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This report concentrates on housing
affordability in three of California’s
metropolitan areas: Los Angeles, Riverside-
San Bernardino and San Jose. These areas
were selected to represent:

* a mature, slow-growing and average-
income metropolitan area (Los Angeles)

e a fast-growing, largely lower-income
metropolitan area  (Riverside-San
Bernardino)

e and a high-income, slow-growing
metropolitan area (San Jose)

These three Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(MSAs) are among the largest in the nation.
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana has a
population of 13.1 million (2012), second
in size only to the New York metropolitan
area. The Riverside-San Bernardino MSA
has a population of 4.4 million, ranking 12th
in the nation. Riverside-San Bernardino
is slightly less populous than the San
Francisco metro area, and slightly more
populous than greater Phoenix. If recent
historic  trends Riverside-
San Bernardino should exceed the San
Francisco metropolitan area in population
before 2020. The San Jose MSA has a
population of 1.9 million and ranks as the
nation’s 34th largest metropolitan area.

continue,

Until late in the 2000s, the three metropolitan
areas had been among the fastest growing
in the nation. However, during the last
decade, Los Angeles and San Jose
experienced some of the slowest growth in
the U.S. The reduction in growth coincided
with unprecedented house-price escalation.
Riverside-San Bernardino has continued to
grow strongly, reflecting its somewhat less
severe housing affordability crisis.

The Los Angeles MSA experienced
significant losses due to net domestic
migration, as 1.4 million people moved
to other parts of the country between
2000 and 2012. The San Jose area lost
nearly 240,000 net domestic migrants. The
Riverside-San Bernardino area, however,
added approximately 475,000 net domestic
migrants (Figure 1).

All three metropolitan areas have net
additions in international  migrants.
Between 2000 and 2012, the Los Angeles-
Long Beach-Santa Ana metropolitan area
added 900,000 net international migrants,
and the Riverside-San Bernardino area
100,000. The San Jose area added 200,000
(Figure 2).

Figure 1 MSA Net Domestic Migration: 2000-2012
(Los Angeles, Riverside-San Bernardino, San Jose)
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Figure 2 MSA Net International Migration: 2000-2012
(Los Angeles, Riverside-San Bernardino, San Jose)
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SanJoseisthe highestincome metropolitan
area in the United States, with a median
household income of $84,000 in 2011.
Los Angeles, at $56,600, and Riverside-
San Bernardino, at $52,000, have median
household incomes slightly higher than the
U.S. median of $50,500 (Figure 3).

As noted in the main report, the high cost
of living, largely a result of the high cost
of housing, is particularly burdensome on
California’s low-income citizens. When
adjusted for the cost of housing, California
has the highest poverty rate in the nation of
any state, and has an even higher poverty
rate than the District of Columbia, with its
huge pockets of inner-city poor.' Under
the housing adjusted measure, California’s
poverty rate is 23.7 percent, higher than
that of states with the highest poverty rates.
California’s housing-cost-adjusted poverty
rate is nearly 1.5 times that of Mississippi’s
(15.8 percent) and nearly double that
of West Virginia’s (12.2 percent). This
housing-cost-adjusted poverty rate, which
was created in an experimental program at
the Census Bureau, is far higher than the
regularly reported poverty rate, which does
not take housing costs into consideration.
The housing-cost-adjusted cost of living is
not reported below the state level, though
previous research by the Public Policy
Institute indicated substantially higher cost
of living adjusted poverty rates than the
unadjustedratesineach ofthe metropolitan
areas examined in this report.?

Housing prices in California’s largest
metropolitan areas were similarto the rest of
the nation as late as 1970. Affordability was
similar,too. However, during the 1970s there
was substantial house-price escalation
in each of the three study markets. At the
height of the housing boom, each of the
markets peaked well above the national
average peak median multiple (Figure 4).

Figure 3 Median Household Income: 2011 (California & U.S.)
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The Los Angeles
Metropolitan Area

The Los Angeles metropolitan area
includes Los Angeles and Orange counties.

In 1970, the median value multiple® in Los
Angeles was 2.8, 17 percent higher than
the national average. By 1980, the median
multiple in Los Angeles had reached 4.4,
nearly one and a half times that of major
metropolitan areas outside of California.
Overthe next 20 years, the median multiple in
Los Angeles fluctuated between 40 percent
and 106 percent above the national average.

