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Introduction 

In accordance with Consolidated Plan regulations, this section analyzes the 
County’s housing market and affordable housing needs.  Such needs include the 
rehabilitation of existing housing stock, new construction, and renter and 
homebuyer assistance. After explaining the methodology for the housing market 
analysis, this section describes the County’s housing needs.  It then describes 
priority needs and concludes by describing the 5-year investment strategies for the 
County’s affordable housing funds. 

Los Angeles County Housing Market Analysis 

Southern California, the country’s second-largest region, underwent a transition 
during the nineties—a decade marked by population growth, a large influx of 
immigrants, and downfalls followed by upturns in the economy. The region 
suffered significantly from the early-nineties’ recession, but by the end of the 
decade, it had achieved a diversified economic base. During the same period, the 
region that once ranked fourth in per capita income, dropped to 16th in 2000.  
 
Concurrently, the housing market tightened to the extreme of creating a housing 
crisis for Southern California residents. The region’s housing crisis that began in 
the nineties continues to escalate and is exacerbated by population growth coupled 
with lagging housing production. The Southern California Association of 
Government’s State of the Region report for 2002 rated Southern California 
housing a D-plus in 2002, with homes out of reach to a third of its residents—a 
drop from its 2001 rate of C-plus1.  
 
Los Angeles County, the state’s most populous county, is a dynamic component of 
the Southern California region. Los Angeles County’s housing situation parallels 
the region-wide crisis: low homeownership rates, lagging multifamily production, 
high rents and home prices unattainable for many working families.  
 
This section examines the County’s trends and factors that have influenced this 
housing crisis. This market analysis served as the foundation for the Community 
Development Commission (CDC) to set its priority housing needs and strategies. 
After describing the housing market characteristics, this section describes the 
priority housing needs and strategies set by the CDC through the Consolidated Plan 
development process. 

                                                 
1 Dana Bartholomew and Harrison Sheppard; “SoCal quality-of-life elements lag;” Pasadena Star-News: January 09, 2003. 
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WHAT THIS SECTION CONTAINS: 

� Introduction to region-wide and County-specific housing issues. 

� Examination of housing demand, including: demographic trends and 
projections, tenure, household income and purchasing power, analysis of 
County wages, economic outlook and top growing occupations. 

� Inventory of housing supply, including type of unit, development trends, and 
building activity. 

� Analysis of housing affordability within the County, including the “tipping 
point” at which renters can afford to become homeowners. 

� Discussion of housing problems, such as overcrowding, cost burden, physical 
defects and substandard conditions. 

� Estimation of future housing needs, including construction needs and high 
priority needs established by the CDC. 

KEY FINDINGS 

Like any other market, a housing market—where houses and other properties are 
bought and sold—can be analyzed in terms of supply and demand. This market 
analysis conducted for Los Angeles County’s Consolidated Plan found the 
following trends: 
 
� Housing production severely lags behind population and household growth. 

� Homeownership is increasingly unattainable for lower-income households since 
the number of households that can afford a house of the median sales price is 
decreasing and home prices are appreciating. 

� While the County is experiencing job growth, the majority of the new jobs 
generated are low-wage jobs, often pricing working families out of the 
homeownership market. 

� While demand for multi-family housing is high, the number of multi-family 
housing permits issued in 2000 was nearly half the number of those issued in 
1990. 

� The market is tight, with a mere 4 percent vacancy rate for the entire County 
and a 5 percent rate within the unincorporated areas. 



Section 3: Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment 

Los Angeles County Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan  Page 3-3 
 

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY  

The CDC sponsored a housing market analysis and needs assessment that examined 
four market characteristics:  
 
� Existing housing demand. 

� Current housing supply. 

� Economic and development trends that will shape future supply and demand. 

� HUD-specific market characteristics such as low- and moderate-income 
concentrations, as well as ethnic and minority concentrations. According to 
HUD, concentrations are tracts where the majority of households (51% or 
more) qualify as low-income or minorities. 

 
To analyze the County’s housing market and to assess its current needs, the CDC 
used a methodology that included both quantitative and qualitative research. 
Methods included the following: 
 
� Analyzing existing data, such as the 1990 and 2000 Census, and Southern 

California Association of Governments (SCAG) data.  

� Examining current plans and studies, such as the Housing Element of the 
County’s General Plan, SCAG’s Housing in Southern California: A Decade in 
Review, and the United Way’s A Tale of Two Cities 2003. 

� Conducting focus groups on preserving affordable housing, serving persons 
with special needs, and anti-poverty and self-sufficiency strategies.  

� Developing and distributing a housing and community development needs 
survey to County residents. 

Geographic Scope 

To create an accurate depiction of the housing market, this analysis examines 
housing demand and supply at the countywide level. However, it is important to 
examine the subareas for which the CDC will focus its Federal funds. These 
subareas that comprise the Urban County--those areas that do not receive funds 
directly by HUD--are the 48 participating cities and the unincorporated areas of the 
County. 
 
The unincorporated areas are composed of Census Defined Places (CDPs). These 
areas have no formal, legally-recognized boundaries but have been designated by 
the Census Bureau because they are generally recognized by the local population as 
areas worthy of tabulation.  Areas that are not contained in any place are referred to 
by the Census as “Unincorporated Remainders.” 
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Housing Demand 

Housing demand is the number of existing and potential households with housing 
needs who intend to seek separate accommodation, subject to the constraints of 
such things as income, price, and amenities. Many factors drive the demand for 
housing in a market, such as population growth and changes in household 
composition, job growth and changes in the economy. This section examines the 
key elements that influence demand, and projects changes that will take place 
within the timeframe of this Plan. 

COUNTY POPULATION TOTALS  

The large geographic size and population of Los Angeles County, and the fact that 
it continues to grow, has significant implications for housing, infrastructure, and 
service needs. Los Angeles County, the most populated county in the state, 
experienced the largest absolute growth in the nineties of all counties in California. 
It also experienced the second-most growth of all counties in the nation. During 
this period, the County grew by 7.4 percent to reach its 2000 population of more 
than 9.5 million. The population is expected to increase an additional 6 percent by 
2008 to over 10.2 million2. This Section will examine the resulting need for 
affordable housing. 
 
As of 2000, there were 3,133,774 households in Los Angeles County. The majority 
of all households, or 69 percent, are families.  Elderly householders, those 65 years 
or older, compose 17 percent of all households in the County. There are 57,488 
households aged 85 or older, which account for 2 percent of all County households. 

Los Angeles County  

The City of Los Angeles is the most populated city within the county, with almost 
3.7 million residents in 2000, or 38.8 percent of the county’s total population. The 
City of Long Beach is the county’s second-most populated city, with a 2000 
population of 461,500 residents. Figure 3-1 shows the population of Los Angeles 
County’s cities that have populations over 125,000. 
 

Figure 3-1: Largest Cities in Los Angeles County 
(populations over 125,000) 

 

Los Angeles 3,694,820 Pomona 149,473 
Long Beach 461,522 Torrance 137,946 
Glendale 194,973 Pasadena 133,936 
Santa Clarita 151,088   
Source: Census 2000 

 

                                                 
2 Population projections based on the California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit’s 1996 projected annual 
growth rates for 2002 to 2008, applied to the 2002 base population. Source of base population was A Tale of Two Cities 2003 
Executive Summary of the State of Los Angeles County. 
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The City of Palmdale recorded the highest percent growth (69.29 percent), by 
increasing from 68,917 residents in 1990 to 116,670 in the year 2000. The second 
fastest-growing large city was Santa Clarita, which grew by 36.56 percent to reach 
151,088. Figure 3-2 displays the top ten fastest growing cities countywide3. Los 
Angeles County’s population is projected to reach over 11.5 million by the year 
2020. The cities marked with an asterisk, Irwindale, Industry, and Lawndale denote 
those located within the Urban County. 
 

Figure 3-2: Ten Fastest Growing Cities  
in Los Angeles County  

City 1990-2000  
Percent Growth 

2000 
Population 

Palmdale 69.29% 116,670 
Irwindale* 37.71% 1,446 
Santa Clarita 36.56% 151,088 
Industry 33.97% 777 
Lancaster 22.02% 118,718 
Bellflower 17.90% 72,878 
Hawthorne 17.89% 84,112 
Downey 17.36% 107,323 
Lawndale* 16.03% 31,711 
Paramount 15.94% 55,266 
Source: Los Angeles Almanac; Census 2000 

 

Urban County  

The Urban County had a population of 2,274,662 residents in 2000, 1,269,632 of 
whom resided in the participating cities and 1,005,030 of whom resided in the 
unincorporated areas. Of this population, 96 percent live in urban areas and 4 
percent live in rural. Of the 67,389 persons that live in rural areas of the County, 74 
percent are in the unincorporated areas. Additionally, 83 percent of the County’s 
population that reside on farms are in the unincorporated areas. 
 
Overall, approximately 40 percent of the Urban County's population is either under 
18 years or over 65. The largest youth populations were found in Bell Gardens, 
Cudahy, East Compton, Florence-Graham, and Lake Los Angeles. Ladera Heights 
and Rolling Hills have the largest elderly populations (20 and 22 percent 
respectively).  
 
Within the Urban County, three participating cities have populations greater than 
50,000: Diamond Bar (56,349), Arcadia (52,951), and Cerritos (51,057), and 
another six have populations greater than 40,000. Three participating cities have 
population less than 5,000: Avalon (3,181), Rolling Hills (1,871), and Irwindale 
(1,472).  
                                                 
3 Most areas experienced growth closer to the Urban County's increase of approximately 5 percent. Some areas experienced a 
much smaller growth, and the unincorporated area of East Los Angeles lost population. 
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Persons with HIV/AIDS 

Los Angeles County has a growing population of persons with HIV/AIDs—one 
that accounts for 6 percent of the nation's annual AIDs cases, while the County's 
total population is only 3.4 percent of the nation3. The following table presents 
estimates of the HIV/AIDs population by Service Planning Area (SPA)6, based 
upon the County’s 2002 Comprehensive HIV/AIDs Services Plan. 
 
 

Figure 3-6 Estimates of Persons with HIV/AIDs in Los Angeles County 
By Service Planning Area 

Service Planning Area (SPA) Rate of AIDs 
per 100,000 

People living with 
AIDs 

People 
living 

with HIV 
SPA 1: Antelope Valley 4 172 258 
SPA 2: San Fernando Valley 9 2,136 3,136 
SPA 3: San Gabriel Valley 6 1,115 1,937 
SPA 4: Metro 33 6,189 9,452 
SPA 5: West 8 861 1,160 
SPA 6: South 19 1,583 3,302 
SPA 7: East 8 1,032 1,828 
SPA 8: South Bay Harbor 17 2,652 4,122 
Total all SPAs  15,740* 25,195 
*does not include 807 people living with AIDs with unreported SPA residences 
Source of Table: Los Angeles Urban County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice; 
Cotton Bridges and Associates: 2003.  
Source of Data: Comprehensive HIV/AIDs Services Plan, County of Los Angeles, 2002. 

HOUSEHOLD TENURE 

Housing tenure is the right or legal arrangement people have to occupy a house7. 
Households either own a home outright or through or mortgage, or they rent a 
home under a legal agreement with a landlord. Tenure choice is dependent on 
permanent income, the cost of owning in comparison to renting, and ability to 
access financing. The ratio of owner-occupied households to all occupied 
households is the homeownership rate. A low homeownership rate in a specific 
market depicts the inability for lower income households to attain homeownership, 
often due to various underlying barriers. 
 
The unincorporated area of the County has a homeownership rate of 63 percent 
based on the 2000 Census, which is higher than the County and state. The 
countywide homeownership rate of 47.9 percent, however, is significantly below 
the statewide average of 56.9 percent and the national average of 66.2 percent.  
 
Homeownership proves to vary among ages, races, and ethnicities. Of the County’s 
elderly households (65 years and older), 66 percent are homeowners. This is even 
                                                 
6 Service Planning Areas (SPAs) are County designated, geographically based planning areas. 
7 The Geography Portal: http://www.kesgrave.suffolk.sch.uk/Curric/geog/htenure.html 
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higher in the unincorporated areas, with a homeownership rate of 79 percent within 
this subpopulation. The Census revealed the following homeownership rates by 
race/ethnicity within the County: 37 percent for African American, 37 percent for 
American Indians, 51 percent for Asian Pacifics, 38 percent for Latinos, and 58 
percent for Whites. 
 
The County’s low homeownership rate—even lower for minority homeowners—is 
a direct result of the affordability crisis within the region. Escalating home values 
and sales prices, coupled with insufficient housing production, contribute greatly to 
the low homeownership rate. According to 2010 projections made by the 
Department of Housing and Community Development, Los Angeles County’s rate 
will rise slightly to 52 percent, but will “continue to be one of the lowest in the 
state.8” 

Homeownership Rates within the Urban County 

The Urban County benefits from a higher homeownership rate—61 percent—than 
the countywide rate of 48 percent. The following chart sorts the homeownership 
rate for each of the 48 cities and each of the CDPs in the unincorporated areas from 
highest to lowest. As seen in Figure 3-7, 22 of the participating cities and 13 of the 
unincorporated areas have homeownership rates less than 50 percent.  
 

Figure 3-7: Homeownership Rates among the Urban County 
 

Participating City Rate Participating City Rate Participating City Rate 

La Habra Heights  94.20% Duarte 71.00% San Gabriel 47.70% 
Rolling Hills  94.10% Irwindale 68.60% Commerce 47.40% 
San Marino 91.60% Claremont 67.00% Lomita 46.60% 
Rolling Hills Estates 91.40% Manhattan Beach 64.90% Signal Hill 46.40% 
La Canada Flintridge 90.00% Temple City 63.00% Hawaiian Gardens  45.10% 
Walnut city 88.90% Santa Fe Springs  62.70% South Pasadena 44.10% 
Westlake Village 87.00% Sierra Madre 62.50% Beverly Hills 43.50% 
Agoura Hills 84.00% Arcadia  62.30% Hermosa Beach  42.70% 
Cerritos 83.50% La Puente 60.80% El Segundo 41.90% 
Diamond Bar 82.70% Covina 58.70% Lawndale 33.00% 
La Mirada 82.00% Artesia  56.50% Bell 30.90% 
Rancho Palos Verdes 81.90% Culver City 54.40% Maywood 29.50% 
Calabasas 80.60% San Fernando 53.90% Avalon  27.20% 
La Verne 78.10% Azusa  50.40% Bell 23.80% 
San Dimas 73.60% South El Monte 49.70% West Hollywood 21.60% 
Malibu  72.00% Monrovia 48.00% Cudahy 17.40% 

 

                                                 
8 Housing in Southern California: A Decade in Review; Southern California Association of Governments: January 2001: page 
17. 



