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LAND USE

RESIDENTIAL

Minimum Residential
Very Low / Very Low | Residential

#5 Very Low || Residential
Low / Low | Residential
Low Il Residential
Low Medium / Low Medium | Residential
Low Medium |l Residential
[ Medium Residential
I High Medium Residential
I High Density Residential
Il Very High Medium Residential
COMMERCIAL
B Limited Commercial
m Limited Commercial - Mixed Medium Residential
[0 Highway Oriented Commercial
=0 Highway Oriented and Limited Commercial
3558 Highway Oriented Commercial - Mixed Medium Residential
[ Neighborhood Office Commercial
B Community Commercial
BEEE Community Commercial -Mixed High Residential
- Regional Center Commercial

INDUSTRIAL

Commercial Manufacturing

Limited Manufacturing
I Light Manufacturing
Bl Heavy Manufacturing
PARKING
I Parking Buffer
PORT OF LOS ANGELES
General / Bulk Cargo - Mon Hazardous (In
- General / Bulk Cargo - Hazard

~ Commerdial Fishing

I Recreation and Commercial

- Intermodal Container Transfer Facility Sit

LOS ANGELES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
Airport Landside

[ Airport Airside

I Airport Northside

OPEN SPACE / PUBLIC FACILITIES

I Open Space

58 rublic / Open Space

- Public / Quasi-Public Open Space

[ Other Public Open Space

B rublic Facilities
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2 General Plan

Land Use E__

- and Street System Map
 Street System

- — Freeways

— Prime Arterials

~ — Major Arterials

- — Collectors (local & rural)
- General Plan Land Use
Residential
B Commercial Employment, Retail, & Services
Multiple Use
M Industrial Employment
Institutional & Public and Semi-FPublic Facilities
. W Park, Open Space, & Recreation
Agriculture
A Active Landfill
& Existing WastewaterTreatment Facility
@ Proposed Wastewater Treatment Facility

- Other Features
B Military Use

Source: SANDAG 2007 RTF; MTS 2007 Routes
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1) Seattle Regional Housing Market

*Seattle Regional
ousing Market

rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr
Assistant Professor

nter for Real Estate Studies
Department of Urban Manning and Design

*“Regional Overview
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Major employers
“ Boeing
* Microsoft
*U. Washington
* Amazon.com

*Key statistics
* Population: 3.55 million
* Employment: 1.75 million

L * Weyerhauser
* Per capita income: $54,500 y
" Nordstrom
* Costco
“Economic base
% “ Paccar
Aerospace
* Software
. RV
* E-commerce w Economy
*Health / biotech
* International trade
4,000
Regional Population (thousands) //
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
—_—
1’500 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
Q Y Q o Q
A L I R O AR R R R S QQF\’@,\’Q"’WQ% RN ,\,’{\'
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"Demographics

Race/Ethnicity Total Percent
Wlllite alone 2,364,952 67.6% Age Total Percent
Asian alone 403,958 11.5% Oto 14 years 656,512 18.8%
Hispanic 33,177 9-2% 15to 24years 456521  13.0%
Black alone 186,145 5.3% 25 to 3 years 540,537 15.4%
?g?:lr 5,2516;?;2 - 166(3;2 35toddyears 512395  14.6%
45 to 54 years 519,345 14.8%
55 to 64 years 425,884 12.2%
65 to 74 years 215,841 6.2%
75 to 84 years 115,441 3.3%
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT Total Percent 85 years + 57,550 1.6%
Not High School Graduate 204,450 8.6% Total 3,500,026 100%
High school graduate 525,889 22.0%
Some college 771,366 32.3%
Bachelor's degree 561,490 23.5%
Graduate degree 323,798 13.6%

Population 25 years + 2,386,993 100%

Copyright 2005 Geology.com
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® Regional Growth Center

[ ]
Everett

D Urban Growth Area

Lynnwood
(]

Canyon Park -

Ml Totsmt ons *Majority of future deve
- L ] A
I (R lopment will be concen
Siverdale swmkw,;f""‘“‘""‘“ e trated within urban gro
lown Queen Anne First Hill/
» R Uptawil Sm:re CB;.Capi‘tol Hin "Bellevue wth boundary
*
L Renon *Development will also
b L /@ Tukia be channeled into defi
L SeaTas ned “growth” centers
.Kenl
Federa.lWay 2
Auburn
Downtowh,___ |
@Tacoma
L Downtown
Tacoma Mall Puyallup
L]
Lakewood South Hill
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*Regijonal Housing

Market

Units in Structure Total Percent
1-unit detached 865,380 58.8%
1-unit attached 62,169 4.2%
2-19 units 283,616 19.3%
20+ units 200,370 13.6%
Other 59,591 4.1%
Total Units 1,471,126 100%

..}’..

