

          A third major bribery scheme outlined in the affidavit involves “Company D,” another Chinese real
estate firm that wanted to develop a large mixed-used project in CD-14. In exchange for Huizar’s support of
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the project, Company D agreed to hire Huizar “Associate 1” as a consultant to perform work – real estate
reports that discussed development opportunities – that actually was completed by Chiang. The affidavit
alleges that Company D also financed part of a Huizar family trip to China and agreed to contribute $100,000
to a political action committee that would benefit the campaign of Huizar’s close relative, who Huizar
intended to replace him on the City Council after he was termed out in 2020.

          Other developers made donations to two PACs that would benefit “Relative A-1’s” campaign in
exchange for Huizar taking official action to support their projects, the complaint alleges. One series of
donations was made by “Company M” and facilitated by “Executive M,” who allegedly furnished Huizar with
opposition research against two female staffers who had sued Huizar for sexual harassment in 2018. With
Huizar’s help, Company M was able to get final approval in the fall of 2018 to construct a 35-story project in
the Arts District with “minimal” affordable housing units and union labor requirements that saved the
company an estimated $14 million, the affidavit alleges. Company M later bragged to its employees that this
was a “truly amazing” feat “in a wealthy opinionated hipster community,” according to the affidavit.

          The complaint alleges a series of additional corrupt acts, including bribes to Huizar from
“Businessperson A,” who wanted to develop business opportunities with Huizar’s help. Businessperson A
allegedly provided Huizar a $10,000 monthly cash retainer, $10,000 worth of hotel accommodations on 21
separate occasions, and approximately $18,000 in lavish gifts that included suits, shoes and meals.

          Huizar allegedly leveraged his official position to pressure developers to make donations to Relative A-
1’s campaign to ensure Huizar’s continued influence in the city and to steer work towards companies linked
to his associates, including the law firm that employed Relative A-1, regardless of any legitimate business
need.

          The complaint affidavit concludes by outlining Huizar’s concealment of illicit benefits, including by
instructing his special assistant on how to avoid bank reporting requirements, using his family members to
launder hundreds of thousands of dollars in bribes, making false statements on a bank loan application and
failing to report his illicit benefits on tax returns and ethics disclosure forms. The complaint also alleges that
Huizar engaged in obstructionist conduct, including attempting to influence other witnesses and lying to
federal prosecutors and the FBI.

          A criminal complaint contains allegations that a defendant has committed a crime. Every defendant is
presumed innocent until and unless proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.

          The RICO conspiracy charge alleged in the complaint carries a statutory maximum sentence of 20
years in federal prison.

          The cases against Huizar and his associates in the CD-14 Enterprise are being prosecuted by
Assistant United States Attorney Mack E. Jenkins, Chief of the Public Corruption and Civil Rights Section,
and Assistant United States Attorneys Veronica Dragalin and Melissa Mills, also of the Public Corruption and
Civil Rights Section.

          Huizar is the fifth person to be charged in the ongoing corruption investigation being conducted by the
FBI and U.S. Attorney’s Office. The other four defendants have agreed to plead guilty.

          Chiang is scheduled to plead guilty on June 26 before United States District Judge John F. Walter.

          The court has yet to schedule a hearing for Esparza to plead guilty.

          Kim is scheduled to be sentenced by Judge Walter on August 17.

          Former Los Angeles City Councilman Mitchell Englander is scheduled to plead guilty on July 7 to
charges of scheming to falsify material facts related to trips he took to Las Vegas and Palm Springs that
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were funded by Businessperson A.

          Any member of the public who has information related to this or any other public corruption matter in
the City of Los Angeles is encouraged to send information to the FBI’s email tip line at pctips-
losangeles@fbi.gov or to contact the FBI’s Los Angeles Field Office at (310) 477-6565.
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November 29, 2021 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 
CityClerk@lacity.org 
 

Re: 2102 - 2120 S. Pacific Avenue, 116 - 302 E. North Venice Boulevard, 2106 -2116 
S. Canal Street, and 319 E. South Venice Boulevard; VTT-82288; CPC-2018-7344-
GPAJ-VZCJ-HD-SP-SPP-CDP-MEL-WDI-SPR-PHP; ENV-2018-6667-SE 

 
Dear Council President Martinez and Councilmembers: 
 

This firm represents Venice Vision with regard to the development project Reese 
Davidson Community. Venice Vision has cited to a variety of reference materials in the letters 
submitted to the City thus far. This letter is intended to provide the City with copies of the 
referenced documents cited to in previous correspondence to ensure that they are made part of 
the Administrative Record.  
 

      Sincerely, 

                                                                              
                                                                             Jamie T. Hall 
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U.S. Attorneys » Central District of California » News

Department of Justice

U.S. Attorney’s Office

Central District of California

Los Angeles City Councilman Jose Huizar Arrested on Federal
RICO Charge that Alleges He Agreed to Accept At Least $1.5

Million in Illicit Benefits

Case Alleges the Politician Operated a ‘Pay-to-Play’ Scheme in Which Real Estate
Developers Funneled Cash and Other Benefits to Secure Favorable Treatment

COMPLAINT

          LOS ANGELES – Special agents with the FBI this morning arrested Jose Huizar, an elected member
of the Los Angeles City Council, on a federal racketeering charge that alleges he led a criminal enterprise
that used his powerful position at City Hall to solicit and accept lucrative bribes and other financial benefits to
enrich himself and his close associates in exchange for Huizar taking official actions favorable to the
developers and others who financed and facilitated the bribes.

          Huizar, 51, of Boyle Heights, was taken into custody at his home without incident and is expected to
make his initial appearance this afternoon in United States District Court in downtown Los Angeles.

          Huizar was arrested pursuant to a federal criminal complaint filed on June 22 and unsealed this
morning. The complaint charges Huizar with one count of conspiring to violate the Racketeer Influenced and
Corrupt Organizations (RICO) Act and alleges that, as part of the criminal enterprise, he and his associates
violated a series of laws, including bribery, honest services fraud, extortion and money laundering.

          “This case pulled back the curtain on rampant corruption at City Hall,” said United States Attorney Nick
Hanna. “Councilman Huizar violated the public trust to a staggering degree, allegedly soliciting and
accepting hundreds of thousands of dollars in bribes from multiple sources over many years. Using the
power of his office to approve or stall large building projects, Huizar worked through a web of other corrupt
city officials, lobbyists, consultants and developers to line his pockets and maintain his hold on Council
District 14, which he turned into a money-making criminal enterprise that shaped the development landscape
in Los Angeles.”

          “Mr. Huizar was busy enjoying the fruits of his alleged corruption while his criminal enterprise sold the
city to the highest bidder behind the backs of taxpayers,” said Paul Delacourt, the Assistant Director in
Charge of the FBI’s Los Angeles Field Office. “As we continue to investigate this case, we urge residents,
business owners and city employees to come forward with information about bribery and illegal practices in
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government. The FBI relies on the cooperation of others to build cases that successfully root out corruption
in order to restore integrity in public office.”

          Huizar has represented Council District 14 (CD-14), which includes downtown Los Angeles and its
surrounding communities, since 2005. In addition to representing an area that has experienced a commercial
real estate boom in recent years, Huizar for several years was chair of the city’s influential Planning and
Land Use Management Committee, a position he lost after the FBI executed search warrants at his city
offices and personal residence in November 2018. During the search of Huizar’s home, agents seized
approximately $129,000 cash that was stashed in his closet.

          “The federal investigation has revealed that Huizar operated a pay-to-play scheme in the City, utilizing
and commodifying the powerful Council seat of CD-14, whereby he solicited and accepted financial benefits
from international (primarily Chinese) and domestic developers with projects in the City in exchange for
favorable official actions,” according to the affidavit in support of the criminal complaint.

          The 116-page affidavit alleges that Huizar operated the “CD-14 Enterprise,” along with co-conspirator
members, including “Individual 1,” a former general manager of the Los Angeles Department of Building and
Safety and former deputy mayor; George Esparza, Huizar’s former special assistant; and real estate
development consultant George Chiang. Members and associates of the criminal enterprise referred to
Huizar as their “boss,” operated as a criminal organization, and worked together for common purposes, the
complaint alleges. The CD-14 Enterprise allegedly had several objectives, including 1) enriching its members
and associates through means that included bribery, extortion, and honest services fraud, 2) advancing its
political goals and maintaining its control and authority, 3) concealing the enterprise’s financial activities, and
4) protecting the enterprise by concealing its activities and shielding the enterprise from detection by law
enforcement, the city, and the public.

          In recent weeks, both Esparza and Chiang agreed to plead guilty to the same RICO charge that
Huizar now faces.

          The CD-14 Enterprise was created in early 2013 by Huizar and Individual 1 “at a time when each of
them faced significant threats to their political and professional careers,” according to the affidavit. Individual
1, who maintained close relationships with Chinese developers, introduced Huizar to “Chairman E,” a
Chinese billionaire who runs a multinational development firm and who owns a hotel in Huizar’s district.

          In 2014, Individual 1 facilitated an arrangement whereby Chairman E provided $600,000 in collateral
to fund a settlement of a sexual harassment lawsuit filed against Huizar by a former CD-14 staffer,
allegations that threatened his 2015 re-election campaign. In addition, Huizar directly and indirectly accepted
cash and casino gambling chips on more than a dozen lavish trips to Las Vegas – trips that included rides on
private jets and stays at luxurious casino villas, one of which cost over $38,000 per night. The complaint also
alleges Huizar accepted a trip to Australia and other benefits from Chairman E. In exchange, Chairman E
asked for a series of favors from Huizar over time.

          Ultimately, Chairman E provided over $800,000 in benefits to Huizar so that Huizar would assist
Chairman E’s ambitious plans to redevelop his property in CD-14 and build the tallest building west of the
Mississippi River, according to the affidavit.

          In a second scheme, “Developer C” agreed to pay a $500,000 cash bribe to secure Huizar’s help in
resolving a labor organization’s appeal of a major real estate development which, when resolved, would save
the developer millions of dollars. After a middleman, Justin Jangwoo Kim, collected $500,000 cash from
Developer C, Kim and Esparza decided to keep some of the money for themselves. Kim pleaded guilty on
June 3 to bribery charges and admitted facilitating the bribe from Developer C.

          A third major bribery scheme outlined in the affidavit involves “Company D,” another Chinese real
estate firm that wanted to develop a large mixed-used project in CD-14. In exchange for Huizar’s support of

https://www.justice.gov/usao-cdca/pr/former-aide-la-city-councilmember-agrees-plead-guilty-rico-charge-stemming-pay-play
https://www.justice.gov/usao-cdca/pr/consultant-agrees-plead-guilty-rico-offense-related-bribery-scheme-enriched-la-city
https://www.justice.gov/usao-cdca/pr/fundraiser-agrees-plead-guilty-federal-corruption-charge-delivering-hundreds-thousands


the project, Company D agreed to hire Huizar “Associate 1” as a consultant to perform work – real estate
reports that discussed development opportunities – that actually was completed by Chiang. The affidavit
alleges that Company D also financed part of a Huizar family trip to China and agreed to contribute $100,000
to a political action committee that would benefit the campaign of Huizar’s close relative, who Huizar
intended to replace him on the City Council after he was termed out in 2020.

          Other developers made donations to two PACs that would benefit “Relative A-1’s” campaign in
exchange for Huizar taking official action to support their projects, the complaint alleges. One series of
donations was made by “Company M” and facilitated by “Executive M,” who allegedly furnished Huizar with
opposition research against two female staffers who had sued Huizar for sexual harassment in 2018. With
Huizar’s help, Company M was able to get final approval in the fall of 2018 to construct a 35-story project in
the Arts District with “minimal” affordable housing units and union labor requirements that saved the
company an estimated $14 million, the affidavit alleges. Company M later bragged to its employees that this
was a “truly amazing” feat “in a wealthy opinionated hipster community,” according to the affidavit.

          The complaint alleges a series of additional corrupt acts, including bribes to Huizar from
“Businessperson A,” who wanted to develop business opportunities with Huizar’s help. Businessperson A
allegedly provided Huizar a $10,000 monthly cash retainer, $10,000 worth of hotel accommodations on 21
separate occasions, and approximately $18,000 in lavish gifts that included suits, shoes and meals.

          Huizar allegedly leveraged his official position to pressure developers to make donations to Relative A-
1’s campaign to ensure Huizar’s continued influence in the city and to steer work towards companies linked
to his associates, including the law firm that employed Relative A-1, regardless of any legitimate business
need.

          The complaint affidavit concludes by outlining Huizar’s concealment of illicit benefits, including by
instructing his special assistant on how to avoid bank reporting requirements, using his family members to
launder hundreds of thousands of dollars in bribes, making false statements on a bank loan application and
failing to report his illicit benefits on tax returns and ethics disclosure forms. The complaint also alleges that
Huizar engaged in obstructionist conduct, including attempting to influence other witnesses and lying to
federal prosecutors and the FBI.

          A criminal complaint contains allegations that a defendant has committed a crime. Every defendant is
presumed innocent until and unless proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.

          The RICO conspiracy charge alleged in the complaint carries a statutory maximum sentence of 20
years in federal prison.

          The cases against Huizar and his associates in the CD-14 Enterprise are being prosecuted by
Assistant United States Attorney Mack E. Jenkins, Chief of the Public Corruption and Civil Rights Section,
and Assistant United States Attorneys Veronica Dragalin and Melissa Mills, also of the Public Corruption and
Civil Rights Section.

          Huizar is the fifth person to be charged in the ongoing corruption investigation being conducted by the
FBI and U.S. Attorney’s Office. The other four defendants have agreed to plead guilty.

          Chiang is scheduled to plead guilty on June 26 before United States District Judge John F. Walter.

          The court has yet to schedule a hearing for Esparza to plead guilty.

          Kim is scheduled to be sentenced by Judge Walter on August 17.

          Former Los Angeles City Councilman Mitchell Englander is scheduled to plead guilty on July 7 to
charges of scheming to falsify material facts related to trips he took to Las Vegas and Palm Springs that

https://www.justice.gov/usao-cdca/pr/ex-los-angeles-city-councilman-agrees-plead-guilty-federal-charge-related-obstructing
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October 8, 2019 
 
Honorable Eric Garcetti, Mayor 
Honorable Michael Feuer, City Attorney 
Honorable Members of the Los Angeles City Council 
  
Re: The High Cost of Homeless Housing: Review of Proposition HHH 
  
Los Angeles voters approved Proposition HHH in November 2016 by an overwhelming margin, 
authorizing City officials to issue up to $1.2 billion in general obligation bonds to partially subsidize 
the development of up to 10,000 supportive housing units for individuals and families experiencing 
homelessness. HHH funds can also be used to support new affordable housing units, temporary 
shelters and service facilities. The ballot language of HHH provides that the City Controller shall 
conduct a financial audit of the program each year bonds are outstanding or proceeds remain 
unspent. The attached audit examines how the City is delivering on HHH to alleviate the most 
pressing issue facing Los Angeles.  
 
As of last month, the City has conditionally awarded nearly all of the funds authorized by HHH to 
build 114 projects across Los Angeles, which are slated to provide a total of 5,873 supportive units 
for homeless residents and another 1,767 affordable units. However, more than two years after the 
first bond issuance and nearly three years since voters approved HHH, not one bond-funded unit 
has opened. While 19 projects are under construction and two are scheduled to open in the coming 
months, it is clear that the City’s HHH program is not keeping pace with the growing demand for 
supportive housing and shelter. According to the Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count, 
homelessness in the City has increased by 40 percent to more than 36,000 people over the past four 
years. 
 
Increased costs, timelines 
 
There is currently a lack of clarity surrounding the City’s goal for the number of supportive housing 
units to be built using HHH funds. This review found that, regardless of the actual target, high costs 
and slower than expected pre-development and construction timelines have significantly hindered 
the City’s ability to achieve the ballot measure’s intentions.  
 
Building cost estimates skyrocketed from $350,000 for a small studio or one-bedroom unit and 
$414,000 for a larger unit, as projected in 2016, to a median cost of $531,000 per unit today. More 
than 1,000 HHH units are projected to exceed $600,000, with one project topping $700,000 per unit. 

 



 

The cost of building many of these units exceeds the median sale price of a market-rate 
condominium in the City of Los Angeles and a single-family home in Los Angeles County. Reasons 
for this include the number and complexity of funding sources required to complete an HHH project, 
the relatively limited pool of eligible developers, regulatory barriers and permitting challenges, and 
considerable construction and labor costs. An unusually high 35 to 40 percent of costs are so-called 
“soft costs” (development fees, consultants, financing, etc.), compared to just 11 percent for actual 
land costs.  
 
