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executive
summary

At the same time, the TOC program has been
widely used, incentivizing numerous applications
with more market-rate homes and more deededaﬀordable homes than would otherwise have been
allowed.

"

"

Measure JJJ and the TOC
Program

"

In November 2016, voters in the City of Los Angeles passed ballot measure JJJ. This measure requires developments that add ten or more
dwelling units and seek a general plan amendment, zone change and/or a height district change
to follow certain labor and aﬀordable housing
mandates. Measure JJJ also required the Los Angeles Department of City Planning to create a
Transit Oriented Communities Program (TOC) that
would provide a density bonus (permitting extra
residential units and building size in exchange for
the inclusion of deed-restricted aﬀordable homes)
that would be as or more generous than the existing state density bonus law.

"

LAplus and the Real Estate Development & Design
Program, College of Environmental Design, University of California Berkeley have produced this
report to examine the impacts of the first two
years of Measure JJJ.

"

Our analysis found what could be described as a
“tale of two policies.” Measure JJJ largely eliminated zone changes and general plan amendments, which had been an important entitlement
pathway to build homes in Los Angeles. This contributed to a reduction of applications for new
homes after JJJ.

"

With the city and region facing a severe housing
crisis, Los Angeles needs policies that are “additive” in that they allow and encourage more
homes of all types.
So far, TOC has been a very promising density
bonus program. Before Measure JJJ, zone
changes and general plan amendments were also
an important pathway to entitle new homes.
Other ways that more homes have been permitted
include: state reforms on accessory dwelling units;
adaptive reuse of commercial properties downtown; by-right construction; publicly and tax-credit
funded deeded-aﬀordable housing; specific plans
and updated community plans that make it easier
to develop without needing planning changes; and
supportive housing funded by Measure HHH. We
need all of these and more to work our way out of
the housing crisis.

"

TOC has been an additive policy while JJJ has
unfortunately subtracted proposals for badlyneeded homes. Based on these trends, we conclude that the housing situation in Los Angeles
would have been better oﬀ if TOC had been authorized as a stand alone measure, without the
JJJ provisions for general plan amendments
and zone changes. In the policy recommendation
section we suggest ways to build upon the success of TOC and to reduce the harm of JJJ.

"
"
"
"
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Key Takeaways

"

Following the first two years that Measure JJJ has
been in eﬀect, there has been an overall decline in
the number of new homes proposed in planning
applications. It is important to note that JJJ is not
the only factor impacting residential entitlement
applications. Other policies and market trends also
play a role, and we consider these in the body of
the report. With this important caveat, key trends
post JJJ are:

"

• Decline in number of homes proposed in applications. After Measure JJJ passed, there was
a decline in new housing units applied for, measured on a per-quarter basis. Our data from Q1
2014 to part way through Q3 2018 shows an
11.3 percent decline. Data collected by the Department of City Planning with a shorter timeframe of Q1 2015 to Q3 2018 and a somewhat
diﬀerent count methodology shows a larger,
35.6 percent per-quarter decline. (See the data
collection section of the report on page X for
more details on methodology). Even if we use
our more conservative count, this decline is
troubling because too few homes have been
proposed, permitted and built both before and
after Measure JJJ.
• Few homes proposed or approved under JJJ
rules. With the exception of early 2017 in the
lead-up to a vote on Measure S, few residential
projects have applied to build homes under the
JJJ rules. Even fewer of these JJJ applications
have been approved. JJJ rules do not seem to
be a viable pathway to produce housing.

"

• Significant numbers of homes proposed using
the TOC program. The TOC program has proven
to be appealing to applicants, with 4563 new
homes proposed through August 2018, nearly
7000 by the end of November 2018, and more
than 10,000 by early 2019. The TOC program has
been used by small, medium and large sized
projects, by mixed-income and 100 percent affordable projects, and in parts of the city with low,
high and in-between ‘market strengths.’ These
promising results suggest that well-designed incentive-based programs can work to expand
housing supply and aﬀordability. An import an
caveat is that TOC incentives only fully apply to
nine percent of the city.
• Heavy reliance on TOC program in late 2018.
For the last three months for which we collected
data (September to November 2018), approximately 70 percent of new homes proposed
through entitlement applications applied using the
TOC program. Applications for market rate developments fell in the same period. With fees on market development set to rise further, there is a risk
that the city is relying too heavily on the TOC program.

"
"

"
"
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Policy recommendations

"

Early evidence from applications suggests that JJJ
is not a viable pathway to build homes but that the
Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) program has
attracted many applications. These observations
suggest that Measure JJJ would have been more
eﬀective in advancing housing aﬀordability if it had
been limited to just the TOC program.

"

We recommend a number of policy changes that
the City of Los Angeles should adopt in order to
address the housing crisis. These policies include
recommendations to modify measure JJJ and the
TOC program in order to reduce negative impacts
and expand positive impacts. We also suggest
pro-housing approaches to the city’s community
plan updates and a wider range of policies that
can help advance both longer-term housing production and short term aﬀordability.

"

• Exempt developments with out-of-date zoning. Developments should be exempt from JJJ’s
requirements when zoning is out of sync with
the City’s General Plan or when a community
plan has not been updated within 6 years.
• Exempt low-rise housing in less aﬄuent areas. Developments should be exempt from JJJ
when they are likely to provide more ‘naturally
aﬀordable’ homes for the middle class (less
costly housing construction typologies in low or
medium market areas).
• Strengthen Tier 4 TOC incentives. Incentives
for Tier 4 TOC (the highest-intensity designation)
should be strengthened.
• Apply Tier 1 incentives close to individual bus
stops. An expanded density bonus similar to tier
1 (the lowest intensity designation) should be
applied close to individual bus stops with frequent service.

"

• Pass TOC-style bonuses rather than inclusionary zoning. Jurisdictions interested in expanding deeded-aﬀordable housing and mixedincome developments should pass TOC-style
programs rather than inclusionary zoning mandates.
• Increase housing capacity and diversity in
plans. New community plans should increase
housing capacity and allow a diversity of housing types in more areas.
• Apply linkage fee to demolished homes, not
new homes. The Aﬀordable Housing Linkage
Fee should be applied to homes that are demolished but not to new homes that are constructed.
• Fund aﬀordable housing with fees on real
estate sales. Fees on real estate sales for expensive properties should be raised and used to
fund deed-restricted aﬀordable homes.
• Give tenants right to counsel. Grant tenants
facing eviction a right to legal counsel which
should lower eviction rate and homelessness .
• Raise threshold for CEQA review. The threshold for site plan review under CEQA should be
raised and more projects should receive exemptions.
• Improve tracking of proposed homes. Make it
easier to track proposed housing developments
from planning applications to permits to construction and occupancy.
• Set housing targets based on construction,
costs and vacancy rates. Housing production
targets should take into account how many certificates of occupancy are issued, rent levels,
and vacancy rates.

"
"
"

"
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"

Data and
Trends
"
Data collection

"To understand how Measure JJJ is impacting and
may continue to impact residential development, we
collected all entitlement applications filed in the City
of Los Angeles between January 2014 and the end
of August 2018 that included a residential component. This allowed us to look for trends in development applications pre- and post -Measure JJJ. A
computer program “scraped” these applications
into a spreadsheet from bi-weekly pdfs posted by
the Department of City Planning. We hand-checked
a random selection of 30 percent of applications
and also looked up proposed unit counts for all applications that did not contain the number of units in
the project description text in the summary pdfs.

"

Using this data set, we counted:
• total number of homes
• application type (density bonus, general plan
amendment or zone change, JJJ, TOC, and other)
• market rate, mixed-income, and deed-restricted
aﬀordable units
• size of buildings in number of proposed homes
• location of proposed developments by community plan area

"

We also looked at all applications for more than one
home filed in September, October and November of
2018. Because we did not analyze applications from
these three months for all the factors that we collected for 2014 through August 2018, we do not integrate the last three months into the earlier data.

We instead include it as an addendum to show later
trends.

"

Not all applications lead to permits and not all permits lead to certificates of occupancy for completed
homes that people can rent or buy.1
The focus of this report is on the applications developers file for Planning Department approval.
When such “entitlement” applications are approved,
they grant permission to seek building permits for a
project. Applicants who receive approval for planning entitlements may never pursue building permits or construct the project. Sometimes applicants pursue entitlements to enhance the marketability of properties that they intend to sell. Other
applicants may entitle properties intending to build
particular projects, only to abandon their plans
when costs rise beyond the point that market pricing can deliver a suﬃcient return on investment.

"

But since applications are an early step in building
homes, trends in applications are a leading indicator in how JJJ may be impacting residential
construction and the city’s housing supply.

"

Applications also do not capture new homes that
receive building permits without needing a planning
entitlement. For example, following changes in state
law that took eﬀect in 2017, it became much easier
to add accessory dwelling units (ADUs) as a byright process that does not require a planning entitlement. The Department of City Planning reports
that in 2016 there were 254 ADUs permit applications, 3821 in 2017 and 3922 in the first nine
months of 2018.2 These will not show in applications data unless the homeowner adding an ADU is
also seeking a discretionary planning change. Similarly, the Department reports that in addition to the
more than 6000 homes in TOC projects proposed
through entitlement applications, there were 3201
housing units in TOC developments that sought
building permits through September 2018 as fully
ministerial/ by-right projects.3 Some by-right market
rate and deed-restricted aﬀordable developments
will also have been proposed during the period for
which we gathered entitlement applications data.

"
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But most new homes in the city will be in buildings
for which planning entitlements are sought. According to a recent report by the Center for Law, Energy
& The Environment at the UC Berkeley Law School,
93 percent of units permitted in developments of 5
or more units in the City of L.A. between 2014 and
2017 were discretionary rather than by-right
projects.4 While permitted developments are a subset of proposed developments, and recent increases in by-right ADUs and TOC projects would not be
included in their data, the study confirms that entitlement applications capture most multi-family development in Los Angeles.