Section 3: Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment 

Los Angeles County Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan  Page 3-13 
 

 
Figure 3-7 continued 

Unincorporated Area Rate Unincorporated Area Rate Unincorporated Area Rate 

Hidden Hills* 97.00% View Park-Windsor Hills  76.00% East La Mirada  64.70% 
Bradbury* 94.70% West Carson  75.00% Val Verde  62.90% 
Acton 92.60% Altadena  74.20% West Athens  55.10% 
Palos Verdes Estates* 90.50% West Whittier-Los Nietos  74.20% East San Gabriel  54.60% 
South San Jose Hills 82.10% Quartz Hill  73.70% Walnut Park  53.70% 
West Puente Valley 82.00% West Compton  73.10% Willowbrook  51.50% 
Mayflower Village 81.10% South San Gabriel  72.50% East Compton  49.90% 
Vincent  80.60% East Pasadena  71.40% Alondra Park  48.70% 
Del Aire  80.30% Desert View Highlands  70.80% Industry* 39.50% 
North El Monte  79.70% Citrus  70.40% Florence-Graham 37.60% 
Hacienda Heights 79.50% Rowland Heights  66.10% East Los Angeles 36.50% 
Lake Los Angeles 77.70% Charter Oak  65.60% Westmont 32.00% 
Valinda 77.70% La Crescenta-Montrose  65.50% Lennox 29.20% 
Avocado Heights 76.10% Littlerock  65.20% Vernon* 16.00% 
Ladera Heights  76.00% South Whittier 64.80% Marina del Rey 7.60% 
*indicates a non-entitlement, non-participating city rather than a CDP 

 

INCOME AND PURCHASING POWER 

A household’s ability to purchase a home in a certain market is subject to the 
constraints of such things as income, home price, and amenities. In a high-priced 
housing market, such as that of Los Angeles County, income is a fundamental 
variable that controls whether a household attains homeownership.  This section 
examines the median income of the County and of each participating city and 
unincorporated area. 
 
The median household income of Los Angeles County, as reported in the 2000 
Census, was $42,189.  In this housing market analysis, the figure is the area median 
income (AMI), to which the median household incomes for participating cities and 
unincorporated areas are compared. In inflation-adjusted dollars, this median 
income represents a 10 percent decrease from $45,266 in 19909. Twenty-three 
percent of households earn less than $20,000, whereas only 3 percent earn over 
$200,000. Among the different race and ethnic groups, there is a large divergence 
in median income. For example, the median income among Whites is $53,978, 
compared to $33,820 for Latinos and $31,905 for African Americans. The 
discrepancies in income among various minority race/ethnicities have an adverse 
effect on a household’s ability to purchase a home.  

                                                 
9 A Tale of Two Cities, 2003 Executive Summary; United Way: 2002: page 10. 
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Incomes within the Urban County 

The following chart (Figure 3-8) displays the median incomes of the 48 
participating cities and the Census Defined Places (CDPs) in the unincorporated 
areas. The majority of the participating cities have median incomes at or above the 
countywide median income. However, four cities—Bell Gardens, Maywood, Bell, 
and Cudahy—have median incomes that are less than 80 percent of the County’s 
median income. In other words, the median incomes in these areas are equal to or 
less than the countywide threshold to be considered low-income10. 
 
Of the unincorporated areas, the following six CDPs have median incomes that are 
less than 80 percent of that of the County’s: East Compton, East Los Angeles, 
Lennox, Willowbrook, Florence-Graham, and Westmont. 
 

Areas of Low-Income Concentration 

Low-income households are identified as those whose income is less than 80 
percent of the median income for the County.  Households whose income falls 
between 80 and 95 percent of the area’s median income are considered to be 
moderate-income households.  The map on the following page illustrates the 
percent of low- and moderate-income households in each block group. 
 
Many of the block groups with 61 percent or more low-mod households correspond 
to areas of high Hispanic populations (compare to Concentration Hispanic 
Population map, shown previously).  However, there are many block groups with 
equally high concentrations of Hispanic population that do not contain high 
concentrations of low/mod households.  Furthermore, areas of Hispanic 
concentration cover areas of both high and low white populations, suggesting that 
low-income is more closely associated with Hispanic ethnicity than with race. 
 
[Please insert CONCENTRATION OF LOW/MOD POPULATION HERE] 
 

                                                 
10 Low-income households are defined by HUD as households earning between 0 and 80 percent of the area median income 
(Los Angeles County). 
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Figure 3-8 Median Incomes among the Urban County 
Participating City 

 Median 
Income 

Percent 
of AMI 

 Median 
Income 

Percent 
of AMI 

Rolling Hills 200,000+ 474% Culver City  $51,792  123% 
San Marino $117,267  278% Duarte  $50,744  120% 
La Canada Flintridge $109,989  261% Signal Hill  $48,938  116% 
Rolling Hills Estates $109,010  258% Temple City  $48,722  116% 
Malibu $102,031  242% Covina $48,474  115% 
La Habra Heights $101,080  240% Monrovia  $45,375  108% 
Manhattan Beach  $100,750  239% Irwindale  $45,000  107% 
Rancho Palos Verdes $95,503  226% Santa Fe Springs  $44,540  106% 
Westlake Village  $94,571  224% Artesia  $44,500  106% 
Calabasas  $93,860  223% Lomita  $43,303  103% 
Agoura Hills  $87,008  206% San Gabriel $41,791  99% 
Hermosa Beach  $81,153  192% La Puente  $41,222  98% 
Walnut  $81,015  192% San Fernando  $39,909  95% 
Cerritos $73,030  173% Avalon  $39,327  93% 
Beverly Hills  $70,945  168% Azusa  $39,191  93% 
Diamond Bar  $68,871  163% Lawndale  $39,012  93% 
Claremont  $65,910  156% West Hollywood $38,914  92% 
Sierra Madre  $65,900  156% South El Monte  $34,656  82% 
San Dimas  $62,885  149% Hawaiian Gardens  $34,500  82% 
La Mirada  $61,632  146% Commerce  $34,040  81% 
El Segundo  $61,341  145% Bell Gardens  $30,597  73% 
La Verne  $61,326  145% Maywood  $30,480  72% 
Arcadia  $56,100  133% Bell  $29,946  71% 
South Pasadena $55,728  132% Cudahy  $29,040  69% 

Unincorporated Areas 
Hidden Hills* 200,000+ 474% Valinda  $49,578  118% 
Palos Verdes Estates* $123,534  293% Industry* $49,423  117% 
Bradbury* $100,454  238% West Carson $49,118  116% 
Ladera Heights $90,233  214% Quartz Hill $49,098  116% 
Marina del Rey $68,447  162% Avocado Heights  $48,712  116% 
Acton  $63,156  150% South San Jose Hills  $48,655  115% 
Altadena  $60,549  144% North El Monte  $48,583  115% 
La Crescenta-Montrose  $60,089  142% South Whittier  $47,378  112% 
Vernon* $60,000  142% West Whittier-Los Nietos $45,921  109% 
View Park-Windsor Hills $59,961  142% Alondra Park $39,722  94% 
Hacienda Heights $59,485  141% Littlerock $39,000  92% 
Mayflower Village $55,547  132% Lake Los Angeles $38,794  92% 
Del Aire $55,186  131% West Compton  $38,000  90% 
Citrus  $55,110  131% Desert View Highlands  $37,341  89% 
East Pasadena  $53,378  127% Walnut Park  $35,837  85% 
Val Verde  $52,593  125% West Athens  $35,423  84% 
Vincent  $52,349  124% East Compton  $31,398  74% 
Rowland Heights  $52,270  124% East Los Angeles  $28,544  68% 
East La Mirada  $51,440  122% Lennox  $28,273  67% 
East San Gabriel  $51,301  122% Willowbrook  $27,811  66% 
South San Gabriel  $51,136  121% Florence-Graham  $25,425  60% 
Charter Oak  $50,744  120% Westmont  $23,323  55% 
West Puente Valley  $49,923  118%    
*indicates city rather than CDP                                               
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Income and Affordability 

A basic assumption for affordability is that a household can afford a mortgage that 
is three times its annual income. Following this assumption, Figure 3-9 below 
shows the purchasing power of households by income range. The households that 
do not have an affordable mortgage, those who are paying more than 30 percent of 
their monthly income to housing expenses, are cost burdened. 
 

Figure 3-9: Purchasing Power by Income Range 
 

Income Range Affordable Mortgage Affordable Mortgage 
 Lower Bound Upper Bound 

0-$9,999 $0 $29,997 
$10,000-$19,999 $30,000 $59,997 
$20,000-$34,999 $60,000 $104,997 
$35,000-$49,999 $105,000 $149,997 
$50,000-$74,999 $150,000 $224,997 
$75,000-$99,999 $225,000 $299,997 

$100,000 $300,000  

 
The following table (Figure 3-10) analyzes how wages determine the purchasing 
power of a cross-section of occupations in Los Angeles County. The table shows 
the average wage11 and funds available for an affordable rental or mortgage 
payment for occupations such as policemen, nurses, teachers, and construction 
workers. 
 
The Housing Affordability section, beginning on page 3-28, discusses the results of 
this analysis in comparison to the average home value and average sales price in the 
County. The comparison finds that the majority of persons earning the average 
wage for these occupations cannot afford the average sales price of a home in Los 
Angeles County. In most cases, only dual-income households have a chance at 
attaining the median priced home in Los Angeles County. 

                                                 
11 Occupational wage data from Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 
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Figure 3-10: 
Wage Analysis for Los Angeles County 

 

Mean Wages Wage as 
Percent  Affordable Housing Mortgage 

*principal and interest payment 
 
 
 

hourly 
wage 

weekly 
wage 

monthly 
wage annual 

of AMI 
(County AMI) 

$42,189 

Monthly 
Expense  
30%-35% 

Monthly 
Mortgage* 

7% 
interest  

rate 

8% 
interest  

rate 

Protective Service Occupations 

Security Guard $8.14 $325.60 $1,410.93 $16,931 40% $423-$494 $347-$405 $52,170-$60,865 $47,303- $55,186 

First-Line Supervisors/Mgrs, Protective Service Workers $14.65 $586.00 $2,539.33 $30,472 72% $762-$889 $625-$729 $93,894-$109,542 $85,133-$99,322 

Police, Fire, and Ambulance Dispatchers $19.71 $788.40 $3,416.40 $40,997 97% $1,025 - $1,196 $840 - $981 $126,324 - $147,378 $114,537 - $133,627 

Police and Sheriff’s Patrol Officers $21.73 $869.20 $3,766.53 $45,198 107% $1,130 - $1,318 $927 - $1,081 $139,270 - $162,482 $126,276 - $147,322 

Fire Fighters $26.99 $1,079.60 $4,678.27 $56,139 133% $1,403 - $1,637 $1,151 - $1,343 $172,982 - $201,812 $156,842 - $182,983 

First-Line Supervisors/Mgrs of Police and Detectives $36.60 $1,464.00 $6,344.00 $76,128 180% $1,903 - $2,220 $1,561 - $1,821 $234,574 - $273,669 $212,687 - $248,135 

 

Education          

Teacher Assistants $10.16 $406.40 $1,761.07 $21,133 50% $528 - $616 $433 - $505 $65,117 - $75,969 $59,041 - $68,881 

Preschool Teachers (except special education) $11.05 $442.00 $1,915.33 $22,984 54% $575 - $670 $471 - $550 $70,821 - $82,624 $64,213 - $74,915 

Elementary Teachers (except special education) $21.86 $874.40 $3,789.07 $45,469 108% $1,137 - $1,326 $932 - $1,087 $140,103 - $163,454 $127,031 - $148,203 

Special Education, Secondary $27.39 $1,095.60 $4,747.60 $56,971 135% $1,424 - $1,662 $1,168 - $1,363 $175,546 - $204,803 $159,167 - $185,695 

Librarians $24.78 $991.20 $4,295.20 $51,542 122% $1,289 - $1,503 $1,057 - $1,233 $158,818 - $185,288 $144,000 - $168,000 
 

Health Care 

Nursing Aides, Orderlies, and Attendants $8.86 $354.40 $1,535.73 $18,429 44% $461 - $538 $378 - $441  $56,785 - $66,249 $51,487 - $60,068 

Emergency Medical Technicians and Paramedics $10.76 $430.40 $1,865.07 $22,381 53% $560 - $653 $459 - $535 $68,962 - $80,456 $62,528 - $72,949 

Medical Assistants $12.28 $491.20 $2,128.53 $25,542 61% $639 - $745 $524 - $611 $78,704 - $91,821 $71,361 - $83,254 

Registered Nurses $27.15 $1,086.00 $4,706.00 $56,472 134% $1,412 - $1,647 $1,158 - $1,351 $174,007 - $203,009 $157,772 - $184,067 

Physician Assistants $41.04 $1,641.60 $7,113.60 $85,363 202% $2,134 - $2,490 $1,750 - $2,042 $263,030 - $306,868 $238,489 – 278,237 

 

Construction          

Construction and Extraction Occupations $16.59 $663.60 $2,875.60 $34,507 82% $863 - $1,006 $707 - $825 $106,327 - $124,048 $96,407 - $112,474 

Electricians $19.98 $799.20 $3,463.20 $41,558 99% $1,039 - $1,212 $852 - $994 $128,054 - $149,396 $116,106 - $135,457 

Carpenter $20.47 $818.80 $3,548.13 $42,578 101% $1,064 - $1,242 $873 - $1,018 $131,195 - $153,060 $118,954 - $138,779 
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Wage Analysis for Los Angeles County (Figure 3-10 continued) 
 

Mean Wages Wage as 
Percent  

Affordable Housing Mortgage 
*principal and interest payment 

 
 

hourly 
wage 

weekly 
wage 

monthly 
wage annual 

of AMI 
(County AMI) 

$42,189 

Monthly 
Expense  

30% 

Monthly 
Mortgage* 

7% 
interest  

rate 

8% 
interest  

rate 
Financial 
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks $15.03 $601.20 $2,605.20 $31,262 74% $782 - $912 $641 - $748 $96,329 - $112,384 $87,341 - $101,898 

Tax Preparers $19.71 $788.40 $3,416.40 $40,997 97% $1,025 - $1,196 $840 - $981 $126,324 - $147,378 $114,537 - $133,627 

Accountants and Auditors $22.67 $906.80 $3,929.47 $47,154 112% $1,179 - $1,375 $967 - $1,128 $145,295 - $169,510 $131,738 - $153,695 

Loan Officers $23.41 $936.40 $4,057.73 $48,693 115% $1,217 - $1,420 $998 - $1,165 $150,037 - $175,044 $136,039 - $158,712 

Management Analysts $29.86 $1,194.40 $5,175.73 $62,109 147% $1,553 - $1,812 $1,273 - $1,485 $191,376 - $223,272 $173,520 - $202,440 

 

Legal 
Law Clerk $15.27 $610.80 $2,646.80 $31,762 75% $794 - $926 $651 - $760 $97,867 - $114,178 $88,736 - $103,525 

Paralegals and Legal Assistants $25.43 $1,017.20 $4,407.87 $52,894 125% $1,322 - $1,543 $1,084 - $1,265 $162,984 - $190,148 $147,777 - $172,406 

 

Miscellaneous Service Occupations 

Waiters and Waitresses $6.27 $250.80 $1,086.80 $13,042 31% $326 - $380 $267 - $312 $40,185 - $46,883 $36,436 - $42,508 

Cashiers $7.64 $305.60 $1,324.27 $15,891 38% $397 - $463 $326 - $380 $48,966 - $57,127 $44,397 - $51,797 

Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $8.45 $338.00 $1,464.67 $17,576 42% $439 - $513 $360 - $420 $54,157 - $63,183 $49,104 - $57,288 

Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $10.74 $429.60 $1,861.60 $22,339 53% $558 - $652 $458 - $534 $68,834 - $80,306 $62,412 - $72,813 

Secretaries, Administrative Assistants & Other Office Support $13.40 $536.00 $2,322.67 $27,872 66% $697 - $813 $571 - $667 $85,882 - $110,196 $77,869 - $90,847 

Pharmacy Technicians $14.42 $576.80 $2,499.47 $29,994 71% $750 - $875 $615 - $717 $92,419 - $107,823 $83,796 - $97,762 

 

Median Wage, All Occupations $13.83 $553.20 $2,397.20 $28,766 68% $719 - $839 $590 - $688 $88,638 - $103,411 $80,368 - $93,763 
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Figure 3-11: County Employment by Sector
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ECONOMIC AND EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK 

Los Angeles County’s economy has the 16th largest gross product in the world, with a 
gross domestic product (GDP) of $285 billion and $212 billion of international trade in 
2001.12 It remains a leading manufacturing center in the nation, despite a decline in heavy 
manufacturing.  
 