The high price of development is linked with elongated approval and construction timelines. HHH 
projects are estimated to take between three to six years to complete — a schedule plainly out of 
step with the City’s urgent need to bring tens of thousands of people off the streets and into housing. 
In an attempt to speed up the pace, the City created a position to serve as a dedicated concierge for 
HHH projects, a welcome step that should have been taken sooner. City leaders have also set aside 
one-tenth of the bond proceeds to explore alternative housing models, such as modular homes and 
shared units with simplified financing mechanisms. This strategy aims to provide 975 additional 
supportive units and could lower per-unit costs, which would be positive. It remains to be seen 
whether the projects will live up to expectations, and evaluating outcomes will help determine what 
should be replicated and what to avoid.  
 
Two additional financial issues of note are the premature sale of HHH bonds and the decentralized 
nature of HHH accounting authority. Because the City decided to sell so many bonds long before the 
proceeds would be used to build homeless housing, Los Angeles taxpayers incurred at least $5.2 
million in excess interest payments through June 2019. At this time, there is also an unnecessary 
division of labor in program accounting for the housing and facilities components of HHH, which 
should centralized in one department.  
 
Recommendations 
 
In order to reduce Proposition HHH project costs and development timelines, prevent any potential 
future delays, and strengthen the bond program’s financials, the City should: 
 

● Put a greater focus on innovative practices to save time and money, including ways to 
reduce costs on approved or conditionally-approved projects, and consider using any 
savings achieved for temporary shelters, bridge housing, hygiene centers and other service 
facilities to address more immediate needs.  

● Streamline the permitting process and add needed personnel to ensure quicker development 
approvals and processing. 

● Centralize accounting responsibility in one City department. 
 
The recommendations in this review are intended to help the City’s Measure HHH program achieve 
its voter-mandated goals, while also ensuring that valuable taxpayer dollars are managed 
transparently and carefully.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
RON GALPERIN 
L.A. Controller  
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Executive Summary 

 
Tens of thousands of people spend each night in Los Angeles living on the streets, in 
temporary shelters, or in parked vehicles. Recently published data shows the crisis is 
becoming increasingly tragic throughout the region – more than 1,000 people 
experiencing homelessness in Los Angeles County will likely die this year. The City, 
County, and service providers have sought to address the homelessness crisis through 
a combination of strategies, including street outreach and placement in temporary 
shelters or supportive housing – but it has been a particularly difficult challenge. 

Supportive housing is generally considered an effective strategy that combines 
subsidized housing with resources such as mental and physical health services, 
education and job training, and drug and alcohol treatment. Temporary shelters and 
other support facilities are also important tools because they can be used as a stopgap 
until housing becomes available. Getting people off the streets requires increasing the 
supply of available housing units and shelter beds as quickly as possible. 

Nearly 80 percent of voters approved Proposition HHH in November 2016. Proposition 
HHH authorized the City to issue $1.2 billion in general obligation bonds to partially 
subsidize the development of supportive housing units for individuals and families who 
are experiencing homelessness or are at risk of becoming homeless.1 Proposition HHH 
funds can also be used to develop affordable (i.e., income-restricted) housing units and 
facilities such as shelters, clinics, storage, and showers.2 

Proposition HHH funds typically subsidize approximately 30 percent of a project’s total 
development costs. On a per unit basis, the maximum allowable Proposition HHH 
subsidy for supportive housing was $140,000 per unit during the most recent funding 
cycle and $220,000 per unit for previous funding cycles. The remaining funding comes 
from a combination of private sources and other public entities such as the federal 
government, State of California, or Los Angeles County. Regardless of the funding 
source, it is critical that the City and developers work together to minimize 
development costs in order to build as many housing units as possible.  

                                                      

1 Proposition HHH tasked the Controller’s Office with performing financial audits for every year in which 
bonds are outstanding, or any bond proceeds remain unspent. Appendix A includes a copy of the financial 
audit that was conducted by Macias, Gini & O’Connell. The audit covers FY2018, which was the first year a 
Proposition HHH bond was issued. Financial audits will be conducted for subsequent fiscal years, as 
required.   
2 At least 80 percent of the funds must be used for supportive housing units and facilities and up to 20 
percent of Proposition HHH funds can be used to develop income-restricted units.   
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The City has prioritized using Proposition HHH funds to develop long-term solutions 
such as supportive and affordable housing. A much smaller share of Proposition HHH 
funding has been set aside to build facilities – such as shelters – that can help mitigate 
the homelessness crisis until supportive housing units are completed.3  

As of September 30, 2019, the City has conditionally awarded nearly the entire 
amount authorized by the Proposition HHH ballot measure. There are additional 
projects seeking conditional funding which, if approved, will commit all remaining 
Proposition HHH funds.4  

The City’s stated goal for the number of units to be built using Proposition HHH funds 
lacks clarity. Although the number of units did not appear in the language of the ballot 
measure, the development of 10,000 supportive housing units through Proposition HHH 
is generally understood as the target and appears on the Mayor’s website and City 
Council documents.5  

In contrast, the City’s Housing and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) – 
which is tasked with administering the program – has noted that Proposition HHH was 
intended to augment its ongoing efforts to build supportive housing. HCIDLA’s plan is to 
deliver a total of 10,000 supportive housing units within ten years through separate 
development pipelines – 7,000 through Proposition HHH and 3,000 through non-
Proposition HHH sources.    

Assuming all of the pending projects are approved, Proposition HHH will provide 7,640 
total housing units, of which 5,873 will be supportive housing.6 The following graphic 
provides an overview of these projects.    

                                                      

3 The City’s primary strategy for emergency housing solutions is through the Mayor’s A Bridge Home 
program. As of August 2019, the City has approved funds for 19 projects with a total of 1,450 beds, 247 of 
which have been completed. The City is assembling funding for an additional 610 beds. 
4 The City is encouraging developers of previously-approved projects to replace a portion of their 
Proposition HHH commitment with funding from the County’s No Place Like Home program. To date, 
these efforts have reduced overall Proposition HHH funding commitments by approximately $20 million. 
The City intends to use any additional Proposition HHH funds obtained through this process to initiate 
another call for projects, which would add more housing units.  
5 The Mayor’s Proposition HHH overview website reads “…a $1.2 billion bond to build approximately 
10,000 units of supportive housing in the City of Los Angeles.” A January 2019 City Council motion 
(Council File 17-0090-S11) reads “…it was anticipated that the $1.2 billion would fund approximately 
10,000 supportive housing units.”  
6 This does not include approximately 975 supportive housing units anticipated through the Proposition 
HHH Challenge due to uncertainty about whether each of those projects will be successful. Developers of 
those projects still need to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with HCIDLA and secure locations 
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The large majority of projects are currently – or will soon be – in various stages of “pre-
development,” which includes activities such as assembling funding, securing land use 
approval, and obtaining building permits. Three years into Proposition HHH, only two 
projects (117 total units, 74 supportive units) currently under construction are 
scheduled to be completed by the end of 2019. Meanwhile, tens of thousands of 
Angelenos experiencing homelessness continue to suffer in dangerous conditions.    

The performance of the program to date indicates that progress has been slow, and 
costs are high.  

 The estimated timeline for completing a project from start to finish (i.e., 
conceptualization to occupancy) ranges from three to six years.  

 The City’s Comprehensive Homelessness Strategy (January 2016) estimated that 
the cost of building each studio/one-bedroom unit would be $350,000, and the 
cost of a two-bedroom unit or larger would be $414,000. While construction 
costs have increased across-the-board since these estimates were developed, 
the current costs far exceed the original projections. 

o The current median cost per unit for projects in the Proposition HHH pipeline 
is $531,373, and more than 1,000 units are projected to exceed $600,000.7 
One project includes units estimated at more than $700,000.8 

                                                      

to build their projects. If all of these projects are completed as currently designed, there will be 6,848 
supportive housing units developed through Proposition HHH.  
7 These calculations do not include the 35 projects that are pending City approval. 
8 The most expensive project, located in Koreatown/Pico-Union, exceeds $700,000 per unit and consists 
of 41 units with a mix of studios, one-, two-, and three-bedroom apartments. 
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o The median cost of building many of these units approaches – and in many 
cases, exceeds – the median sale price of a condominium in the City of Los 
Angeles ($546,000) and of a single-family home in Los Angeles County 
($627,690). 

o The cost of land in Los Angeles is often 
cited as a significant cost driver for 
Proposition HHH housing 
developments, but data provided by 
the City’s Housing and Community 
Investment Department (HCIDLA) 
shows that this point is likely overstated 
relative to the other categories for 
projects currently under construction.9  

Developers are spending approximately 40 percent of overall project costs 
on soft cost components such as fees, consultants, and financing. These 
costs are nearly as much as the cost of labor and materials to build 
Proposition HHH-funded housing developments.   

 In July 2017, the City issued the first Proposition HHH bond ($86.4 million). 
Because the program was in its early stages and projects were in pre-
development, only $3.7 million in bond proceeds were spent during that fiscal 
year. Rather than spending down the available funds from the first bond 
issuance, the City issued the second Proposition HHH bond (valued at $276.2 
million) in July 2018.  

Because the second bond was issued too early, City taxpayers incurred 
approximately $5.2 million in unnecessary interest payments through June 2019 
– without the expected project benefits. This concept, known as “negative 
arbitrage,” occurs when the interest rate a borrower pays on its debt is higher 
than the interest rate the borrower earns on the monies deposited or invested. 

 No single City department is responsible for program-wide Proposition HHH 
accounting decisions. The lack of centralized authority may present challenges in 
the future, as additional funds are spent.  

                                                      

9 HCIDLA noted that some financing sources do not cover the cost of land. As a result, a higher Proposition 
HHH subsidy is often required to close the funding gap. 
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There are a number of factors that contribute to high costs and lengthy development 
timelines, such as funding complexity, regulatory barriers, a limited pool of eligible 
developers, labor costs, and cumbersome and lengthy permitting processes. Even as the 
City solicited and developed ideas to tackle these issues in more innovative ways, it 
continued to award Proposition HHH funds before some of the ideas could fully 
blossom.  

 The Proposition HHH Challenge, initiated in January 2019, identified alternative 
construction and financing approaches that were not previously feasible under 
existing program regulations. The City recently identified six projects that aim to 
provide 975 supportive housing units within approximately two years. The 
proposed projects estimate unit costs between $200,000 and $479,000, and an 
average of $351,965 per unit.  

The projects are pending City approval and feature modular construction, 
shared housing, and simplified financing. If successful, these approaches have 
the potential to significantly lower costs and shorten development timelines. 
Given that some of these projects are a departure from the traditional supportive 
housing model, it is unclear whether future funding allocations from the State 
and the federal government will embrace these innovative approaches.   

 The City passed the Permanent Supportive Housing Ordinance in April 2018 to 
reduce project costs and speed up land use approvals for Proposition HHH-funded 
projects. Existing land use entitlements such as the State’s Density Bonus 
program or the City’s Transit-Oriented Communities (TOC) program can be used 
to accomplish similar goals.10 However, these pathways do not account for the 
unique characteristics of supportive housing projects (e.g., smaller units, space for 
supportive services). 

Almost immediately after the ordinance was passed, lawsuits were filed against 
the City. As a result, projects in the Proposition HHH development pipeline have 

                                                      

10 Many projects in the Proposition HHH development pipeline were approved through TOC. A recent 
lawsuit accused the City of violating the legislative procedures for amending the General Plan and zoning 
ordinance when it implemented the TOC guidelines. According to the City, there is currently no court 
order that prevents a previously-approved TOC project from moving forward, nor is there currently 
anything preventing developers from submitting TOC applications for new projects. However, the 
uncertainty caused by the litigation may cause developers already in the Proposition HHH pipeline to 
pursue a different pathway to obtaining land use approval. If the changes are significant, developers may 
need to re-apply for approvals from multiple funding sources, which would likely add costs and delay the 
project. 
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been unable to take advantage of the tailored benefits offered by the 
ordinance, such as higher thresholds for site plan reviews and increased 
allowable density.  

The City recently partnered with the State and crafted a bill (AB 1197) to make 
it easier to build supportive housing and emergency shelters without fulfilling 
certain requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).11 
According to the City, the legislation will increase the likelihood that the lawsuit 
against the Permanent Supportive Housing Ordinance will be dismissed or 
otherwise favorably resolved. 

 The Mayor’s Executive Directive #13 (issued in October 2015) sought to facilitate 
streamlined and prioritized case processing for all affordable housing 
developments. Despite the existence of the directive and other efforts to 
expedite projects, external stakeholders and respondents to a Proposition HHH 
survey (January 2019) provided critical feedback that much more work needed to 
be done. One survey respondent described the City’s permitting processes as a 
“nightmare.” 

The City recently hired a dedicated staffer (“HHH Concierge”) to streamline 
permitting processes and ensure that Proposition HHH-funded projects are 
prioritized within each department’s existing workflow. In addition, the HHH 
Concierge is tasked with developing a tracking system to improve information 
sharing and notification protocols across City departments.   

This is an encouraging development, but the City’s longstanding challenges with 
these issues are well-established and suggests that this should have occurred 
far sooner.  

The performance of the program to date indicates that a course correction is required, 
before it is too late. Although the City has conditionally awarded nearly the entire pool 
of funds authorized by the ballot measure, there still may be opportunities to maximize 
Proposition HHH funds. Most Proposition HHH housing developments are in the early to 
middle stages of pre-development, and therefore, formal loan agreements (i.e., 
contracts) have not been executed. The absence of a contract raises an important 
question – can the City reallocate funding to a different project or require developers 
to modify previously-approved projects?  

                                                      

11 The Governor signed the bill on September 26, 2019.  
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Recent events – such as the Proposition HHH Challenge and the potential of the City’s 
Permanent Supportive Housing Ordinance – suggest that previously-approved projects 
may warrant a fresh look. Making significant changes to projects that are at the latter 
stages of the pre-development process may not be feasible. However, the City should 
encourage developers to emulate what has been successful in other projects and 
incorporate emerging approaches to reducing Proposition HHH project costs and 
development timelines.  

City Policymakers should consider the following recommendations in order to confront 
the growing magnitude and urgency of the homelessness crisis in Los Angeles.  

Recommendation #1  

Evaluate the feasibility of reallocating some Proposition HHH funds that have been 
conditionally funded, especially funds committed to housing projects with outlier 
development costs. This may free up funding for projects with lower per-unit costs or 
for temporary shelters and other facilities.  

a. If shared housing, prefabricated construction, or simplified financing are 
demonstrated to be meaningful and scalable strategies through the Proposition 
HHH Challenge, allow developers that have been previously awarded Proposition 
HHH funding to modify their project proposals.  

b. If AB 1197 facilitates timely resolution of ongoing litigation challenging the City’s 
Permanent Supportive Housing Ordinance, allow and encourage developers to 
reconfigure previously-approved HHH projects so that the unique characteristics 
of supportive housing units are incorporated into land use approvals.   

c. If previously-committed Proposition HHH funding becomes available, prioritize 
the development of facilities such as shelters, clinics, storage, and showers to 
help better manage the immediate needs of Angelenos experiencing 
homelessness.  

Recommendation #2 

Support the Proposition HHH Concierge’s efforts to streamline permitting and other 
processes to ensure that projects that are currently – or soon will be – in the 
development pipeline are completed as quickly as possible. 

a. Require City departments not covered by Executive Directive #13 (e.g., Water 
and Power, Fire, Engineering) to publicly and regularly report their progress on 
moving Proposition HHH housing developments to completion.  
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b. If necessary, consider adding dedicated staff (either in City departments or on 
the Housing Crisis Response Team) to focus on these issues.  

Recommendation #3 

City Policymakers should formally establish centralized accounting authority for the 
Proposition HHH program.  
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I. Proposition HHH  
Results to Date 

The homelessness crisis in Los Angeles continues despite the City’s efforts to combat the 
issue. In January 2019, the Los Angeles Homeless Service Authority’s (LAHSA) estimated 
that there are 36,300 people experiencing homelessness in the City, which represents a 
41 percent increase from LAHSA’s 2015 estimate.  

A broad coalition of Angelenos voted to approve Proposition HHH in November 2016. 
Proposition HHH authorized the City to issue up to $1.2 billion in general obligation 
bonds to partially subsidize the development of supportive housing units for 
individuals and families who are experiencing homelessness or are at risk of becoming 
homeless. Supportive housing combines affordable housing with services to assist 
residents, such as mental and physical health services, education and job training, and 
drug and alcohol treatment. 

Proposition HHH funds can also be used to develop affordable (i.e., income-restricted) 
housing units and facilities such as shelters, clinics, storage, and showers. At least 80 
percent of the funds must be used for supportive housing units and facilities, and up to 
20 percent of Proposition HHH funds can be used to develop income-restricted units.  