"

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning was
kind enough to share data that they had collected
on density bonus, zone change/ general plan
amendment, JJJ and TOC applications from between January 2015 and June 2018 for an August
2018 Progress report on JJJ and TOC.5 Our report,
however, relies on our independent count of applications that adds data from 2014 and includes
trends such building size, housing types, and location in more detail. The Department released another housing progress report including data from the
third quarter of 2018. It showed overall trends in the
number of homes applied for using diﬀerent entitlement pathways between Q1 2015 and Q3 2018.
Their data show trends similar to what we found (a
post-JJJ decrease in the number of homes applied
for; relatively few and a declining number of homes
applied for under JJJ; and a large number of (and
an increasing share of) proposed new homes applied for using TOC.

"

However, their overall unit counts as well as their
counts for diﬀerent entitlement pathways were
higher than our counts for most quarters and years.
We reviewed our count methodology and spoke to
Department of City Planning staﬀ responsible for
their housing progress reports in order to determine
what might have caused us to count fewer units.6
There are several methodological explanations:

"

• Our count includes a “more than one” application
category for projects that used a combination of
entitlement pathways. We categorized 8028 units
as more than one for the time periods for which

our data overlaps with the city, which reduces our
count of density bonus and GPA/ZC units.
• We counted units from one application for each
physical address, even though there may be multiple applications for a single address. Multiple
applications can exist either because an application was cancelled and then refiled; or because
the case number for an application changed due
to a modification of the application. For applications which we did not recheck by hand, we may
have missed some reclassifications, such as if a
project that was originally in the other category
later sought a density bonus or a GPA/ZC. The
Department counted cancelled and refiled applications as separate applications in most cases,
unless the refiled application was filed in the
same quarter as the original. This helps explain
their higher unit counts. They usually do not
count modified applications as distinct applications.
• The Department’s count includes some nominally
by-right applications that still need an administrative action in their other entitlements category.
These projects do not show up on bi-weekly application summaries, so we did not count them.
• We did not count units in senior living facilities.
The Department’s count includes units in these
facilities when they meet the legal definition of a
dwelling (when the unit includes a kitchen).

"

We considered re-analyzing some applications to
see if the results would be closer to the city’s count,
but decided to stick with our numbers while also
referencing the city count in some instances to
compare/contrast our findings. There are two reasons for this. First, some of variance is from the
judgment call of how and in what quarter/year to
classify applications that have been refiled or altered. Both approaches are defensible. And second,
because our count shows the same trend lines as
the city’s numbers, we are confident that our takeaways and policy recommendations reflect
important trends pre-and-post JJJ. In fact, we view
our usually-lower count as “a conservative count”
and are comfortable making recommendations
based on these figures.

"
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Key Trends

"
Overall number of units
"To show the overall number of proposed homes entering the application phase (figure 6), we provide a
graph with applications by quarter (figure 7). As the
graph shows, applications peaked in September
2016, shortly before Measure JJJ’s passage. There
were smaller spikes in December 2016, before
Measure JJJ’s eﬀective date; in February 2017, just
before the vote on Measure S, which would have
substantially restricted development had it not
failed; and in May 2018, just before the city’s affordable housing linkage fee was phased-in.

Because deed-restricted aﬀordable homes represent a relatively small portion of homes proposed,
the net result is a decrease in the total number of
homes proposed. While it is not yet certain how
many proposed homes will be built, it is troubling in
a city in the midst of a housing shortage to see a
drop oﬀ in proposed new homes.

"

"

If we break the graph down by only market rate
units and only deed-restricted aﬀordable units (figures 8 and 9), we can see an especially significant
jump in aﬀordable units proposed before the Measure S vote.

"

Because we collected data from more months before JJJ took eﬀect than afterwards, we analyzed
the data on a per-quarter basis to compare applications before and after JJJ. After JJJ, the number
of new homes proposed in applications declined
11.3 percent on a per-quarterly basis. The City’s
Housing Progress Report count shows a larger, 37.4
percent quarterly decline.7 This is because their
count was higher than ours for 2016 and also did
not include 2014, when applications were lower
than 2016, giving the city count a higher pre-JJJ
quarterly baseline. Figure 10 shows the pre-andpost JJJ decline for both counts.

"

According to our data, following JJJ, there was a 17
percent per-quarter decrease in the number of market rate homes proposed in applications. Deededaﬀordable homes in applications increased 103
percent on a per-quarter basis. This increase is primarily due to a spike in 100 percent deed-restricted
aﬀordable developments in early 2017 before the
vote on Measure S, and secondarily from the
growth and steady trend line of TOC projects.

"
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"

figure 7

Units in Pipeline, Jan 2014 - Aug 2018 (quarterly counts)

figure 6

"

Linkage fee phase-in
june 2018
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Linkage fee phase-in
june 2018

"

figure 8

Linkage fee phase-in
june 2018

figure 9

"
"

Change in homes
proposed per
quarter

"

figure 10

"
"
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"

Units proposed by entitlement type

"

Measure JJJ changed the rules for the entitlement
processes by which developers apply for discretionary approval in the City of Los Angeles. New
labor and aﬀordability standards were attached to
general plan amendments, zone changes and
height increases when projects included ten or
more dwellings. In addition, the TOC program introduced a new density bonus option within ½ mile of
some transit stops.

"

Figures 11 shows the number of homes proposed
by month and by quarter before and after JJJ
passed using our data for five entitlement pathways
plus the more-than-one pathway. The City’s quarterly data shows more units in density bonus, GPA/
ZC and other categories that we counted. We include both sets of numbers in figures 12 and 13 for
comparison.8 Figure 14 show the percent of units
proposed before and after JJJ through the various
pathways- showing our count and the City’s count.
Figure 15 uses our count to show how these percentages have changed year-to-year from 2014
through mid-2018.

"

Following the passage of JJJ, the category of applications we call “other”—that is, those applications
that are not relying on any special exemptions,
pathway or programs—remained the largest entitlement pathway. It rose from 42 percent of proposed homes before JJJ to 51 percent of proposed
new homes after JJJ in our count; and from 45 percent to 58 percent in the City count.

"

and mixed-use developments, in the years leading
up to Measures JJJ and Measure S, the number of
homes proposed through GPAs or ZCs increased.
In 2014 and 2015 in our count, approximately 4000
homes per year were proposed using these entitlement pathways, and this rose sharply to over
13,000 in 2016. In the City count, there were almost
19,000 homes proposed in 2016 using the GPA/ZC
pathway. The increase is likely due in part to the
rush to secure entitlements in advance of new JJJ
requirements and the potential for Measure S to ban
or freeze these types of applications.

"

When JJJ passed, its rules were grafted onto GPAs
and ZCs. The percent of homes proposed using JJJ
is approximately half what were proposed through
GPAs and ZCs before JJJ. JJJ applications were
high in the first quarter of 2017 and have since decreased significantly.

"

In contrast, the TOC program has been more
steadily used than JJJ during its first year. The late
2018 data in the addendum to our count in-fact
confirms that TOC has become the leading source
of new homes in applications. As we will see when
we examine the size and location of buildings proposed after it was implemented, the TOC has been
a popular pathway for a diverse range of developments (including a range of sizes and geographies).

"

The percent of homes proposed using the standard
state density bonus stayed the same in our count
but declined from 24.7% to 16.5% in the City
count. We expected that the TOC program, as a
more generous density bonus, would replace the
density bonus for some projects. However, since
the TOC program does not apply citywide, the state
density bonus is still being used.

C.J. Gabbes’s research on where zoning changes
occurred in Los Angeles between 2002 and 2014 to
allow more residential density show that rezonings,
either through plan updates or through individual
general plan amendments and/or zone changes
were rare.9 Just .2 percent of the city’s land area per
year was rezoned to allow more homes. But, partly
due to L.A.’s outdated community plans and the
need to change zoning to allow modern residential
12

Homes proposed per quarter basis by application type

"
"
"
"
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"
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"
"
"

Average per-quarter number of homes proposed by application type

figure 12
13

units per-quarter by application type, pre and post JJJ
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Affordable homes

"

One of the justifications given for Measure JJJ was
the need for more deed-restricted aﬀordable housing in Los Angeles. These are homes with a deed
recorded on the property restricting rental or mortgage costs to 30 percent of the income of households at certain income levels for a specified length
of time. In Los Angeles County in 2018, a four-person household can earn up to $29,050 to qualify as
extremely-low-income, up to $48,450 to qualify as
very low-income, up to $77,500 to qualify as lowincome, or up to $83,150 to qualify as moderate
income.10 Proponents of JJJ argued that the measure would lead to more deed-restricted aﬀordable
housing by requiring developers seeking planning
changes to include aﬀordable units in market rate
buildings.

"

After JJJ, there has been an increase in aﬀordable
units applied for on a per-quarter basis. Ironically,
this increase has mainly come from 100 percent
deed-restricted aﬀordable developments (figure 17),
much of it from a spike in early 2017 before the vote
on Measure S (figure 15). There has also been a
small per-quarter increase in the number of aﬀordable homes in mixed-income developments (figure
16). The share of aﬀordable homes proposed in
mixed-income developments fell from 66 percent to
46 percent while the share in 100 percent aﬀordable
buildings rose from 34 percent to 54 percent (figure
18).