Los Angeles house prices escalated
substantially above the national rate during
the housing bubble, reaching a median
multiple of 10.2 in 2006, 153 percent above
the national average. During the housing
bubble, Los Angeles and three other
California metropolitan areas (San Jose,
San Francisco and San Diego) were the
most unaffordable in the nation.

During the housing bust in 2010, median
house prices declined to 77 percent
above the national average, but by 2012
the median house price recovered to 88
percent above the national average. In
2012, Los Angeles was the fourth most
unaffordable major market in the nation
(trailing San Jose, San Francisco and San
Diego). As was noted above, even greater
price escalation appears to be occurring,
with a 31 percentincrease in median house
price over year end May 2013.

Anaheim
Burbank
Costa Mesa
Downey

El Monte
Fullerton
Garden Grove
Glendale
Huntington Beach
Inglewood
Irvine
Lancaster
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Norwalk
Orange
Palmdale
Pasadena
Pomona
Santa Ana
Santa Clarita
Torrance
West Covina
Source: American Community Survey 2007-2011

Table 1 Median Value Multiple (Los Angeiés MSA: Cities over 1607000 Populationr)r

City Median Value Multiple

AMERICA'S EMERGING HOUSING CRISIS

Housing affordability varies considerably
within the Los Angeles metropolitan area.
This can be shown by the median value
multiple for the larger cities. In Los Angeles
and Glendale, the median value multiple
was three times or more the national
average. The lowest house values relative
to incomes were in Palmdale, Lancaster
and Santa Clarita (Table 1). Data for all
cities and census designated places is
illustrated in Figure 5. Housing affordability
for individual zip codes is illustrated in
Figure 6.
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Rental Affordability

Figure 7 shows that the Los Angeles
metropolitan area has the fourth highest
share of renter households in the United
States with a housing burden (30 percent
or more of gross income for housing)
carried by 54.8 percent of the population
(1.1 million households).

In the largest city, Los Angeles, 56.5
percent of renter households have a
housing burden. Among the 23 cities
with more than 100,000 population, only
Irvine and Torrance have a renter housing
burden lower than the national average of
47.3 percent of households. The highest
percentage of households with a housing
burden is in Palmdale, at 68.6 percent. In
Glendale, Anaheim and El Monte, more
than 60 percent of renters have housing
burdens (Table 2).

Datais shown by city and census designated
place and by zip code in Figures 8 and 9.

Data on the more extreme “severe housing
burden” (50 percent or more of household
expenditures) is available only at the
metropolitan area level. The National Housing
Conference estimates that 39 percent of
Los Angeles metropolitan area working
households spent more than 50 percent of
their income on housing in 2011. This is 65
percent higher than the national average of
23.7 percent. Since 2008, this has increased
from 36.4 percent, reflecting an increase
similar to the national average.* In 2011, the
Los Angeles severe housing burden was the
second highest in the nation, after Miami.

Consequences

Housing Burden (30%+ of Income)
Worst Ranking Major Metropolitan A_r'ga;s: 20@1 . : Cost of Living

National

Memphis, TN-MS-AR
Rochester, NY

New Orleans, LA

The cost of living is high in the Los Angeles
metropolitan area. In 2012, the cost of living
in Los Angeles County was approximately
31 percent higher than the national
average, while in Orange County the cost
of living was approximately 41 percent
above the national average.’
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City % of Households However, in 2004, the Los Angeles County

Anaheim 61.4% cost of living adjusted poverty rate was

Burbank 48.8% estimated by the Public Policy Institute

Costa Mesa 51.2% of California at 20 percent above the

Downey 52.8% unadjusted rate, while the Orange County

El Monte 61.4% cost of living adjusted poverty rate was 50

Fullerton 54.1% percent above the unadjusted rate. If this

Garden Grove 58.0% ratio has been maintained, the Los Angeles

Glendale 61.6% cost of living adjusted poverty rate is now

Huntington Beach 48.8% well above the national rate.

Inglewood 58.5%

Irvine 44.5%

Lancaster 56.7%

Long Beach 53.9%

Los Angeles 56.5%

Norwalk 53.6% Legend
Orange 51.0% = :ZT»:?::; -
Palmdale 68.6% [ Iso1%tos00%
Pasadena 49.1% =3§I:‘fnﬂiz,
Pomona 59.3%

Santa Ana 57.0%

Santa Clarita 53.5%

Torrance 47.3%

West Covina 56.1%

Source: American Community Survey 2007-2011
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Overcrowding (“Doubling Up”)

Approximately 255,000 households “doubled
up”—morethan one family shared a housing
unit—in the Los Angeles metropolitan area
in 2011. This is the second highest number
inthe nation. Los Angeles also ranks second
in share of households doubling up, at 6.1
percent, nearly double the 3.3 percent
national average.