The City’s financing model was to leverage bond proceeds from Proposition HHH to 
issue loans and help developers assemble funding from other sources. Proposition HHH 
funds make up only a portion of each project’s development costs – the other sources 
are private funds or tax credits and grants from the federal government, the State of 
California, or Los Angeles County.12  

Proposition HHH requires the Controller’s Office to perform financial audits for every 
year in which bonds are outstanding, or any bond proceeds remain unspent.13 We also 
assessed the City’s progress in delivering housing units in line with voter expectations.14  

                                                      

12 In June 2019, the City’s Housing and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) reported that every 
dollar of Proposition HHH funds generated $2.40 in other funding sources (which includes tax credits 
awarded by HCIDLA).     
13 See Appendix A for a copy of the financial audit that was conducted by Macias, Gini & O’Connell on 
behalf of the Controller’s Office. The audit covers FY2018, which was the first year a Proposition HHH 
bond was issued. Financial audits will be conducted for subsequent fiscal years, as required.   
14 See Appendix B for an overview of Proposition HHH housing developments. Proposition HHH housing 
data was obtained directly from the City’s Housing and Community Investment Department and the City’s 
Proposition HHH dashboard (https://hcidla.lacity.org/hhh-progress). This data was supplemented by 
information included in HCIDLA staff reports, City Council Files, and recurring reports submitted to the 
Proposition HHH Citizens and Administrative Oversight Committees. 
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Specifically, we sought to answer three questions as part of this review. 

 Why do Proposition HHH housing developments cost so much? 

 Why are Proposition HHH housing developments taking so long to complete? 

 What should the City do? 

The recommendations in this report are intended to help the City confront the 
magnitude and urgency of the homelessness crisis in Los Angeles.  

PROPOSITION HHH STATUS (OCTOBER 2019) 
As of September 30, 2019, the City has allocated nearly the entire amount authorized 
by the Proposition HHH ballot measure. There are additional projects seeking 
conditional funding which, if approved, will commit all remaining Proposition HHH 
funds.15  

The City’s stated goal for the number of units to be built using Proposition HHH funds 
lacks clarity. Although a specific number of units did not appear in the language of the 
ballot measure, the development of 10,000 supportive housing units through 
Proposition HHH is generally understood as the target and appears on the Mayor’s 
website and City Council documents.16  

In contrast, the City’s Housing and Community Investment Department (HCIDLA) – 
which is tasked with administering the program – has noted that Proposition HHH was 
intended to augment ongoing efforts to build supportive housing. HCIDLA’s plan is to 
deliver a total of 10,000 supportive housing units within ten years through separate 
development pipelines – 7,000 through Proposition HHH and 3,000 through non-
Proposition HHH sources.  

                                                      

15 The City is encouraging developers of previously-approved projects to replace a portion of their 
Proposition HHH commitment with funding from the County’s No Place Like Home program. To date, 
these efforts have reduced overall Proposition HHH funding commitments by approximately $20 million. 
The City intends to use any additional Proposition HHH funds obtained through this process to initiate 
another call for projects, which would add more housing units. 
16 For example, the Mayor’s Proposition HHH overview website reads “…a $1.2 billion bond to build 
approximately 10,000 units of supportive housing in the City of Los Angeles.” A January 2019 City Council 
motion (Council File 17-0090-S11) reads “…it was anticipated that the $1.2 billion would fund 
approximately 10,000 supportive housing units.” 
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Assuming all of the pending projects are approved, Proposition HHH will provide 7,640 
total housing units, of which 5,873 will be supportive housing.17 Our growing homeless 
population requires building more units as quickly as possible. 

The City has allocated nearly all of the authorized Proposition HHH funds to developing 
long-term solutions such as supportive and affordable housing. Significantly less 
Proposition HHH funding has been set aside to build or acquire facilities (e.g., shelters, 
storage, transitional housing, navigation centers) that can help mitigate the 
homelessness crisis until housing units are completed.  

Status of Proposition HHH housing developments 

As of September 30, 2019, the City’s Housing and Community Investment Department 
(HCIDLA) reports that almost $800 million has been committed to housing 
developments and the projects pending approval will push the City beyond $1 billion in 
total Proposition HHH funding commitments. However, most projects that received – 
or will receive – funding commitments have not been formally awarded loans using 
Proposition HHH funds and have not yet begun construction.   

 

The City’s process for committing Proposition HHH funds is divided into multiple phases 
and requires several layers of review and approval. HCIDLA issues a call for proposals 
three times a year to solicit proposals from developers seeking to build supportive 

                                                      

17 This does not include approximately 975 supportive housing units funded through the Proposition HHH 
Challenge due to uncertainty about whether each of those projects will be successful. Developers of those 
projects still need to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with HCIDLA and secure locations to 
build their projects. If all of these projects are completed as currently designed, Proposition HHH will 
provide approximately 6,848 supportive units. The Proposition HHH Challenge will be discussed in greater 
detail later in this report.  
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housing with Proposition HHH funds. HCIDLA staff reviews applications to determine 
whether they met established criteria, including: 

 verification that the developer secured a property on which a Proposition HHH 
project could be built;  

 a determination that the project is financially feasible and demonstrates long-
term viability as an affordable housing project; and  

 confirmation that the developer and service provider successfully managed 
similar supportive housing projects in the past.  

All supportive and affordable units funded by Proposition HHH are subject to a 55-
year affordability covenant to ensure that they are restricted to the target population. 
Proposition HHH regulations require all units have their own kitchen and full bathroom. 
In addition, housing developments must include community spaces and offices to allow 
for the provision of supportive services. Beyond these requirements, Proposition HHH 
program priorities encourage developers to build in a diverse range of locations that 
reflect the City’s fair housing goals and within one-half mile of major transit stops and 
supportive facilities. 

At the conclusion of this process, HCIDLA staff develop funding recommendations that 
are submitted to multiple oversight committees, the City Council, and Mayor.18  

                                                      

18 The Proposition HHH Citizens Oversight Committee is comprised of four members appointed by the 
Mayor and three members appointed by the City Council. The committee is tasked with: (1) reviewing and 
proposing expenditures of bond proceeds under HHH; and (2) advising and making recommendations to 
the AOC on items relating to HHH, including policies and projects. The Proposition HHH Administrative 
Oversight Committee is comprised of the Mayor, the City Administrative Officer, and the Chief Legislative 
Analyst, or their respective designees. This committee is tasked with making recommendations to the 
Council about the expenditure of bond proceeds as well as HHH policies and projects. 
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Each project selected through this initial phase receives a letter of commitment from 
the City. Letters of commitment provide developers with a two-year conditional 
funding award that is contingent on factors such as ongoing compliance with 
Proposition HHH regulations and obtaining the necessary funding from other sources 
to fully fund the completion of a project. The City designed the Proposition HHH 
program to provide letters of commitment early in the development process in order 
to improve developers’ ability to compete for funding from non-City sources.  

Once developers assemble funding, obtain land use approvals, and are ready to move 
toward construction, their projects are subject to another round of review and approval 
– using the same general sequence outlined above – in order to be added to the City’s 
annual Proposition HHH Project Expenditure Plan (PEP). Projects must be added to the 
PEP before the City and developer can execute a formal loan agreement (i.e., contract) 
that authorizes the expenditure of Proposition HHH funds.  

Understanding the distinction between the legal authority provided through each of 
these documents (i.e., letters of commitment and loan agreements) is critical to 
evaluating the City’s potential options for projects that have been conditionally funded.  

Most Proposition HHH housing projects are in the early or middle development stages, 
and therefore, formal loan agreements have not been executed. The absence of a 
contract raises an important question – can the City reallocate funding to a different 
project or require developers to modify previously-approved projects? Although this 
may result in legal action by the affected developer, there may be opportunities to 
better utilize Proposition HHH funding.  

HCIDLA evaluates project feasibility, determines compliance with 
Proposition HHH program regulations, drafts project summary 
reports, and issues funding recommendations. 

Proposition HHH Citizens Oversight Committee (COC) reviews 
HCIDLA's recommendations, proposes any necessary changes, 
and determines which projects should move forward.

Proposition HHH Administrative Oversight Committee (AOC) 
considers COC's recommendations, proposes any necessary 
changes, and determines which projects should move forward.

The City Council considers the AOC's recommendations and 
votes on which projects should move forward.

Funding recommendations are submitted to the Mayor for 
approval.
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Status of Proposition HHH facilities projects 

The City Administrative Officer (CAO) – who oversees the facilities portion of the 
Proposition HHH program – recently requested an additional $10.5 million in funding, 
which would increase the total budget for facilities projects to $60 million. The CAO 
stated the funding shortfall was caused by higher than anticipated construction costs for 
four facilities projects that are being managed by the City’s General Services 
Department (GSD).19 

If the request is approved (along with the pending housing developments), the 
additional funding will push the total amount of Proposition HHH funding commitments 
beyond the $1.2 billion originally authorized by voters. The CAO’s proposed plan is to 
make up for the shortfall by using current and future interest proceeds that accrue after 
Proposition HHH bonds are issued.     

Although the City allocated some of the Proposition HHH facilities funding for 
emergency housing solutions such as shelters and transitional housing, the City’s 
primary strategy for adding beds is through the Mayor’s A Bridge Home (ABH) 
program. The program was launched in April 2018 and sought to build crisis and bridge 
housing – primarily on land owned or leased by the City – until permanent supportive 
housing projects are completed.  

The City has approved approximately $90 million for the construction and multiyear 
operation of a total of 1,450 beds, of which 247 have been completed.20 In addition, the 
City is in the process of allocating $34 million for bridge housing projects that will 
provide an additional 610 beds.   

COST OF PROPOSITION HHH HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS 
Proposition HHH funds represent approximately 30 percent of the aggregate total 
development cost across projects that have been approved by the City. On a per unit 
basis, the maximum allowable Proposition HHH subsidy for supportive housing was 
$140,000 per unit during the most recent funding cycle and $220,000 per unit for 
previous funding cycles. Although the City is not fully subsidizing each project, 
significant amounts of funding come from private sources or other government entities. 

                                                      

19 GSD staff, labor from hiring halls, and preapproved subcontractors are working on these projects.  
20 Operating costs for four of these projects are being supported by the County or other non-City sources.  
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These resources are finite; it is critical that the City and developers minimize 
development costs in order to build as many housing units as possible.  

The City’s Comprehensive Homelessness Strategy (January 2016) estimated that the 
cost of building each studio/one-bedroom supportive housing unit would be $350,000 
and a two-bedroom unit or larger would cost $414,000.21 While construction costs 
have increased across-the-board since these estimates were developed, the current 
costs far exceed the original projections. 

Whether building market rate or supportive housing, development costs are typically 
driven by three major components: cost of acquiring land; labor and materials for 
construction; and soft costs (e.g., non-construction activities such as architectural, 
engineering, financing, legal services).  

The Proposition HHH program regulations include multiple tools intended to contain 
costs throughout the development process.  

 HCIDLA is tasked with approving all contracts related to Proposition HHH 
projects and has the authority to disallow any costs which it believes to be 
excessive, avoidable, or unwarranted.  

 Developers and general contractors are required to award construction contracts 
through a competitive process that considers the cost.22  

 Within 60 days of issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy by the City, developers 
must submit a completed audit of construction costs performed by an 
independent Certified Public Accountant.  

                                                      

21 The estimates are attributed to LAHSA in an October 2015 report to the Mayor and City Council (Council 
File 15-1091). The $350,000 per unit estimate was also cited in news reports at the time of the November 
2016 ballot initiative. Gale Holland, “L.A. Officials Launch Campaign for Homeless Housing Bond 
Measure,” Los Angeles Times, September 12, 2016, https://www.latimes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-
homeless-bond-kickoff-20160912-snap-story.html; Doug Smith, “Q&A: Proposition HHH Would Raise 
Funds to Build Homeless Housing in L.A.,” Los Angeles Times, October 19, 2016, 
https://www.latimes.com/local/california/la-me-ln-prop-hhh-qa-20161017-snap-story.html; A Martinez, 
“10 Things You Need to Know About Measure HHH,” 89.3 KPCC, November 11, 2016, 
https://www.scpr.org/programs/take-two/2016/11/04/52952/10-things-you-need-to-know-about-
measure-hhh/. 
22 Developers who have not identified a general contractor at the time of application must conduct a 
competitive bidding process using a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) and award a contract based on price 
and other criteria. General contractors who are identified a part of the project team at the time of 
application must provide at least three subcontractor bids for each major trade such as carpentry, 
electrical, and plumbing.  
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Despite these tools, projected per-unit costs remain high. The median cost of building 
these units ($531,373) approaches – and in many cases, exceeds – the median sale price 
of a condominium in the City of Los Angeles ($546,000) and a single-family home in Los 
Angeles County ($627,690).23 

Cost of housing developments under construction  

Almost three years after voters approved Proposition HHH, only 19 projects are under 
construction. When completed, these developments will provide 1,260 total units, 892 
of which are supportive housing units.  

According to data provided by HCIDLA, more than 90 percent of the units under 
construction are compact studios and one-bedroom apartments ranging from 275 to 
750 square feet. The data below provides additional details about these projects.  

 Total development cost  

Lowest  Average Highest  

$11,440,379 $34,607,610 $55,050,829 

 Per-unit development cost24 

Lowest  Average Highest  

$346,678 $521,861 $690,692 

 Cost breakdown – The cost of land in Los 
Angeles has been cited as a significant factor in 
the high cost of Proposition HHH projects, but 
the data shows that this is overstated relative 
to the other categories.25 As a result, finding 
ways to lower construction costs and soft 
costs is critical to maximizing the impact of 
Proposition HHH funding. 

                                                      

23 Zillow, Los Angeles Home Prices and Values, https://www.zillow.com/los-angeles-ca/home-values/; 
California Association of Realtors, California Housing Market Update: Monthly Sales and Price Statistics 
August 2019, https://www.car.org/marketdata/data/countysalesactivity. 
24 The average cost per unit was calculated by using the total development cost of projects under 
construction ($657,544,591) and dividing it by the total number of units (1,260) in those projects.  
25 HCIDLA noted that some financing sources do not cover the cost of land. As a result, a higher 
Proposition HHH subsidy is often required to close the funding gap. 
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The high level of soft costs indicates that developers are spending large amounts 
on non-construction activities such as fees, consultants, and financing costs. The 
overall magnitude of construction costs underscores the importance of 
identifying alternate models such as pre-fabricated or shared housing. 

 The total development cost of projects under construction has increased by 12 
percent since receiving the City’s conditional commitment, and five projects 
increased by more than 25 percent.26 These cost increases underscore the 
importance of getting units built as quickly as possible.  

Cost of projects in pre-development   

There are an additional 60 projects that have been conditionally funded by the City, and 
are in various stages of pre-development and have not yet begun construction. Pre-
development includes activities such as applying for funding, securing land use 
approvals, engaging the community, and obtaining permits – many of which occur 
concurrently.  

When completed, these projects will provide 4,150 total units, of which 3,240 will be 
supportive housing. Similar to the projects under construction, the large majority (82 
percent) of the total units are compact studio or one-bedroom apartments. 

 Total development cost 

Lowest  Average Highest  

$9,440,000 $35,058,859 $72,022,642 

Given that many of these projects are in the early stages of a lengthy process, it 
is likely that total development costs will be even higher by the time 
construction begins.   

 Per-unit development cost27  

Lowest  Average Highest  

$228,908 $511,386 $701,072 

                                                      

26 These estimates were calculated by comparing the original total development cost listed in each 
project’s HCIDLA staff report to updated costs provided by HCIDLA in August 2019. The number of units 
for each project in this analysis remained the same during this period. 
27 The average per unit development cost was calculated by using the total development cost of projects 
in pre-development ($2,122,251,550) and dividing it by the total number of units (4,150) in those 
projects. 
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There are 15 housing developments in this group that exceed $600,000 per unit. 
The most expensive project, located in Koreatown/Pico-Union, exceeds $700,000 
per unit and consists of 41 units with a mix of studios, one-, two-, and three-
bedroom apartments. 

 The projected cost breakdown for these housing developments is approximately 
11% land, 54% construction, and 35% soft costs.  

Cost of housing developments pending City approval   

The City is considering issuing conditional funding commitments to an additional 35 
housing developments.28 If approved, these projects would provide 2,230 total housing 
units, of which 1,741 would be supportive units. More than 80 percent of these units 
are studios and one-bedroom apartments.  

 Total development cost 

Lowest  Average Highest  

$11,657,496 $31,841,156 $61,952,493 

Given that many of these projects are in the early stages of a lengthy process, it 
is likely that total development costs will be even higher by the time 
construction begins.   

 Per-unit development cost29  

Lowest  Average Highest  

$333,071 $499,749 $686,443 

Four housing developments in this group that exceed $600,000 per unit.  