The County boasts having the largest number of Latino and Asian-owned businesses in 
the nation, and the third-largest in African American business ownership.5 Additionally, 
there were 201,000 women-owned businesses active in the County in 1997, though that is 
14 percent less than the number in 1992. 
 
The entire Los Angeles County has a labor force composed of 4.8 million workers, 60 
percent of who are men and 53 percent of whom are women aged 16 and over. As of 
August 2002, 6.4 percent of the labor force was unemployed5, a one-point increase from 
the unemployment rate revealed by the 2000 Census. This unemployment rate is higher 
than that of the State (6.2 percent) and that of the nation (5.7 percent).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
12 A Tale of Two Cities, 2003 Executive Summary; United Way: 2002 
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The following excerpt from the United Way’s A Tale of Two Cities publication comments 
on the County’s difficulty in rebounding from the recession of the early nineties: 
 

“L.A. County has never fully regained jobs that were lost at the start of the 
recession, back in 1991. South Los Angeles was hit particularly hard by 
loss of jobs due to plant closures and a shift to nondurable (low-wage) 
manufacturing. Today, South Los Angeles has the County’s worst level of 
job scarcity with 7.2 residents per job, compared to 2.8 residents per job 
for the City of Los Angeles.13” 

 
The greatest amount of new jobs projected to be produced over the next few years is 
among the lower-waged occupations. Based on past trends and projections provided by 
the California Employment Development Department, the chart below lists the top-fifty 
growing occupations in Los Angeles County from 1997 to 2004, with the median hourly 
wage of each. Sixty-five percent of these new workers will earn 80 percent or below of 
the median area income.  
 
Employment growth over the next few years will spur new individuals and households to 
relocate to, or within, Los Angeles County. However, since the majority of new jobs 
created are low-wage jobs, there will be a growing demand for units affordable to low-
income persons, typically below the average home price of the area. 
 

Figure 3-12: Top 50 Growing Occupations in Los Angeles County: 1997-2004 
Absolute Growth Median Occupation 

1997-2004 Hourly Wage 
Guards And Watch Guards 14,380 $8.14 
Salespersons, Retail 13,680 $8.60 
General Managers, Top Executives 11,800 $39.79 
Cashiers 10,730 $7.64 
General Office Clerks 10,640 $11.38 
Teacher Aides, Paraprofessional 9,510 $10.16 
Teachers--Secondary School 9,070 $25.96 
Teachers--Elementary School 8,980 $21.86 
Janitors, Cleaners (Except Maids) 7,870 $8.68 
Truck Drivers, Light 6,980 $11.00 
Systems Analysts--Electronic Data Processing 5,980 $27.96 
Truck Drivers, Heavy 5,510 $12.97 
Receptionists, Information Clerks 5,370 $10.75 
Computer Support Specialists 5,160 $20.54 
Telemarketers, Solicitors & Related 4,680 $9.05 
Registered Nurses 4,620 $27.15 
Producers, Directors, Actors 4,370 $33.31 
Teacher Aides and Educational Assistants, Clerical 4,170 $9.83 

                                                 
13 A Tale of Two Cities, 2003 Executive Summary; United Way: 2002: page 9 
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Top 50 Growing Occupations 1997-2004 (Figure 3-12 continued) 

 

Occupation Absolute Growth 
1997-2004 

Median 
Hourly Wage 

Assemblers, Fabricators--Ex Machine, Electrical, Electronic & Precision 4,090 $6.76 
Teachers--Special Education 4,080 $27.39 
Laborers, Landscaping/Groundskeeping 3,990 $7.49 
Packaging, Filling Machine Operators/Tenders 3,860 $8.15 
Stock Clerks--Stockroom, Warehouse 3,790 $9.45 
Waiters And Waitresses 3,770 $6.27 
Hand Packers And Packagers 3,670 $7.16 
Demonstrators And Promoters 3,640 $9.25 
Carpenters 3,330 $20.47 
Maintenance Repairers, General Utility 2,770 $14.53 
Adjustment Clerks 2,730 $9.10 
Sales Agents--Selected Business Services 2,670 $28.39 
Sales Representatives, Non-Scientific Ex Retail 2,450 $15.92 
Combined Food Preparation And Service 2,450 $6.83 
Marketing, Advertising, Public-Relations Managers 2,390 $37.67 
Police Patrol Officers 2,370 $21.73 
Bill and Account Collectors 2,330 $13.62 
Sales Agents--Financial Services 2,190 $26.62 
Cooks--Restaurant 2,130 $8.73 
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners 2,120 $8.05 
Nurse Aides, Orderlies, Attendants 2,060 $8.86 
Computer Engineers 2,030 $36.59 
Counter And Rental Clerks 2,030 $8.23 
Medical Assistants 1,960 $12.28 
Engineering, Mathematical, and Natural Science Managers 1,890 $41.50 
Electricians 1,890 $19.98 
Food Preparation Workers 1,870 $7.93 
Lawyers 1,800 $50.66 
Accountants And Auditors 1,790 $22.67 
Industrial Truck/Tractor Operators 1,770 $10.75 
Education Administrators 1,730 $27.16 
First-Line Supervisors/Managers--Production Workers 1,650 $19.89 

Source:  California Employment Development Department, LMID; Data arranged and tabulated by SCAG Community and Economic 
Development Staff 
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SUMMARY OF DEMAND 

Following a 5 percent population increase from 1990 to 2000, the Urban County is 
expected to continue to grow through 2008. The growth in population and households 
will increase the demand for housing, which will be met by the existing housing stock or 
through construction of additional units. If trends follow the same as the countywide 
reported in 2000, 59 percent of the population growth will be due to births and 41 percent 
with be from persons moving to the area.14 Some of these households will move to the 
County as a result of new jobs created. However, the majority of these new jobs created 
throughout the County will be lower-wage jobs and therefore, the demand for affordable, 
below market-rate units will increase over the next five years. 

Housing Supply 

The percent growth in housing units did not keep pace with the percent growth in 
population during the 1990s.  During the nineties, the entire County's housing stock grew 
by 3.4 percent to reach 3,270,909 units by 2000.  Population, however, grew by 11 
percent during the same time period. Figure 3-13 below represents the number of housing 
units in the entire County by type and tenure, as reported in the 2000 Census. 
 
 

Figure 3-13: Los Angeles County 
Occupied Housing Count by Type and Tenure: 2000 

Type of Unit Owner-
Occupied 

Renter-
Occupied Total Percent of 

Total 
Single-family detached 1,219,233 324,332 1,543,565 49.3% 
Single-family attached 112,689 118,098 230,787 7.4% 
2-4 units in structure 35,463 236,153 271,616 8.7% 
5-9 units in structure 20,325 235,736 256,061 8.2% 
10-19 units in structure 17,941 233,919 251,860 8.0% 
20-49 units in structure 25,903 249,939 275,842 8.8% 
50 or more units in structure 28,011 224,987 252,998 8.1% 
Mobile home 38,437 10,170 48,607 1.6% 
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 1,692 746 2,438 0.1% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. 

 

                                                 
14 A Tale of Two Cities, 2003 Executive Summary; United Way: 2002: page 3 
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HOUSING UNITS WITHIN THE URBAN COUNTY 

The composition of the Urban County’s housing stock differs from the countywide 
profile in that there is a greater percent of single-family homes and less of multifamily 
units. Single-family homes comprise 71 percent of the Urban County’s total stock, as 
opposed to 56.7 percent countywide. While one third of the County’s stock is multifamily 
housing15, these type of units only compose 23.8 percent of the Urban County’s stock. 
The chart below shows the breakdown of occupied units by type in the Urban County. 
 
 

Figure 3-14: Urban County 
Occupied Housing Count by Type: 2000 

 
Type of Unit Total Percent of 

Total 
Single-family detached 461,764 62.3% 
Single-family attached 64,624 8.7% 
2-4 units in structure 52,452 7.1% 
5-9 units in structure 39,263 5.3% 
10-19 units in structure 33,216 4.5% 
20-49 units in structure 33,346 4.5% 
50 or more units in structure 36,040 4.9% 
Mobile home 19,418 2.6% 
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 947 0.1% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. 

 

HOUSING FOR PERSONS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS 

What is Supportive Housing 

For persons with special needs requiring supportive services, supportive housing can 
improve the quality of life for persons with special needs, while allowing them to achieve 
the greatest possible degree of independence. If service resources are allocated 
appropriately, they can be provided in settings where people choose to live, not just in 
institutions.  Special needs housing, often referred to as supportive housing, is defined as 
housing that provided supportive services and/or physical adaptations allowing residents 
with special needs to live as independently as possible in integrated community settings. 
 
To provide successfully a range of housing options within every community requires the 
combined effort of policymakers, people with disabilities, housing developers, human 
service providers and other disability advocates. All of these sectors use language and 
terminology that may be specific to their focal area.  

                                                 
15 Multifamily housing stock is defined for this purpose as 5 or more units per structure. 



Section 3: Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment 

Los Angeles County Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan Page 3-24 
  

Over the years, community planners and policymakers have come to view housing as a 
continuum related to the varying conditions that may exist when a housing need emerges. 
This housing continuum generally ranges from emergency housing (shelter) services to 
permanent housing. Within any continuum will likely be many variations on the housing 
theme such as congregate housing, subsidized housing, housing with supportive services 
and community facilities. Rental housing units can be constructed to efficiently and 
quickly be adapted to accommodate the needs of persons with special needs. Programs 
that prevent the incidence of homelessness and preserve the existing housing stock are 
also critical components of any housing continuum. 
 
The combination of housing and support is often necessary for people with disabilities to 
successfully integrate into the community and achieve long-term stability. However, this 
population often encounters a shortage of affordable housing stock and a need for support 
services to accompany the living situation. Support may range from medical monitoring 
and assistance with daily living activities to occasional homemaking chores, nutrition, 
and/or transportation. Supportive services are designed to maximize independence, 
flexible and responsive to resident needs, available as and when needed, and accessible to 
residents.  Supportive services in transitional housing must assist residents in locating and 
accessing permanent, affordable housing and in preparing them for their new housing 
situation 
  
Staff trained in working with target populations must provide supportive services.  
Housing sponsors must have cooperative and collaborative linkages to support and 
enhance supportive services not offered by staff.  Supportive service plans must describe 
how residents will access services, house rules and other program policies, and resident 
involvement in decision-making and management of the facility.  The supportive services 
plan is also evaluated for effective approaches to monitoring and managing the 
relationship between property managers and residents and for sensitive implementation of 
property management policies and practices.   
 
In years past, the response to this level of need was often institutionalization and 
community isolation. People with disabilities were often separated from their families by 
hundreds or thousands of miles due to the remote locations of some of these institutions. 
As a result of vigorous efforts from homeless, senior and disability advocacy groups and 
now bolstered by the 1999 Olmstead Decision of the Supreme Court, two distinct types 
of community based housing alternatives have emerged: supportive housing and assisted 
living.  

Licensed Community Care Facilities 

According to the Lanterman Developmental Disabilities Services Act (Sections 5115 and 
5116 of the California Welfare and Institutions Code), mentally and physically disabled 
persons are "entitled to live in normal residential surroundings" and property used for six 
or less disabled persons ("group homes") is considered a residential use, which is 
permitted in all residential classifications. "A state-authorized, certified, or licensed 
family care home, foster home, or group home serving six or fewer disabled persons or 
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dependent and neglected children on a 24-hour-a-day basis is considered a residential use 
that is permitted in all residential zones.16" 
 
Group homes of seven or more persons, on the other hand, can be subject to special 
requirements, making it much more difficult to obtain land use permits for homes of this 
type. The California Department of Social Services Community Care Licensing Division 
reported that 2,081 licensed community care facilities are located in Los Angeles County, 
only 382 of which are located in the Urban County14. The facilities in the Urban County 
have a capacity to accommodate 9,758 persons. The following table, included in the Los 
Angeles County Analysis of Impediments, inventories the licensed community care 
facilities by participating city and unincorporated area, detailing the number of beds and 
the proportion of beds to the city populations. 
 

Figure 3-15: Community Care Facilities 
Participating Cities 

Agoura Hills 8 200 9.7 La Verne 18 792 25.0 
Arcadia  8 629 11.9 Lawndale 9 158 5.0 
Artesia  3 97 5.9 Lomita 6 54 1.6 
Azusa 7 91 2.0 Malibu  5 36 2.9 
Bell 1 6 0.2 Manhattan Beach 3 16 0.5 
Bell Gardens 1 40 0.9 Monrovia 5 246 6.7 
Beverly Hills 1 100 3.0 Rancho Palos Verdes 33 382 9.3 
Calabasas 2 140 7.0 Rolling Hills Estates 2 12 1.6 
Cerritos 10 205 4.0 San Dimas 18 828 23.7 
Claremont 14 782 23.0 San Fernando 5 223 9.5 
Commerce 1 6 0.5 San Gabriel 7 255 6.4 
Covina 26 520 11.1 Santa Fe Springs  3 125 7.2 
Culver City 14 512 13.2 Sierra Madre 4 108 10.2 
Diamond Bar 23 130 2.3 Signal Hill 3 81 8.7 
Duarte 5 468 21.8 South El Monte 1 6 0.3 
El Segundo 2 60 3.7 South Pasadena 10 191 7.9 
Hawaiian Gardens  1 6 4.1 Temple City 3 162 4.9 
Hermosa Beach  4 166 8.9 Walnut  13 282 9.4 
Irwindale 1 6 4.1 West Hollywood 3 59 1.7 
La Canada Flintridge 2 12 0.6 Westlake Village 2 12 1.4 
La Habra Heights  2 26 4.6 Unincorporated 74 1,095 5.2 
La Mirada 8 156 3.3 Total Urban County 382 9,758 4.3 
La Puente 10 287 7.0 Total Los Angeles Co. 2,081 49,174 5.2 
Source of Table: Los Angeles Urban County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice; Cotton 
Bridges and Associates: 2003. 
Source of Data: State of California Community Care Licensing Division, 2002 
Note: Both Commerce and Irwindale were identified as containing only one facility, However, no data was 
provided by the State database, For purposes of comparison, a small facility with six beds is assumed for 
both cities. 