Among the cities with more than 100,000
population, Santa Ana has the greatest
overcrowding, with 13.8 percentofhouseholds
containing an extra family. El Monte is second,
at 13.6 percent. Norwalk, Garden Grove and
Pomona also exceed 10 percent (Table 3).’
Even greater overcrowding is indicated in
smaller cities, including Baldwin Park (17.5
percent), South El Monte (16.0 percent), La
Puente (14.2 percent) and Hawaiian Gardens
(14.0 percent). Among census designated
places,® West Puente Valley had the highest
doubling up rate, at 21.8 percent. Figure 10
shows doubling up percentage rates by
city and census designated place. Zip code
doubling up data is indicated in Figure 11.

. Table 3 Doubling Up in the Los Angeles MSA

City % of Households

Anaheim
Burbank
Costa Mesa
Downey

El Monte
Fullerton
Garden Grove
Glendale
Huntington Beach
Inglewood
Irvine
Lancaster
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Norwalk
Orange
Palmdale
Pasadena
Pomona
Santa Ana
Santa Clarita
Torrance
West Covina
Source: American Community Survey 2007-2011
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Domestic Migration

Between 2000 and 2012, approximately 1.4
million people moved from the Los Angeles
metropolitan area to other parts of the
nation. This represents approximately 12
percent of the 2000 population.

Commuting

The Los Angeles metropolitan area
ranks eighth in the number of commuters
traveling 90 minutes or more to work, and in
those travelling 60 minutes or more to work
(3 percent and 11 percent respectively).
The average work trip travel time is 28.4
minutes, compared to the national average
of approximately 25.5 minutes. The average
employee canreach only 3.7 percent of jobs
within 45 minutes by transit (96.3 percent of
jobs are not accessible within 45 minutes).
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The Riverside-
San Bernardino

Metropolitan Area

The Riverside-San Bernardino metropolitan
area includes Riverside and San Bernardino
counties.

In 1970, the median value multiple in
Riverside-San Bernardino was 2.4, the same
as the national average. By 1980, the median
multiple in Riverside-San Bernardino had
reached 4.1, nearly 40 percent above the
average for major metropolitan areas
outside California. By 2000, the median
multiple was 24 percent above the major
metropolitan national average.

Riverside-San Bernardino house prices
also escalated substantially above the
national rate during the housing bubble,
reaching a median multiple of 7.6 in 2006,
92 percent above the national average.
During the housing bubble, Riverside-San
Bernardino ranked from sixth to ninth most
unaffordable out of the 51 major markets in
the United States.?

Riverside-San Bernardino median house
prices fell to 7 percent below the national
metropolitan area average in 2010, though
by 2012 had reached 12 percent above the
national average. As was noted above,
even greater price escalation appears
to be occurring now, with a 31 percent
increase in median house price over the
year that ended in May 2013.

In all of the region’s cities with more than
100,000 in population, with the exception
of Victorville, the median value multiple
was greater than the national average of
3.5. Elsewhere, the median value multiples
were in the range of 4.1 to 5.3, with the
least affordable housing in the western
parts of San Bernardino County, in Rancho
Cucamonga and Ontario (Table 4). Data for
all cities and census designated places
is illustrated in Figure 12. Median value
multiples are much higher in the Palm

} Table 4 Median Value Multiple (Riverside-Sar

Cities over 100,000 Population)

Corona

Fontana

Moreno Valley
Murrieta

Ontario

Rancho Cucamonga
Riverside

San Bernardino
Temecula
Victorville

Source: American Community Survey 2007-2011

City Median Value Multiple
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Springs area: Palm Springs and Palm
Desert are at nearly 7.0. However in a
number of smaller jurisdictions, median
value multiples are near 4.0 or below,
especially in the high desert (such as Apple
Valley and Hesperia), and southwestern
Riverside County (such as Murrieta, Lake
Elsinore and Hemet).

The data is further illustrated by zip code
in Figure 13.

Because housing is generally less
expensive in the Riverside-San Bernardino
area, approximately 280,000 of its residents
commute to jobs in Los Angeles County or
Orange County, where home prices are
considerably higher. These commuters
compose 17 percent of the resident work
force.® In many occupations, annual
incomes are less than would be required
to purchase the median house in Orange
County (Figure 14). This illustrates the
“drive until you qualify” dynamic, which
results in longer commutes.