 

                                                      

28 One of these projects was initiated outside the traditional call for projects model in order to identify an 
innovative approach to building housing on a City-owned property located at 11010 Santa Monica Blvd. 
For purposes of this analysis, this project was included. In addition, Council Districts 8 and 12 recently 
requested 30-day delays for three projects located within their districts, in order to conduct additional 
community outreach. For purposes of this analysis, these projects were included.  
29 The average per unit development cost was calculated by using the total development cost of projects 
pending Council approval ($1,114,440,463) and dividing it by the total number of units (2,230) in those 
projects. 



 PROPOSITION HHH - RESULTS TO DATE 
    

  20 
 

QUESTION 1:  Why do Proposition HHH housing developments 
cost so much? 

Although implementing a program of this magnitude and complexity carries inherent 
uncertainty, the original per unit cost projections ($350,000 to $414,000) have been 
inaccurate. City officials and other stakeholders have cited the following as factors 
contributing to the high cost of projects funded through Proposition HHH. 

 Funding complexity – In addition to Proposition HHH funds, developers typically 
assemble several loans and grants to fully fund a project. On average, each 
development approved by the City had seven funding sources (including 
Proposition HHH). The complexity of this model adds costs and delays housing 
production because each funding source has its own set of policy priorities and 
approval timelines.  

 Regulatory framework – Projects built using public subsidies typically include 
requirements that can increase soft costs due to the need for additional 
consulting services to address legal or accounting issues. In addition, projects 
built using Proposition HHH funds can incur higher construction costs due to 
accessibility requirements – each project must include at least 4 percent of units 
set aside for persons with sensory impairments and 10 percent of units for 
persons with mobility impairments.  

Developers, general contractors, and subcontractors may instead choose to 
pursue market-rate projects that yield greater profits, thereby shrinking the 
overall pool of available firms and driving up costs.  

 Limited pool of eligible developers – Proposition HHH regulations require lead 
developers to demonstrate a history of building and managing supportive housing 
projects. This reduces the overall level of risk and increases the likelihood that 
projects funded by the City are successful.  

However, this requirement can also impede competition and prevent developers 
from outside the traditional supportive housing community – who may bring new 
and innovative ideas – from participating.  

 Labor costs – Projects built using Proposition HHH funds are subject to State 
Prevailing Wage Requirements. In addition, housing developments of 65 or more 
units must include a project labor agreement that promotes the hiring and 
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continued employment of local residents, including those that may be classified 
as transitional or disadvantaged workers. 

TIMELINES FOR PROPOSITION HHH HOUSING 

DEVELOPMENTS  
Like most business endeavors, time is money when it comes to property development.  
HCIDLA estimates that the timeline for completing a Proposition HHH project from start 
to finish (i.e., conceptualization to occupancy) ranges from three to six years. The length 
of time needed to complete these projects does not meet the level of urgency needed 
to match the magnitude of our homelessness crisis. 

The timeline below identifies significant milestones since Proposition HHH was 
approved by City voters in November 2016. Assuming it is completed on time, the first 
project will have taken nearly three years and may represent a best-case scenario 
because it was already in the HCIDLA development pipeline at the time of the ballot 
measure.  

 

Timelines for housing developments under construction  

In order to estimate timelines, we measured the length of time from when projects 
were conditionally approved by the City to the estimated construction completion date. 
These estimates do not include time spent on activities before applications were 
submitted to HCIDLA, or time spent on required tasks after the completion of 
construction (e.g., closing out the project and obtaining a certificate of occupancy). 
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 Timeline from conditional approval to the projected end of construction (years) 

Fastest  Average Slowest  

1.9 2.8 3.5 

 Although these projects will add 1,260 much-needed housing units in the coming 
years, the pace at which they are 
being completed falls significantly 
short of the urgency of the City’s 
homelessness crisis.   

 More than 90 percent of these 
units are located in seven Council 
Districts (1, 4, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14).  

 
Timelines for projects in pre-development   

The upcoming completion of the initial wave of Proposition HHH housing developments 
presents an opportunity for the City to apply lessons learned and ensure that future 
supportive housing projects can be built more quickly. However, the estimated timelines 
(measured from conditional approval to estimated completion of construction) for the 
60 projects currently in pre-development indicate that these projects will likely take 
even longer to complete.   

 Timeline from conditional approval to the projected end of construction (years) 

Fastest  Average Slowest  

2.1 3.0 3.7 

 Most of the 4,150 units in pre-
development are not projected for 
completion until 2021.  

 Almost 70 percent of these units are 
located in Council Districts 1, 8, 9, 
11, 13, and 14.  
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Timelines for projects pending City approval 

Because these projects have not yet been 
approved by the City, it is not possible to 
develop timeline estimates using the 
same methodology as the previous 
sections. When completed, 70 percent of 
the 2,230 total units will be distributed 
across Council Districts 1, 2, 6, 8, 9, 11, 
and 13.  

Potential future delays for projects in pre-development 

The City encouraged developers to build Proposition HHH housing developments near 
high-quality transit areas through the Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) program. The 
TOC concept was also approved by voters in November 2016, within the larger 
framework of Measure JJJ. TOC allows developers to add density, reduce parking 
requirements, and utilize ministerial (i.e., administrative) approvals in exchange for 
including supportive or income-restricted housing units. Accordingly, many projects in 
the Proposition HHH development pipeline were approved through TOC.  

A recent lawsuit accused the City of violating the legislative procedures for amending 
the General Plan and zoning ordinance when it implemented the TOC guidelines. 
According to the City, there is currently no court order that prevents a previously-
approved TOC project from moving forward, nor is there currently anything preventing 
developers from submitting TOC applications for new projects.  

However, the uncertainty caused by the litigation may cause developers already in the 
Proposition HHH pipeline to pursue a different pathway to obtaining land use 
approval. For example, a developer that has already received approval through TOC 
may decide to modify their project and utilize the State’s density bonus program, or a 
different entitlement pathway. This would likely require the developer to obtain a new 
approval from the Department of City Planning. If the changes are significant, 
developers may need to re-apply for approvals from multiple funding sources, which 
would likely add costs and delay the project. 
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QUESTION #2:  Why are Proposition HHH housing 
developments taking so long to complete? 

Many of the cost drivers outlined in the previous section also contribute to extended 
timelines, just as extended timelines contribute to higher development costs. The City 
has initiated a number of strategies – such as the Permanent Supportive Housing 
Ordinance and Executive Directive #13 (“Support for Affordable Housing Development”) 
– to speed up the process by which Proposition HHH housing developments can be 
built.30 Beyond those efforts, departmental liaisons are tasked with troubleshooting 
issues as they arise. However, the lengthy development timelines suggest that much 
more work is needed. 

A major factor is the design of the program itself – Proposition HHH funds are 
awarded at the very early stages of the development process, and the developer must 
seek out and obtain the necessary funding to begin the project. Because developers 
are often seeking funding from other public entities with varying deadlines, the City 
provides up to two years to complete this phase. Projects cannot proceed without the 
necessary funding in place to successfully build and operate supportive housing.  

Beyond obtaining funding, there are the permitting and approval processes that apply 
to any development project in the City. Developers must navigate departments such as 
City Planning, Building and Safety, Water and Power, Fire, and Public Works 
(Engineering and Contract Administration) to ensure that safe, high-quality projects are 
built in accordance with all applicable regulations. Ensuring this framework operates 
efficiently and effectively is critical to the City’s efforts to reduce Proposition HHH 
development timelines.   

At the request of the Proposition HHH Citizens Oversight Committee, the City initiated a 
survey in late 2018 to obtain feedback from stakeholders about how to improve the 
Proposition HHH Supportive Housing Program. The City received 34 responses, and 
more than half were from developers who build affordable and market-rate housing.  

The most frequent recommendation was for the City to streamline permitting processes 
across the various departments that are involved with reviewing and approving 
Proposition HHH housing projects. One respondent described the City’s permitting 
processes as a “nightmare.” 

                                                      

30 The Permanent Supportive Housing Ordinance and Executive Directive #13 will be discussed in greater 
detail later in this report.  
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The Proposition HHH Citizens Oversight Committee and external stakeholders have 
called on the City to make improvements in these areas. As described below, the City 
recently took steps to build upon its ongoing efforts.  

STRATEGIES TO REDUCE COSTS AND EXPEDITE TIMELINES 

FOR PROPOSITION HHH HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS 
Effectively implementing a program of this magnitude requires extensive planning and 
the ability to pause and, if necessary, pivot to a different approach before the 
available funding is depleted. All viable alternatives need to be weighed against the 
growing urgency of our homelessness crisis.   

As early as the middle of 2017, it was apparent that the cost of building Proposition HHH 
housing developments was higher than expected, and other issues were contributing to 
lengthy timelines. The City took action and identified ways to streamline processes, 
reduce development costs, and foster innovation. But instead of waiting until those 
promising strategies could be fully implemented or other obstacles were removed, the 
City conditionally awarded nearly all of the remaining Proposition HHH funding.  

The strategies outlined below do not represent the entirety of the City’s efforts to 
reduce costs and timelines. However, they have significant potential and may prove to 
be beneficial in the future using state and federal funding streams such as the No Place 
Like Home Program and the HOME Investment Partnerships Program. But those funding 
streams have their own regulations, and it is unclear whether the City will be able to 
unilaterally determine how those funds can be spent.  

Given these constraints, the City’s decision to push forward and conditionally award 
nearly all remaining funds represents a missed opportunity to maximize the impact of 
Proposition HHH.  

Proposition HHH Challenge 

In response to growing concerns from the Citizens Oversight Committee, the City set 
aside $120 million in January 2019 and initiated the Proposition HHH Housing 
Challenge. The primary goal was to identify innovative construction and financing 
models to produce 1,000 new supportive housing units in less than two years.  

The City issued a request for proposals in May 2019 and allowed respondents to submit 
project applications before obtaining site control. In order to be considered for funding, 
applicants needed to demonstrate that their proposed approach is not eligible or 
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feasible under current Proposition HHH program regulations. Development strategies 
submitted by applicants were evaluated by a multidisciplinary team of subject matter 
experts for creativity, achievability, and scalability.  

The City recently selected six projects that aim to provide 975 supportive housing units 
at an estimated cost between $200,000 and $479,000 per unit, and an average of 
$351,965 per unit. The projects approved by the City include modular construction, 
shared housing, and simplified financing. Although the long-term feasibility of these 
innovative approaches remains to be seen, they have the potential to significantly 
lower costs and shorten development timelines.  

The strategies outlined by the selected developers are promising; however, there is 
some uncertainty about whether they will all successfully reach the finish line. Each 
developer still needs to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with HCIDLA and 
secure a location to build their projects before they can proceed. Given that some of 
these projects are a departure from the traditional supportive housing model, it is 
unclear whether future funding allocations from the State and the federal government 
will embrace these innovative approaches.   

The City’s plan to conduct an outside evaluation of the process and outcomes associated 
with the Proposition HHH Challenge will improve the ability to replicate successes and 
apply lessons from unsuccessful projects.   

Permanent Supportive Housing Ordinance 

The City initiated an effort to make changes to its zoning code to reduce project costs 
and speed up land use approvals for Proposition HHH-funded projects. Existing land use 
entitlements such as the State’s Density Bonus program or the City’s Transit-Oriented 
Communities (TOC) program can be used to accomplish similar goals. However, these 
pathways do not account for the unique characteristics of supportive housing projects 
(e.g., smaller units, space for supportive services). 

In April 2018, the City passed the Permanent Supportive Housing Ordinance. Key 
components of the ordinance are outlined below. 

 Facilitate ministerial approvals and increase the threshold that triggers site plan 
reviews from 50 units to 120 units (200 units in the Greater Downtown Housing 
Incentive Area). Site plan review can increase the time needed to begin 
construction, create uncertainty, and increase total project costs due to time 
delays.  
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In addition, the Department of City Planning noted that the 50 unit threshold has 
historically pushed some developers to reduce their projects to 49 units or less in 
order to avoid site plan reviews, even though the zoning capacity allows for 
additional units.  

 Increase the number of permanent supportive housing units that can be built by 
easing zoning restrictions that cause projects consisting entirely of studio 
apartments to reach their density limit before they fully maximize the amount of 
buildable space. 

 Ensure that space used for supportive services and community gathering areas 
within each housing development do not count toward total allowable floor area 
(FAR) restrictions. 

 Reduce development costs by eliminating the requirement to build parking 
spaces for supportive housing units. Vehicle ownership is significantly lower 
among the target population, and removing the requirement can save tens of 
thousands of dollars per parking space, especially those located in 
underground garages.31  

Shortly after the ordinance was approved, two lawsuits were filed by community groups 
claiming that the City violated the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Given 
the uncertainty caused by the lawsuits, Proposition HHH permanent supportive 
housing projects have been unable to take advantage of the tailored benefits offered 
by the ordinance 

The City recently partnered with the State and crafted a bill (AB 1197) to make it easier 
to build supportive housing and emergency shelters without fulfilling certain CEQA 
requirements. According to the City, the legislation will increase the likelihood that the 
lawsuit against the Permanent Supportive Housing Ordinance will be dismissed or 
otherwise favorably resolved. The bill was signed by the Governor on September 26, 
2019. 

 

                                                      

31 The target population is defined as “persons with qualifying lower incomes who: (i) have one or more 
disabilities, including mental illness, HIV or AIDS, substance abuse, or other chronic health condition, and 
are homeless as defined by any Los Angeles City, Los Angeles County, State of California, or Federal 
guidelines; or (ii) are chronically homeless, as defined by any Los Angeles City, Los Angeles County, State 
of California, or Federal guidelines.” 
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Executive Directive #13 and Proposition HHH Concierge 

The Mayor issued Executive Directive #13 (ED13) in October 2015 to facilitate 
streamlined and prioritized case processing for all affordable housing developments. 
Although it was issued before Proposition HHH, the strategies outlined within ED13 
apply to supportive housing developments. Three departments were included in ED13 – 
City Planning, Building and Safety, and HCIDLA.   

Despite the existence of ED13 and other efforts to expedite projects, external 
stakeholders and respondents to the Proposition HHH survey completed in January 
2019 provided critical feedback that indicated more needed to be done. 

 Expand the scope of authority of Executive Directive 13 by establishing priority 
case processing in other City departments such as Engineering, Department of 
Water and Power, and Fire Department.  

 Increase the number of dedicated staff across multiple departments to shepherd 
supportive housing projects through the approvals process.  

 Create a “one-stop-shop” for all permanent supportive housing projects. This 
interdepartmental task force would help expedite and prioritize permitting.   

The City recently received a $1.5 million grant from United Way of Greater Los Angeles 
to create and fund the Housing Crisis Response Team within the Mayor’s Office of 
Citywide Homeless Initiatives. The funding covers a three-year period, and the team’s 
primary function is to oversee and implement the Proposition HHH Challenge.  

The grant also provided funding for the establishment of an Affordable Housing 
Production Manager position (also referred to as the “HHH Concierge”). The HHH 
Concierge is responsible for designing policies and coordinating with HCIDLA staff, 
developers, and City departments to move projects to completion. In addition, the 
HHH Concierge is tasked with the development of a tracking system to improve 
information sharing and notification protocols across City departments.  

The establishment of this position is encouraging and increases the likelihood that the 
60 projects currently in pre-development will begin and complete construction as 
quickly as possible. However, given the City’s longstanding challenges in these areas, it 
is unclear why this did not occur sooner.  
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QUESTION #3: What should the City do? 

The performance of the program to date (i.e., high costs and lengthy development 
timelines) suggests that a course correction is required. Proposition HHH will 
eventually increase the overall supply of permanent supportive housing, but the City’s 
decision to conditionally award nearly all of the remaining funds without taking 
advantage of some of the strategies outlined above may represent a missed 
opportunity.    

Recent developments indicate that some Proposition HHH funds that have been 
conditionally awarded may warrant a fresh look, either today or in the future. For 
example, the Proposition HHH Challenge has the potential to significantly reduce per-
unit development costs and complete construction within two years. In comparison, the 
City’s traditional approach provides developers with two years to assemble funding. 
Similarly, developers who previously obtained land use entitlements may benefit from 
the Permanent Supportive Housing Ordinance, if it becomes available.  

Most Proposition HHH housing projects are in the early or middle pre-development 
stages, and therefore, formal loan agreements have not been executed. This may 
provide an opportunity to reevaluate planned construction and financing activities. 
Making significant changes to projects that are at the latter stages of the pre-
development process may not be feasible. However, the City should encourage 
developers to emulate what has been successful in other projects and incorporate 
emerging approaches to reducing Proposition HHH project costs and development 
timelines. 

City Policymakers should consider the following recommendations in order to maximize 
the impact of Proposition HHH funds.  