 

                                                 
16 Los Angeles Urban County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice; Cotton Bridges and Associates: 2003. 



Section 3: Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment 

Los Angeles County Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan Page 3-26 
  

Housing for Persons with HIV/AIDS 

Los Angeles County is home to about 40,000 people living with HIV/AIDS, and has 
hundreds of service-providers dedicated to helping those in need. The Housing 
Opportunities for Persons with AIDS program (HOPWA) was established in 1991 by the 
AIDS Housing Opportunities Act. HOPWA is administered by the City of Los Angeles 
and is designed to provide resources and incentives to devise long-term comprehensive 
strategies for meeting housing needs of persons living with HIV/AIDS. HOPWA-Short 
Term Rent, Mortgage and Utility Assistance Program (STAP) provides short-term rent, 
mortgage and utility payments up to $1,600/year ($2,775/year for a family unit), to 
individuals who are HIV symptomatic, diagnosed with AIDS, or infected with HIV and 
have an unrelated disability. The HOPWA-STAP program offers qualified clients and 
their families financial assistance in the form of move-in grants and shallow grants.  
 
HOPWA funding provides housing assistance and related supportive services as part of 
HUD’s Consolidated Planning initiative that works in partnership with communities and 
neighborhoods in managing Federal funds appropriated to HIV/AIDS programs. 
HOPWA grantees are encouraged to develop community-wide strategies and form 
partnerships with area nonprofit organizations. Services provided by HOPWA are 
delivered at the agencies listed at http://www.hivla.org/pdf/HIVLA.pdf17.  

Community Input 

The CDC sponsored a focus group that discussed the current supply of supportive 
housing and services for persons with special needs and examined the needs that still 
exist for these subpopulations. A discussion of these supportive housing needs in Los 
Angeles County begins on page 3-44 of this section. 

DEVELOPMENT TRENDS 

During the 1990’s, Southern California exhibited distinct trends in housing development. 
Multi-family housing construction plummeted and new single-family construction was 
targeted to high-end buyers, oftentimes newcomers from the entertainment and high tech 
industries.18 These new homes in Southern California have an average value of 30 
percent higher than that of existing homes. 
 
Los Angeles County exemplifies these region-wide trends. Figure 3-16 on the following 
page shows the number of residential housing permits issued by type from 1990 to 2000 
throughout the entire County. Los Angeles County had the largest decrease in multi-
family units in the region, dropping from 16,136 in 1990 to 8,581 in 2000. While the 
issuance of multi-family permits has steadily increased since 1995, the 2000 figure is still 
47 percent of the number issued in 1990. 
 
Another trend demonstrated in Southern California is that housing production did not 
rebound like jobs did after the early nineties recession. During the recession, housing 
                                                 
17 Los Angeles County Department of Health Services’ Office of AIDS Programs and Policy 
18 Housing in Southern California: A Decade in Review; Southern California Association of Governments: January 2001. 
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continued to be produced, while a significant number of jobs were lost. However, 
beginning in 1994, there was positive job growth and by 1998, job growth surpassed 
housing production in the region by over three times.19 

 
 

Of the 121,607 total building permits issued in Los Angeles County from 1990 to 1999, 
75 percent were for the incorporated cities. Twenty-five percent, or 30,569 permits were 
for the unincorporated areas. This trend of suburbanization is consistent with the region-
wide average of 74 percent within incorporated cities and 26 percent in unincorporated 
areas20. 

BUILDING ACTIVITY 

Based on population projections and the County's average household size today, Los 
Angeles County will gain more than 200,000 households from the year 2000 to 2008. It 
will need at least that many more housing units to accommodate such growth.  
 
If current trends in housing development continue, there will not be enough new units 
produced to accommodate the growth in households.  Between 1990 and 2000, Los 
Angeles County’s housing stock increased an average of .34 percent a year.  Based on a 
four-year average increase in the County’s building permits, there will be a .1 percent 
annual growth in units. Figure 3-17 shows three scenarios of growth, which yield 
between 34,000 and 194,000 new units. 
 

                                                 
19 Southern California Association of Governments data 
20 Housing in Southern California: A Decade in Review; Southern California Association of Governments: January 2001. 

Figure 3-16: Number of Single-Family and Multifamily Permits 
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If housing construction in the Urban County outpaces the countywide average production 
rate, then the Urban County could experience an influx of residents from the larger cities 
searching for housing options. 

Housing Affordability 

Currently, a substantial number of households in Los Angeles County are priced out of 
the homeownership and rental market. This affordability analysis utilizes 2000 data to 
make assumptions about current and future housing affordability.  

OWNERSHIP 

Figure 3-18 illustrates how the income needed to afford the median prices home, based 
on two different assumptions of interest rate: an interest rate of 7 percent and one of 8 
percent. The table also illustrates the price of a home that a household paying the Fair 
Market Rent (FMR) can afford, if it were to own rather than rent. While Figure 3-18 
assumes an affordable housing cost to be 30 percent of a household's monthly income, 
Figure 3-19 displays a different scenario—35 percent of a household's monthly income as 
the index for affordability. 
 
The wage analysis (Figure 3-10) confirms that many working families do not earn 
sufficient wages to attain homeownership. Based on this analysis, only dual-income 
households of the selected illustrative occupations can afford the average priced home in 
Los Angeles County, as illustrated below.  
 
Assuming a 30 percent affordability index, the results of the analysis show that in Los 
Angeles County, a household earning $90,998 to $100,362 (or 216-238 percent of the 
AMI) can afford the average price of a home. A household composed of a police patrol 
officer and an elementary school teacher or a fire fighter and a tax preparer can afford 

Figure 3-17: Projected Households versus 
Projected Range of Growth in Units
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this average price of $295,150, assuming the household can provide a down payment of 5 
percent. 
 
Assuming a 35 percent affordability index, the results of the analysis show that in Los 
Angeles County, a household earning $77,998 to $86,025 (or 185-204 percent of the 
AMI) can afford the average price of a home. A household composed of a librarian and a 
bookkeeper or a medical assistant and a paralegal can afford this average price of 
$295,150, assuming the household can provide a down payment of 5 percent.   

RENTAL  

This analysis further examines the affordability of rental housing in Los Angeles County 
in comparison to the cost of homeownership. While expensive, current rent levels are 
below the amount needed to purchase a home at the average sales price in many areas of 
the County. For example, a renter paying the monthly fair market rent (FMR) for a three-
bedroom unit ($1,167) could only afford a home that was 51 percent of the median sales 
price for the County ($151,406 or less), assuming the renter contributes 30 percent of its 
monthly wages to housing.  

THE TIPPING POINT 

Figures 3-20 and 3-21 further detail the incomes necessary to afford to rent or own a 
home in Los Angeles County affordably. The first chart illustrates the “tipping point” 
scenario by percent of median income, at which households can begin to afford the 
median home value and the median sales priced home based on 30 percent affordability.  
 
In this first scenario, at current prices, it takes a household earning at least 116 percent 
above the median income (216 percent AMI) to purchase a home at the median sales 
price of $295,150. The second scenario (Figure 3-21) illustrates the “tipping point” based 
on 35 percent affordability. With this scenario, it takes a household earning at least 85 
percent above the median income (185 percent AMI) to purchase a home at the median 
sales price of $295,150.  
 
The monthly housing costs for this home are 94.9 percent greater than the FMR for a 
three-bedroom unit ($1,167). Renters able to afford this FMR, those earning 95 to 111 
percent of AMI, can only afford to purchase homes at 51 percent of the average sales 
price, provided they can obtain the required down payment and closing costs. 



Section 3: Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment 

Los Angeles County Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan                      Page 3-30 
  

 
Figure 3-18: Homeowner and Rental Housing Affordability 

 
   Area Median Income (County) $42,189  

   Affordable Monthly Housing Cost 30% monthly income  
Homeowner Housing       
Annual Wage (and % AMI) and Down Payment Needed to Buy Various Priced Homes (at 7% interest rate)    

 Sales Price Down Payment Mortgage Amount Monthly Mortgage Total Monthly Annual Income Percent of AMI 
   at 7% interest Cost****  L.A. County 

Median Home Value, 2000* $209,300 $10,465 $198,835 $1,323 $1,613 $64,529 153% 
Median Single-Family Sales Price, 2000** $215,900 $10,795 $205,105 $1,365 $1,664 $66,564 158% 
Median Sales Price, 2002*** $295,150 $14,758 $280,393 $1,865 $2,275 $90,998 216% 

        
Annual Wage (and % AMI) and Down Payment Needed to Buy Various Priced Homes (at 8% 
interest rate) 

    

 Sales Price Down Payment Mortgage Amount Monthly Mortgage Total Monthly Annual Income Percent of AMI 

   at 8% interest Cost***  (County) 
Median Home Value, 2000* $209,300 $10,465 $198,835 $1,459 $1,779 $71,170 169% 
Median Single-Family Sales Price, 2000** $215,900 $10,795 $205,105 $1,505 $1,835 $73,414 174% 
Median Sales Price, 2002 $295,150 $14,758 $280,393 $2,057 $2,509 $100,362 238% 
*Median Home Value; Source: Census 2000        
** Existing Median Single-Family Sales Price and Existing Median Sales Price 2000;  
    Source: Real Estate and Construction Report 4th Quarter 2000,  
    by Real Estate Research Council at California State Polytechnic University, Pomona 
***California Association of Realtors, October 2002 
****includes property taxes, homeowner & mortgage insurance  

 
Rental Housing         
Comparable Monthly Rent and Mortgage/Tax/Insurance Payments 
 

     

 Monthly Housing Comparable Monthly Affordable Sales Price Affordable Sales 
Price 

Annual Income Percent of AMI 

 Expense Mortgage* 7% interest rate 8% interest rate  (County) 
2002 FMR (2-bedroom) $865 $709 $112,224 $101,754 $34,600 82% 
2002 FMR (3-bedroom) $1,167 $957 $151,406 $137,279 $46,680 111% 
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Figure 3-19: Homeowner and Rental Housing Affordability 

 
 

    Area Median Income (County) $42,189   
    Affordable Monthly Housing Cost 35% monthly income   
Homeowner Housing         
Annual Wage (and % AMI) and Down Payment Needed to Buy Various Priced Homes (at 7% 
interest rate) 

     

 Sales Price Down Payment Mortgage Amount Monthly Mortgage Total Monthly Annual Income Percent of AMI  
    at 7% interest Cost***  (County)  

Median Home Value, 2000 $209,300 $10,465 $198,835 $1,323 $1,613 $55,311 131%  
Median Single-Family Sales Price, 2000 $215,900 $10,795 $205,105 $1,365 $1,664 $57,055 135%  
Median Sales Price, 2002 $295,150 $14,758 $280,393 $1,865 $2,275 $77,998 185%  

         
Annual Wage (and % AMI) and Down Payment Needed to Buy Various Priced Homes (at 8% 
interest rate) 

     

 Sales Price Down Payment Mortgage Amount Monthly Mortgage Total Monthly Annual Income Percent of AMI  
    at 8% interest Cost***  (County)  

Median Home Value, 2000 $209,300 $10,465 $198,835 $1,459 $1,779 $61,003 145%  
Median Single-Family Sales Price, 2000 $215,900 $10,795 $205,105 $1,505 $1,835 $62,926 149%  
Median Sales Price, 2002 $295,150 $14,758 $280,393 $2,057 $2,509 $86,025 204%  
*Source: www.realtor.com, June14, 2002        
**2000 Census; assumes 9.1% appreciation per year (www.homestore.com)       
***includes property taxes, homeowner & mortgage insurance       

         
Rental Housing         
Comparable Monthly Rent and Mortgage/Tax/Insurance Payments       

 Monthly Housing Comparable 
Monthly 

Affordable Sales 
Price 

Affordable Sales 
Price 

Monthly Income Annual Income Percent of AMI 

 Expense Mortgage* 7% interest rate 8% interest rate   (County) 
2002 FMR (2-bedroom) $865 $709 $112,224 $101,754 $2,471 $29,657 70% 
2002 FMR (3-bedroom) $1,167 $957 $151,406 $137,279 $3,334 $40,011 95% 
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Figure 3-20: Renting versus Owning: the Tipping Point                       
Scenario 1 

L.A. County Area Median Income  $42,189  
     

   
Percent Monthly Affordable  Affordable Affordable Affordable 
of AMI Wage Monthly Expenses* Monthly Mortgage Mortgage** Sales Price*** 

10% $352 $105 $86 $13,000 $13,684 
20% $703 $211 $173 $25,999 $27,368 
30% $1,055 $316 $259 $38,999 $41,052 
40% $1,406 $422 $346 $51,999 $54,736 
50% $1,758 $527 $432 $64,999 $68,420 
60% $2,109 $633 $519 $77,998 $82,103 
70% $2,461 $738 $605 $90,998 $95,787 
80% $2,813 $844 $692 $103,998 $109,471 
90% $3,164 $949 $778 $116,997 $123,155 

100% $3,516 $1,055 $865 $129,997 $136,839 
110% $3,867 $1,160 $951 $142,997 $150,523 
120% $4,219 $1,266 $1,038 $155,997 $164,207 
130% $4,570 $1,371 $1,124 $168,996 $177,891 
140% $4,922 $1,477 $1,211 $181,996 $191,575 
150% $5,274 $1,582 $1,297 $194,996 $205,259 
160% $5,625 $1,688 $1,384 $207,995 $218,943 
170% $5,977 $1,793 $1,470 $220,995 $232,627 
180% $6,328 $1,899 $1,557 $233,995 $246,310 
190% $6,680 $2,004 $1,643 $246,995 $259,994 
200% $7,032 $2,109 $1,730 $259,994 $273,678 
210% $7,383 $2,215 $1,816 $272,994 $287,362 
220% $7,735 $2,320 $1,903 $285,994 $301,046 

      
*assumes 30% of monthly income going to housing expenses   
*assumes 7% annual interest rate      
**assumes the ability to make a 5% down payment  

   
 can afford the 2000 Median Home Value of Owner-Occupied Unit in the County $209,300 
 can afford to buy the 2000 Single-Family Median Sales Priced home $215,900 
 can afford to buy Median Sales Price, 2002  $295,150 
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Figure 3-21: Renting versus Owning: the Tipping Point                       