Rental Affordability

As shown previously in Figure 7, the
Riverside-San Bernardino metropolitan
area has California’s third highest share of
renter households with a housing burden
(30 percent or more of gross income
for housing), at 56.8 percent (195,000
households).

Each of the 10 cities with a population
greater than 100,000 in the Riverside-
San Bernardino MSA has a larger share
than the national average of its rental
households with a housing burden (Table
5 on next page). The largest share of
households with a housing burden is
in Moreno Valley (63.6 percent), while
Victorville and San Bernardino also have
more than 60 percent of rental households
with a housing burden.

P Figu‘re-“'13“ln‘l_al%d Empire (Riverside-San Berna@moﬁ

Weian Value M

S b o Tk R

g X

Legend

B vpto a0
I 501t0 500

[ lsotta7on
I 7010 1000
- 10.01 and above

F Figu‘re':14vy\'lprll(kfo'rcé Wages & (lﬁalifying Incomes( ~': g "i“'.,,

$120,000
$100,000
$80,000

$60,000

$40,000 ©

$20,000
$0

To Qualify: Orange County: $117,471

To Qualify: Riverside- ——
San Bernardino: $42,420

$41,453

SZa e $24,042

y
3 &
S S K
N 5 3
< $ S g
S S
“ x

Qualifying income (with 10% down payment) data from National Association of
Realtors & actual wage data from California Employment Development Dept.

NATIONAL COMMUNITY RENAISSANCE

ee00e 0



; ° . “ ; v!;-»ﬁ“‘"‘ ; i N # i
T Ty b ,-L?g;“fi Al i o 3 oy &L Ev k" {' iy
USING AF_FQRDABILITY?IN"THREE METROPOLITAN AREAS: HISTORICAE—CONTE),(T,,‘ A
Housin.g b.urdens are iIIustrated in Figure Table 5 Renting Households Spending 30%+ of Income on Housing i | «;g Overcrowding (Doubling Up) Figure 16 Inland Empire (Riverside-San Bernardino) i 30 ar‘,i;-‘:
15, which is a map of housing burdens by (Riverside-San Bernardino MSA: Cities over 100,000 Population) ~ «  « Approximately 96,000 households experienced Rental Housing >30% ofincome - Zip Codes J Ry
. s Y, g & ; N

municipality or census designated place.

. . . . Cit % of H hold
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doubling up in the Riverside-San Bernardino
metropolitan area in 2011. This is the

Figure 16. fifth highest in the nation. Riverside-San
. jiTEnd il Bernardino also ranks first in the doubling
In 2011, 34.0 percent of working households Moreno Valley 63.6 Legend
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percent above the national average.™

Source: American Community Survey 2007-2011

other large city with a doubling up rate
exceeding 10 percent, at 10.6 percent

Consequences (Table 6)." The highest share of doubling
Cost of Living . Figure 15 Inland Empire (Riverside-San Bernardino) Vit T ,,;% up is in Coachella (smaller than 100,000),
The cost of living is higher than average in Rental Housing >30% of Income - Places 1 S L {r' at11.5 percent. Among census designated
the Riverside-San Bernardino metropolitan : E::Ez:(15doEl;:;t:zgeratllelg’:]tzz Oh;]:rc::'?
area. In 2012, in the western part of the ’ : '
metropolitan area, it was approsimately 13 F)restmore Hei_ghts has now b_een included _
percent higher than the national average, e I\;]altlze 1??""'\/ r:hchoszora’ted city of J'urupa ‘ Table 6 D(?u_bling Up in the Riversid?-San Bernarfiino ‘MS)-\" ; ; ke ..g‘,t;-}
while in the Coachella Valley the cost of B oo ) v, forwhich data Is not yet avalllable. | (Cities over 100,000 Population) it Y et
living was approximately 20 percent above [ 40 1% to 50.0% Figure 17 (on next page) shows doubling up ’ . >
the national average.” E z::z jEE: rates by city and census designated place. City % of Households
I 70.1% and atove Doubling up by zip code is indicated in Corona 6.8
Poverty Rate q Figure 18 (on next page). Fontana 1.3
TheRiverside-San Bernardino MSA poverty Moreno Valley 10.6
rate of 16.9 percent is above the national Murrieta 54
rate of 15.2 percent. It was previously Ontario 9.9
mentioned that the housing cost adjusted Rancho Cucamonga 4.0
poverty rate, which shows California to Riverside 6.9
have the highest poverty rate in the nation, San Bernardino 7.2
is not available at the metropolitan area Temecula 4.0
level. However, in 2004, the Riverside-San Victorville 1.3

Bernardino cost of living adjusted poverty
rate was estimated by the Public Policy
Institute of California at a percentage point
above the unadjusted poverty rate.”