Recommendation #1  

Evaluate the feasibility of reallocating some Proposition HHH funds that have been 
conditionally funded, especially funds committed to housing projects with outlier 
development costs. This may free up funding for projects with lower per-unit costs or 
for temporary shelters and other facilities.  

a. If shared housing, prefabricated construction, or simplified financing are 
demonstrated to be meaningful and scalable strategies through the Proposition 
HHH Challenge, allow developers that have been previously awarded Proposition 
HHH funding to modify their project proposals.  
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b. If AB 1197 facilitates timely resolution of ongoing litigation challenging the City’s 
Permanent Supportive Housing Ordinance, allow and encourage developers to 
reconfigure previously-approved HHH projects so that the unique characteristics 
of supportive housing units are incorporated into land use approvals.   

c. If previously-committed Proposition HHH funding becomes available, prioritize 
the development of facilities such as shelters, clinics, storage, and showers to 
help better manage the immediate needs of Angelenos experiencing 
homelessness.  

Recommendation #2 

Support the Proposition HHH Concierge’s efforts to streamline permitting and other 
processes to ensure that projects that are currently – or will soon be – in the 
development pipeline are completed as quickly as possible. 

a. Require City departments not covered by Executive Directive #13 (e.g., Water 
and Power, Fire, Engineering) to publicly and regularly report their progress on 
moving Proposition HHH housing developments to completion.  

b. If necessary, consider adding dedicated staff (either in City departments or on 
the Housing Crisis Response Team) to focus on these issues.  
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II.  Proposition HHH  
FY2018 Financial Audit 

Proposition HHH tasks the Controller’s Office with performing financial audits for every 
year in which bonds are outstanding, or any bond proceeds remain unspent. The 
financial audit for FY2018 did not identify any significant irregularities or improprieties; 
however, there are two specific issues that needed to be resolved.  

We will continue to monitor these issues moving forward and conduct subsequent 
financial audits, as required. 

TIMING OF PROPOSITION HHH BOND ISSUANCES 
As part of our review, we found that the City issued a Proposition HHH bond too early 
and incurred debt before projects were ready to begin using the funds. 

The City issued its first Proposition HHH bond ($86,370,000) in July 2017. Due to the 
length of time it takes for projects to begin construction, only $3,676,308 was actually 
spent during that fiscal year. Rather than spending down the remaining available funds 
from the initial bond issuance, the City subsequently issued another bond 
($276,200,000) in July 2018. As of June 30, 2019, the City spent only $26.8 million of the 
first bond and $35.7 million of the second bond.32         

While the City Administrative Officer’s (CAO) Debt Management Group sought to issue 
the 2018 Proposition HHH bond in order to have funds available for a speedy rollout of 
planned projects, it is challenging to predict when bond proceeds will be needed for 
actual disbursement. Conditional commitments of Proposition HHH funds are made early 
in the process, and developers must secure additional funding and successfully navigate 
the City’s permitting framework before the loan is executed and construction begins. As 
a result, only a small portion of the available Proposition HHH bond proceeds have 
actually been spent.  

Although the City is currently earning an estimated average annualized rate of 1.80% for 
the unused HHH bond proceeds, it is paying approximately 3.45% for Proposition HHH-
issued bonds, resulting in an estimated loss of 1.64%.33 As of June 30, 2019, the July 
2018 bond issuance triggered an estimated $5.2 million in early net interest expense 

                                                      

32 This data was extracted from the City’s Financial Management System (FMS). 
33 This concept is known as “negative arbitrage” and occurs when the interest rate a borrower pays on its 
debt is higher than the interest rate the borrower earns on the monies deposited or invested. 
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(estimated interest expense to be paid to bondholders less estimated interest earned 
on the issued bond proceeds) being incurred by City property taxpayers.   

Going forward, the City should spend down proceeds from these previously-issued 
bonds and evaluate whether there are enough projects that are likely to begin 
construction before another Proposition HHH bond is issued. The City acknowledged 
these issues and decided to forego issuing an additional Proposition HHH bond in 2019.  

DECENTRALIZED ACCOUNTING AUTHORITY 
Another issue we identified during the FY2017-18 financial audit was a structural 
weakness where no single City department is responsible for program-wide accounting 
decisions. 

HCIDLA is responsible for managing the housing component of the Proposition HHH 
program, as well as fulfilling the corresponding accounting activities. However, 
administration of the facilities component of the Proposition HHH program is split 
between the Office of the City Administrative Officer, which oversees program 
operations, and the Board of Public Works Office of Accounting, which is responsible for 
accounting-related activities. 

This arrangement caused confusion during the audit, demonstrated a lack of 
consistent understanding of the departments’ roles and responsibilities, and created 
unnecessary financial risk. We recommended clarifying this process, and the City made 
some improvements. However, the lack of centralized accounting authority remains and 
may present problems in the future, as additional funds are spent.     

Recommendation #3 

City Policymakers should formally establish centralized accounting authority for the 
Proposition HHH program.  
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Appendix B – Proposition HHH Housing Developments  

Project
Sun Commons - 6329 
N CLYBOURN AVE CA 
91606

Depot at Hyde Park - 
6527 S CRENSHAW 
BLVD CA 90043

Adams Terrace - 
4347 W ADAMS 
BLVD CA 90018

PATH Villas 
Hollywood - 5627 W 
FERNWOOD AVE  
HOLLYWOOD, CA 
90028

Missouri & Bundy 
Housing - 11950 W 
MISSOURI AVE CA 
90025

Developer Abbey Road, Inc.

GTM Holdings, LLC; 
Women Organizing 
Resources, 
Knowledge and 
Services ("WORKS")

Abode Communities PATH Ventures
Thomas Safran & 
Associates 

CD 2 8 10 13 11

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 103 43 86 60 74

Studio 16 0 27 49 0
1 BR 29 21 57 10 40
2 BR 32 11 2 1 19
3 BR 26 11 0 0 15

Supportive Housing 
Units 51 25 43 59 44

Mgr Unit 2 1 2 1 1
HHH Amount 12,000,000$                 8,160,000$                    12,000,000$                 12,320,000$                 11,520,000$                 
TDC Amount 53,017,962$                 25,116,685$                 42,363,034$                 41,337,495$                 44,649,982$                 
Land Costs 4,568,890$                    2,425,000$                    3,241,000$                    3,586,750$                    250,000$                       

Construction Costs 36,607,159$                 13,106,115$                 24,004,174$                 19,518,820$                 22,097,000$                 
Soft Costs 11,841,913$                 9,585,570$                    15,117,860$                 18,231,925$                 22,302,982$                 

TDC Per Unit 514,737$                       584,109$                       492,593$                       688,958$                       603,378$                       
Construction Start 

Date 2/3/2020 1/3/2020 1/3/2020 11/11/2019 8/12/2019

Construction End Date
7/1/2021 7/6/2021 7/6/2021 6/4/2021 5/14/2021
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Project
Isla de Los Angeles - 
283 W IMPERIAL 
HWY CA 90061

Firmin Court - 418 N 
FIRMIN ST CA 90026

PATH Villas 
Montclair (New Site 
1 of 2) - 4220 W 
MONT CLAIR ST CA 
90018

Summit View 
Apartments - 11681 
W FOOTHILL BLVD 
CA 91342

Building 205 - 11301 
WILSHIRE BLVD CA 
90073

Developer
Clifford Beers 
Housing; American 
Family Housing

Decro Corporation PATH Ventures 11681 Foothill, L.P.

Figueroa Economical 
Housing 
Development 
Corporation

CD 8 1 10 7 11

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 54 64 46 49 67

Studio 54 29 45 37 36
1 BR 0 18 0 11 31
2 BR 0 13 1 1 0
3 BR 0 4 0 0 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 53 45 45 48 66

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 11,660,000$                 11,700,000$                 9,900,000$                    10,560,000$                 12,000,000$                 
TDC Amount 23,728,229$                 39,399,058$                 31,320,269$                 26,464,827$                 37,994,432$                 
Land Costs 1,325,000$                    2,600,000$                    5,288,077$                    255,000$                       11,000,000$                 

Construction Costs 12,546,666$                 18,722,669$                 14,503,268$                 14,474,307$                 14,545,700$                 
Soft Costs 9,856,563$                    18,076,389$                 11,528,924$                 11,735,520$                 12,448,732$                 

TDC Per Unit 439,412$                       615,610$                       680,875$                       540,099$                       567,081$                       
Construction Start 

Date 4/13/2020 11/1/2019 1/17/2020 11/1/2019 9/10/2019

Construction End Date
11/1/2021 6/4/2021 8/25/2021 6/18/2021 3/26/2021
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Project
Building 208 - 11301 
WILSHIRE BLVD  #208 
CA 90073

Hartford Villa 
Apartments - 445 S 
Hartford AVE  Los 
Angeles, CA 90017

Aria Apartments 
(fka Cambria Apts) - 
1532 W CAMBRIA ST 
CA 90017

McCadden Campus 
Senior (aka 
McCadden Plaza 
Senior) - 1127 N Las 
Palmas AVE  Los 
Angeles, CA 90038

Residences on Main - 
6901 S MAIN ST CA 
90003

Developer

Figueroa Economical 
Housing 
Development 
Corporation

Single Room 
Occupancy Housing 
Corporation

Affirmed Housing 
Group, Inc

Thomas Safran & 
Associates 

Residences on Main, 
L.P.

CD 11 1 1 4 9

Stage Pre-development Under Construction Under Construction Under Construction Under Construction
Total Units 54 101 57 98 50

Studio 26 100 48 19 21
1 BR 28 1 8 75 15
2 BR 0 0 1 4 5
3 BR 0 0 0 0 9

Supportive Housing 
Units 53 100 56 25 49

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 11,660,000$                 12,000,000$                 12,000,000$                 5,500,000$                    10,780,000$                 
TDC Amount 35,135,102$                 44,859,535$                 28,478,153$                 50,639,484$                 26,568,641$                 
Land Costs 11,000,000$                 6,721,867$                    3,600,000$                    4,930,158$                    1,770,635$                    

Construction Costs 13,077,720$                 22,787,876$                 14,361,784$                 23,316,800$                 14,117,693$                 
Soft Costs 11,057,382$                 15,349,792$                 10,516,369$                 22,392,526$                 10,680,313$                 

TDC Per Unit 650,650$                       444,154$                       499,617$                       516,729$                       531,373$                       
Construction Start 

Date 9/10/2019 11/8/2018 12/5/2018 12/20/2018 4/2/2019

Construction End Date
3/26/2021 1/12/2021 9/30/2020 5/31/2020 10/30/2020
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Project

Casa de Rosas 
Campus - 2600 S 
HOOVER ST CA 
90007

Western Avenue 
Apartments - 5501 S 
WESTERN AVE CA 
90062

Gramercy Place 
Apartments - 2375 
W WASHINGTON 
BLVD CA 90018

Vermont Corridor 
Apartments (aka 433 
Vermont Apts) - 433 
S VERMONT AVE CA 
90020

West Third 
Apartments - 1900 
W 3RD ST CA 90057

Developer
WARD Economic 
Development 
Corporation

Figueroa Economical 
Housing 
Development 
Corporation

Hollywood 
Community Housing 
Corporation

Meta Housing 
Corporation

Figueroa Economical 
Housing 
Development 
Corporation

CD 9 8 10 10 1

Stage Under Construction Under Construction Under Construction Under Construction Loan Closed
Total Units 37 33 64 72 137

Studio 15 34 0 0 137
1 BR 19 0 58 57 0
2 BR 3 0 6 15 0
3 BR 0 0 0 0 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 36 32 31 36 136

Mgr Unit 1 1 2 1 1
HHH Amount 7,920,000$                    4,660,033$                    9,920,000$                    7,200,000$                    10,291,998$                 
TDC Amount 20,398,954$                 11,440,379$                 41,642,224$                 49,729,859$                 42,389,586$                 
Land Costs 5,731,722$                    6,800,000$                    2,349,000$                    7,400,000$                    30,000,000$                 

Construction Costs 7,601,916$                    1,427,250$                    22,220,443$                 29,627,645$                 4,753,900$                    
Soft Costs 7,065,316$                    3,213,129$                    17,072,781$                 12,702,214$                 7,635,686$                    

TDC Per Unit 551,323$                       346,678$                       650,660$                       690,692$                       309,413$                       
Construction Start 

Date 3/13/2019 12/27/2018 4/30/2019 3/27/2019 12/27/2018

Construction End Date
5/4/2020 1/31/2020 1/20/2021 2/18/2021 3/31/2021



APPENDIX B - PROPOSITION HHH HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS 
 

 

  53 
 

 

 

Project

Ingraham Villa 
Apartments - 1218 
W INGRAHAM ST CA 
90017

Rose Apartments - 
720 E ROSE AVE CA 
90291

Weingart Tower II 
(HHH PSH 1A) - 555 
1/2 S CROCKER ST CA 
90013

Bryson II - 2701 W 
WILSHIRE BLVD CA 
90057

Weingart Tower 
(HHH PSH 1A) - 555 
1/2 S CROCKER ST CA 
90013

Developer
Ingraham 
Apartments, L.P.

Venice Community 
Housing Corporation

Chelsea Investment 
Corporation; 
Weingart Tower II, 
LP

Los Angeles Housing 
Partnership; The 
Richman Group of 
California 
Development 
Company

Chelsea Investment 
Corporation; 
Weingart Tower, LP

CD 1 11 14 1 14

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 121 35 144 64 134

Studio 120 30 122 32 106
1 BR 1 4 22 32 28
2 BR 0 1 0 0 0
3 BR 0 0 0 0 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 90 34 122 32 106

Mgr Unit 1 1 2 1 1
HHH Amount 12,000,000$                 7,308,489$                    16,000,000$                 10,095,000$                 16,000,000$                 
TDC Amount 52,472,377$                 18,220,401$                 72,022,642$                 22,518,068$                 72,022,642$                 
Land Costs 8,450,000$                    1,182,200$                    3,166,186$                    1,045,000$                    3,166,186$                    

Construction Costs 27,396,323$                 10,783,516$                 41,552,193$                 11,950,000$                 41,552,193$                 
Soft Costs 16,626,054$                 6,254,685$                    27,304,263$                 9,523,068$                    27,304,263$                 

TDC Per Unit 433,656$                       520,583$                       500,157$                       351,845$                       537,482$                       
Construction Start 

Date 5/23/2020 4/13/2020 4/3/2020 1/6/2020 4/3/2020

Construction End Date
12/1/2021 11/11/2021 9/1/2021 8/2/2021 9/1/2021
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Project
67th & Main Street - 
6706 S MAIN ST CA 
90003

68th & Main Street - 
6714 S MAIN ST CA 
90003

Emerson 
Apartments (fka 
Melrose 
Apartments) - 4766 
W MELROSE AVE CA 
90029

Metamorphosis on 
Foothill - 13574 W 
FOOTHILL BLVD CA 
91342

Rosa De Castilla 
Apartments - 4208 E 
HUNTINGTON DR 
SOUTH CA 90032

Developer

Coalition for 
Responsible 
Community 
Development

Coalition for 
Responsible 
Community 
Development

Affirmed Housing 
Group, Inc.