"
"
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"

Units in market, mixed-income
and 100% affordable developments by quarter

"
figure 15
"
"
"
"
"
"
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"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"

Units in market, mixed-income and 100% af-

fordable developments, quarterly average

"
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Deeded-affordable units by project types, pre-

and post-JJJ

figure 18

"

JJJ also changed the entitlement pathways under
which aﬀordable housing is being applied for (figures 19 and 20). Before JJJ, the state density bonus
was the main pathway for deed-restricted aﬀordable homes. In 2015 and 2016, even without an affordability requirement, 21 percent of proposed affordable homes came from general plan amendments or zone changes. (This is because in a discretionary process, decision makers such as the
Planning Commission and/or council members have
leverage to encourage the inclusion of aﬀordable
units.) After JJJ was passed, the density bonus remained a source of aﬀordable homes but JJJ in
2017 and then TOC in 2018 became the leading
application pathways.
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"

Measure JJJ also seems to have shifted the income
levels of deed-restricted aﬀordable homes to some
extent (figures 21 and 22). The proportion of extremely low-income units grew from 6 percent preJJJ to 15 percent post-JJJ. Slight decreases in the
other AMI levels are observed in the post-JJJ period. It is important to note that about 6 percent of all
aﬀordable units we counted (517 units) are missing
AMI information in the application forms and are
thus not included on these charts. Post-JJJ, TOC
and JJJ projects contribute the majority of units in
each AMI category. Most moderate and very lowincome units are in JJJ projects, while the bulk of
low-income and extremely low-income units are in
TOC projects (figure 23).

"

Deeded-affordable units by income levels, to-

tals pre- and post-JJJ

figure 21
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figure 22
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Size of residential developments

"

We analyzed proposed new homes by the number
of units in developments to see whether Measure
JJJ had diﬀerent impacts on diﬀerent-sized buildings. Extremely large projects, which we define as
those with more than 100 homes, contributed the
majority of all units in both the pre- and post-JJJ
time periods (figures 24, 25, 26 and 27). There was,
however, a decrease in the number and proportion
of units proposed in these extremely large projects
post-JJJ (82 percent before JJJ and 68 percent after).

"

We also see an increase in the proportion of units
contributed by large projects, which we classify as
50-100 units. The share in large developments rose
from 10 percent pre-JJJ to 16 percent post-JJJ.
The share of new homes proposed in medium-sized
projects, which we define as containing between
26-49 units, more than doubled in the same timeframe from 7 percent pre-JJJ to 15 percent postJJJ.

"

Share of total units by building size, pre- and

post-JJJ Units by building size, quarterly averages, pre- and post-JJJ

"

small

mid-size

large

extremely
large

Pre-JJJ

42

533

661

5256

PostJJJ

64

835

893

3900

+52%

+57%

+35%

-26%

change
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"

Units by
building
size by
quarter
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We also categorized building size by application
type in order to see what entitlement pathways developments of diﬀerent sizes were using (figures 28
and 29). Approximately 55 percent of developments with 10-49 homes used either the density
bonus or TOC program. This share rose to
close to 70 percent for projects with 50 or more
units.

"
"
"
"
"
"
"

"

As we started this research, we hypothesized that
smaller projects might be more impacted by the labor costs associated with paying prevailing wages.
This is because bigger developments in Los Angeles, especially high rises that use more steel and
concrete, typically already use union labor or pay
prevailing wages, while small to medium low-rise
projects built mainly from wood are less likely to do
so. It is interesting to see the reverse: a higher share
of medium projects and a smaller share of 100-unitplus developments.

"

It may be that other factors are making it harder to
fund and build larger residential developments. We
discuss this in the following section.

"

Figure 28 shows that the TOC program has a sweet
spot in the 10-49 unit size. Developers we spoke to
suggested that parking reductions and other incentives under the TOC program can help allow development on smaller infill lots that were not previously
feasible. Fifty units is also the threshold for triggering the Site Plan Review process in the City of Los
Angeles, a lengthier approval pathway that also exposes projects to additional costs and threats of
CEQA lawsuits. While additional units from the density bonus law and TOC program do not count towards the Site Plan Review threshold, this 50-unit
trigger may help explain the jump in developments
with 49 units and below. Developers may be more
likely to use a density bonus program that promises
streamlined approval if they know that doing so
does not increase their exposure to lawsuits and
other procedural challenges.

"
"
"
"
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figure 29
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"

Geographic distribution of
TOC projects

"

We looked at the distribution of applications across
the city’s 35 community plan areas (figure 30). Because TOC projects are a new and promising entitlement pathway limited to areas close to transit, we
also focused on the location of TOC applications.
TOC developments have been proposed in 17
community plan areas. Of these, Wilshire has more
than three times the amount of TOC projects than
Hollywood and Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey, the community plan areas tied for the second most TOC
counts. However, Wilshire’s 12 percent share of
TOC proposals is actually less than its 20 percent
share of all types of new residential development
applications in Los Angeles. Community Plan Areas
such as South Los Angeles, Sherman Oaks - Studio City - Toluca Lake - Cahuenga Pass, Sun Valley
- La Tuna Canyon, and Southeast Los Angeles are
seeing a larger share of TOC projects compared to
their overall housing application activity.

"

Los Angeles is a large, economically diverse city.
Land values, rents, and resident income vary widely.
It is therefore worth considering whether diﬀerent
types of housing can be built citywide, or if they can
only be built profitably in more aﬄuent, high-rent
parts of L.A. To explore this question for TOC applications, we used the market-strength classification
system that the Los Angeles city council adopted
as part of the aﬀordable housing linkage fee ordinance. That ordinance divided the city’s community
plans into four categories: low, medium, mediumhigh and high (see map in figure 32). While there are
TOC applications in all four subsets of community
plans (figure 31), TOC proposals are especially overrepresented in medium-high market strength community plans and also over-represented in high
market strength community plans. TOC project applications are underrepresented in medium and low
market strength community plans, suggesting that
developers are only willing to bear the cost of private aﬀordable housing subsidies where residential

prices are high enough to support the additional
burden.
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"

TOC applications and all applications by
community plan areas
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figure 30
"

TOC applications by “market strength” areas
(from linkage fees)

figure 31
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figure 32
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Addendum: September to
November 2018 Data

"

To show recent trends in entitlement applications,
we looked at applications filed between the start of
September 2018 and end of November 2018. For
this addendum, we did not count applications to
build one unit homes, which represent a significant
number of applications but not many new units
overall. Over these three months, applications were
filed for 3622 homes in buildings with two or more
units. 2758 of these were market rate units, 864
were aﬀordable. Of the aﬀordable homes, 548
(63%) were in 100 percent aﬀordable buildings.

"
"
"
"
"
"

Compared to the earlier post-JJJ period, several
trends stand out from the most recent applications.
The first is the rise of the TOC program as the dominant entitlement pathway. Over 70 percent of new
homes (71.4 percent) over this three month span
were proposed through TOC (figure 33). The second, paired trend is a large reduction in the share of
homes proposed through “other” application pathways, which represent 12.1 percent of homes proposed in applications. This category was over 50
percent in the pre-JJJ period and in the post-JJJ
period up through August 2018. The large decrease
in units in other applications is even more stark if
we look just at November 2018, during which only
60 homes were proposed through the other category. A third trend is the growing irrelevance of JJJ as
an entitlement pathway. Just 3.5 percent of homes
were proposed through JJJ.

"
figure 33
"
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What could explain the sharp rise in units in TOC
applications and decline in units proposed in the
other application category? It is likely that some of
the property owners and developers who would in
the past have proposed a market rate building without using any density bonus or needing any zoning
changes are now taking advantage of TOC’s more
generous bonuses and incentives. It is also possible
that market rate developments that are not located
in TOC areas, or with properties or projects that
don’t work financially under TOC, are facing an unfavorable policy and market environment (see the
following section for discussion of some of these
headwinds.) The combination of the appeal of TOC
and challenges faced by market rate residential development is the most likely explanation for the big
shift in application pathways seen over this latest
three month period.

In terms of the size of development in applications,
the number of units was fairly evenly balanced between mid-sized, large and extremely-large
projects, with the most in the mid-size 10-49 unit
category (figure 34). Previously, in 17 of the 19 quarters that we studied, applications for extremelylarge (100+ unit) developments contained the most
homes (figure 27).

"
figure 34
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While TOC applications are rising as a share of proposed homes, most (63 percent) of deed-restricted
units in September through November 2018 applications were still in 100 percent aﬀordable developments. TOC applications are still over-represented in medium-high and high market areas, but the
last three months of data shows an increase in the
share of TOC applications in medium and low market community plans (figure 34). The Wilshire Community Plan area remained the location of the most
TOC applications, with ten over these three months
(figure 35). The biggest rise in TOC applications
compared to the program’s first year was in the
West Adams- Baldwin Hills - Leimert Park plan area,
which had five applications after just one in the prior
year. There was also an acceleration in applications
in the adjacent South L.A. community plan area,
from six in a year to five in three months.

"
"

TOC applications by “market strength” areasSeptember to November, 2018

figure 35

"
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L.A.’s
Housing
Crisis
"
Impacts

"

We open the body of this report by summarizing the
consequences, causes and potential solutions to
L.A.’s housing crisis. Beginning with the housing
crisis helps situate Measure JJJ and its impacts in
the context of what is happening to residents and to
the housing market in Los Angeles.

"

Los Angeles faces a severe housing crisis. More
than 50,000 L.A. County residents are homeless, a
number that increased significantly since 2010 with all of the increase among unsheltered individuals and households.11 60 percent of L.A. households
are “rent burdened” under the federal definition of
spending more than 30 percent of their income on
housing, and a third of residents spend more than
half of their income on rent.12 The disparity between
rising rents and stagnant incomes in Los Angeles
makes the situation worse than in almost any other
metro region.13 Over 20,000 rent stabilized apartments have been lost since 2001 in the City of L.A.,
with households evicted from many of these units.14
Hundreds of thousands of families live in overcrowded dwellings.15

"Between 2006 and 2014, 350,000 young adults in
L.A. County delayed forming their own household
due to high housing costs and instead kept living
with their parents.16 Homes are so expensive to rent
or buy the state of California and L.A. county have
experienced a net outflow of households earning
less than $110,000 per year.17 And 59 percent of
voters in L.A. County have considered moving due
to housing costs.18 These are all warning signs that
the L.A. region is losing its historic role as a place
that people come to from across the country and
around the world to pursue a better life.