Source: American Community Survey 2007-2011
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Between 2000 and 2012, Riverside-San .
Bernardino attracted approximately 475,000
people from other parts of the nation. This
represents approximately 15 percent
relative to the 2000 population. Much of
the migration is likely to have been from
higher-priced housing areas of California,
principally the Los Angeles metropolitan
area. In the first two years of the new
decade, the net domestic migration rate
has declined to 10,000 annually.

Commuting

Riverside-San Bernardino has nearly as many
resident commuters traveling 90 minutes or
more one way to work as number one ranked
New York: both are at 6.0 percent. Among the
metropolitan areas with the largest number
of commuters traveling 60 minutes or more to
work one way, Riverside-San Bernardino ranks
third at 16.3 percent, trailing only New York
and Washington. The average work trip travel
time is 31.0 minutes, compared to the national
average of approximately 25.5 minutes. The
average employee can reach only 1.3 percent
of jobs within 45 minutes by transit.
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Metropolitan Area
The San Jose metropolitan area includes
Santa Clara and San Benito counties.

In 1970, the median value multiple in San
Jose was 2.5, 4 percent higher than the
national average. By 1980, the median
multiple in San Jose had reached 4.9,
approximately 65 percent above the
average for major metropolitan areas
outside California. By 2000, the median
multiple had reached 84 percent above the
major metropolitan national average.

San Jose’s median house prices escalated
substantially during the housing bubble,
reaching a median multiple of 11.2 in 2007,
181 percent above the national major
metropolitan area average. During the
housing bubble, San Jose ranked among
the most unaffordable four major markets,
along with San Francisco, San Diego and
Los Angeles."”

By 2011, the median multiple had fallen
to 6.7, still 110 percent more unaffordable
than the national average. In a single year,
2011 to 2012, the median multiple escalated
back up to 7.8, an increase that was
greater than all but one of the increases
during the housing bubble. As noted earlier,
even greater price escalation appears
to be occurring. California Association
of Realtors (CAR) data indicates that the
combined San Francisco Bay Area and
San Jose had a 32 percent increase in the
median house price over the year ended in
May 2013.

Among the cities with more than 100,000
population, all have median value multiples
of more than 7.0, more than double the
national average (Table 7). Information for
all cities and census designated places is
indicated in Figure 19. More detailed data
is illustrated for zip codes in the map that
follows (Figure 20).

Figure 19 San Jose Metroplitan Area Median Value I\I-‘I‘\ult'irpk'lé - Plaf:e; o € : gg

‘ Figure 20 San Jose Metroplitan Area Median Value lﬁilltiblé - ZipJColiés o € gg

City Median Value Multiple

San Jose 7D
Santa Clara 7]
Sunnyvale 1.6

Source: American Community Survey 2007-2011
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Rental Affordability

Rental affordability is better in the San
Jose metropolitan area than in the other
areas studied here, but below the national
average, with 44.3 percent of households
(115,000) with a housing burden (Table 8).

Nonetheless, in the largest city, San Jose,
nearly 50 percent of rental households
have a housing burden. In San Benito
County, which includes only 3 percent
of the metropolitan area population, 53.7
percent of rental households have a
housing burden. In the adjacent Stockton
metropolitan area, home to many
commuters to San Jose, 54.7 percent of
rental households have a housing burden.

Datais shown by city and census designated
place and by zip code in Figures 21 and 22.

In 2011, 27.3 percent of working households
in the San Jose metropolitan area had
a severe housing burden (spending
50 percent or more of their income on
housing). This is 16 percent above the
national average of 23.7 percent. The 2011
figure was up from 26.3 percent in 2008."