Clifford Beers 
Housing Inc

East LA Community 
Corportion

CD 9 9 13 7 14

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Under Construction Under Construction
Total Units 52 60 43 48 85

Studio 0 29 30 25 9
1 BR 0 30 12 22 55
2 BR 39 1 1 1 11
3 BR 13 0 0 0 10

Supportive Housing 
Units 26 59 42 47 63

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 2
HHH Amount 7,180,000$                    12,000,000$                 8,360,000$                    10,340,000$                 12,000,000$                 
TDC Amount 32,485,590$                 25,852,727$                 29,298,093$                 23,795,012$                 49,065,112$                 
Land Costs 3,770,965$                    3,770,965$                    3,625,000$                    160,000$                       4,564,700$                    

Construction Costs 15,852,601$                 15,852,601$                 12,160,881$                 14,802,934$                 28,447,384$                 
Soft Costs 12,862,024$                 6,229,161$                    13,512,212$                 8,832,078$                    16,053,028$                 

TDC Per Unit 624,723$                       430,879$                       681,351$                       495,729$                       577,237$                       
Construction Start 

Date 5/22/2020 1/6/2020 11/1/2019 2/27/2019 5/2/2019

Construction End Date
12/1/2021 7/14/2021 6/18/2021 10/27/2020 10/1/2020
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Project

Broadway 
Apartments - 301 W 
49TH ST 1-30 CA 
90037

Grandview 
Apartments - 714 S 
GRAND VIEW ST CA 
90057

Southside Seniors - 
1655 W 
MANCHESTER AVE 
CA 90047

Temple View - 3200 
W TEMPLE ST CA 
90026

The Brine 
Residential - 1829 N 
HANCOCK ST CA 
90031

Developer

Figueroa Economical 
Housing 
Development 
Corporation

Abode Communities

Innovative Housing 
Opportunities; John 
Stanley, Inc.; 
Concerned Citizens 
Community 
Involvement

LINC Housing 
Corporation

Decro Corporation

CD 9 1 8 13 1

Stage Loan Closed Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 35 100 50 64 97

Studio 26 0 18 63 62
1 BR 8 53 32 0 29
2 BR 1 28 0 1 6
3 BR 0 19 0 0 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 34 54 36 58 49

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 4,443,480$                    12,000,000$                 9,320,000$                    12,760,000$                 11,560,000$                 
TDC Amount 11,520,534$                 63,975,453$                 24,801,907$                 28,920,289$                 49,521,687$                 
Land Costs 700,000$                       7,597,100$                    2,166,000$                    2,295,000$                    3,509,936$                    

Construction Costs 1,513,750$                    35,085,443$                 14,569,622$                 17,141,276$                 26,935,458$                 
Soft Costs 9,306,784$                    21,292,910$                 8,066,285$                    9,484,013$                    19,076,293$                 

TDC Per Unit 329,158$                       639,755$                       496,038$                       451,880$                       510,533$                       
Construction Start 

Date 6/6/2019 12/7/2020 3/2/2020 1/31/2020 3/18/2020

Construction End Date
3/31/2021 6/1/2022 9/15/2021 8/13/2021 10/1/2021



APPENDIX B - PROPOSITION HHH HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS 
 

 

  56 
 

 

 

Project

Washington View 
Apartments - 1912 S 
BONSALLO AVE CA 
90007

The Pointe on La 
Brea - 843 N LA BREA 
AVE CA 90038

Reseda Theater 
Senior Housing 
(Canby Woods 
West) - 7221 N 
CANBY AVE CA 
91335

Main Street 
Apartments - 5501 S 
MAIN ST CA 90037

Berendo Sage - 1035 
S BERENDO ST CA 
90006

Developer
Western Pacific 
Housing, LLC

EAH INC
Thomas Safran & 
Associates 

Highridge Costa 
Development 
Company, LLC

West Hollywood 
Community Housing 
Corporation

CD 1 5 3 9 1

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 122 50 26 57 42

Studio 26 49 0 42 8
1 BR 95 0 24 1 22
2 BR 1 1 2 14 6
3 BR 0 0 0 0 6

Supportive Housing 
Units 91 49 13 56 21

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 12,000,000$                 8,624,000$                    4,060,000$                    8,512,000$                    6,620,000$                    
TDC Amount 50,363,460$                 25,785,374$                 12,882,549$                 32,824,507$                 26,813,981$                 
Land Costs NA 5,215,000$                    1,210,000$                    3,271,000$                    2,100,000$                    

Construction Costs NA 12,387,557$                 6,269,000$                    20,040,522$                 14,552,036$                 
Soft Costs NA 8,182,817$                    5,403,549$                    9,512,985$                    10,161,945$                 

TDC Per Unit 412,815$                       515,707$                       495,483$                       575,869$                       638,428$                       
Construction Start 

Date 1/17/2020 3/2/2020 1/31/2020 3/6/2020 1/31/2020

Construction End Date
7/1/2021 9/15/2021 8/16/2021 9/15/2021 11/1/2021



APPENDIX B - PROPOSITION HHH HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS 
 

 

  57 
 

 

 

Project

The Dahlia (aka 
South Main Street 
Apartments) - 12003 
S MAIN ST CA 90061

Montecito II Senior 
Housing - 6668 W 
FRANKLIN AVE  
HOLLYWOOD, CA 
90028

Serenity - 923 S 
KENMORE AVE CA 
90006

Solaris - 1141 S 
CRENSHAW BLVD CA 
90019

Talisa - 9502 N VAN 
NUYS BLVD CA 91402

Developer
Affirmed Housing 
Group, Inc.

Thomas Safran & 
Associates 

Domus GP LLC Domus GP LLC Domus GP LLC

CD 15 13 10 10 6

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 56 64 75 43 49

Studio 43 28 40 0 0
1 BR 12 36 35 23 5
2 BR 1 0 0 16 30
3 BR 0 0 0 4 14

Supportive Housing 
Units 55 32 74 42 48

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 12,000,000$                 10,140,000$                 13,520,000$                 9,240,000$                    10,560,000$                 
TDC Amount 29,767,145$                 38,463,674$                 37,551,673$                 24,403,352$                 29,458,224$                 
Land Costs 1,675,000$                    170,000$                       6,758,690$                    3,650,000$                    5,100,000$                    

Construction Costs 18,160,881$                 23,729,500$                 23,349,241$                 13,590,751$                 14,859,900$                 
Soft Costs 9,931,264$                    14,564,174$                 7,443,742$                    7,162,601$                    9,498,324$                    

TDC Per Unit 531,556$                       600,995$                       500,689$                       567,520$                       601,188$                       
Construction Start 

Date 3/2/2020 1/31/2020 3/2/2020 3/18/2020 3/18/2020

Construction End Date
9/15/2021 8/16/2021 9/15/2021 10/1/2021 10/1/2021
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Project
Deepwater - 1424 N 
DEEPWATER AVE CA 
90744

PICO - 4200 W PICO 
BLVD CA 90019

Santa Monica & 
Vermont 
Apartments Phase 2 - 
4718 W SANTA 
MONICA BLVD CA 
90029

Sherman Oaks 
Senior - 14536 W 
BURBANK BLVD  
VAN NUYS, CA 91411

11408 S Central Ave - 
11408 S CENTRAL 
AVE CA 90059

Developer
LINC Community 
Development 
Corporation

Wakeland Housing 
and Development 
Corporation

SMV Housing, L.P.
Mercy Housing 
California

LINC Housing 
Corporation

CD 15 10 13 4 15

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 56 54 93 55 64

Studio 0 53 32 54 0
1 BR 55 1 37 1 63
2 BR 1 0 22 0 0
3 BR 0 0 2 0 1

Supportive Housing 
Units 55 53 47 54 63

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 12,100,000$                 11,410,000$                 12,000,000$                 11,880,000$                 10,112,000$                 
TDC Amount 28,277,269$                 30,585,648$                 54,922,118$                 26,287,515$                 34,090,083$                 
Land Costs 1,385,000$                    NA 7,382,826$                    2,854,446$                    3,090,000$                    

Construction Costs 16,955,280$                 NA 32,362,057$                 13,814,823$                 19,795,232$                 
Soft Costs 9,936,989$                    NA 15,177,235$                 9,618,246$                    11,204,851$                 

TDC Per Unit 504,951$                       566,401$                       590,560$                       477,955$                       532,658$                       
Construction Start 

Date 3/18/2020 6/17/2020 12/1/2020 5/18/2020 5/25/2020

Construction End Date
10/1/2021 1/7/2022 12/1/2022 12/1/2021 11/30/2021
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Enlightenment Plaza 
- Phase I - 316 N 
JUANITA AVE CA 
90004

Los Lirios 
Apartments - 119 S 
SOTO ST CA 90033

Normandie 84 - 8401 
S NORMANDIE AVE 
CA 90044

Weingart Tower 1B - 
HHH PSH - 554 S SAN 
PEDRO ST CA 90013

Vermont/Manchest
er - 8400 S 
VERMONT AVE CA 
90044

Developer
Flexible PSH 
Solutions

BRIDGE Housing 
Corporation; BRIDGE 
Housing Corporation

Gospel Truth CDC, 
Inc.; Innovative 
Housing 
Opportunities; John 
Stanley, Inc.

Weingart Tower 1B, 
LP; Chelsea 
Investment 
Corporation

BRIDGE Housing 
Corporation; 
Coalition for 
Responsible 
Community 
Development

CD 13 14 8 14 8

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 105 64 42 104 180

Studio 83 13 10 103 N/A
1 BR 20 18 32 1 N/A
2 BR 2 17 0 0 N/A
3 BR 0 16 0 0 N/A

Supportive Housing 
Units 103 20 34 83 90

Mgr Unit 2 1 1 1 2
HHH Amount 9,600,000$                    2,000,000$                    8,180,000$                    16,000,000$                 12,400,000$                 
TDC Amount 40,101,000$                 35,719,050$                 18,849,299$                 64,622,612$                 41,203,528$                 
Land Costs NA 1,280,000$                    1,293,000$                    2,420,000$                    15,000$                         

Construction Costs NA 24,885,942$                 11,478,916$                 40,347,367$                 25,670,366$                 
Soft Costs NA 9,553,108$                    6,077,383$                    21,855,245$                 15,518,162$                 

TDC Per Unit 381,914$                       558,110$                       448,793$                       621,371$                       228,908$                       
Construction Start 

Date 4/3/2020 12/2/2020 5/18/2020 11/17/2020 5/18/2020

Construction End Date
10/16/2021 7/20/2022 12/1/2021 6/1/2022 12/1/2021
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First and Boyle - 100 
S BOYLE AVE CA 
90033

Sun King 
Apartments - 12128 
SHELDON ST  Los 
Angeles, CA 91352

La Veranda - 2420 E 
CESAR E CHAVEZ 
AVE CA 90033

6th and San Julian - 
401 E 6TH ST CA 
90014

Ambrosia - 823 W 
MANCHESTER AVE 
CA 90044

Developer

Many Mansions, a 
California nonprofit 
corporation; Azure 
Development Inc.

MANY MANSIONS Abode Communities
Mercy Housing 
California

The Skid Row 
Housing Trust

CD 14 6 14 14 8

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 44 26 77 94 100

Studio 19 0 0 0 99
1 BR 19 12 0 93 0
2 BR 6 11 54 1 1
3 BR 0 3 23 0 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 43 25 38 75 80

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 9,460,000$                    5,500,000$                    9,120,000$                    15,320,000$                 15,900,000$                 
TDC Amount 24,270,021$                 14,615,050$                 53,111,065$                 53,866,560$                 54,957,044$                 
Land Costs 1,636,750$                    800,000$                       7,240,000$                    6,225,500$                    6,256,196$                    

Construction Costs 13,223,077$                 8,603,147$                    28,946,150$                 24,827,095$                 27,446,401$                 
Soft Costs 9,410,194$                    5,211,903$                    16,924,915$                 22,813,965$                 21,254,447$                 

TDC Per Unit 551,591$                       562,117$                       689,754$                       573,049$                       549,570$                       
Construction Start 

Date 5/8/2020 5/18/2020 5/18/2020 5/18/2020 12/1/2020

Construction End Date
7/2/2021 12/1/2021 12/1/2021 12/1/2021 6/1/2022
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Santa Monica & 
Vermont 
Apartments Phase 1 - 
4718 W SANTA 
MONICA BLVD CA 
90029

Confianza - 14142 W 
VANOWEN ST  VAN 
NUYS, CA 91405

4719 Normandie - 
4719 S NORMANDIE 
AVE CA 90037

Sylmar II - 12667 N 
SAN FERNANDO 
ROAD CA 91342

Mariposa Lily - 1055 
S MARIPOSA AVE CA 
90006

Developer SMV Housing, L.P.
The Skid Row 
Housing Trust

Wakeland Housing 
and Development 
Corporation

Sylmar II, LP; Meta 
Housing Corporation

West Hollywood 
Community Housing 
Corporation

CD 13 2 8 7 1

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 94 71 43 56 41

Studio 31 70 42 53 10
1 BR 38 0 1 3 15
2 BR 22 1 0 0 11
3 BR 3 0 0 0 5

Supportive Housing 
Units 47 70 42 45 20

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 12,000,000$                 13,200,000$                 8,990,000$                    10,900,000$                 5,120,000$                    
TDC Amount 54,930,603$                 37,040,803$                 25,079,176$                 25,088,985$                 28,743,963$                 
Land Costs 7,382,826$                    3,541,613$                    NA 2,001,090$                    2,130,000$                    

Construction Costs 32,362,052$                 19,462,456$                 NA 13,009,933$                 15,413,997$                 
Soft Costs 15,185,725$                 14,036,734$                 NA 10,077,962$                 11,199,966$                 

TDC Per Unit 584,368$                       521,701$                       583,237$                       448,018$                       701,072$                       
Construction Start 

Date 12/1/2020 6/1/2020 5/18/2020 5/18/2020 4/15/2020

Construction End Date
12/1/2022 12/1/2021 12/1/2021 12/1/2021 1/15/2022
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Asante Apartments - 
11001 S BROADWAY 
CA 90061

803 E. 5th St - 803 E 
5TH ST CA 90013

Watts Works - 9502 
S COMPTON AVE CA 
90002

410 E. Florence 
Avenue - 410 E 
FLORENCE AVE CA 
90003

Colorado East - 2453 
W COLORADO BLVD 
CA 90041

Developer
Affirmed Housing 
Group, Inc.

Coalition for 
Responsible 
Community 
Development

NEIGHBORHOOD 
WORKS 9502 
DEVELOPMENT, LLC; 
Decro Corporation

Unique Construction 
&amp; 
Development, Inc.

DDCM Incorporated; 
RCC MGP LLC

CD 8 14 15 9 14

Stage Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development Pre-development
Total Units 55 95 25 51 41

Studio 35 94 25 50 0
1 BR 19 0 0 0 26
2 BR 1 1 0 1 14
3 BR 0 0 0 0 1

Supportive Housing 
Units 54 94 24 50 40

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 11,880,000$                 15,120,000$                 2,400,000$                    7,000,000$                    8,800,000$                    
TDC Amount 28,204,968$                 37,960,970$                 9,340,000$                    15,719,266$                 22,149,944$                 
Land Costs 1,615,000$                    12,600,000$                 403,500$                       1,048,066$                    3,820,000$                    

Construction Costs 17,210,881$                 16,438,800$                 5,150,433$                    12,469,000$                 12,396,300$                 
Soft Costs 9,379,087$                    8,922,170$                    3,886,067$                    2,202,200$                    5,933,644$                    

TDC Per Unit 512,818$                       399,589$                       373,600$                       308,221$                       540,243$                       
Construction Start 

Date 2/1/2020 10/15/2019 10/1/2019 10/1/2019 9/16/2019

Construction End Date
7/30/2021 7/21/2021 4/15/2021 4/15/2021 7/14/2021
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The Pointe on 
Vermont - 7600 S 
VERMONT AVE CA 
90044

SP7 Apartments - 
519 E 7TH ST CA 
90014

McCadden Plaza 
Youth Housing - 
1136 N MCCADDEN 
PL CA 90038

RISE Apartments - 
4050 S FIGUEROA ST 
CA 90037

Casa del Sol - 10966 
W RATNER ST CA 
91352

Developer EAH INC
Skid Row Housing 
Trust

Thomas Safran & 
Associates 

Highridge Costa 
Development 
Company, LLC; 
Single Room 
Occupancy Housing 
Corporation

A Community of 
Friends

CD 8 14 4 9 6

Stage Under Construction Under Construction Under Construction Under Construction Under Construction
Total Units 50 100 26 57 44

Studio 8 99 26 56 17
1 BR 27 0 0 1 26
2 BR 8 1 0 0 1
3 BR 7 0 0 0 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 25 55 25 56 43

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 7,900,000$                    12,000,000$                 5,018,298$                    9,500,000$                    8,065,143$                    
TDC Amount 27,262,166$                 49,879,526$                 13,036,552$                 31,744,893$                 21,789,065$                 
Land Costs 1,120,000$                    5,287,785$                    1,425,000$                    1,845,065$                    1,900,000$                    

Construction Costs 14,672,420$                 15,050,676$                 7,586,261$                    13,347,487$                 10,893,009$                 
Soft Costs 11,469,746$                 29,541,065$                 4,025,291$                    16,552,341$                 8,996,056$                    

TDC Per Unit 545,243$                       498,795$                       501,406$                       556,928$                       495,206$                       
Construction Start 

Date 6/27/2019 9/28/2018 9/24/2018 10/30/2018 9/27/2018

Construction End Date
12/14/2020 11/6/2020 11/6/2020 7/31/2020 4/1/2020
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FLOR 401 Lofts - 401 
E 7TH ST CA 90014

649 LOFTS (aka Six 
Four Nine Lofts) - 
649 S WALL ST CA 
90014

PATH Metro Villas 
Phase 2 - 320 N 
MADISON AVE CA 
90004

88th & Vermont - 
8730 S VERMONT 
AVE CA 90044

Hope on 6th  - 576 
W. 6th Street
Los Angeles, CA 
90731

Developer
Skid Row Housing 
Trust

Skid Row Housing 
Trust

PATH Ventures

Women Organizing 
Resources, 
Knowledge and 
Services

1010 Development 
Corporation 

CD 14 14 13 8 15

Stage Under Construction Under Construction Under Construction Under Construction
Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Total Units 99 55 122 62 49
Studio 98 54 60 12 15
1 BR 0 0 60 20 16
2 BR 1 1 2 24 18
3 BR 0 0 0 6 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 49 28 90 46 31