Scenario 2 

 
L.A. County Area Median Income  $42,189  
     

   
Percent Monthly Affordable  Affordable Affordable Affordable 
of AMI Wage Monthly Expenses* Monthly Mortgage Mortgage** Sales Price*** 

10% $352 $123 $101 $15,166 $15,965 
20% $703 $246 $202 $30,333 $31,929 
30% $1,055 $369 $303 $45,499 $47,894 
40% $1,406 $492 $404 $60,665 $63,858 
50% $1,758 $615 $505 $75,832 $79,823 
60% $2,109 $738 $605 $90,998 $95,787 
70% $2,461 $861 $706 $106,164 $111,752 
80% $2,813 $984 $807 $121,331 $127,717 
90% $3,164 $1,107 $908 $136,497 $143,681 

100% $3,516 $1,231 $1,009 $151,663 $159,646 
110% $3,867 $1,354 $1,110 $166,830 $175,610 
120% $4,219 $1,477 $1,211 $181,996 $191,575 
130% $4,570 $1,600 $1,312 $197,162 $207,539 
140% $4,922 $1,723 $1,413 $212,329 $223,504 
150% $5,274 $1,846 $1,514 $227,495 $239,468 
160% $5,625 $1,969 $1,614 $242,661 $255,433 
170% $5,977 $2,092 $1,715 $257,828 $271,398 
180% $6,328 $2,215 $1,816 $272,994 $287,362 
190% $6,680 $2,338 $1,917 $288,160 $303,327 
200% $7,032 $2,461 $2,018 $303,327 $319,291 
210% $7,383 $2,584 $2,119 $318,493 $335,256 
220% $7,735 $2,707 $2,220 $333,659 $351,220 

      
*assumes 35% of monthly income going to housing expenses   
*assumes 7% annual interest rate      
**assumes the ability to make a 5% down payment  

   
 can afford the 2000 Median Home Value of Owner-Occupied Unit in the County $209,300 
 can afford to buy the 2000 Single-Family Median Sales Priced home $215,900 
 can afford to buy Median Sales Price, 2002  $295,150 
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Housing Problems  

Los Angeles County is suffering an extreme affordability crisis, which has created a 
number of housing problems for households within the County. Lack of affordable 
housing creates households to be cost burdened and severely cost burdened.  According 
to the Southern California Association of Governments, housing production lagging 
demand “contributes to increase in illegal units [garage conversions and additions of 
trailers/mobile homes as part of the units in a home], low vacancy rates, overcrowding, 
less recycling of older units and a bidding up of lower-cost units into higher-cost 
categories.”21  
 
In addition to affordability problems, numerous households need rehabilitation to their 
homes. Homes can need rehabilitation because they lack needed facilities, are structurally 
deficient, contain lead-based paint, or do not meet the area’s building code. The 
following section describes the various housing problems that Los Angeles County 
households experience. 

COST BURDEN 

HUD defines cost burdened as a household paying more than 30% of its monthly income 
towards housing expenses. Severe cost burden is paying more than 50% of monthly 
income towards housing expenses. According to the 2000 Census, 39.9 percent22 of 
renter households within the County (or more than 600,000) are cost burdened. Within 
the unincorporated areas, the percentage of cost burdened renters jumps to 44.7 percent 
(or over 47,000 households). Severely cost burdened households—those that pay more 
than 50 percent of their monthly income to housing expenses—comprise 22.9 percent of 
all renters in Los Angeles County. In the unincorporated areas, 23.6 percent of renters (or 
over 23,000 households) are severely cost burdened.  
 
While a smaller percentage of homeowners are cost burdened, there is still a significantly 
high number. Forty-one percent23 of all owner households with a mortgage (or more than 
400,000) are cost burdened in Los Angeles County. In the unincorporated areas, 41.4 
percent (or 52,844) of owner households are cost burdened, and 17 percent (or 21,798) 
are severely cost burdened. In participating cities, 38.6 percent (or 66,357) are cost 
burdened, and 15.4 percent (26,412) are severely cost burdened. 
 
 

Figure 3-22: Cost Burdened and Severely Cost Burdened Households 

Area Cost Burden Severe Cost Burden 
 owners renters owners renters 

Participating Cities 66,357 38.6% 69,468 41.7% 26,412 15.4% 32,697 19.6% 
Unincorporated Areas 52,844 41.4% 47,074 44.7% 21,798 17.0% 23,325 23.6% 
Total County 415,342 41.2% 617,175 39.9% 170,484 16.9% 353,827 22.9% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000. 

                                                 
21 Housing in Southern California: A Decade in Review; Southern California Association of Governments: January 2001: page 17. 
22 Percentages based on total number of renters whose housing costs were computed (not total renters). 
23 Percentages based on total number of homeowners whose housing costs were computed (not total homeowners). In addition, these 
percentages only include owners that have a mortgage. 
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Figure 3-23 shows the top 15 participating cities with the highest incidence of renters 
experiencing a cost burden. As seen below, in Rolling Hills, Irwindale, Westlake Village, 
and Malibu, more than 50 percent of the population experience a cost burden. 
 
 

Figure 3-23: Top 15 Participating Cities with  
Highest Incidence of Cost Burden 

 

Participating Cities Percent Cost 
Burdened 

Rolling Hills  56.67% 
Irwindale 52.78% 
Westlake Village 52.49% 
Malibu 50.20% 
La Mirada  49.28% 
Maywood 48.42% 
Bell 48.40% 
Walnut 48.10% 
Hawaiian Gardens 47.69% 
Bell Gardens 47.69% 
Beverly Hills 47.35% 
Cerritos 47.17% 
Commerce 46.94% 
Cudahy 46.37% 
Azusa 45.60% 

 

OVERCROWDING 

A household is considered overcrowded when there is more than one person living per 
dwelling room. There are a total of 720,369 overcrowded households in the County, 
134,137 of which are within the Urban County. In the Urban County, 68,394 households 
within the unincorporated areas and 65,743 in the participating cities are overcrowded.  
 
The overcrowded households in the Urban County total 18.8 percent of all households. 
There is a larger percentage of white households that are overcrowded: 15 percent 
compared to 13 percent in the incorporated cities. The following chart shows the 
breakdown of overcrowded households by race in the unincorporated areas. 
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Figure 3-24: Overcrowded Households in Unincorporated Los Angeles County 
Participating Cities Unincorporated Areas 

Race* 
Number 

as % of Race 
Population 
 in the area 

as % of Total 
Households  
in the area 

Number 
as % of Race 

Population 
 in the area 

as % of Total 
Households  
in the area 

White 24,370 37.07% 5.71% 22,467 15.1% 7.84% 
African American 1,280 1.95% 0.30% 4,405 12.3% 1.54% 
American Indian/Alaskan Native 646 0.98% 0.15% 651 32.4% 0.23% 
Asian 12,742 19.38% 2.99% 5,699 19.3% 1.99% 
Native Hawaiian/ other Pacific 
Islander 210 0.32% 0.05% 159 31.6% 0.06% 

Some other race 23,205 35.30% 5.44% 31,455 53.2% 10.98% 
Two or more races 3,290 5.00% 0.77% 3,558 32.2% 1.24% 
*Hispanic/Latino is an ethnicity, not a race. Therefore, this population is included in the various race categories above. 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000                                                         

 
 
The next chart shows the top 15 participating cities with the highest incidence of 
overcrowding. Five of these cities—Bell, Bell Gardens, Cerritos, Cudahy, and 
Maywood—were also on the top 15 list for highest incidence of cost burden. 
 
 

Figure 3-25: Top 15 Participating Cities with  
Highest Incidence of Overcrowding 

 

Participating Cities Overcrowded 
Housing Units 

Bell Gardens  5,950 
Bell  4,917 
Maywood  3,735 
La Puente  3,733 
Azusa  3,688 
Cudahy  3,116 
San Gabriel  3,069 
Lawndale  2,982 
San Fernando  2,546 
South El Monte  2,328 
Covina  2,035 
Arcadia  1,998 
Monrovia  1,859 
Temple City  1,744 
Cerritos  1,730 
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PHYSICAL DEFECTS 

There are several basic necessities to housing accommodations, including plumbing, heat, 
kitchen facilities, and ample space to sleep all householders. If a unit lacks a complete 
kitchen or bathroom, HUD considers the unit to have a physical defect and therefore a 
housing problem This section describes the population in Los Angeles County, and the 
subset in the Urban County that lack some of these essentials.  
 
As seen below, the majority of households in the County use utility gas as their heating 
fuel. Compared to Los Angeles County on a whole, a greater percentage of households in 
the unincorporated areas use non-gas and non-electricity means. Additionally, a greater 
percentage, nearly 4 percent (or 10,556 households) have no source of house heating fuel. 
As seen in Figure 3-26, the percentage of households without heating fuel is lowest in the 
participating cities. In these cities, there are 7,741 households without heating fuel. 
 

Figure 3-26: House Heating Fuel  
in Los Angeles County 

 Participating 
Cities 

Unincorporated Entire 
County 

Utility gas 80.43% 77.81% 76.74% 
Bottled, tank, or LP gas 1.25% 3.90% 1.53% 
Electricity 16.19% 13.26% 18.05% 
Fuel oil, kerosene, etc. 0.01% 0.05% 0.04% 
Coal or coke 0.00% 0.01% 0.01% 
Wood 0.13% 0.87% 0.24% 
Solar energy 0.12% 0.26% 0.20% 
Other fuel 0.05% 0.15% 0.12% 
No fuel used 1.82% 3.70% 3.08% 
Source: U.S. Census 2000                  

 
 
Similar to the other housing problems—such as cost burden and overcrowding—the 
cities of Bell Gardens, Maywood, Bell, and Cudahy were in the top 15 of all participating 
cities for the number of occupied housing units without heating fuel. 
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Figure 3-27: Top 15 Participating Cities with  
Largest Number of No Heating Fuel 

 

Participating Cities No Fuel Used 

Bell Gardens 1,153 
Maywood 710 
Bell  643 
Cudahy  491 
La Puente 443 
South El Monte  386 
Commerce 316 
West Hollywood  284 
Lawndale  265 
Hawaiian Gardens 263 
San Gabriel  252 
Azusa  239 
Culver City  236 
San Fernando  235 
Duarte  146 

 

 

A slightly smaller percentage of households in the unincorporated areas, compared to the 
County as a whole, are lacking complete plumbing facilities. Of the homeowners in the 
unincorporated areas, 0.57 percent lack complete plumbing facilities, compared to 1.44 
percent of renters. A total of 2,549 (or 0.9 percent of all households) in these areas have 
this housing problem.  
 
Maywood, Cudahy, and Bell Gardens appear again in the top 15 for the highest 
prevalence of plumbing problems. Figure 3-28 lists the top 15 participating cities. 

 
Figure 3-28: Top 15 Participating Cities with  

Largest Number Lacking Complete Plumbing Facilities 
 

Participating Cities Lacking Complete 
Plumbing Facilities 

Maywood  133 
La Puente  132 
San Gabriel  127 
Azusa  125 
San Fernando 117 
Bell Gardens 112 
West Hollywood  109 
Lawndale  102 
Arcadia  93 
South El Monte 88 
Diamond Bar  79 
Cudahy  77 
Covina  77 
Claremont  71 
Commerce  66 
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Similar to plumbing facilities, a slightly smaller percentage of households in the 
unincorporated areas than the County on a whole are lacking complete kitchen facilities. 
Of the homeowners in the unincorporated areas, 0.43 percent lack complete kitchen 
facilities, compared to 2.13 percent of renters. A total of 3,017 (or 1.05 percent of all 
households) lack this basic essential. The chart below ranks the top 15 participating cities 
with this housing problem. 
 

Figure 3-29: Top 15 Participating Cities with  
Largest Number Lacking Complete Kitchen Facilities 

 
Participating Cities Lacking Complete 

Plumbing Facilities 
West Hollywood  257 
La Mirada  200 
San Dimas  194 
San Gabriel  179 
Arcadia  167 
Culver City  162 
Azusa  156 
Beverly Hills  156 
Lawndale  149 
Temple City  138 
Bell  132 
La Puente  130 
Bell Gardens  116 
Maywood  111 
Covina  107 

 
Often, a household suffers from more than one of the housing problems described above. 
For example, 1,354 households in the unincorporated areas are both overcrowded and 
lack plumbing facilities. Of these households, 985 live in units built before 1979, 
meaning they could have lead-based paint or rehabilitation needs typical of a unit more 
than 20 years old. 
 
In the participating cities, 1063 households suffer from overcrowding and lack complete 
plumbing facilities. Of these, 903 are occupying units built prior to 1979. 
 

Figure 3-30: Top 15 Participating Cities with  
Highest Percentage of Multiple Housing Problems 

 

Participating Cities 
Overcrowded and 

Lack Plumbing 
Facilities 

Overcrowded, Lack 
Plumbing Facilities, 

and Built Before 1979 
San Fernando 102 102 
Maywood 98 92 
Lawndale 92 92 
Azusa 82 61 
South El Monte 74 64 
San Gabriel 69 45 
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Figure 3-30 continued 

Participating Cities 
Overcrowded and 

Lack Plumbing 
Facilities 

Overcrowded, Lack 
Plumbing Facilities, 

and Built Before 1979 
Bell Gardens 68 48 
La Puente 67 67 
Commerce 47 31 
Cudahy 46 46 
Cerritos 35 35 
Avalon 34 34 
La Mirada 32 13 
Temple City 28 21 
Malibu 21 21 

AGE OF STRUCTURE 

Often, a structure’s age correlates to its need for rehabilitation. The majority of the units 
in unincorporated Los Angeles County were built before 1979. For example, eighty 
percent of the housing units, or 229,591 were built in 1979 or earlier. Twenty-two percent 
or 62,889 housing units are over 50 years old. It is likely that a large percentage of the 
units 50 years and older are in need of some sort of rehabilitation. 
 
The age of the housing stock throughout the Urban County is similar to the countywide 
profile. Almost 81 percent of the housing stock in unincorporated Los Angeles County 
(230,535 units) and 80 percent of those in the participating cities were (341,934) built in 
1979 or earlier. 
 

 

 
 

 

Figure 3-31 Year Structure Built in Participating Cities
1999 to March 2000
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STANDARD AND SUBSTANDARD CONDITION 

The Community Development Division considers housing units in compliance with local 
building codes to be standard units. Any housing unit that does not meet these 
requirements is considered substandard. Common housing code violations make a unit 
unsafe and/or unsanitary, including problems with wiring, plumbing, windows, roofs and 
exterior, and heating and air conditioning systems.  
 
Most of these units are substandard units that are suitable for rehabilitation. However, 
any property found to be structurally unsound or badly deteriorated is considered in 
substandard condition, unsuitable for rehabilitation. These units may be candidates for 
reconstruction. These are units that do not meet local code standards for occupancy and 
are “uninhabitable” because they no longer contain an enclosed, heated residential unit 
with working plumbing and electricity. 