"
Causes
"

There are two root causes to Los Angeles’ housing
crisis. First, a slowing of homebuilding over the past
several decades led to shortage of homes. As one
of the authors (Morrow) has shown, the city down
zoned significantly starting in the 1970s19 (figure 1).
Over this period, other policy changes at the local
and state levels also made it more diﬃcult, timeconsuming and expensive to build homes. When
there are not enough homes, and when it is hard to
add supply, rents and home costs go up.20

"

Second, shifts in the economy starting in the 1970s
undercut traditional pathways to the middle class at
the same time when millions of lower income immigrants arrived in L.A. County.21 This combination of
fewer homes and more lower-income residents created a widening gap between many Angelenos’ incomes and housing costs.

"
"
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"figure 1
""

Solutions
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tained, long-term increase in new homes of all
types, plus short term measures to help those hurt
most by the crisis. The city needs to accommodate
growth and make up for past shortfalls. California
needs 200,000 units of housing per year just to
keep pace with natural population growth. L.A. City
is approximately 10 percent of the state's population, so L.A. should be building 20,000 homes/yr
just to keep pace.22

The California Housing Partnership estimates that
L.A. County has a deficit of 550,000 aﬀordable
rental homes needed to reduce high rent burdens
and overcrowding.25 Some calculations are even
higher: the State Legislative Analyst's Oﬃce has
estimated that L.A. County has an overall shortage
of 1 million homes if the goal is to return to 1970
levels of housing costs in comparison to the rest of
the United States.26 Using the more conservative
estimate suggests that L.A. City (40 percent of L.A.
County's population) has a deficit of about 220,000
homes.

The actual rate of home building has been half of
that in recent years. In 2014 through 2018, there
were permits for 11,779, 16,441, 15,077, 15,533
and 17,542 new homes issued in the City.23 The
number of homes that have been constructed is
lower. Between January 2013 and October 2018,
the City issued approximately 52,000 certificates of
occupancy for new homes, fewer than 10,000 annually.24

growth and to address past under-construction, the
City of Los Angeles needs approximately 620,000
units (20 years x 20,000 per year + 220,000 deficit.)
This means about 31,000/yr. But to ramp up quickly
the first decade would require about 42,000/yr to
eliminate the deficit, then drop back to the normal
20,000/yr after 2030. An aggressive goal would be
420,000 units by 2030 and 620,000 by 2040.

"Addressing L.A.’s housing crisis will require a sus-

"

"Over the next 20 years- by 2040 - to accommodate
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While home building goals of 40,000 (or even
20,000) annually seem very high given current
trends, we can look to other world cities and to Los
Angeles’s past for proof that sustained higher housing production is possible. For example, the Tokyo
Metropolis with a population of 13.5 million has averaged 155,000 housing starts over the past 2
decades, and did so primarily through incremental
densification. Corrected for L.A. City’s population,
this is the equivalent of building 45,000 homes per
year over a sustained 20 year period.27 To drive the
point home, “in 2014 there were 142,417 housing
starts in the city of Tokyo (population 13.3m, no
empty land), more than the 83,657 housing permits
issued in the state of California (population
38.7m).”28 As a result, rent and home prices in
Tokyo have stayed relatively aﬀordable while costs
have skyrocketed in other high-demand world
cities.29

Until around 1990, the City of Los Angeles also experienced significantly higher levels of housing construction. To build 420,000 new homes over the first
decade would require 105 new homes for every
1000 residents. This is approximately the level of
homebuilding that occurred in L.A. City between
1950 and 1970. To build 200,000 new homes in the
second decade of the plan would mean fewer than
50 new homes per 1000 residents, which was done
in L.A. as recently as the 1980s (figure 2).

"
figure 2
"
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Benefits of more homes

"The need for homes is clear for low-income residents who face the highest rent burdens and risk of
homelessness, and for the working and middle
class who are leaving the region due to high housing costs. The City of Los Angeles has fallen short
in adding the number of deed-restricted aﬀordable
homes called for in the 2013-2021 Regional Housing Needs Assessment that the State of California
requires every local jurisdiction to plan for.30 The
city’s progress in meeting its goals for moderate
cost homes is even worse. Just 2 percent of the
targeted number of homes aﬀordable to moderate
income Angelenos were permitted between
2013-2017, versus 19 percent of the target number
for very-low and low-income dwellings.

"

What about new market-rate homes that not all residents can aﬀord to rent or buy? This report is
based on the assumption that we need more homes
of all types and cost levels. There is a strong correlation between regions where it is easier to build
homes and overall housing costs.31 In areas of high
demand, adding homes will cause a small reduction
in rent, because many people will want to live in
these new homes.32 Over the long term, however,
returning to the level of homebuilding that we experienced in L.A. between 1940 and 1990 could be
associated with a 20 percent reduction in housing
prices.33

dents into new luxury buildings opens up approximately 60 units in existing lower cost buildings in
below-median income parts of a metropolitan region for every 100 new luxury units built.37

"

Allowing more homes will therefore help Angelenos
over the long run, but many rent-burdened households need solutions now. To complement accelerated home-building, local governments and the
state of California should adopt policies designed to
prevent homelessness and house homeless residents such as rental assistance, transitional shelters, and permanent supportive units; subsidize
low-income tenants through programs like vouchers
and/or income support; subsidize the construction
of deed-restricted aﬀordable housing; preserve existing naturally aﬀordable and rent-controlled
apartments; and strengthen tenant rights through
requirements for just cause evictions.

"

We return to potential policy solutions at the end of
the report.

"

Building more homes can also help protect low-income residents from displacement pressures and
can increase the availability of lower cost housing
units. We can think of the housing market like a
game of musical chairs. More new homes allow
wealthier residents to ‘bring their own chairs’ into
the game rather than out-bidding lower income residents for existing housing.34 Research in the San
Francisco region suggests that every 1000 new
market rate home built in a census tract in a decade
leads to 2 percent less displacement the following
decade; and every 1000 aﬀordable homes built
leads to 5 percent less displacement.35 Eviction
rates do not increase in areas where more new
homes are built.36 Finally, chain migration of resi35

"

measure
JJJ
"
JJJ requirements

"

Measure JJJ was proposed as a ballot initiative in
the City Los Angeles for the November 8, 2016
elections.38 Supporters of the initiative gathered
signatures under the title “Build Better L.A.”, and
the title presented to voters on the ballot was “Affordable Housing and Labor Standards Related to
City Planning.”

"

The ballot measure required that development
projects that include ten or more homes and that
receive planning permission that increases residential floor area (a bigger building), density (more
dwellings) or height, or allows a residential use
where previously not allowed have to meet both labor and aﬀordable housing requirements.

"

The labor standards for developers operating under
JJJ are:
• Pay construction workers prevailing wages set by
the state (wages equivalent to union wages
whether or not the workers are in a union).
• Have at least 60 percent of construction workers
who graduated from a joint labor management
apprenticeship training program or have equivalent experience.
• Make a “good faith eﬀort” to ensure than at least
30 percent of construction hours are performed
by workers who live in the city of Los Angeles and
at least 10 percent of all hours are performed by
transitional workers, defined as someone who

"

lives in a disadvantaged area and faces at least
two out of a list of nine barriers to employment
(such as homelessness, being a single parent,
being a veteran, emancipated from the foster care
system, etc.)

The aﬀordable housing requirements for developers
building rental homes under JJJ are:
• If the development receives an increase in density
of up 35 percent additional dwellings, it must follow the aﬀordability requirements of the state
density bonus law. The state density bonus law
lets developers build a sliding scale of additional,
market rate dwelling units depending on the
number of deed-restricted aﬀordable units included in the development and the income levels
of the aﬀordable units.39
• If the development receives a density increase
greater than the 35 percent allowed under the
state density bonus law, then the developer has
to set aside at least 5 percent of units at rents
aﬀordable to extremely low-income households
and either at least 6 percent for very low-income
households or at least 15 percent for lower income households.
• If the development receives a change in zoning
allowing a residential use where it was not previously allowed (for example, from a manufacturing
zone to a residential, commercial or mixed use
zone), the developer has to provide at least 5
percent of units at rents aﬀordable to extremely
low-income households and at least 11 percent
for very low-income households or at least 20
percent for lower income households.