Mgr Unit 1 1 2 2 1
HHH Amount 11,980,000$                 5,500,000$                    3,513,721$                    9,680,000$                    6,040,000$                    
TDC Amount 49,687,818$                 28,407,343$                 55,050,829$                 34,069,046$                 28,615,371$                 
Land Costs 6,060,000$                    2,109,420$                    4,000,000$                    4,496,025$                    1,207,285$                    

Construction Costs 20,240,844$                 15,498,918$                 30,441,256$                 17,048,602$                 NA
Soft Costs 23,386,974$                 10,799,005$                 20,609,573$                 12,524,419$                 NA

TDC Per Unit 501,897$                       516,497$                       451,236$                       549,501$                       583,987$                       
Construction Start 

Date 12/4/2018 12/19/2017 12/13/2017 3/28/2018 4/1/2020

Construction End Date
10/16/2020 10/16/2019 3/20/2020 11/30/2019 10/1/2021
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Silver Star II - 6576-
6604 S. West 
Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 
90043

Lorena Plaza - 3401 
East 1st Street,
Los Angeles, CA 
90063

The Main - 15302 W. 
Rayen Street
Los Angeles, CA 
91343

The Rigby - 15314 W. 
Rayen Street
Los Angeles, CA 
91343

Chavez & Fickett - 
338 N. Mathews 
Street
Los Angeles, CA 
90033

Developer
A Connnunity of 
Friends 

A Connnunity of 
Friends 

Abbey Road, Inc. Abbey Road, Inc. Abode Conmunities 

CD 8 14 6 6 14

Stage Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Total Units 64 49 64 64 60
Studio 14 3 12 12 0
1 BR 29 18 20 20 20
2 BR 20 20 20 20 25
3 BR 1 8 12 12 15

Supportive Housing 
Units 56 32 33 33 30

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 6,404,900$                    2,903,202$                    6,795,000$                    6,795,000$                    6,300,000$                    
TDC Amount 26,623,932$                 25,819,084$                 41,018,669$                 41,970,484$                 41,186,592$                 
Land Costs 2,400,000$                    2,030,000$                    2,875,000$                    2,875,000$                    3,060,000$                    

Construction Costs NA NA NA NA NA
Soft Costs NA NA NA NA NA

TDC Per Unit 415,999$                       526,920$                       640,917$                       655,789$                       686,443$                       
Construction Start 

Date 7/1/2020 12/20/2020 3/1/2021 8/1/2020 1/1/2022

Construction End Date
12/1/2021 6/1/2022 12/1/2022 5/1/2022 10/1/2023
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Hope on Hyde Park - 
6501 S. Crenshaw 
Boulevard,
Los Angeles, CA 
90043

Hope on Broadway - 
5138 S. Broadway
Los Angeles, CA 
90037

Topanga 
Apartments - 10243 
North Topanga 
Canyon Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 
91311

Barry Apartments - 
2454 S. Barry 
Avenue,
Los Angeles, CA 
90064

2745-2759 Francis 
Ave - 2745- 2759 
Francis Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 
90005

Developer Aedis Aedis 
Affirmed Housing 
Group, Inc. 

Affirmed Housing 
Group, Inc. 

Affordable Housing 
CDC, Inc. 

CD 8 9 12 11 1

Stage Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Total Units 98 49 64 61 64
Studio 74 48 63 32 0
1 BR 24 1 0 17 63
2 BR 0 0 1 9 1
3 BR 0 0 0 3 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 97 48 63 34 63

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 9,280,000$                    6,720,000$                    8,290,800$                    6,918,400$                    6,610,000$                    
TDC Amount 40,093,334$                 22,162,568$                 28,617,938$                 31,932,359$                 30,851,806$                 
Land Costs 3,500,000$                    1,500,000$                    1,500,000$                    4,200,000$                    6,000,000$                    

Construction Costs NA NA NA NA NA
Soft Costs NA NA NA NA NA

TDC Per Unit 409,116$                       452,297$                       447,155$                       523,481$                       482,059$                       
Construction Start 

Date 10/1/2019 10/1/2019 2/1/2021 3/1/2021 9/1/2020

Construction End Date
9/1/2020 9/1/2020 8/1/2022 9/1/2022 1/1/2022



APPENDIX B - PROPOSITION HHH HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS 
 

 

  67 
 

 

 

Project

537-541 N. Western 
Ave. - 541 N. 
Western Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 
90004

841 N. Banning - 841 
N. Banning 
Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 
90744

Westlake Housing 
(The Lake House) - 
437 S. Westlake 
Avenue, Los 
Angeles, CA 90057

NoHo 5050 - 5050 - 
5050 Yz N. Bakman 
Ave.,
Los Angeles, CA 
91601

Florence Ave 
Apartments - 
2160,2164,2172 W 
Florence Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 
90047

Developer
Affordable Housing 
CDC, Inc. 

Century Affordable 
Development, Inc. 

Community 
Development 
Partners 

Decro Corporation
Deep Green Housing 
and Community 
Development

CD 4 15 1 2 8

Stage Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Total Units 64 64 63 40 56
Studio 27 0 28 4 25
1 BR 36 63 35 28 31
2 BR 1 1 0 8 0
3 BR 0 0 0 0 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 63 63 62 32 55

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 6,614,118$                    8,000,000$                    6,510,000$                    3,833,200$                    6,300,000$                    
TDC Amount 30,997,101$                 31,648,058$                 34,270,198$                 17,564,853$                 29,669,115$                 
Land Costs 6,000,000$                    3,500,000$                    4,490,000$                    1,750,000$                    435,000$                       

Construction Costs NA NA NA NA NA
Soft Costs NA NA NA NA NA

TDC Per Unit 484,330$                       494,501$                       543,971$                       439,121$                       529,806$                       
Construction Start 

Date 9/1/2020 9/1/2020 11/1/2020 7/1/2020 11/1/2020

Construction End Date
3/1/2022 5/1/2022 3/1/2022 1/1/2022 9/1/2022
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1615 Montana 
Street - 1615 W. 
Montana St., Los 
Angeles, CA 90292

4507 Main Street - 
4505-4507 South 
Main Street,
Los Angeles, CA 
90037

7650 Van Nuys - 
7650 N. Van Nuys 
Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 
91405

Sepulveda 
Apartments - 8428 N 
Sepulveda 
Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, CA 91343

Sherman Way Apt. 
Preservation - 13561 
W. Sherman Way,
Los Angeles, CA 
91405

Developer Domus GP llC EAH Housing Inc. EAH Housing Inc. 
Figueroa Economical 
Housing Dev. Corp. 

Figueroa Economical 
Housing Dev. Corp. 

CD 13 9 2 6 2

Stage Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Total Units 64 64 96 76 56
Studio 49 18 47 75 55
1 BR 14 45 48 1 0
2 BR 1 1 1 0 1
3 BR 0 0 0 0 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 63 33 49 75 55

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 6,614,000$                    7,239,000$                    11,460,000$                 10,500,000$                 7,700,000$                    
TDC Amount 30,913,179$                 24,839,171$                 47,426,085$                 29,821,884$                 20,808,990$                 
Land Costs 6,200,000$                    3,275,000$                    5,500,000$                    3,074,100$                    1,456,800$                    

Construction Costs NA NA NA NA NA
Soft Costs NA NA NA NA NA

TDC Per Unit 483,018$                       388,112$                       494,022$                       392,393$                       371,589$                       
Construction Start 

Date 10/1/2020 9/1/2020 10/1/2020 1/1/2020 1/1/2020

Construction End Date
4/1/2022 1/1/2021 4/1/2022 8/1/2020 7/1/2020
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Enlightenment Plaza 
- Phase II - 316 N. 
Juanita Avenue,
Los Angeles, CA 
90004

Central Apartments - 
2106,2108,2112 S 
Central Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 
90011

SOLA at 87th - 8707 S 
Western Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 
90047

The Angel - 8547 N. 
Sepulveda 
Boulevard, Los 
Angeles, CA 91343

Westlake 619 - 
619,623 S Westlake 
Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 
90057

Developer
Flexible PSH 
Solutions 

Highridge Costa 
Development 
Company 

Innovative Housing 
Opportunities, Inc. 

LA Family Housing
Meta Housing 
Corporation

CD 13 9 8 6 1

Stage Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Total Units 72 57 100 54 78
Studio 65 56 0 53 0
1 BR 6 1 51 0 36
2 BR 1 0 44 1 20
3 BR 0 0 5 0 22

Supportive Housing 
Units 71 56 51 53 30

Mgr Unit 1 1 2 1 1
HHH Amount 9,940,000$                    7,840,000$                    9,000,000$                    5,565,000$                    3,149,580$                    
TDC Amount 29,956,000$                 30,227,967$                 61,952,493$                 28,226,850$                 34,276,576$                 
Land Costs 4,320,000$                    3,300,000$                    7,600,000$                    1,800,000$                    NA

Construction Costs NA NA NA NA NA
Soft Costs NA NA NA NA NA

TDC Per Unit 416,056$                       530,315$                       619,525$                       522,719$                       439,443$                       
Construction Start 

Date 7/1/2020 3/1/2020 3/1/2021 11/1/2020 6/1/2020

Construction End Date
10/1/2021 10/1/2021 6/1/2022 5/1/2022 10/1/2021
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Bell Creek 
Apartments - 6940 
N. Owensmouth 
Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 
91303

Washington Arts 
Collective - 
4600,4601,4609,4615 
W Washington 
Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 
90016

5th Street PSH - 411 
E. 5th Street,
Los Angeles, CA 
90013

West LA VA Campus 
Bldg #207 - 11301 
Wilshire Blvd. #207
Los Angeles, CA 
90025

Thatcher Yard 
Housing - 3233 S. 
Thatcher Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 
90292

Developer
Meta Housing 
Corporation

Meta Housing 
Corporation

Relevant Group 
Thomas Safran & 
Associates 

Thomas Safran & 
Associates

CD 3 10 14 N/A 11

Stage Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Total Units 80 56 35 64 98
Studio 0 0 0 57 0
1 BR 40 30 35 7 76
2 BR 20 11 0 0 13
3 BR 20 15 0 0 9

Supportive Housing 
Units 41 20 34 63 49

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 6,226,546$                    2,097,200$                    4,760,000$                    8,820,000$                    11,660,000$                 
TDC Amount 39,949,602$                 29,780,273$                 11,657,496$                 31,367,161$                 54,684,712$                 
Land Costs 4,560,000$                    NA 903,974$                       NA NA

Construction Costs NA NA NA NA NA
Soft Costs NA NA NA NA NA

TDC Per Unit 499,370$                       531,791$                       333,071$                       490,112$                       558,007$                       
Construction Start 

Date 5/1/2020 3/1/2020 3/1/2020 2/1/2020 3/1/2021

Construction End Date
2/1/2022 8/1/2021 3/1/2021 7/1/2021 3/1/2023
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Project

Lincoln Apartments - 
2467 S. Lincoln Blvd.,
Los Angeles, CA 
90291

4906-4926 Santa 
Monica - 4912 W. 
Santa Monica 
Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 
90029

2652 Pico 
Apartments - 2652 
W. Pico Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 
90006

11010 Santa Monica 
Blvd - 11010 Santa 
Monica Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 
90025

Developer
Venice Community 
Housing Corporation 

Wakeland Housing 
& Development 
Corp.

Wakeland Housing 
& Development 
Corp.

Weingart Center 
Association and 
Valued Housing

CD 11 13 1 5

Stage Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Under Review 
(as of Sep 30, 2019)

Total Units 40 62 54 51
Studio 28 61 53 50
1 BR 9 0 0 0
2 BR 3 1 1 1
3 BR 0 0 0 0

Supportive Housing 
Units 39 61 53 50

Mgr Unit 1 1 1 1
HHH Amount 5,460,000$                    5,225,000$                    3,550,000$                    7,000,000$                    
TDC Amount 19,537,023$                 36,038,114$                 29,992,408$                 19,943,017$                 
Land Costs 3,100,000$                    6,400,000$                    4,100,000$                    NA

Construction Costs NA NA NA NA
Soft Costs NA NA NA NA

TDC Per Unit 488,426$                       581,260$                       555,415$                       391,040$                       
Construction Start 

Date 9/1/2020 3/1/2020 6/1/2020 7/1/2020

Construction End Date
1/1/2022 6/1/2021 9/1/2021 4/1/2021
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Abstract: Firms operating in the property sector use information asymmetry and the local monopoly to 

differentiate prices of housing units. Selling similar housing to purchasers at various prices allows them to 

maximise profits. The aim of this article is to analyse empirically the behaviour of developers that shape the market 

situation. It is necessary to depart from the classic approach to analysing enterprises that operate in a free and 

competitive market and produce typical, homogeneous goods. Here we are rather analysing firms that produce 

heterogeneous goods and make individual transactions with each client. We use the hedonic regression to compare 

the theoretical and empirical prices per sq. m. of dwelling in the primary market in Warsaw and find significant 

dispersions. A price discrimination strategy may be one explanation for the high and upward elasticity of prices 

observed. 

 
Keywords: Monopolistic competition, price differentiation, housing market, information asymmetry. 

 

 

 

  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
1 The paper presents the personal opinions of the authors and does not necessarily reflect the official position of 

Narodowy Bank Polski or the Warsaw School of Economics. 
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Introduction 
 
The housing market plays an important role for households because of its consumption and 

investment functions (Łaszek, 2004). A housing unit is a specific, costly and immobile good, 

and many empirical studies have tried to explain the demand and supply side of this good. 

However, the supply side is not that well described, especially at the micro level. Taking into 

account that transactions are individual, it is important to make the market more transparent. 

 

New dwellings amount only to a small part of the housing stock each year, but they play an 

enormous role in satisfying housing needs. There is competition between the primary and 

secondary market, but it is not perfect. There are several reasons for this: subsidised housing 

programmes, administrative, legal and taxation issues, the diversity of the technical conditions 

of a building and the quality of a dwelling. When there is not enough housing offered from the 

existing stock, new housing needs to be constructed. 

 

Understanding how developers shape the market can help to reduce the risk of a banking crisis 

and to effectively satisfy people’s housing needs. The developer is an entrepreneur who 

organises the construction process and sells dwellings to gain profits. Developers do not operate 

in a free and competitive market and produce typical, homogeneous goods. They produce 

heterogeneous goods and sell housing units at different prices to different clients (Łaszek and 

Olszewski, 2015), using both first-degree and second-degree price discrimination strategies. 

Observing the development of house prices and single transactions in the Warsaw market, we 

formulated the two research questions and tackled them with a hedonic regression: 

 

Research hypothesis 1: The developer market in Poland works as a price discriminating 

market, not under free competition. 

Research hypothesis 2: Due to information asymmetry developers can charge a higher price 

than under free competition and consumers suffer a welfare loss, compared to what they would 

pay under free competition. Better dissemination of information would help to reduce this 

problem. 

 

While analysing developers, we want to stress that the supply side has not yet been completely 

explored in the literature, most likely owing to the lack of reliable data on single investments 

and single transaction prices. Macro analyses of the supply side have been conducted by 

DiPasquale and Wheaton (1992), DiPasquale (1999), and Wheaton (1999). Stover (1986) and 

Epple (2010) have carried out empirical search, whereas the supply and demand side has been 

described by Tse et el. (1999) and Phang et al. (2010). But we lack enough literature that 

discusses theoretically and empirically the supply side on a micro scale. Łaszek and Olszewski, 

(2015) present a first approach to this problem, while we analyse it empirically. 

 

 

The primary housing market and the behaviour of developers 
 
There are four factors that have a huge influence on prices in the housing sector: imperfect 

knowledge about individual transactions and information asymmetry, the heterogeneous quality 

of dwellings, spatial location, and the individual character of every transaction. 

 

House buyers try to obtain as much information as possible about the market, but what they 

really know at a given moment are average prices and some offers that they receive from 
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developers. By contrast, given that there are relatively few large firms on the market and there 

is high market concentration (see NBP, 2012), developers know quite well what their 

competitors are offering. They offer each client a similar housing unit at an individual price and 

keep the amount of available housing units in a given location secret, and also they highlight 

differences between similar housing units so they appear more attractive to various buyers. 

  

Supply in the primary housing market is determined by land accessibility, the structure of the 

stock of yet unsold constructed housing and regulations constraining supply. Rising prices 

usually cause increasing production costs or land prices and may lead to the introduction of 

legislative restrictions. It takes around four years to complete a housing development project in 

Poland. Developers need to purchase land and obtain all the necessary permits, which takes 

around two years, and then the construction process takes another two years. The pre-sale 

contracts are sold when the physical construction process has just started. Developers have land 

banks for construction purposes that amount to around six years of production (NBP, 2012), 

and have numerous building permits on hand so that they can quickly adjust housing production 

to higher market needs. 