HOUSING PROBLEMS DATA 

As part of the Consolidated Plan regulations, HUD requires jurisdictions to estimate the 
populations of low- and moderate-income households, by type, who are suffering housing 
problems. By HUD standards, there are three scenarios where a household has a housing 
problem: if it pays more than 30 percent of its gross monthly income for housing, it is 
considered “cost burdened,” or pays more than 50 percent, it is severely cost burdened; if 
a household occupies a unit that lacks a complete kitchen or bathroom, the unit has a 
physical defect; or if a household contains more members than the unit has rooms, the 
unit is overcrowded. The table below displays this information based on the Southern 
California Association of Government’s (SCAG) 2000 Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment.  
  

Figure 3-32 Year Structure Built in Unincorporated L.A. County

1999 to March 2000
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1995 to 1998
3%1939 or earlier
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Figure 3-33: Household by Type, Income, and Housing Problem 
Renters Owners 

Elderly 
1 & 2 

member 
households 

Small 
Related 
(2 to 4) 

Large  
Related 

(5 or 
more) 

All 
Other 

House-
holds 

Total 
 

Renters 
Elderly All Other 

Owners 
Total  

 
Owners 

Total 
House-
holds 

Household by 
Type, Income, & 
Housing Problem 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) 
1. Extremely Low and Very Income 
(0 to 50% AMI) 18,783 32,103 23,556 16,477 90,756 25,435 28,073 54,985 145,741 

2. Extremely Low Income (0 to 30% 
AMI) 12,287 17,290 11,280 8,933 49,799 13,377 13,378 26,753 76,552 

3. % with any housing problems 73% 88% 99% 73% 42,500 52% 75% 16,730 59,230 
4. % Cost Burden > 30% 72% 84% 87% 71% 40,215 52% 68% 15,757 55,972 
5. % Cost Burden > 50% 56% 72% 70% 65% 33,032 33% 57% 12,040 45,071 
6. Very Low Income ( 31 to 50% AMI) 6,496 14,813 12,276 7,544 40,957 12,058 14,695 28,232 69,189 
7. % with any housing problems 80% 89% 98% 89% 36,610 29% 75% 14,823 51,433 
8. % Cost Burden > 30% 79% 78% 68% 87% 31,649 29% 63% 13,062 44,711 
9. % Cost Burden > 50% 40% 33% 16% 53% 13,449 12% 43% 7,766 21,215 
10. Low Income (51 to 80% AMI) 4,670 21,144 14,474 12,989 53,573 14,496 34,881 49,377 102,950 
11. % with any housing problems 64% 68% 96% 72% 39,208 17% 68% 25,397 64,605 
12. % Cost Burden > 30% 62% 51% 30% 68% 26,956 17% 55% 21,555 48,511 
13. % Cost Burden > 50% 14% 8% 2% 14% 4,453 6% 26% 9,939 14,392 
14. Moderate Income 81 to 95% AMI 1,542 9,588 4,861 7,543 23,533 6,606 22,470 29,076 52,609 
15. % with any housing problems 40% 48% 83% 44% 13,073 13% 60% 14,067 27,140 
16. % Cost Burden > 30% 39% 31% 11% 40% 9,761 13% 47% 13,156 22,917 
17. % Cost Burden > 50% 5% 2% 0% 5% 646 3% 14% 3,344 3,990 
18. Total Households 24,994 62,835 42,890 37,009 167,862 46,537 85,424 133,438 301,300 
19. % with any housing problems 71% 75% 96% 70% 131,391 30% 68% 71,017 202,408 
Source: Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG); Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA), final numbers   

 
 

DISPROPORTIONATELY GREATER NEEDS 

HUD also requires the CDC to examine the County’s housing needs based on 
disproportionately greater need (more than ten percentage point higher) among any 
specific minority racial and ethnic groups. As indicated in Figure 3-24, in the 
unincorporated areas, American Indians/Alaskan Natives, Native Hawaiians/Pacific 
Islanders, other races, and households with two or more races all have a 
disproportionately greater incidence of overcrowding.    
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Housing Needs 

In the next five years, an increase in affordable housing options for low-income 
households will be the most dire housing need in Los Angeles County. If current trends 
continue—5.5 percent annual home appreciation and 4.2 percent annual wage 
inflation24—then Los Angeles County’s housing affordability gap will continue to 
increase over the next five years. The figures below assume a continuation of today’s 
trends and illustrate the growing divergence between wages and home prices.  
 
 

Figure 3-34: Comparison of Median Sales Value to Median Income 
 Median Sales 

Price 
Appreciation Median Income Wage 

Inflation 
Median Sales Price/ 
Median Income 

2002 $295,150 5.50% $45,807 4.2% 6.44 
2003 $311,385 5.50% $47,731 4.2% 6.52 
2004 $328,513 5.50% $49,736 4.2% 6.61 
2005 $346,584 5.50% $51,825 4.2% 6.69 
2006 $365,648 5.50% $54,001 4.2% 6.77 
2007 $385,761 5.50% $56,270 4.2% 6.86 
2008 $406,980 5.50% $58,633 4.2% 6.94 

 
The ratio of the median home value to the median household income in Los Angeles 
County was 6.44 in 2002 and could increase to as high as 6.94 by 2008. Assuming that 
this ratio should parallel the currently accepted affordable housing cost-to-income ratio of 
around 3 to 3.5:1, the year 2008 will even less options for affordable housing than exist 
today. As a result of this analysis, it is concluded that the production of affordable units 
will be Los Angeles County’s overarching housing need over the next 5 years. 

                                                 
24 Sources:  
Appreciation: Based on a 3-year average of appreciation in Median Sales Price (data from Real Estate Research Council). 
Median Income, 2000: Census 2000. 
Wage Inflation: Based on a 6-year average, 1992-1998, of annual inflation in median income (data from California State Franchise Tax Board (FTB).) 

Figure 3-35: Ratio of Median Home Value to Median Income
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Figure 3-36: Homes Affordable to Top Growing Occupations
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Figure 3-36 further illustrates the need for an increase in affordable housing production. 
This chart displays the home price ranges affordable to the top fifty growing occupations 
in Los Angeles County, listed in the Housing Demand section above, based on the 
average wage per occupation. 

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING NEEDS 

The CDC sponsored a focus group, “Helping Persons with Special Needs: Housing, 
Services, and Facilities.” The following excerpt from the focus group report describes 
needs for these subpopulations in four categories: affordable housing, housing location, 
adaptable housing, and discrimination. 

Affordable Housing 

The lack of affordable housing for lower-income households has a significant impact on 
persons with special needs. Focus group participants discussed issues such as the lack of 
landlords willing accept Section 8 vouchers and the need for more affordable housing to 
be built or rehabilitated. Many felt that the lack of affordable housing for persons with 
special needs should be the highest priority issue for the County. 

Housing Location 

The location of affordable housing for persons with special needs also surfaced as an 
issue, especially scattered-site housing versus concentrations of affordable housing. 
Participants generally felt that although both location types have pros and cons, the 
primary issue is the need to integrate special need housing within larger, mixed-use 
neighborhoods. 
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Adaptable Housing 

Concurrent with the need for affordable housing is the need for adaptable housing. Many 
participants pointed out a large gap in the number of appropriate housing units for 
persons with special needs, particularly those with physical disabilities.  

Implicit in this discussion is the need to incorporate accessible design in new affordable 
housing and the need for adaptable “retrofits” to existing housing for households that 
need them. With such housing, residents with special needs will not need to abandon their 
homes.  
 
This issue is especially important for lower-income and frail elderly who could stay in 
their home with the proper housing retrofits. This discussion included the fact that many 
persons with special needs lack the financial resources to pay for retrofits; therefore, 
building adaptable housing is important when developing affordable housing. 

Discrimination 

While there are differences in the intensity of opposition to housing for the different 
special needs populations, focus group participants reported that landlords often did not 
want to rent to persons with special needs. “NIMBYism”, or the “Not In My Back Yard” 
syndrome, was also discussed as a common issue regarding the siting of housing or 
facilities for persons with special needs.  

Both groups mentioned the need for greater collaboration to reduce NIMBYism. 
Participants felt that funding agencies, affordable housing developers and service 
providers should collaborate to work with neighborhood residents to reduce community 
opposition. Participants also discussed the need for more effective fair housing 
enforcement regarding discrimination against special needs populations. 

RESIDENTS HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT NEEDS SURVEY 

The CDC distributed a survey to residents in the 48 participating cities and 
unincorporated areas to garner input on the areas’ housing and community development 
needs. The figures in this section summarize the results for the following needs 
categories: rehabilitation, down payment assistance, disabled housing, senior housing, 
single-family housing, large-family housing, affordable rental housing, fair housing, lead-
based paint removal, residential and non-residential historic preservation, and energy-
efficiency improvements. 
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Figure 3-37: Residents Survey Results 

For Housing Rehabilitation 
 

 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 36% 34% 20% 10% 

Participating Cities 52% 39% 7% 2% 

Sub-Total 44% 36% 14% 6% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 52% 26% 13% 9% 

Participating Cities 30% 20% 21% 29% 

Sub-Total 41% 23% 17% 19% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  36% 27% 22% 15% 

Participating Cities 30% 29% 22% 19% 

Sub-Total 33% 28% 22% 17% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  37% 29% 19% 15% 

Participating Cities 35% 26% 24% 15% 

Sub-Total 36% 28% 21% 15% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  24% 29% 30% 17% 

Participating Cities 22% 31% 32% 15% 

Sub-Total 23% 30% 31% 16% 

Urban County Grand Total 32% 31% 24% 13% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-37 indicates, 63% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated rehabilitation as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated housing rehabilitation 
as a high need: unincorporated areas in Supervisorial Districts 1, 2, 4 and 5 and the cities 
of Agora Hills, Arcadia, Artesia, Avalon, Azusa, Bell, Calabasas, Commerce, Covina, 
Cudahy, Diamond Bar, Duarte, Hawaiian Gardens, La Mirada, La Puente, La Verne, 
Lawndale, Lomita, Maywood, Monrovia, Rancho Palos Verdes, San Dimas, San Gabriel, 
Sierra Madre, South Pasadena, Temple City, Walnut, West Hollywood, and Westlake 
Village. 
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Figure 3-38: Residents Survey Results 

For Down Payment Assistance 
 

 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 47% 24% 18% 11% 

Participating Cities 54% 36% 8% 2% 

Sub-Total 51% 30% 13% 6% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 61% 21% 11% 7% 

Participating Cities 43% 20% 15% 22% 

Sub-Total 52% 20% 13% 15% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  43% 24% 19% 14% 

Participating Cities 25% 24% 31% 20% 

Sub-Total 34% 24% 25% 17% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  42% 24% 20% 14% 

Participating Cities 36% 23% 17% 24% 

Sub-Total 39% 23% 19% 19% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  26% 27% 28% 19% 

Participating Cities 23% 28% 31% 18% 

Sub-Total 25% 27% 30% 18% 

Urban County Grand Total 35% 27% 23% 15% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-38 indicates, 62% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated down payment assistance as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated down payment 
assistance as a high need: the cities of Avalon, Cudahy, Diamond Bar, La Mirada, La 
Verne, Lawndale, and Monrovia. 
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Figure 3-39: Residents Survey Results 
For Housing for Disabled 

 
 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 37% 32% 20% 11% 

Participating Cities 48% 38% 10% 4% 

Sub-Total 43% 35% 15% 7% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 46% 30% 17% 7% 

Participating Cities 52% 21% 7% 20% 

Sub-Total 49% 26% 12% 13% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  32% 25% 21% 22% 

Participating Cities 18% 33% 24% 25% 

Sub-Total 25% 29% 23% 23% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  45% 29% 17% 9% 

Participating Cities 18% 19% 27% 36% 

Sub-Total 32% 24% 22% 22% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  21% 33% 30% 16% 

Participating Cities 23% 32% 30% 15% 

Sub-Total 22% 33% 30% 15% 

Urban County Grand Total 29% 32% 24% 15% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-39 indicates, 61% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated housing for disabled as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated housing for the disabled 
as a high need: the cities of Bell, Cudahy, and Lawndale. 
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Figure 3-40: Residents Survey Results 

For Senior Housing 
 

 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 45% 30% 18% 7% 

Participating Cities 49% 38% 10% 3% 

Sub-Total 47% 34% 14% 5% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 46% 36% 13% 5% 

Participating Cities 62% 15% 10% 13% 

Sub-Total 54% 25% 11% 10% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  40% 27% 18% 15% 

Participating Cities 23% 42% 19% 16% 

Sub-Total 31% 35% 19% 15% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  55% 33% 9% 3% 

Participating Cities 24% 22% 26% 28% 

Sub-Total 40% 27% 18% 15% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  30% 32% 24% 14% 

Participating Cities 31% 32% 24% 13% 

Sub-Total 31% 32% 24% 13% 

Urban County Grand Total 35% 33% 20% 12% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-40 indicates, 68% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated senior housing as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated senior housing as a high 
need: the cities of Bell Gardens, Cudahy, La Mirada, Lawndale, Lomita, Monrovia, 
Signal Hill, and Temple City. 
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Figure 3-41: Residents Survey Results 

For Single-Family Housing 
 

 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 42% 32% 14% 12% 

Participating Cities 53% 36% 9% 2% 

Sub-Total 48% 34% 11% 7% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 58% 20% 13% 9% 

Participating Cities 51% 17% 11% 21% 

Sub-Total 55% 18% 12% 15% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  32% 29% 23% 16% 

Participating Cities 30% 30% 18% 22% 

Sub-Total 31% 30% 20% 19% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  47% 26% 15% 12% 

Participating Cities 39% 22% 15% 24% 

Sub-Total 43% 24% 15% 18% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  25% 32% 25% 18% 

Participating Cities 23% 32% 28% 18% 

Sub-Total 24% 32% 26% 18% 

Urban County Grand Total 34% 30% 20% 15% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-41 indicates, 64% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated single-family housing as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated single-family housing 
as a high need: the cities of La Mirada, Lawndale, Maywood, and Temple City. 
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Figure 3-42: Residents Survey Results 

For Large-Family Housing 
 

 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 40% 26% 20% 14% 

Participating Cities 52% 33% 10% 5% 

Sub-Total 46% 30% 15% 9% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 55% 24% 14% 7% 

Participating Cities 40% 17% 17% 26% 

Sub-Total 48% 20% 16% 16% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  32% 20% 18% 30% 

Participating Cities 17% 23% 28% 32% 

Sub-Total 25% 21% 23% 31% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  43% 26% 14% 17% 

Participating Cities 31% 22% 18% 29% 

Sub-Total 37% 24% 16% 23% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  15% 25% 30% 31% 

Participating Cities 15% 24% 31% 29% 

Sub-Total 15% 25% 31% 29% 

Urban County Grand Total 27% 25% 24% 24% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-42 indicates, 52% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated large-family housing as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated large-family housing as 
a high need: the cities of Lawndale and Maywood. 
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Figure 3-43: Residents Survey Results 