"

The aﬀordable housing requirements for developers
building for sale homes under JJJ are:
• Follow state density bonus law for density increases up to 35 percent.
• If the development receives a bonus of more than
35 percent or zoning is changed to allow a residential use where not previously allowed, developers must set aside at least 11 percent of
homes to be rented at rents aﬀordable to extremely low-income households or 20 percent to
be rented to low-income households or at least
40 percent to be rented to moderate income
households.
36

In all these situations, aﬀordable rents are defined
as rents at which residents pay no more than 30
percent of their respective income levels. This rent
restriction is deeded with the property so that the
developer and any subsequent owners must follow
it for 55 years.
Developers can also choose to comply with JJJ using three alternative methods:
• Oﬀsite Construction. Developers can build the
same number of aﬀordable units in an oﬀ-site
building within a half mile of the development getting zoning or planning benefits; 1.25 times as
many aﬀordable units if the oﬀ-site building in
within 2 miles of the primary developments; or 1.5
times as many aﬀordable units if within 3 miles.
• Oﬀsite Acquisition. Developers can choose to buy
residential building with “at-risk” aﬀordable units
(for example, deed-restricted aﬀordable apartments with the deed scheduled to expire soon)
and convert the units to a non profit, 100 percent
aﬀordable complex, a community land trust or a
tenant ownership model. The number of units acquired and converted must be the same as the
oﬀsite construction option above.
• In lieu fee. Developers could choose to pay into
the city’s aﬀordable housing trust fund instead of
providing aﬀordable units on or oﬀ site. The fee
(which was calculated in 2017 and will be adjusted every two years) per rental unit for density increases, is:
• $43,695 per studio unit
• $46,350 per one-bedroom unit
• $51,313 per two-bedroom unit
• $56,965 per three-bedroom unit
The fee per rental unit for developments that get a
zoning change to allow residential uses where not
previously allowed, are:
• $62,826 per studio unit
• $66,585 per one-bedroom unit
• $73,704 per two-bedroom unit
• $81,817 per three-bedroom unit

"

fee for sale units is calculated on a case by case
basis for diﬀerent developments in diﬀerent parts of
the city, and is usually significantly higher than the
fee for rentals.40

"

Measure JJJ also instructed the Director of the
Planning Department to develop and issue a Transit-Oriented Communities program that would oﬀer,
to developments with built within a half mile of major transit stops, a density bonus equal to or greater
than the 35 percent maximum increase allowed under state law. The text of JJJ specified the aﬀordability requirements at at least 7 percent of units
aﬀordable to extremely low-income households or
11 percent to very low-income households or 20
percent to low-income households. The measure,
however, gave discretion to the Department of City
Planning to set the density bonus and other incentives.

"
Debate over JJJ
"

Measure JJJ was written and supported by a coalition of organized labor, aﬀordable housing organizations and community organizations who formed the
Alliance for Community Transit as a coalition to
support the measure.41

"

The pro-JJJ advocates stated four main reasons
why voters should support JJJ. The first was that
JJJ would create good paying jobs, with 30 percent
reserved for L.A. residents. the second was that JJJ
would create more homes that low and moderate
income residents could aﬀord. The third was that
JJJ would encourage more homes close to transit,
helping relieve traﬃc congestion. To quantify these
benefits, the yesonjjj.org website claimed, by extrapolating from 2013-2015 planning applications,
that JJJ would create 5522 additional new aﬀordable homes and 11556 new local jobs in two
years.42 Advocates also argued that incentivizing
aﬀordable homes close to transit would help sustain
ridership on public transit, since most riders are
low-income.43

"

JJJ was opposed by business organizations and
organizations representing market rate developers.
The Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce, for
example, stated that: “Studies by the University of
California, Berkeley, the California Institute and
Habitat for Humanity/San Fernando and Santa
Clarita Valley estimate that [JJJ] requirements could
37

add as much as 23-30 percent to the cost of constructing new housing. The end result being higher
rental costs, and higher prices for first-time homebuyers and anyone considering a home purchase in
L.A.”44

"

Much of the central portion of the city is eligible for
TOC but the large majority of the San Fernando Valley, Northeast L.A., San Pedro, and parts of West
Los Angeles are not covered (figure 3).48 The Department has calculated that 23 percent of the city
falls within TOC areas. Because it does not apply to
one-unit zoned parcels and is limited on densityrestricted parcels, the full TOC program applies on
9 percent of the city.49

While proponents and opponents tried to reach voters on issues of jobs and housing costs, the underlying logic of JJJ was that the city should pursue
what is called “value capture” for residential developments that needed a change in zoning. Value
capture is based on the concept that planning decisions that allow developers to build more than is
allowed under existing zoning provide a financial
benefit to the developer; so the government that
grants permission to build more should partially
‘capture’ some of that value by requiring the developer to provide some public benefits in exchange
for the zoning change. The benefits could be deeded-aﬀordable housing as in California’s density
bonus law and L.A.’s TOC program; public amenities such as streetscape improvements, parks and
community facilities as in Vancouver;45 and/or money that the city could use to provide services and
upgrade infrastructure, usually calculated as percent in the increase in expected value, as in Hong
Kong and Singapore.46

"
"

"

Passage of JJJ and development of TOC

"

Measure JJJ passed with the support of approximately 63 percent of voters. Its passage triggered
the Los Angeles Department of City Planning to
create a Transit Oriented Communities density
bonus program. This component of JJJ had not
been at the center of debates over the initiative, but
it provided an opportunity for the department to
create an incentive program without needing political approval from City Council or legal approval under CEQA. Building oﬀ the basic parameters contained in JJJ and feedback from stakeholders, the
final TOC program established four tiers of bonuses
and aﬀordable housing requirements, based on different types of transit and distance to stations or
stops.47
!

figure 3

"

Developments built using the TOC program must
include deed-restricted aﬀordable housing but are
not required to follow measure JJJ’s labor standards. The two charts that follow show what sites
are eligible for diﬀerent tiers of the TOC program
and the aﬀordable housing and bonuses associated
with the four tiers (figures 4 and 5).
38

Developments can also choose up to three additional incentives if they include more than the required amount of aﬀordable housing and an additional two incentives if they follow the measure JJJ
labor standards. The extra incentives allow an increase in building height and lot coverage and reductions in yard/setbacks, open space and lot
width.

"
"
TOC Tiers
"
figure 4
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
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"
"
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TOC affordability requirements +
incentives

"
figure 5
"
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"

Other factors & uncertainty
"
The data section of the report identified trends in
applications to build homes in the city of Los Angeles before and after the passage of Measure JJJ.
JJJ was not, however, the only factor that may have
impacted residential development in L.A. Other policy changes and market conditions are likely influencing residential applications in Los Angeles in
ways that are hard to disentangle from Measure
JJJ. We provide a brief overview of some of these
policies and market trends to help situate JJJ in a
broader context.

"
Policies
"

Policies that change planning processes for residential development or that add or reduce the cost
of building homes in Los Angeles can impact the
number and type of homes being proposed in the
city. In particular, when a series of policies add cost
or uncertainty, they cumulatively can become tipping points that prevent homes from being proposed or built by changing the financial calculations
that developers make in evaluating a potential
project. Advocates for development fees or inclusionary housing requirements sometimes argue that
these costs get absorbed by lowering the price of
land, but this does not appear to be the case in infill
areas, where development “land” is often already
improved with another economic use. As a 2016
study of San Francisco’s pending inclusionary zoning law Prop C noted50:

“The impact of a higher inclusionary
requirement therefore depends, to a large degree,
on the extent to which developers can pass on the
added costs of the policy to landowners in the form
of lower oﬀers for the land on which housing developments can be constructed. If land owners have
limited options for alternative development (such as
hotel or oﬃce uses) or if the existing use is not very
profitable, land owners may be inclined to accept a
lower oﬀer from a developer for their land. In these
cases, the cost of the inclusionary policy is passed
on to land owners. However, if land owners choose
not to sell their land to housing developers at the
lower oﬀering prices that result from increased inclusionary requirements, the overall supply of available land for residential development will diminish,
and with it the supply of housing units. Since the
inclusionary policy does not change the demand for
market rate units, the reduced supply of housing
will tend to push up prices relative to what would
otherwise be the case. To the extent this occurs,
consumers seeking housing would ultimately pay
for the higher development costs.”

"

Pending policy changes can also impact the timing
of residential applications. In other words, a policy
that makes it more costly to build homes can at
first spur applications as developers try to get
their projects proposed before the policy is implemented, but ultimately reduce applications
over the mid-to-long term when the change
comes into eﬀect. We have already highlighted this
‘beat the clock’ eﬀect in the graphs showing spikes
in applications before the votes on measures JJJ
and S and before the phase in of the city’s aﬀordable housing linkage fee. The same trend to apply
to build homes before a policy change occurred in
late 2016 in Portland when an inclusionary zoning
law was pending there.51

"

Some of the policy changes besides the December
13, 2016 implementation of Measure JJJ and September 22, 2017 eﬀective date of the TOC program
that may have impacted the number of homes proposed in the City of L.A. (and/or the timing of these
applications) include:
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• Measure S was a city ballot measure that would
have permanently banned general plan amendments to add residential density, floor area ratio
and/or height and placed a two year moratorium
on zone changes with these impacts. It was defeated in a March 7, 2017 vote.52 Our chart of
month-by-month applications shows an increase
in between the implementation date of measure
JJJ and the vote on Measure S. The increase for
aﬀordable housing applications was especially
high. Because Measure S was defeated, it will not
influence subsequent application trends.
• Proposition 10 was a state ballot measure that
would have repealed the Costa-Hawkins Act,
which set some limits on local rent control- including a ban on rent control for new developments, and a requirement for vacancy decontrol
that lets rents reset to market rate when a tenant
moves out.53 It was defeated by voters on November 6, 2018. While the impacts would depend
entirely on the subsequent actions of local jurisdictions, the uncertainty around owners’ ability to
realize future rent increases may have contributed
to reduced residential applications for apartments
in the months leading up to the vote.
• The city adopted an Aﬀordable Housing Linkage
Fee for new development on December 13, 2017
and modified the fee on June 29, 2018 to increase rates in high market areas.54 Fees were
phased in so that projects applying before June
8, 2018 paid no fee, those applying between June
8 and December 19, 2018 pay one-third of the full
fee, those applying between December 20, 2018
and June 16, 2019 pay two-thirds, and those applying on or after June 17, 2019 pay the full
amount. Fees vary by development type and by
market strength (figure 36). Developments that
include aﬀordable units (100 percent aﬀordable,
JJJ, density bonus, and TOC) do not have to pay
the fee. The phase-in of fees may have increased
applications in the spring of 2018 and may be
decreasing applications after June 8, 2018. Comparing figure 8 which shows trends for market
rate homes and figure 9 with trends for deededaﬀordable homes, we see a large spike for market
homes a month before the fee applied, but not for
aﬀordable homes. This suggests that the fee did