 

The housing market is very heterogeneous, which complicates the analysis for the home buyer. 

Prices per sq. metre depend negatively on the size of the dwelling,2 but grow with the amount 

of amenities the given dwelling offers. Taking into account the diversification of flats, one has 

to understand the transaction price as the sum of valuations of housing attributes, such as the 

total area, standard, location (see Rosen, 1974). Various articles have addressed the issue of 

housing heterogeneity and the quantification of that problem (Ridker and Henning, 1967; Tse 

et al. 1999; Tomczyk and Widłak, 2010). Because it is nearly impossible to find a perfect 

substitute for a particular flat, the market operates as a monopolistic competition. 

 

Monk and Whitehead (1996) state that the land market is spatially segmented, which implies 

that land at one location is not a perfect substitute for land at a different location. The degree of 

spatial differentiation can be changed due to improvements in communication such as the 

development of public transportation and the construction of roads. If we create access to the 

transportation system on earlier difficult-to-access grounds, we can generate a higher demand 

for this land. This improvement will reduce transportation costs, and as a consequence 

households will be less willing to pay more for places nearer to the city centre. Regardless of 

spatial segmentation, the return of the investment in the long term should level out, as the costs 

of better-located lands are higher. 

 

Transactions are made by private persons, who have different tastes, financial circumstances 

and living conditions. Leaving aside taste, a person’s financial situation and current living 

conditions play an important role in the decision process. If buyers are currently renting another 

dwelling, where they pay more or less the same amount of money to a landlord as they would 

pay to a bank in mortgage instalments (see NBP, 2015), they’ll want to buy a new dwelling as 

quickly as possible. If buyers need to make the purchase with the help of a mortgage, they might 

worry that the price could increase quickly and they will not be able to take a huge loan. 

Conversely, cash purchasers who buy the dwelling for their children or for rent are in a better 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
2 The construction of a dwelling has some fixed costs, such as the kitchen, the toilets and other fixed parts, that are 

there irrespective how big the flat is. Additionally, people have a given amount of money they can spend, thus 

the demand for small dwellings is quite high. Developers know that and charge higher prices per sq. meter than 

in the case of larger dwellings. 
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situation. They can collect multiple offers and wait a considerable amount of time before they 

buy, by which they have some negotiation power. 

The development company is a price maker, not a price taker, mainly for three reasons: 

uncertainty, diversity of quality, location and the individual nature of transactions. The 

development sector is usually described in the literature as a free market and the strong 

competition between a large number of business entities is stressed. These conclusions are 

based on international data, but the Polish development sector is characterised by a high level 

of production concentration (NBP, 2012). There are huge market entry costs and land is difficult 

to substitute, so the developer has monopolistic power and as a consequence can control prices 

(Emmanuel, 1985). A particular number of enterprises supply the market with a diversified 

product, which is intended to satisfy basically the same needs. But each new building is 

presented by its creator as a unique good because of its higher quality and spatial monopoly. 

Competition from companies that sell similar flats is thus constrained. While settling prices 

enterprises move along the demand curve, which implies that they are price makers. The 

analysis of the Polish development sector performed by NBP (2015) indicates that developers 

engage in some behaviours that are characteristic for monopolistic competition or a classic 

monopoly. Developers have a tendency to keep prices high, but react elastically to an increase 

in demand and have a propensity to produce excessive supply. 

 

Our empirical findings and theoretical considerations follow the line of oligopolistic land 

developer models, where the assumption about perfect competition is relaxed. Henderson and 

Thisse (1999, 2001) present a strategic community development model where pricing policies 

differ across developments. They examined the equilibrium formation of communities 

differentiated by their residents’ income and they endogenise the number and size of 

developments. Epple et al. (2010) focused not on total housing supply but only the supply of 

new housing on which basis they discuss how to estimate the production function for housing 

and state that prices and quantities for housing are never observed separately, so by using latent 

variables it is possible to identify and estimate the production function without relying on strong 

assumptions about the functional form. In this way it is possible to estimate the price elasticity 

of the housing supply per unit of land and the elasticity of substitution between land and non-

land factors. The housing supply is usually studied in terms of new flats supplied as an aggregate 

to a market, where its determinants are interest rates, developer profits, construction permits 

and various administrative obstacles. The analysis of a single development project (how many 

flats are in a given location, at what prices and where to build) is less studied in the literature. 

Most likely this is due to the lack of very detailed data on private firms, which try to keep this 

information secret. A detailed study of the stages in a development project in Poland, focusing 

especially on costs and income streams at each stage, is presented in Augustyniak et al. (2012). 

 

We find signs of first- and second-order price discrimination in the primary sector. Monopolists 

offer flats at prices equal to the clients’ maximum willingness to pay, which means they gain 

all consumer surpluses. In the housing market all deals are closed in individual contact with a 

purchaser – this is a typical situation for a discriminating monopoly (Łaszek and Olszewski, 

2015). There are some smaller companies, but they do not produce many dwellings. They 

attempt to find their own niche to compete with bigger players, but they do not lower prices in 

fear of a price war. Instead they focus on extensive promotions to highlight the distinctive 

benefits and features of their products or they deliver goods to particular groups of buyers. 

Raymond (1998) suggests that some developers regularly sell a small number of housings to 

give the impression of shortfalls, which in turn constrain consumer choice, strengthen the 

competition between purchasers ad cause an information asymmetry. There are also other 
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methods to generate extraordinary profits. Barlow (1993) claims that in the real estate sector 

negotiation skills and finishing projects on time help to maximise profits. 

 

 

The empirical analysis of price differentiation in the primary market 
 
Housing is a heterogeneous good, so simple dispersion methods, such as standard deviation, 

variance or range, present inaccurate results because different products are being compared. In 

the first step we estimate a hedonic model of price per sq. m., which will explain how developers 

valuated their new flats. In the next step we calculate the theoretical values of housings and 

compare them with real transaction prices. 

 

We use information about transactions from the primary housing market that are gathered in 

the BaRN data base.3 The next step was to clear the data set and reject outliers. We dropped 

observations if the price per sq. m was higher than 20 000 and lower than 2 000 PLN or the 

total area of a dwelling was less than 15 sq. m. and more than 150 sq. m. 

 

The final data set consists of 33 337 transactions in the Warsaw primary market concluded from 

Q1 2006 to Q4 2014. Our data set consists of physical attributes of dwellings, such as the 

number of rooms, standard, location variables (dummy variable for districts), information about 

the transaction date and many more parameters mentioned in appendix 1. We decided to 

consider variables where no more that 30% of observations are missing. All the explanatory 

variables included in the model are chosen on the basis of our market experience and 

econometric test of the models (tests VIF and RESET). We estimated an OLS model that 

consists of 53 independent variables and 1 dependent variable (the logarithm of price per sq. 

m). The RESET test indicates that the model is specified correctly and the collinearity is 

moderate (VIF<10). We use the heteroskedasticity and autocorrelation consistent estimator 

(HAC). On the basis of our estimation results, we confirm that most variables are statistically 

significant and their estimated direction of influence on house prices is as we conjectured. The 

coefficient of determination R2 amounts to about 64%. Taking into account that this is a model 

built on micro data we can claim that our results are satisfactory. 

 
  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
3 A database created by Narodowy Bank Polski.  
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Table 1: The result of the OLS regression. Sample: 33377 observations, dependent 

variable: logarithm of the price per sq. m. of housing 

 

  Coefficient Standard Error t-Student p-value   

const 9,2630 0,0067 1390,2508 <0,00001 *** 

Mokotow -0,2803 0,0073 -38,2505 <0,00001 *** 

Wola -0,3904 0,0069 -56,3638 <0,00001 *** 

Zoliborz -0,3442 0,0069 -50,2462 <0,00001 *** 

Ochota -0,2989 0,0075 -40,0836 <0,00001 *** 

Ursynow -0,4236 0,0083 -51,0140 <0,00001 *** 

Wilanow -0,4453 0,0067 -66,7535 <0,00001 *** 

T_20062 -0,3838 0,0048 -79,9149 <0,00001 *** 

T_20063 -0,1952 0,0067 -29,0744 <0,00001 *** 

T_20064 -0,1253 0,0065 -19,3792 <0,00001 *** 

T_20071 0,0275 0,0084 3,2890 0,00101 *** 

T_20072 -0,0187 0,0109 -1,7205 0,08536 * 

T_20073 0,1212 0,0091 13,3273 <0,00001 *** 

T_20074 0,1935 0,0082 23,6415 <0,00001 *** 

T_20081 0,2064 0,0111 18,5933 <0,00001 *** 

T_20082 0,2174 0,0101 21,4944 <0,00001 *** 

T_20083 0,1978 0,0099 20,0234 <0,00001 *** 

T_20084 0,1563 0,0086 18,1852 <0,00001 *** 

T_20091 0,0934 0,0128 7,3116 <0,00001 *** 

T_20092 0,0831 0,0057 14,5454 <0,00001 *** 

T_20093 0,0869 0,0074 11,7174 <0,00001 *** 

T_20094 0,0888 0,0070 12,7513 <0,00001 *** 

T_20101 0,0324 0,0075 4,3197 0,00002 *** 

T_20102 0,0153 0,0058 2,6528 0,00799 *** 

T_20103 0,0365 0,0053 6,9058 <0,00001 *** 

T_20104 0,0255 0,0046 5,5314 <0,00001 *** 

T_20111 0,0368 0,0053 6,9690 <0,00001 *** 

T_20112 0,0402 0,0045 8,9373 <0,00001 *** 

T_20113 0,0217 0,0053 4,0986 0,00004 *** 

T_20114 0,0249 0,0047 5,2552 <0,00001 *** 

T_20121 -0,0016 0,0049 -0,3252 0,745   

T_20122 -0,0194 0,0048 -4,0144 0,00006 *** 

T_20123 -0,0482 0,0061 -7,8574 <0,00001 *** 

T_20124 -0,0640 0,0050 -12,6913 <0,00001 *** 

T_20131 -0,0376 0,0043 -8,7579 <0,00001 *** 

T_20132 -0,0200 0,0039 -5,1166 <0,00001 *** 

T_20133 -0,0196 0,0040 -4,9347 <0,00001 *** 

T_20134 0,0081 0,0038 2,1226 0,0338 ** 

T_20141 0,0096 0,0036 2,6745 0,00749 *** 
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T_20142 0,0159 0,0035 4,5589 <0,00001 *** 

T_20143 0,0271 0,0037 7,2777 <0,00001 *** 

T_20144 0,0150 0,0034 4,4100 0,00001 *** 

gr1 -0,4586 0,0067 -67,9630 <0,00001 *** 

gr2 -0,6252 0,0067 -92,6317 <0,00001 *** 

gr3 -0,4082 0,0069 -59,1718 <0,00001 *** 

gr4 -0,5788 0,0089 -64,9283 <0,00001 *** 

gr5 -0,5383 0,0070 -76,5830 <0,00001 *** 

p40 0,0191 0,0020 9,5858 <0,00001 *** 

p60_80 -0,0244 0,0017 -14,5386 <0,00001 *** 

p80 -0,0290 0,0026 -11,1062 <0,00001 *** 

tech_2 0,0303 0,0028 10,6725 <0,00001 *** 

tech_3 0,0875 0,0030 29,5157 <0,00001 *** 

niskie -0,0392 0,0014 -27,0919 <0,00001 *** 

wysokie 0,0771 0,0088 8,7282 <0,00001 *** 

 

Charts 1-5 present theoretical (axis Y) and empirical values (axis Y). If the transaction price is 

equal to its valuation on the basis of the model, the points should lie on the 45 degree line. The 

large dispersion of points suggests that price are differentiated. Moreover, we can observe that 

our points are on the right side of the 45 degree line, which means that dwellings are sold at a 

higher price in comparison with valuation on the basis of our model. The process of price 

differentiating occurs in a bigger scale in the case of more expensive apartments. This is 

reasonable, as richer clients are able to pay more for housing that they believe is better for them 

(better location, standard and other attributes). The analysis confirms that developers use a 

discriminating monopoly power. The price discrimination strategy caused by changes in 

demand could be one of the explanations of the observed high, short-term, upward elasticity of 

prices. In reality, amidst relatively low price elasticity of demand at high prices, the possibility 

of price reductions and a profitable sale of the housing surplus are limited. During the boom 

period the price differentiation was constrained. The demand was high, so dwellings were sold 

quickly at high prices and the developer did not need to offer differentiated prices. After the 

bust in 2008-2012 we can see a drop in demand as developers had a problem with selling their 

investments. The strategy of elastic prices helped them survive.  
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Charts 1 – 5: Theoretical and empirical prices per sq. m. of housing. Estimations of theo-

retical values base on primary market model  

 

1. 2006 – 2007 

 

2. 2008 – 2009 

 
3. 2010 – 2011 

 

4. 2012 – 2013 

 

5. 2014 
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Conclusion 
 
Developers produce very heterogeneous goods and make individual transactions with every 

client. Moreover, firms operating in the property sector use information asymmetry and local 

monopoly to differentiate the prices of housing units, which allows them to maximise their 

profits. 

 

Our empirical analysis shows that there is a dispersion between the empirical and theoretical 

prices per sq. m. of dwellings on the primary market and over subsequent periods that dispersion 

grows. On the basis of the results we claim that developers differentiate prices of flats. One of 

the explanations of this short-term, upward elasticity of prices could be the price discrimination 

mechanism. During the boom period the demand was high, dwellings sold quickly at higher 

prices and developers offered differentiated prices to a lesser extent. During 2008-2012, the 

demand dropped and developers used the price discrimination strategy more often. 

 

The conclusions that we draw here have direct consequences for theoretical and empirical 

research. First, developers have a very strong impact on the boom bust cycle, because they can 

create the impression that housing is a scarce good, while they have enough housing on stock 

to satisfy demand. This directly adds to the price increase during an upswing. On the other hand, 

developers have enough equity to hold on to a significant stock of unsold housing during the 

price decline, whereby they keep prices high. This calls for the development of theoretical 

models about the interaction of the housing market with the whole economy that would consider 

the monopolistic behaviour of developers during the cycle. Another point for future theoretical 

research is to find what allows developers to hold on to a significant stock of unsold housing 

not only during the boom, when they expect higher profits in the future, but also during the 

downswing. The empirical answer is that developers sell flats in form of pre-sale contracts, thus 

obtain payments from buyers during the development process, but pay the construction firm 

after the work is done. Based on our current results and the model by Augustyniak et al. (2012), 

what needs to be investigated is under what economic circumstances developers would start to 

behave as in normal competition and, most notably, would lower their prices amidst significant 

oversupply. We also need detailed data on single development projects in various countries, to 

understand how developers work there. Combined with more advanced microeconomic and 

macroeconomic models, this data would help financial market stability authorities to monitor 

the market carefully. 
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Appendix 
 
Description of the explanatory variables. The variables that serve as the benchmark for dummy 

regressions are underlined. 

Mokotow: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarter Mokotów. 

Ochota: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarter Ochota. 

Srodmiescie: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarter Śródmieście. 

Ursynow: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarter Ursynów. 

Wilanow: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarter Wilanów. 

Wola: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarter Wola. 

Zoliborz: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarter Żoliborz. 

gr1: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarters Bielany or Bemowo. 

gr2: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarters Białołęka or Targówek. 

gr3: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarters Praga Północ or Praga 

Południe. 

gr4: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarters Wawer, Wesoła or 

Rembertów. 

gr5: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat is located in the city quarters Ursus or Włochy. 

p40: dummy variable taking 1 if the total area of a flat (in sq. m.) is less than 40. 

p40-60: dummy variable taking 1 if the total area of a flat (in sq m.) is between 40 and 60 sq. 

m. 

p60-80: dummy variable taking 1 if the total area of a flat (in sq m.) is between 60 and 80 sq. 

m. 

p80: dummy variable taking 1 if the total area of a flat (in sq m.) is more than 40 

tech1: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat was built in traditional technology. 

tech2: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat was built in improved traditional technology 

tech3: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat was built in monolithic technology. 

niskie: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat on ground or the first floor. 

srednie: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat on 2-9 floor. 

wysokie: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat on 10 and higher floor. 

T_20061 - T_20144: dummy variable taking 1 if the flat was sold in a given year and quarter. 
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were funded by Businessperson A.

          Any member of the public who has information related to this or any other public corruption matter in
the City of Los Angeles is encouraged to send information to the FBI’s email tip line at pctips-
losangeles@fbi.gov or to contact the FBI’s Los Angeles Field Office at (310) 477-6565.
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