"Housing Stock

Year Built Count  Percent
2000 or later 272,016 18.5%
Built 1990 to 1999 226,306 15.4%
Built 1980 to 1989 227,155 15.4%
Built 1970to 1979 217,581 14.8%
Built 1960 to 1969 173,757 11.8%
Built 1950 to 1959 119,234 8.1%
Built 1940 to 1949 74,725 5.1%
Built 1939 or earlier 160,352 10.9%
Total Units 1,471,126 100%
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*Home ownership rate: 60.4%

*Median single-family home price

* Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue MSA: $315,000
*King County: $400,000

* City of Seattle: $445,000

*Expensive market due to:
*Vibrant economy / rapid population growth
*Land constraints / stringent regulations

*Housing affordability an important issue in the region

..}‘!.

"Regional Housing Market

Median Price:
King County

Legend
—— Highways
TRS_w_Variables
Median
I 150,000 - 250,000
I 250,001 - 325,000
I 325,001 - 425,000
I 425,001 - 575,000
I 575,001 - 725,000
I 725,001 - 1,000,000
I 1.000,001 - 1,525,000
wirbdy_det
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* Speculative bubble
* Prices rose by 90% between 2000 and 2007
* Strong economy, credit bubble

* Market bust
* Prices fell by 45% after peak
* Foreclosures
* Stricter lending standards

* Current conditions
* Prices rising again (up about 10% in past year)
* All-time low mortgage interest rates (approximately 3.5%)
* Lack of inventory on the market
* Single family home construction increasing slowly
* Apartment development boom - (30,000 units over next several years)

* Regional Housing Market Trends

250

Seattle MSA Home Price Index: Jan 2000 = 100

(Case-Shiller)
200
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60%

Homeownership Rate: Seattle-Bellevue-Tacoma MSA

Source: Current Population Survey

z, o o o 7o 7
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*Interested in understanding housing valuation trends and the marke
t context for “compact” development

* Also - implications of demographic change for cities and housing ma
rkets

*Constructed database containing more than 250,000 home sales in K
ing County from covering 2000 to 2012 period

*Includes site, structural, and locational attributes for each property

*Methodology: hedonic property-value models

S
7

"Current Research
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Study 1.
Neighborhood Design and Housing Values

. tI;Ieighborhood “types” defined based on six design attri
utes
— Density (FAR and residential)
— Land use (mix and diversity)
— Street design (grid-like and density)

* Neighborhood
— Urban
— Semi-urban
— Mixed-use suburban
— Traditional suburban
— Sprawl

* Hedonic models estimated to quantify premiums (disco
unts) for each neighborhood type and rates of appreciat
ion (2000-2012)
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Preliminary Results

Price Premium Relative to Traditional Suburban Development

Region
Neighborhood Type Seattle Eastside Southside
Urban 13.5%
Semi-Urban 6.8% 9.7% 3.4%
Mixed-use Suburban 0.1% -1.3% -1.0%
Spraw! -4.1% -1.9% -0.9%

Price Appreciation 2000-2012 by Neighborhood Type

Region

Neighborhood Type Seattle Eastside Southside
Urban 44.7%

Semi-Urban 41.1% 52.7% 19.0%
Mixed-use Suburban 35.3% 54.0% 16.1%
Traditional Suburban 32.5% 49.9% 20.3%
Sprawl 40.4% 44.1% 21.7%
All Types 39.4% 49.6% 19.0%

Study 2: Pent-up demand for

‘compact” housing?

Price Appreciation 2000-2012 by "Unit" Size

Region
. Seg ment hOUSing st Neighborhood Type Seattle Eastside Southside
ock into market seg  Compact(<12505f) 387%  384%  8.6%
Small (1250-1999 sf) 38.7% 48.7% 16.3%
ments based on Medium (2000-2999 sf) 38.3% 50.0% 24.0%
— Size of unit Large (>3000 sf) 35.2% 43.9% 24.1%
‘ All Types 39.4%  49.6%  19.0%

— Size of lot
Price Appreciation 2000-2012 by "Lot" Size

« Estimate hedonic m Region
Odels to quaﬂtify ra Neighborhood Type Seattle Eastside Southside
o Compact (<4356 sf) 421%  548%  21.4%
tes of appreciation Small (4356-8712 sf) 39.7%  51.8%  19.4%
Medium (8713-14520) 36.9% 49.7% 17.8%
Large (>14521 sf) 25.3%  413%  22.5%
All Types 39.4% 49.6% 19.0%
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2) Housing Redevelopment in LA

HOUSING REDEVELOPMENT

IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES

YUNKYUNG CHOI
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
PRESENTATION, JUNE 21, 2013
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Introduction

=  Redevelopment represented California’s effort to address
the state’s chronic shortage of affordable housing

= Whatis redevelopment?
* A process authorized under California law that enables
local government to identify deteriorated and blighted
areas in their jurisdictions in need of revitalization

=  Why is redevelopment needed?
» A catalyst for private investment by providing the initial
plan and seed money into areas in need of economic
development and new opportunity

Introduction

= Role of the redevelopment agency

» 386 redevelopment agencies throughout California,
which are locally governed

* Tax increment financing generated from increased
property values as a result of new investment

» At least 20% of the gross tax increment received for the
supply of low-and moderate-income housing

» At least 15% of housing in project areas and 30% of units
to be affordable to low-and moderate-income household

=  Since 1993, redevelopment funds have been used to build
or rehabilitate more than 78,000 affordable homes
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Introduction : Los Angeles

= Location of Los Angeles

= Population:
3.79 million (LA)
9.82 million (LA County)
(Census Bureau 2010)

The City of
Los Angeles

= Area: 503 sq miles
(1,302 km?)