Consequences
Cost of Living

The cost of living is high in the San Jose
metropolitan area, at approximately 53
percent above the national average.™

Poverty Rate

The San Jose metropolitan area’s poverty
rate of 10.2 percent is below the national
rate of 15.2 percent; it is not, however,
adjusted for the cost of living (the housing
cost adjusted poverty rate is not available
at the metropolitan area level). In 2004, the
San Jose cost of living adjusted poverty
rate was estimated by the Public Policy
Institute of California at two-thirds above
the unadjusted poverty rate. If this ratio has
been preserved, the San Jose poverty rate
would exceed that of the nation.?

| Table 8 Renting Households Spending 30%+ of Income on Housmg % iaii ‘ : g
(San Jose MSA: Cities over 100,000 Popul'atlon) ; s ; ] &%r
San Jose 49.3%
Santa Clara 39.0%
Sunnyvale 30.8%

Source: American Community Survey 2007-2011
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AMERICA'S EMERGING HOUSING CRISIS

Overcrowding (Doubling Up)

Approximately 31,600 households experienced
doubling up in the San Jose metropolitan
area in 2011. San Jose ranks fourth in the
doubling up percentage at 5.1 percent, one-
half greater than the 3.3 percent national
average. Inthe nearby Stockton metropolitan
area, home to many commuters to San Jose,
even more households experience doubling
up (6.3 percent). Among the cities with more
than 100,000 in population, San Jose has
the greatest overcrowding, with 5.8 percent
of households consisting of more than
one family (Table 9).# The highest share of
doubling up is in San Juan Bautista in San
Benito County (smaller than 100,000), at 9.2
percent. Among census designated places,?
Alum Rock had the highest doubling up rate,
at 11.2 percent. Figure 23 shows doubling up
rates by city and census designated place.
Smaller area overcrowding data is indicated
in Figure 24.

Domestic Migration

Between 2000 and 2012, approximately
240,000 people moved from the San Jose
metropolitan area to other parts of the nation.
This represents approximately 14 percent
relative to the 2000 population, and was the
highest percentage of loss in the nation,
except for hurricane ravaged New Orleans.

Commuting

While San Jose does not rank among the
longest 10 commutes by resident location,
it ranks ninth in the 60 minutes and over
ranking for travel to the work place. This
results from the large number of commuters
traveling from the Central Valley (especially
the Stockton metropolitan area), where
housingis considerablyless expensive.2The
average work trip travel time for residents is
24.8 minutes, less than the national average
of 25.5 minutes. The average employee can
reach only 9.3 percent of jobs within 45
minutes by transit (90.7 percent of jobs are
not accessible within 45 minutes).?*

‘ Table 9 Doubling Up in the San Jose MSA (Cities ove;r10’0',000 Popula’fionff _‘ § gg

City % of Households

San Jose

Santa Clara

Sunnyvale

Source: American Community Survey 2007-2011

Figure 23 San Jose Metroplitan Area Doubling Up - P‘i;\cevé ;
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Housing affordability has improved
markedly along the northern and eastern
urban peripheries of the Los Angeles and
Riverside-San Bernardino metropolitan
areas. This is especially evident in the high
desert areas of the Antelope Valley and
Victor Valley, as well as in southwestern
Riverside County. In a number of cities, the
median value multiple has fallen to below
the national average, restoring housing
affordability. Cities in these locations
have far better housing affordability than
those in the rest of the area. They could
represent an opportunity for households
seeking more affordable housing.

These cities had poor affordability during
the housing bubble, with median value
multiples double that of 2011 (Figure 25). If
the housing cost escalation now underway
continues and spreads to these areas,
housing affordability could again be lost.

New housing development, both single-
family and multi-family, could be allowed
on or beyond the urban fringe. This would
require the local jurisdictions and the
counties overseeing urban fringe land to
relax regulations.® This could represent
a real opportunity to secure sustainable
housing affordability, especially in the
urban fringe areas in which housing prices
are back to their historic relationships to
income. Inthe Los Angeles, Riverside-San
Bernardino and San Jose metropolitan
areas, this is limited to the high desert of
Los Angeles and San Bernardino counties
and southwestern Riverside County. Failure
to liberalize land use regulations in these
areas could again destroy their housing
affordability.

There is an imperative to expand the
availability of all types of housing. More
single-family housing can be expected to
improve affordability, as the demand of
households that prefer such housing is
met by a larger supply. This would reduce
the demand for multi-family housing,
which is artificially high; right now, high
house prices are forcing middle-income
households into the multi-family market.

At the same time, the excess in demand
over supply for multi-family housing could
be improved by allowing more development
of this kind in already developed areas
(infill). Greater multi-family supply and a
reduction in demand from segments of the
market that prefer single-family housing
could be expected to result in lower rents,
and better housing affordability for lower-
income households.

Figure 25 Median Value Multiple: 2005-07 to 2011
(Lower Cost Markets On Urban Periphery)
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