in fact inspire more applications in advance of the
phase-in date.
• City voters passed Measure HHH on November
8, 2018, committing $1.2 billion dollars for supportive and aﬀordable housing. This represented
a new source of funding for supportive housing
for the homeless as well as deed-restricted affordable housing. As of April 8, 2018, developments with a total of 1726 units had applied for
funding or were in pre-planning to apply for
funds.55 Applying for HHH funding is not the same
as an entitlement application to the planning departments but this number of units shows how
HHH may have helped accelerate applications for
aﬀordable projects in the post-JJJ period.
• Federal tax legislation passed in 2017 established
opportunity zones in which investors, including in
market rate or aﬀordable multi-family housing,
can avoid taxes on capital gains for investments
made in these zones.56 With a significant number
of census tracts in the City of Los Angeles having
been designated as opportunity zones,57 it is possible that there could be an increase in development in some of those areas by investors seeking
tax benefits.
• Park fees for developments entitled after January
11, 2017 were expanded to more types of residential developments, and fee amounts were
raised for some new homes.58 For-sale, marketrate residential projects in the city requiring the
subdivision of land have paid park fees under the
state Quimby ordinance since 1971. Apartment
developments needing a zone change have paid
a similar fee since 1985. This recent update extended fees to apartments built in projects that
did not seek a zone change. Fees had previously
been based on zoning ranging from approximately $3000 per unit to approximately $9000. the
new park fee ordinance imposed a flat fee, which,
as of July 1, 2018, is $12,607 per unit for residences requiring subdivision and $6500 per unit
for all other new homes.

"
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figure 36

Cumulative Policy Impacts

"

It is diﬃcult to precisely judge the combined impact
of these policies, though increased costs of production can be expected to reduce residential development. Application trends show spikes in market
units before Measure JJJ that probably account for
some of the post-JJJ per-quarter decline. On the
other hand, there are also spikes before the Measure S vote and before the phase in of the linkage
fee that seem to have added to post-JJJ per-quarter numbers. In addition, the spike in aﬀordable
units post-JJJ in the run-up to Measure S is even
larger than the rise in market applications before
JJJ, which would skew trends to show more aﬀordable units after JJJ. The combination of more
broadly applicable park fees and the phase-in of the
aﬀordable housing linkage fee may also be discouraging some developments in the post-JJJ period.

"

These other policies likely contributed to the postMeasure JJJ decline in applications for market rate
units and the increase in deed-restricted homes in
planning applications. But the trends also suggest
that JJJ itself had a negative impact on home building applications

"
"
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Market factors

"

Economic factors that impact the perceived risk
and profitability of real estate investments and construction can also strongly influence development.
Both short term change, like higher construction
material costs due to tariﬀs and high demand, as
well as long term trends like real estate cycles can
influence home building. The supply of homes, demand for dwellings, and resulting vacancy rates and
rents, are obvious signals to developers on whether
investments in housing can be profitable.

"

Home builders are also influenced by the availability
of sources of financing, by interest rates, and by tax
laws.59 Rising interest rates, for example, may make
it less attractive to invest in new multi-family development.

"

Over the course of the nearly five years for which
we have gathered applications data, construction
costs in the residential sector in the U.S. have
risen60 due to higher prices for materials61 and labor
shortages.62 Increases have been higher in the Los
Angeles region.63 Over the same time frame, rents in
L.A. have risen, which can oﬀset higher expenses
and incentivize construction. However, rent growth
has slowed as supply has come on line.64 Due to
continued demand and low vacancy rates, UCL.A.’s
June 2018 Anderson forecast showed multi-family
housing developer sentiment as just above the 50
percent threshold that its authors define as optimistic.65

"

Within this overall context of higher costs but stillhigh rents, diﬀerent sectors of the residential development market can be sensitive to specific economic factors. Between 2014 to 2016, for example,
there was an average of almost $1.5 billion in Chinese investments in property in the L.A. Metro region each year. This fell below half a billion in 2017
after the Chinese government tightened rules on
overseas investment.66 Some of this money was
placed in extremely large residential developments
in L.A. through pre-sales and through loans. So it is
possible that the post Measure JJJ slowdown in

100+ unit residential applications could be linked at
least in part to shifts in sources of funding.

"
Cumulative Market impacts
"
As with policies, a variety of market factors probably had some impacts on a decrease in application
to build market rate homes and a smaller increase
in applications for aﬀordable homes in the city of
Los Angeles. Rising construction were exacerbated
by Measure JJJ’s mandated higher labor costs and
the Measure’s mandate to provide privately-subsidized aﬀordable units in otherwise market-rate
projects. Increased funding for supportive and affordable homes similarly probably boosted applications for these publicly subsidized housing types
alongside JJJ’s aﬀordability mandates and TOC’s
incentives.

"
Too soon to tell?
"

In addition to the uncertainty in attributing changes
in residential applications post-JJJ solely to that
measure, it is too soon to fully tell whether trends in
applications will translate to trends in permitting
and to changes in the actual construction of homes
in the city of Los Angeles. JJJ is two years old and
the TOC guidelines are roughly a year old. It can
take two years of more to go from application to
completion of a small residential project in the city,
and five or more years for a large development. We
will not know for several years how many of the
homes proposed soon before the vote on JJJ and
proposed after its passage will actually be built. We
can and should still react to trends in applications
as early indicators of residential construction.
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"

financial
feasibility
"
Property Basis

"

To help us understand the data, we also looked in
more detail at entitlement applications for projects
of 50 or more units to contextualize the price developers payed per unit for development sites and how
many of these applications have led to planning approvals. This information helps reveal what market
contexts (property prices, development costs, and
rent/sales prices for completed units) allow the various entitlement pathways (JJJ, TOC, etc.) to produce economically viable projects. Too often, there
is an erroneous assumption that increased regulatory costs (such as fees) will not increase residential
rents or sales prices because, it said, property sellers will simply accept reduced prices for their properties, allowing developers to build their projects for
the same all-in cost as they would have before the
new fees were imposed. While there is evidence to
suggest this is true in new-growth suburban contexts, there is no evidence to suggest it is true in
infill areas, where development sites generally have
an existing use with economic value, such as a
carwash or small multifamily building.

"

Our extensive analysis of the property transactions
associated with planning applications during our
study period shows that JJJ, TOC and even Density
Bonus significantly reduce the amount developers
can pay for properties on a per-unit basis versus
standard entitlement pathways and those that allow
by-right development of market-rate units without
requirements to privately subsidize deeded-aﬀordable units.

"

This demonstrates how JJJ and TOC reduce developer buying power as compared to entitlement
pathways that do not increase project costs. In infill
areas, developers often compete with investors and
owner-users when bidding on potential development sites. Developers underwrite their bid prices
based on the costs of development (including regulatory costs such as impact fees) and expectations
about the market value of the finished homes. By
contrast, investors and owner-users underwrite their
bid prices based on the value of the existing use.
As a result, when developers in infill areas reduce
their purchase oﬀers because of increased regulatory costs, we might not observe any downward effect on property prices—rather, we may simply see
be an increase in the share of sales to investors and
owner-users versus developers. With relatively
fewer properties going to developers, we should
expect housing production to suﬀer.

"

Due to scope limitations, our analysis of purchase
transactions excludes applications to build smaller
projects—which we view as critical for the future of
housing in L.A.—but it captures the large majority of
homes proposed during the period covered by our
data: 92 percent of units pre-JJJ and 84 percent
post-JJJ (figure 26.)

"

Figures 37 and 38 show how many 50-plus unit
projects proposed under diﬀerent applications
types have received planning approval. It also
shows the average price per unit (or “per-door,” colloquially) of all applications and of applications that
have been approved. This land-basis amount is significant as it corresponds inversely with regulatory
costs and risk. Where developers are paying a relatively low price per door for properties in one area
as compared to properties in other similarly valued
housing market areas, it suggests that they may be
factoring additional entitlement costs (such as impact fees, aﬀordable housing mandates, etc.) and
risks (such as lengthy and uncertain discretionary
processes) into their purchase oﬀers. Again, we
note that as developer purchase power declines, we
would expect to see lower prices paid for properties
and fewer transactions leading to development, as
reduced developer purchasing power advantages
investors and owner-users as buyers.
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"

Only one JJJ application has been approved, and
the per-door property acquisition cost for that
project is very low. From examining application data
we also see that a number of JJJ applications have
been abandoned or refiled as TOC projects.
The low land basis coupled with the low approval rate and high abandonment rate suggest
that, at least during its first two years, JJJ is not
a viable development pathway to achieve the
housing that Los Angeles badly needs.

"

Density bonus and TOC applications have a similar
approval rate (around 25 percent approved, with the
balance still in process) and per-door acquisition
costs for approved applications that are approximately four times higher than the single JJJ approved project. It is notable that a significant number of TOC applications involve properties that were
acquired after JJJ passed. This suggests that TOC
is not just providing a pathway to entitle “legacy” properties that were acquired prior to JJJ; it
is a viable pathway for properties that were acquired specifically with TOC projects in mind.

“Other” applications, those that can proceed without a planning change and do not seek a bonus,
have a a greater proportion still in process (only 12
percent of applications had been approved at the
time of this analysis), which is consistent with the
longer approval process for non-TOC projects. But
these projects had the highest average acquisition
cost per door for approved applications at $77,250.
The acquisition cost for these projects could be
high for several reasons. They may be larger
projects in expensive sub-markets; and/or developer buying power could be stronger due to lower
project costs where aﬀordable housing and labor
requirements are not in force.