For Affordable Rental Housing 
 

 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 46% 25% 16% 13% 

Participating Cities 54% 32% 8% 6% 

Sub-Total 50% 28% 12% 10% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 65% 17% 11% 7% 

Participating Cities 71% 11% 1% 17% 

Sub-Total 68% 14% 6% 12% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  50% 23% 7% 20% 

Participating Cities 28% 21% 20% 31% 

Sub-Total 39% 22% 13% 26% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  59% 23% 8% 10% 

Participating Cities 46% 20% 12% 22% 

Sub-Total 53% 21% 10% 16% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  27% 22% 23% 28% 

Participating Cities 30% 21% 24% 25% 

Sub-Total 29% 21% 23% 27% 

Urban County Grand Total 39% 23% 18% 20% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-43 indicates, 62% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated affordable rental housing as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated affordable rental 
housing as a high need: unincorporated areas in Supervisorial Districts 2 and 4 and the 
cities of Bell Gardens, La Canada Flintridge, Lawndale, Lomita, Manhattan Beach, 
Maywood, Monrovia, San Gabriel, and Santa Fe Springs. 
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Figure 3-44: Residents Survey Results 

For Fair Housing 
 

 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 45% 28% 17% 10% 

Participating Cities 56% 30% 9% 5% 

Sub-Total 51% 29% 13% 7% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 51% 28% 13% 8% 

Participating Cities 55% 14% 9% 22% 

Sub-Total 53% 21% 11% 15% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  35% 28% 18% 19% 

Participating Cities 28% 20% 24% 28% 

Sub-Total 32% 24% 21% 23% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  50% 23% 15% 13% 

Participating Cities 33% 17% 18% 33% 

Sub-Total 42% 20% 17% 21% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  27% 22% 26% 25% 

Participating Cities 26% 25% 25% 24% 

Sub-Total 27% 24% 25% 24% 

Urban County Grand Total 36% 24% 20% 20% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-44 indicates, 60% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated fair housing as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated fair housing as a high 
need: the cities of Artesia, Cudahy, Hawaiian Gardens, Maywood, Monrovia, and San 
Gabriel. 
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Figure 3-45: Residents Survey Results 

For Lead-Based Paint Removal 
 

 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 40% 26% 20% 14% 

Participating Cities 57% 27% 10% 6% 

Sub-Total 49% 26% 15% 10% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 41% 27% 19% 13% 

Participating Cities 29% 22% 21% 28% 

Sub-Total 35% 24% 20% 21% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  33% 18% 25% 24% 

Participating Cities 18% 19% 33% 30% 

Sub-Total 26% 18% 29% 27% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  36% 27% 21% 16% 

Participating Cities 19% 21% 22% 38% 

Sub-Total 28% 24% 21% 27% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  17% 23% 32% 28% 

Participating Cities 18% 25% 31% 26% 

Sub-Total 18% 24% 31% 27% 

Urban County Grand Total 27% 25% 25% 23% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-45 indicates, 52% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated lead-based paint removal as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated lead-based paint 
removal as a high need: unincorporated areas in Supervisorial Districts 1, 2, 4, and 5 and 
the cities of Arcadia, Bell, Calabasas, Covina, Cudahy, Duarte, Hawaiian Gardens, La 
Puente, Maywood, Rachos Palos Verdes, San Dimas, San Gabriel, Temple City, and 
Walnut. 
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Figure 3-46: Residents Survey Results 
For Historic Preservation (Residential) 

 
 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 28% 24% 28% 20% 

Participating Cities 55% 27% 11% 7% 

Sub-Total 42% 25% 19% 14% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 27% 26% 24% 23% 

Participating Cities 22% 22% 24% 32% 

Sub-Total 25% 24% 24% 27% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  28% 22% 22% 28% 

Participating Cities 22% 24% 24% 30% 

Sub-Total 25% 25% 24% 26% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  24% 28% 27% 21% 

Participating Cities 25% 23% 21% 31% 

Sub-Total 25% 25% 24% 26% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  21% 26% 28% 25% 

Participating Cities 19% 27% 30% 25% 

Sub-Total 20% 27% 28% 25% 

Urban County Grand Total 27% 26% 25% 22% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-46 indicates, 53% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated residential historic preservation as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated residential historic 
preservation as a high need: the cities of Arcadia, Maywood, and South Pasadena. 
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Figure 3-47: Residents Survey Results 

For Historic Preservation (Non-Residential) 
 

 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 22% 25% 30% 23% 

Participating Cities 55% 25% 11% 9% 

Sub-Total 39% 25% 20% 16% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 24% 24% 25% 27% 

Participating Cities 23% 20% 26% 31% 

Sub-Total 23% 22% 26% 29% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  22% 28% 22% 28% 

Participating Cities 21% 26% 26% 27% 

Sub-Total 21% 27% 24% 28% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  22% 27% 28% 23% 

Participating Cities 16% 21% 22% 41% 

Sub-Total 19% 24% 25% 32% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  19% 23% 30% 28% 

Participating Cities 17% 25% 30% 28% 

Sub-Total 18% 24% 30% 28% 

Urban County Grand Total 24% 24% 26% 26% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-47 indicates, 48% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated non-residential historic preservation as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated non-residential historic 
preservation as a high need: the cities of San Gabriel and South Pasadena. 
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Figure 3-48: Residents Survey Results 
For Energy-Efficiency Improvements 

 
 

JURISDICTION 
% High 
Need 

% Medium 
Need 

% Low 
Need % No Need 

Supervisorial District 1:  
Unincorporated Areas 49% 29% 15% 7% 

Participating Cities 64% 27% 6% 3% 

Sub-Total 57% 28% 10% 5% 
Supervisorial District 2: 
Unincorporated Areas 41% 33% 13% 13% 

Participating Cities 32% 27% 14% 27% 

Sub-Total 37% 30% 13% 20% 
Supervisorial District 3: 
Unincorporated Areas  45% 29% 15% 11% 

Participating Cities 29% 34% 25% 12% 

Sub-Total 37% 32% 20% 4% 
Supervisorial District 4: 
Unincorporated Areas  46% 34% 12% 8% 

Participating Cities 39% 27% 18% 16% 

Sub-Total 43% 30% 15% 12% 
Supervisorial District 5: 
Unincorporated Areas  41% 33% 16% 10% 

Participating Cities 42% 31% 18% 9% 

Sub-Total 42% 32% 17% 9% 

Urban County Grand Total 45% 31% 15% 9% 
Note: Please see Appendix C for a list of participating cities by Supervisorial District. 

 
 

Key Findings from the Survey 

As Figure 3-48 indicates, 76% of the residents surveyed throughout the Urban County 
indicated energy-efficiency improvements as a high or medium need.   
 
A majority of the residents from the following jurisdictions rated energy-efficiency 
improvements as a high need: the cities of Calabasas, Cudahy, Hawaiian Gardens, 
Hermosa Beach, La Canada Flintridge, La Puente, Lawndale, Maywood, San Gabriel, 
and Walnut. 
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Priority Spending Levels  

HUD requires jurisdictions to complete Consolidated Plan Table 2A, which estimates the 
unmet needs by income group and household type, prioritizes needs, and sets goals for 
meeting these needs. In establishing its five-year priorities and assigning priority need 
levels, the Commission considered both of the following:  
 
� Those categories of lower- and moderate-income households most in need of 

housing; and 

� Activities and sources of funds that can best meet the needs of those identified 
households.    

Priority need rankings25 were assigned to households to be assisted according to the 
following HUD categories: 
 

High Priority: Activities to address this need will be funded by the 
Commission during the five-year period. 

 
Medium Priority: If funds are available, activities to address this need may be 

funded by the Commission during the five-year period.  Also, 
the Commission may take other actions to help other entities 
locate other sources of funds. 

 
Low Priority:        The Commission will not directly fund activities to address this 

need during the five-year period, but other entities’ applications 
for Federal assistance might be supported and found to be 
consistent with this Plan.  In order to commit CDBG, HOME or 
ESG Program monies to a Low Priority activity, the 
Commission would have to amend this Consolidated Plan 
through the formal process required by the Consolidated Plan 
regulations at 24 CFR Part 91. 

 
No Such Need: The Commission finds there is no need or that this need is 

already substantially addressed.  The Commission will not 
support other entities applications for Federal assistance for 
activities where no such need has been identified. 

 
Other Resources and Table 2A: The following are additional goals with other funding 
(non-CDBG and HOME) that are not included in Table 2A:  
 
City of Industry funds-- 300 single-family units to be developed for households at 125% 
or below AMI, 1,305 rental units to be developed at 50% or below AMI, and 457 special 
needs housing units developed at 50% or below AMI; Mortgage Revenue Bond Funding 
and Mortgage Credit Certificate Programs—1,156 households assisted with first-time 
homebuyer assistance at 120% or below AMI; Mortgage Revenue Bond Funding: 1,025 
rental units developed at 50% or below AMI.

                                                 
25 If a category was identified as a high need in the needs assessment, but the County directs funds other than CDBG/HOME/ESG to 
address this need, then the category did not receive a high need ranking in the context of this Consolidated Plan. 
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Figure 3-49 Consolidated Plan Table 2A: Priority Housing Needs 

 Priority Need 
Level Unmet Need Goals 

Renter 
Small, Related 
0-30% AMI High 2,254 0 
31-50% AMI High 1,752 60 
51-80% AMI High 2,206 0 
Large, Related 
0-30% AMI High 1,471 130 
31-50% AMI High 1,452 410 
51-80% AMI High 1,510 600 
Elderly  
0-30% AMI High 1,602 50 
31-50% AMI High 768 320 
51-80% AMI High 487 0 
All Others 
0-30% AMI Medium 1,165 0 
31-50% AMI Medium 892 0 
51-80% AMI Medium 1,355 0 
Owner 
0-30% AMI High 3,488 616 
31-50% AMI High 3,339 2,650 
51-80% AMI High 5,151 5,065 
Special Needs 
0-80% AMI High   
Total Goals 10,001 

 
Total 215 Goals 10,001 
Total 215 Renter Goals 1,670 
Total 215 Owner Goals 8,331 
Source: Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG); Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA), final numbers.   

 

Housing Strategies and Objectives 

PRIORITY SPENDING 

The following series of tables show the same categories as those used in the Residents 
Survey, but display the participating cities and Districts that designated each category as 
a high or medium priority need for spending.  Note that Countywide is also identified for 
HOME priority spending and funding is used for all Districts.  
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Figure 3-50: Rehabilitation 
 

 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years 
    

First District Bell La Puente Sierra Madre 
Second District Calabasas La Verne South Pasadena 
Fourth District Commerce Lawndale Temple City 
Fifth District Covina Lomita Walnut 
Agoura Hills Cudahy Maywood West Hollywood 
Arcadia Diamond Bar Monrovia Westlake Village 
Artesia Duarte Rancho Palos Verdes 
Avalon Hawaiian Gardens San Dimas 
Azusa La Mirada San Gabriel  
Countywide   
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
    
Bell Gardens La Canada Flintridge San Marino Signal Hill 
El Segundo San Fernando Santa Fe Springs  
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.   
 

Figure 3-51: Down Payment Assistance 
 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
 
    
Avalon Diamond Bar La Verne Monrovia 
Cudahy La Mirada Lawndale Countywide 
    
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
 
    
Agoura Hills Claremont Lomita Temple City 
Artesia Commerce Maywood Walnut 
Bell El Segundo San Fernando  
Bell Gardens Hawaiian Gardens Santa Fe Springs  
Calabasas La Puente Signal Hill  
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.   
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Figure 3-52: Disabled Housing 
 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
    
Bell Cudahy Lawndale  
    
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
    
Arcadia Covina Lomita Santa Fe Springs 
Artesia Diamond Bar Maywood Signal Hill 
Claremont El Segundo Monrovia Walnut 
Commerce La Mirada San Gabriel  
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.   
 
 

Figure 3-53: Senior Housing 
 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
    
Bell Gardens La Mirada Lomita Signal Hill 
Cudahy 
First District 

Lawndale 
Second District 

Monrovia 
Fourth District 

Temple City 
Fifth District 

Countywide 
 

   

 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
    
Agora Hills Covina Malibu Santa Fe Springs 
Arcadia Diamond Bar Manhattan Beach South Pasadena 
Artesia El Segundo Maywood Walnut 
Claremont La Canada Flintridge San Fernando  
Commerce La Verne San Gabriel  
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.   
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Figure 3-54: Single-Family Housing 

 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
    
La Mirada 
First District 
Countywide 

Lawndale 
Second District 

Maywood 
Fourth District 

Temple City 
Fifth District 

    
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
    
Artesia Covina La Canada Flintridge Santa Fe Springs 
Bell Gardens Cudahy Monrovia Signal Hill 
Claremont Diamond Bar San Gabriel South Pasadena 
Commerce El Segundo San Marino Walnut 
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.   
 
 

Figure 3-55: Large-Family Housing 
 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
    
Lawndale 
Fourth District 

Maywood 
Fifth District 

First District 
Countywide 

Second District 
 

    
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
    
Artesia Cudahy San Fernando Temple City 
Bell Gardens Diamond Bar San Gabriel  
Claremont La Mirada Santa Fe Springs  
Covina Monrovia South Pasadena  
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.   
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Figure 3-56: Affordable Rental Housing 

 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
    
Second District La Canada Flintridge Manhattan Beach San Gabriel 
Fourth District Lawndale Maywood Santa Fe Springs 
Bell Gardens 
Countywide 

Lomita Monrovia  

    
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
    
Agora Hills Cudahy Rancho Palos Verdes West Hollywood 
Artesia Diamond Bar Signal Hill  
Claremont El Segundo South Pasadena  
Covina Malibu Temple City  
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.  
 
 

Figure 3-57: Fair Housing 
 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
    
Artesia Hawaiian Gardens Monrovia San Gabriel 
Cudahy Maywood All Districts  
    
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
    
Azusa La Canada Flintridge Manhattan Beach South Pasadena 
Bell Gardens La Mirada San Dimas Walnut 
Claremont La Puente Santa Fe Springs West Hollywood 
Diamond Bar Lomita Sign Hill  
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.   
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Figure 3-58: Lead-Based Paint Removal 

 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
    
First District Bell Hawaiian Gardens San Gabriel 
Second District Calabasas La Puente Temple City 
Fourth District Covina Maywood Walnut 
Fifth District Cudahy Ranchos Palos Verdes Countywide 
Arcadia Duarte San Dimas  
    
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
    
Agora Hills Claremont La Mirada San Fernando 
Arcadia Diamond Bar Lomita South Pasadena 
Azusa El Segundo Monrovia West Hollywood 
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.  
 
 

Figure 3-59: Residential Historic Preservation 
 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
    
Arcadia Maywood South Pasadena  
    
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities.  
    
Artesia Diamond Bar La Habra Heights Monrovia 
Bell Duarte La Verne San Gabriel 
Claremont El Segundo Manhattan Beach  
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.   
 