"

Per-unit property cost basis of applications
with 50+ units

"
figure 37
"
"
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figure 38
While the TOC application process is increasingly
popular, non-TOC properties are being acquired at
a higher price per door, and that price has increased more steeply for non-TOC properties than
for those qualifying for TOC (figure 39). This may be
because the cost of subsidizing aﬀordable units
must be fully born by the value of market rate units,
or because the TOC pathway is new, and developers are still testing it, It is important to note that the
vast majority of TOC projects remain unbuilt, so it is
unclear how many applicants are seeking entitlements to increase their property values versus intending to build. The value of properties associated
with density bonus projects, which oﬀer fewer
bonus market rate units, has risen significantly more
than TOC properties. This could be because the
density bonus is a known quantity and/or because
the density bonus program is available citywide,
and is therefore a way to get additional density in
some popular submarkets where TOC is not available.

"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"
"

"

Change in per-unit property cost basis of applications with 50+ units

figure 39
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Developer interviews

"

We interviewed five developers and consultants
who build (or help facilitate) low and medium rise
residential projects in the City of Los Angeles and
who had in the past used zone changes and other
planning entitlements that would now trigger measure JJJ. We also had a roundtable discussion with
another 12-15 representatives of developers to discuss the impacts of JJJ and TOC. In both cases,
we asked questions to explore if JJJ and TOC had
impacted their approach to development in the city.
Key points we heard included:

"

• Developers often sought planning changes due to
outdated or ‘bad’ zoning;
• Added costs from JJJ could not be incorporated
in most projects;
• Post JJJ, developers have abandoned plans to
build homes or even abandoned their business
model;
• TOC projects were feasible with rents at or above
$4-5 dollars per square foot;
• Developers see TOC as the bright spot of JJJ.

"

Companies building homes are businesses. Their
views should be taken with the caveat that they will
always have a financial interest in reducing costs.
But developers also have practical experience
building homes in Los Angeles. And when there is a
shortage of a product, it is less likely that producers’ opinions about the cost of rules are just examples of ‘crying wolf.’ Some of the questions we
asked included:

"

Why did you seek a zone change or general plan
amendment prior to JJJ?

"

Most of the developers we spoke to build townhomes, detached houses, small lot subdivisions
and/or small apartments. These are typically woodframe buildings up to 3 stories in height, with slab
on grade foundations, and no structured parking
(that is, no underground parking or above ground
podium parking, both of which would require concrete construction.) We also interviewed a developer who builds mid-rise and high rise mixed use and

residential project, which are either wood over concrete or concrete and steel construction types. They
had all either gotten zoning changes and built
homes on that property, or purchased entitled
properties that another company had changed the
zoning on. The purpose of these planning changes
was to allow residential uses on a zone where no
homes were allowed (such as from manufacturing
to commercial); to allow multi-family homes to be
built where only one house was allowed (such as
from A, R1, RA or RE zones to RD or R3; or to remove a complication (such as unifying zoning on a
property with two zones on the same lot).

"

Has the passage of JJJ led you to cancel any
planned projects or rethink acquiring development sites or starting developments?

"

We talked to several developers who had cancelled
specific property purchases and/or had to rethink
their business model after JJJ passed. An example
of the former was a developer in escrow to buy 11
acres zoned A2, which only allows agricultural uses
and a single family home. While in many cases we
would consider rezoning land to allow housing on
agricultural land to be sprawl, this property was
across the street from properties zoned C2 (commercial). The general plan designation for the parcel
was community commercial.67 The city, had, in effect, made a mistake in past community plans in
not zoning the land to be consistent with the general plan land use designation. The developer cancelled escrow the day after JJJ came into eﬀect,
having structured the purchase agreement so they
could get out of the contract if either JJJ or measure S passed. An example of the latter is a developer who at the end of 2018 will have no projects in
the pipeline in the city of Los Angeles for the first
time in 27 years, because their business model involved changing zoning from single-unit residential
to multi-unit residential on land where the general
plan designation was supposed to allow multifamily
dwellings.68 They build low-rise projects and cannot
aﬀord the new labor requirements of JJJ in the submarkets they are active in.

"
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Would JJJ impose additional costs on the types
of developments you do?

"

Developers stated that moving to union labor would
add approximately 20 percent to the hard costs of
buildings for podium, mid-rise buildings, and 30
percent for low-rise wood-frame only construction.
(Hard costs are mainly labor and materials, and represent approximately two-thirds of construction expenses.) Aﬀordable housing mandates for units built
on site or remotely are harder to calculate because
they depend on what level of aﬀordability is chosen
and whether the development is rental or for sale.
As described in the summary of Measure JJJ, there
is also a schedule of in-lieu fees that a develop can
pay rather than building aﬀordable units. The developers we spoke to added that landowners were not
accepting lower bids on properties to oﬀset these
added costs because most sites had some other
ongoing use on it, meaning that it has a value from
the income stream independent of the value as a
development site. Another wrinkle in measure JJJ
compliance is that some smaller developers building wood frame housing doubt that they could find
union contractors for their jobs, even if they wanted
to do a JJJ project. This is because some of their
subcontracting work would just be for a few days,
and they perceive that unionized construction firms
were focused on larger infrastructure or building
projects that guarantee workers longer term employment at a site. The developers also were unclear how they go about making an eﬀort to hire locally or from transitional workers.69

rents are $4-5 per square foot, but they had been
building where rents were $1.50 to $2.00 per square
foot.71 We also spoke to a consultant who had
helped prepare dozens of TOC applications, and
they independently suggested a similar range of $4
to $5 dollars per square food rents as a threshold at
which TOC projects make sense.

"
"
"
"
"

"

Has your company used the TOC program or is
considering using it?

"

The low-rise builders we interviewed appreciated
that the TOC program oﬀered good incentives. One
commented that “TOC is the saving grace of JJJ.”70
However most of these developers had not yet applied for a TOC project. They indicated that the program had been designed more for denser, podiumconstruction type projects in areas with higher rents
that the neighborhoods where they did most of their
building. One suggested that according to their estimates, TOC developments would work where
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Policy recommendations
"

Based on our analysis of the impacts of (and uncertainty around) measure JJJ, we recommend a number of policy changes that the City of Los Angeles
should adopt in order to address the housing crisis.
The overall framework for the recommendations derive from the analysis on the consequences,
sources and solutions to L.A.’s housing crisis.

"

We need more homes of all types plus additional
assistance for lower-income residents. Los Angeles
needs more small residential developments: ADUs,
duplexes, fourplexes, and other types of ‘missing
middle’ housing. It also needs more large and extremely large development such as we have seen in
downtown Los Angeles over the past several years.
We need new construction and adaptive reuse of
existing buildings and preservation of older, more
aﬀordable apartments. L.A. needs more market rate
homes to house new residents and bring down
rents. It needs more mixed-income development
built using the TOC and density bonus programs.
We need more deed-restricted aﬀordable developments to reduce the number of residents who face
extreme rent burdens, and more supportive homes
and shelters to house homeless Angelenos.

"

Allowing more homes of diﬀerent types will require a diversity of viable pathways for entitling,
permitting and constructing new housing. To
achieve a sustained, higher level of homebuilding,
Los Angeles needs a policy framework that is additive rather than one that replaces some types of
homes with other types of homes.

"

The details of these policy recommendations are
based on the trends in applications and related research that we conducted. Trends from the first two
years of JJJ’s implementation suggest that the

measure is not being used to entitle many new
homes in Los Angeles. The TOC density bonus program, however, is generating significant interest and
is responsible for an increasing share of residential
applications. We therefore recommend adding exemptions to JJJ so more types of applications to
build homes can proceed without triggering its requirements. We also we recommend steps to expand the TOC program to build upon its early potential.

"

A question could be asked whether JJJ, while not a
productive entitlement pathway, is necessary to
“steer” developers to use the TOC program. In other words, would expanding JJJ exemptions cause
more projects to seek zone changes and general
plan amendments to get more density rather that
utilizing TOC? We doubt that this would be the
case. TOC is attractive partly because it grants byright incentives and an expedited timeline. Many of
the TOC projects that have been proposed during
the program’s first year could have been proposed
before as 100 percent market-rate developments
using discretionary planning applications. But owners were not willing to risk the uncertainty and time
of seeking more density, height etc. Similarly, the
state density program has been used steadily
throughout the years even though it was always
possible - but not certain- to gain more housing
units through a general plan amendment and/or
zone change.

"

Because L.A.’s outdated community plans require
planning changes that trigger JJJ, we also suggest
ways to update these plans so that more homes of
all types can proceed without the need for zone
changes or general plan amendments.

"

Finally, we include ways to improve a wider range of
policies that can help advance longer-term housing
production and short term aﬀordability.

"
"
""
""
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Amend JJJ

"

Since Measure JJJ was passed by the voters and
amended the city charter, it would take another voter initiative to repeal or modify it. As a popular measure, it would be hard to repeal, and it also would
seem diﬃcult to gain residents’ interest in a measure solely focused on technical fixes to JJJ. We
recommend including amendments to JJJ requirements in a ballot measure with additional pro-housing components. JJJ does allow the city council to
change the aﬀordability requirements.

"

• Exempt proposed developments from JJJ when
the zoning is not consistent with general plan
designation. Justification: if a property is designated to allow housing but the zoning is out of
alignment with the general plan, a developer
should be encouraged rather than discouraged
from getting a zone change to match the intent of
the general plan.
• Exempt proposed developments from JJJ when a
community plan has not been updated within 6
years. Justification: the city has adopted a goal of
updating community plans within 6 years. If a
plan is out of date, developers should not be discouraged from seeking planning changes to allow
more homes.
• Exempt projects seeking to change P (parking)
zones to an adjacent zone designation. Justification: P zones that limit a site use to vehicle parking are outdated. We hope that they are all eliminated by plan updates or by citywide legislation
but in the meantime, developers should not be
discouraged from changing a P zone to adjacent
zone.
• Exempt projects seeking to remove a Q condition
or D (density-restriction) condition when the condition was placed on the property more than 10
years ago. Justification: Q conditions are specific
rules placed on properties as a condition for
planning approval. D conditions were imposed
during the height of the slow-growth era and have
contributed to the city’s housing crisis. Q and D
conditions are often outdated and removing either
returns the site to “normal” zoning so should not
be considered up-zoning.

• Exempt projects located in low and medium market community plan areas (as defined by the affordable housing linkage fee) that also meet any
two the following criteria:
■ 25 units or less
■ 1.5 FAR or below
■ 20,000 sf lot or smaller
■ ownership housing
Justification: with the city producing almost zero
housing aﬀordable to the middle class, these more
“naturally aﬀordable” homes should be encouraged.
developers are less able to bear the cost of private
aﬀordable housing subsidies where residential
prices are not high enough to support the additional
burden. The types of homes listed in the bulletslow-rise, wood-frame construction townhouses and
small apartments in less expensive parts of the city
- are also the most likely to be less-costly to rent or
own without subsidies.
• Lower the aﬀordability requirements for change to
residential use to match the requirements for
greater than 35 percent density bonus. Justification: many good residential projects in L.A. in recent years have required planning changes from
uses that did not allow residences. And because
some non-residential uses like creative oﬃce or
logistics are valuable uses in many parts of L.A.,
going from manufacturing to residential is not automatically a huge boost in value deserving an
especially high aﬀordability requirement.

"
"
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Amend and Expand TOC

"

The TOC program has attracted a large amount of
applications for a new bonus program. To expand
its benefits, we recommend increases to tier 4 density, expanding Tier 1 to properties close to a bus
stop with good service, and classifying Orange Line
stations as equivalent to a metro rail stations. Making some of these changes may require amending
TOC or working with the legislature to change the
state definitions of frequent transit; others could be
done by the Department of City Planning.

"

• For tier 4 projects that propose a development
taller than 85 feet, allow at least 6 FAR and a 120
percent density bonus. Justification: developments above 85 feet move into a more expensive
construction type and need more size and density
to make the project pencil out.
• Allow use of tier 1 within 750 feet of a bus stop
with frequency of at least 15 minutes during rush
hour. Justification: TOC incentives currently require the intersection of two frequent bus lines,
leaving out many parts of the city with a frequent
bus that takes people to rail stations, jobs centers
and other destinations. Allowing tier 1 incentives
very close to frequent bus stops will maintain the
spirit of the program while expanding its reach.
• Classify Orange Line stations as the equivalent of
Metrorail stations. Justification: from a riders’
perspective, the Orange line is functionally part of
Metro’s rail system and so Orange line stations
should be treated as Metrorail stations for the
purposes of TOC. This would expand the number
of areas in the San Fernando Valley eligible for the
TOC program.
• Jurisdictions considering inclusionary zoning
should adopt a TOC-style program instead. Justification: We did not directly compare L.A.’s TOC
program to inclusionary zoning (IZ) rules but given
the early promise of TOC and the low-number of
aﬀordable homes produced by most IZ programs,
TOC would seem to be a better win-win option to
achieve more deeded-aﬀordable and market rate
homes.

"

Update Community Plans
to allow more homes of all
types

"

The city is in the process of accelerating updates of
most of its 35 community plans, some of which
haven’t been modernized in 20 years. This is an excellent opportunity to set zoning to allow diverse
housing to be built without needing project-byproject planning changes. The city is also preparing
to update the land use element to its general plan,
which provides a framework for all the community
plans. These plan updates can:

"

• Increase the zoned housing capacity of the city to
approximately 6.5 million and divide the increase
among the community plans. This increased capacity should not be split equally among 35 plans
but assigned using criteria that include transit access, past downzonings, and high opportunity
areas. Justification: past downzonings helped set
the current housing crisis in motion, and made it
necessary to upzone parcels on a project-byproject bases, triggering controversy and conditions.
• Set base density high enough to allow ‘normal’
market rate residential or mixed-use projects to
be built; include bonus density and aﬀordability
requirements along the lines of the TOC program
for developers who want to go bigger. Justification: base zoning should not be set so low that
developers are forced to use the bonus, because
then it is not truly a bonus program but a hidden
inclusionary zoning rule. We do recommend including a bonus program at least as strong as
TOC in all community plans for developers who
want to use it.
• Allow triplexes or fourplexes in most single unit
zones and apply diverse low-rise zoning (similar
to RD 1.5 densities) in most single family or duplex zones close to transit. Justification: a diversity of small housing types can provide more
homes and a wider choice of ways to live while
maintaining the low-rise feel of neighborhoods.
Many of L.A.’s popular neighborhoods developed
when it was possible to build a mix of duplexes,
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single family houses, fourplexes and bungalow
courts on the same street.
• Remove all P zones and allow more mixed-use in
appropriate industrial areas. Justification: P (parking only) zones are a relic and should be eliminated. Some manufacturing zones should be retained if they are thriving, jobs-rich areas or if they
have hazardous uses, but underused industrial
areas should rezoned to allow a mix of activities.
• Eliminate or significantly cut minimum vehicle
parking requirements; do not require more parking for changes of use; and allow any required
residential parking within 1500 feet of site. Justification: forcing developers to include more vehicle
parking than they think is necessary drives up the
cost of homes, leads to bad urban design, blocks
the development of some smaller infill properties,
and encourages driving, air pollution and climate
change.

"

•

•

•

Reform processes and fees
As we discussed in our analysis of other factors impacting residential development in Los Angeles,
fees can reduce home-building by increasing costs.
Uncertain and lengthy processes indirectly increase
costs by making development more risky.

"

• Audit the city’s various development fees, and
cap city-applied fees that provide broad social
benefits. It would be useful to understand how
much fees a variety of new housing types pay per
home. We also recommend setting an umbrella
cap on development fees that provide broad benefits. This cap could be set so the total for all
fees is $2.50/ sf for for low market areas, $5/sf
for medium, $7.50/sf for medium high and
$15.00/ sf for high. Justification: unlike fees to
pay staﬀ time for processing applications, or fees
to provide new infrastructure specifically for developments, the costs of benefits that are broadly
available to the public should be born by general
revenues or taxes rather than developer fees. In
infill areas, where most potential development
properties have an existing use with some economic value (such as a carwash or strip mall),

•

"
"
""
""
""
""
""
""

fees on residential development have the unintended consequence of reducing the buying
power of residential developers.
Amend the aﬀordable housing linkage fee to eliminate fees on new dwellings but maintain the fee
for the removal of dwellings. Justification: the
linkage fee is based on the false assumption that
building homes makes the housing crisis worse,
when in fact the reverse is true. It is appropriate
to charge a fee when dwellings are demolished as
part of a new development.
Make expedited processing available for all
projects with a residential component that choose
to pay for it. Justification: the longer it takes to
process development applications, the more development costs go up, increasing the risk that a
project gets cancelled and also leading to higher
rents and home costs for new dwellings.
Raise the threshold for site plan review to 100
units. Justification: when a development is required to undergo site plan review in L.A., the
state CEQA law is triggered, raising costs and
allowing opponents to sue and delay badly needed homes. Infill housing development does not
harm the environment due to standard rules for
green construction and design and in fact can
help by reducing the need for long car trips, so a
lengthy review is not needed.
Apply Sustainable Communities and Transit Priority CEQA exemptions more frequently. Justification: the City has begun applying CEQA streamlining for some developments in urban areas, with
existing infrastructure, that are not considered
ecologically sensitive sites. This is a good tool to
accelerate projects that are required to undergo
site plan review.
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• Raise more funds for aﬀordable housing through

"• Improve tracking of proposed residential devel-

"
"
"
"
"
"
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"
"
"
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Fund deeded-affordable
housing & strengthen
tenants rights
a higher fee on property sales above a certain
threshold, like $1 million. Justification: While fees
on development have measurable impact on the
feasibility of building projects, relatively low fees
on real estate sales transactions, since they
would apply equally to properties that are to be
developed and those that are to retain their current use, would be less likely to inhibit housing
production. These fees would capture the value
of passive property appreciation equally with the
value of policy changes, creating a broader, fairer
system for funding housing subsidies and other
important public policies.
• Grant tenants a right to council when facing eviction. Justification: since many tenants in Los Angeles are low-income, they often cannot aﬀord
attorneys. Tenants who lack legal representation
in landlord-tenant proceedings are much more
likely to be evicted, putting them at risk for homelessness. The City of L.A. is considering funding
or providing attorneys for tenants at risk of eviction and a well-designed program would help ensure that they receive fair treatment.

Improve tracking of development trends & set
targets based on data

opments to that policy makers and the public can
track overall housing product trends better and
easily track individual developments from application to permit to construction to occupancy.
Justification: the City of L.A. shares housing permit and certificate of occupancy data from the
building department on its open data portal. The
planning department posts summaries of entitlement applications and related files online and has
begun posting useful quarterly updates of housing trends. But the two systems are not linked. It
is hard to find a full picture of housing production
trends. And it can be diﬃcult to track a specific
development from application to permit to construction to completion and occupancy. There
should be a single online portal where it is possible to track overall trends and individual developments.
• Set housing targets based on real world construction and housing trends, including certificates of occupancy issued, rent levels, and vacancy rates. Justification: the city receives housing targets for diﬀerent income levels through the
state-mandated regional housing needs assessment process, and, to its credit, the Garcetti administration has adopted a higher target for building permits. However, these targets and milestones do not always take into account the real
world trends and data that impact people’s ability
to find and aﬀord homes. We recommend that
production targets include or be adjusted based
on the number of certificate of occupancy issues;
rent levels for apartments; and vacancy rates.
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