Section 3: Housing Market Analysis and Needs Assessment 

Los Angeles County Housing and Community Development Consolidated Plan Page 3-65 
  

 
Figure 3-60: Non-Residential Historic Preservation 

 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
    
San Gabriel South Pasadena   
    
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
    
Agora Hills Commerce La Verne Monrovia 
Artesia Diamond Bar Lomita Walnut 
Claremont La Mirada Maywood  
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.  
 
 

Figure 3-61: Energy-Efficiency Improvements 
 
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a HIGH PRIORITY and intend to use these funds to address this need over 
the next five years. 
    
Calabasas Hermosa Beach Lawndale Walnut 
Cudahy La Canada Flintridge Maywood Fifth District 
Hawaiian Gardens 
First District 

La Puente 
Second District 

San Gabriel 
Fourth District 

 

    
 
These jurisdictions have designated this as a MEDIUM PRIORITY and intend to use these funds, if available, to address 
this need over the next five years and may also find other sources to fund related activities. 
    
Artesia Commerce La Mirada  Santa Fe Springs 
Bell Covina La Verne South Pasadena 
Bell Gardens Diamond Bar Lomita  
Claremont El Segundo Manhattan Beach  
    
 
Jurisdictions not listed in this table have indicated that they do not anticipate funding activities related to this need.   
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The CDC provides affordable housing to low- and moderate-income residents of the 
County, with the bulk of the housing activities located in the unincorporated areas and the 
participating cities in the Urban County. The CDC’s Housing Development and 
Preservation Division takes the lead in administering CDC housing activities on behalf of 
the County, and the County’s Housing Authority administers Section 8 rental assistance 
programs and County-owned housing sites. The following are the strategies and 
objectives to address the housing needs within the Urban County.  Please see the Public 
Housing and Homeless sections, Sections 4 and 5 respectively, for strategies and 
objectives relative to these types of housing programs.  

STRATEGY #1:  EXPAND THE SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE RENTAL AND 
HOMEOWNERSHIP HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE:  Provide developer financing and technical assistance through partnerships 
with community nonprofit and for-profit developers to help build affordable multi-family 
rental and homeownership units.  The following are specific programs and activities to 
meet this objective: 
 
The CDC sponsors the development of single-family housing using a combination of 
resources, including the Industry Affordable Housing funds, HOME funds, and CDBG 
funds. The CDC works with nonprofit organizations and for-profit developers to facilitate 
the construction of new homes at affordable prices.   
 
The goal of the CDC’s rental housing development programs is to serve the County’s 
low- and moderate-income renters (households at or below 80% of median income), 
while distributing program resources equitably and responding to the specific needs of 
the unincorporated areas and participating cities in the Urban County.  The CDC also 
utilizes the City of Industry Affordable Housing funds it administers for the Housing 
Authority of the County of Los Angeles, within a 15-mile radius of the City of Industry. 
 
The CDC continues to work with community housing development organizations 
(CHDOs) and other nonprofit organizations, as well as for profit developers, to acquire 
land and to facilitate new rental housing development.   

City of Industry Affordable Housing Program 

In 1998, the CDC initiated its City of Industry Affordable Housing Program.  The 
Housing Authority of the County of Los Angeles receives Redevelopment Housing Set-
Aside funds from the City of Industry, for the development of low- and moderate-income 
housing in the County.  These funds are administered through the CDC’s Housing 
Development and Preservation Division and must be spent on projects within a 15-mile 
radius of the City of Industry. 
 
Half of the Industry funds are earmarked for for-sale housing for low and moderate-
income households (at or below 100% of median income) and affordable rental housing 
for very low-income households (at or below 50% of median income), including 15% for 
housing for Seniors.   
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The other half of the funds targets the most vulnerable populations in the County who 
often face a threat of homelessness.  Housing is developed for five special need groups 
that receive supportive services that do not include any specific housing assistance:  
Persons with HIV/AIDS, Victims of Domestic Violence, Persons with Mental Illness, 
Persons with Developmental Disabilities, and Emancipating Foster Youth.  Very low-
income persons (at or below 50% of median income) are provided housing that provides 
needed supportive services, and pay little if any rent. 

Multi-Family Mortgage Revenue Bonds 

Multifamily mortgage revenue bonds are used to finance the development or acquisition 
and rehabilitation by private developers of rental apartment buildings for low and 
moderate-income persons.  Loans made with bond proceeds are repaid solely from 
project revenues.  Bond issuers must compete for bond allocation on a project basis to the 
California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC).  The County of Los Angeles 
issues such bonds through its Housing Authority.  The Housing Authority requires that a 
minimum of 20% of the units be reserved for persons at or below 50% of the HUD area 
median income (AMI).  Since 4% tax credits are typically used with bonds, the remaining 
80% of the units are reserved for persons at or below 60% of the HUD AMI.  The 
Commission often provides additional financial assistance to the project in order to 
achieve greater affordability.  Rent restrictions must be maintained a minimum of 30 
years, which is also the typical bond term. 

Infrastructure Activities in Support of Housing 

On- and off-site infrastructure is constructed in conjunction with the development of the 
affordable housing planned for identified sites. Such activities may include engineering 
and consultant services related to, and the construction of, site clearing and grading; 
replacement, repair, construction, installation or upgrading curbs, gutters, sidewalks, 
driveway aprons, pavement, walls; and, public and private utilities. CDBG funds are used 
for this purpose. 

STRATEGY #2:  INCREASE HOMEOWNERSHIP AMONG LOW AND MODERATE-
INCOME PROSPECTIVE HOMEBUYERS 

OBJECTIVE: Provide homebuyer’s assistance to first-time purchasers of existing 
homeownership units.  The following are specific programs and activities to meet this 
objective: 
 
For many residents of the County, their highest priority is to purchase a home.  The CDC 
offers a variety of programs that assist low- and moderate-income families with the 
purchase of existing homes.  These programs provide various devices, which prospective 
homebuyers can utilize, depending upon their particular needs.  These include “soft-
second” mortgages, down payment assistance, below market interest rate loans, mortgage 
tax credits, and favorable lender underwriting criteria.  Prospective homebuyers are aided 
through community outreach programs, homebuyer education, and individual credit 
counseling. 
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Home Ownership Program 

The Home Ownership Program (HOP) facilitates the purchase of existing homes by low-
income families that could not otherwise afford a home.  HOME funds are used for 
deferred payment loans for down payment and mortgage assistance in the unincorporated 
areas and participating cities in the Urban County.   

Mortgage Credit Certificate Program 

The Mortgage Credit Certificate Program (MCC) offers a federal income tax credit, 
allocated through the State, to first-time homebuyers purchasing homes in the 
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County or in one of the 54 cities that participate in 
the program.   The program may be used in combination with HOME funds to assist first-
time homebuyers and continues to be a successful program that benefits low- and 
moderate-income households. 
 
The Reissued Mortgage Credit Certificate Program (RMCC) offers homeowners who 
hold a valid Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) issued by the CDC the opportunity to 
refinance their original first mortgage without losing their MCC tax credit.  Prior to this 
program, the holder of an MCC would lose the special tax credit upon the refinancing of 
an MCC-related loan.  To be eligible, both the original and replacement loans must meet 
certain conditions.   

Southern California Home Finance Authority (SCHFA) Program 

The Southern California Home Finance Authority (SCHFA) is a joint powers authority of 
Los Angeles and Orange Counties that utilizes federal tax-exempt bond authority 
allocated through the State to provide low-interest mortgages, down payment assistance 
and closing costs to first-time homebuyers.  Lenders participating in the program 
additionally agree to limit loan costs and may originate loans for low- and moderate-
income homebuyers in all cities within the two Counties, except for the City of Los 
Angeles, which conducts a similar program within its jurisdiction.   
 
It should be noted that although each of these programs is designed to meet the particular 
borrowing needs (i.e.-mortgage payment reduction, down payment assistance, credit 
enhancement) among various income groups, the programs often work in combination 
with each other to provide the best possible loan product for the homebuyer.  For 
example, a new affordable development may be financed with the Industry fund, in 
conjunction with a loan funded through the HOP or SCHFA programs.  Additionally, 
HOP soft-seconds can be combined with MCCs or SCHFA programs to purchase an 
existing house. 

Program Marketing And Community Partnerships 

Through the marketing and implementation of these programs, the County has created a 
number of partnerships with the private lending community and other governmental 
agencies interested in promoting homeownership.  Many functions, such as housing fairs, 
are either sponsored or attended by CDC staff.   
 
The HOP has formed a number of partnerships in an effort to meet the needs of future 
homebuyers.  The CDC continues to be an active member of the Los Angeles Partners on 
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Home Ownership (L.A. Partners).   L.A. Partners is a coalition of 65 organizations, 
including the Community Development Commission, County of Los Angeles; City of 
Los Angeles Housing Department; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD); Fannie Mae; Freddie Mac; L.A. Neighborhood Housing Services; Consumer 
Credit Counseling Services; various financial institutions; Century Housing Corporation; 
Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles; several local non-profit organizations; real estate 
professionals; and private citizens with the common goal of helping people living in Los 
Angeles County realize their dream of home ownership.    

STRATEGY #3:  PRESERVE AND IMPROVE THE EXISTING STOCK OF 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE: Maintain and preserve in good condition the supply of affordable housing 
units for low-income and senior households. 
 
Housing quality is a key indicator of the overall viability of a neighborhood.  The 
improvement of unhealthy living conditions and overcrowding is necessary to prevent 
social and economic liabilities. Both public and private investments are required to 
prevent the spread of deteriorated housing and socio-economic instability.  The County 
places a high priority on the continued rehabilitation and upgrading of its housing stock.  
Housing rehabilitation has been a cost-effective way of preserving the County’s existing 
stock of affordable housing, and where focused in targeted areas, also serves to stimulate 
private neighborhood revitalization efforts.  The County’s general goals for all housing 
preservation programs is to allocate the majority of resources to low and moderate- 
income residents within the designated County areas and participating jurisdictions. 
 
The CDC manages various HOME and CDBG grant and loan programs to assist both 
low-income owner-occupied units and owners of multi-family rental properties who rent 
to low-income households.  The Countywide programs include: the HOME Single 
Family Rehabilitation Program, HOME Rental Rehabilitation Program, CDBG Single-
Family Grant Program, CDBG Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program (HRLP), Bond 
Home Improvement Loan Program (FHA Title 1 Program), Unincorporated Areas 
Handyworker programs, HOME Participating Cities Single Family Rehabilitation 
programs, Public Housing Modernization, and Preservation of HUD and Bond financed 
Housing. 
 
 
SPECIAL PROGRAMS 
 
In addition to the existing Countywide loan and grant programs, the CDC administers the 
following special programs in the First Supervisorial and Second Supervisorial Districts. 
 
Maravilla Grant Program 
 
 

The Maravilla Grant Program in the First District offers home improvement grants to 
eligible property owners or tenant-occupied properties that are low- and moderate-income 
that reside within the Maravilla Redevelopment Area.  The program is funded by $1 
million in tax increment monies. 
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Residential Sound Insulation Program 
 

During the five year period, the Residential Sound Insulation Program in the Second 
District will provide grants to sound insulate approximately 321 residential dwelling units 
from aircraft noise caused by the Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) in the 
unincorporated areas of Lennox, Del Aire, and Athens.  The program combines funds 
from Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and LAWA to sound insulate eligible 
properties.  In addition, the program leverages HOME and CDBG funds to eligible low-
income owners and tenants for the elimination of code violations.  The CDC has received 
authorization to expend $10 million in FAA and LAWA funds.  It is anticipated that 
approximately $2 million to $6 million will be received each year for 17 years for this 
program. 
 
Marketing of the Rehabilitation Programs 
 
 

In addition to administering rehabilitation activities, the CDC has implemented an 
aggressive marketing effort to promote and solicit applicants for the various programs. 
As part of the continued marketing efforts in the Single Family Grant Programs, the 
Housing Rehabilitation Loan Programs and Multi-family loan programs, staff continued 
to distribute flyers, brochures, and mail-outs to churches, senior centers, housing fairs, 
community leaders and participating cities that are adjacent to the unincorporated areas.   
 
Participating Agencies 
 
In addition to CDC activities, participating cities and handyworker agencies will also 
implement rehabilitation programs in carryout this overall strategy.  
 

STRATEGY #4:  ENSURE EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSING 

OBJECTIVE: Continue policies and activities that promote fairness and accessibility for 
all housing consumers, including enforcement and compliance with fair housing laws. 
 
The CDC and participating cities will continue to fund fair housing activities and tenant 
and landlord counseling services throughout the five year period to ensure that equal and 
fair housing is enjoyed by all Urban County residents.  Please see Section 7: The Urban 
County’s Fair Housing Strategy for 2003-2008, which provides Countywide programs 
and activities to support this strategy. 
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5-YEAR PLANNED ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

To carryout the strategies and objectives identified above, the Urban County has 
developed the following planned accomplishments for the five-year period: 
 
 
 

HOME and CDBG Overall Planned Accomplishments:   
 

•      Improve 8,287 housing units through housing rehabilitation and     
handyworker programs.   

•      Improve 1,030 public housing units with modernization                
improvements.  

•      Create 559 affordable housing units. 
•      Facilitate and support the development of affordable housing 

through other eligible activities.     
•      Assist 125 households with first time homebuyer programs.  
•      Serve 214,990 people through fair housing activities and serve 850 

people through tenant and landlord counseling programs.   
 

 
 
 
 

HOME Planned Accomplishments: 
 
Programs to Improve Housing Units:   
 

• Single-Family Housing Rehabilitation programs:  212 
• Multi-Family Housing Rehabilitation programs:  100 

 
Programs to Create New Affordable Housing Units:   
 

• Housing Development program*:  559 
 
Programs to Assist Households to Purchase Homes:   
 

• First-time Homebuyer Loans: 125 
 
*Financial assistance is provided to for-profit developers, including HOME designated 
Community Housing Development Organizations to acquire sites and develop affordable 
housing. 
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CDBG Planned Accomplishments: 
 
 Programs to Improve Housing Units:   
 

• Single-Family Housing Rehabilitation programs:  4,385 
• Multi-Family Housing Rehabilitation:  220 
• Public Housing Modernization: 1,030 
• Handyworker programs: 2,900 
• Lead-Based Paint Evaluation and Reduction programs: 375 
• Sewer Connections: 80 
• Sound Insulation programs*: 15 

 
Activities to Support the Creation or Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing:  

 
•         Acquisition activities: 21 housing units 
•         Disposition, including maintenance of properties: 4,212 housing units 
•         Relocation activities: 21 households 
•         Clearance and Demolition activities: 12 housing units 
•         Off-Site Property Improvements: 33 housing units        

 
 Programs to Assist People with Fair Housing Choice and Counseling:   
 

• Fair housing services: 214,990 
• Tenant and Landlord Counseling activities: 850 

 
*As the strategy indicates, non-CDBG funding from the Federal Aviation Administration and Los 
Angeles World Airports funding is primarily used for the CDC’s Residential Sound Insulation 
Program.  Therefore, the objective does not include the 321 units planned to be sound insulated 
through that program.   

 