Demographic Analysis

= Total Population

5,000,000

4,500,000 -

3,792,621

4,000,000

3,500,000 - 3,604,742

3,000,000 -

2,500,000 -

2,000,000 -
1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2021 2035

Population Trends and Projections, 1970-2035 (Census Bureau)
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Demographic Analysis

= Age Distribution

1,400,000 u 2000 m2010 2015
1,200,000
1,000,000
800,000
600,000
400,000
Sl W
0-4 5-20 21-34 35-54 55-64 65+

Population by Age, 2000-2015 (Census Bureau)

Demographic Analysis

= Race and Ethnicity

W 1930
Whits (ot Hispanic) R — ™ 000
_
W 2010
Black =
——
Am=
—
= =
0% 16% 0% 45% 0%

Race and Ethnicity, 1990-2010 (Census Bureau)
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Socioeconomic Analysis

»  Educational Attainment

600,000
508155 519,000 528511 528,457 525366 512,368 —
500,000 05 7ygrp
400,000
300,000
200,000

100,000

0

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

K-12 Public School Student Enroliment, 2000 - 2008
(National Center for Education Statistics)

Socioeconomic Analysis

" Employment

2,000,000

o 1,758,567 1735,144 (28773 prev
1,600,000
1,400,000
1,200,000
1,000,000
800,000
600,000
400,000
200,000
0

s Sxid 2009 2010

Total Johs, 2007-2010
(California Employment Development Department)
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Socioeconomic Analysis

Household

1,400,000

1,275,360

1,200,000

1,000,000

800,000

600,000

400,000

200,000

2000

1,318,168

2010

Number of Households, 2000-2010 (Census Bureau)

Socioeconomic Analysis

Household by Income

18%
16%
14%
12%
10%

4%
2%

Households by Household Income, 2010 (Nielsen Co.)
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Socioeconomic Analysis

= Housing Production

18,000
16,000
14,000

12,240 _—
12,000 : 10,768
10,000
8,000 6629 7251
6,000

4,257

4,000 3,150

15914

7,931 7514

2,000
0

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Residential Units with Permits Issued, 2000 — 2010
(Construction Industry Research Board)

Socioeconomic Analysis

" Housing Stock

® Single Family, Mobile
Home, Boat, RV, etc.

W Multiple Family Units

2000 2010

Housing Stock, 2000-2010
(Census Bureau. ACS 1-year estimate, 2000, 2010)
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Socioeconomic Analysis

®" Housing Tenure

Housing Tenure, 2000-2010 (Census Bureau)

2000 2010 | 2000-2010 % Change
491,882 503,863
Owner-Occupied Units (38.6%) (38.2%) 11,981 2.4%
783,530 814,305
Renter-Occupied Units (61.4%) (61.8%) 30,775 3.9%
Total Occupied Units 1,275412 1,318,168 42,756 3.4%
Vacant Housing Units 62,294 95,827 33,533 44.0%
Total Housing Units 1.337.706 1,413,995 76.289 5.7%

Socioeconomic Analysis

®" Housing Tenure

830,000
820,000

810,000 -

800,000 -

790,000 -

780,000

770,000 -

760,000 -

750,000

740,000 I

730,000 - : :
2000 2005 2006 2007 2008

2009 2010 2011

Renter-Occupied Housing Units, 2000-2010
(Census 2010 SF 1: General Housing Characteristics; 2005-2011 ACS 1 Year Estimates: Tenure)
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Socioeconomic Analysis

®* Housing Condition

Age of Housing Stock, by Tenure, 2010
(Census Bureau, 2010 ACS 1-year estimate: Tenure by Year Structure Built)

Year Built Percent of Percent of
Owner-Occ. Renter Occ.

Built 2000 to 2009 4.9% 6.4%

Built 1990 to 1999 4% 6.6%

Built 1980 to 1989 8.5% 11.3%

Built 1970 to 1979 10.3% 15.6%

Built 1960 to 1969 12.8% 16%

Built 1950 to 1959 24.6% 15.3%

Built 1940 to 1949 14% 9.5%

Built 1939 or earlier 21% 19.4%

Redevelopment Strategies

= Using following strategies, the agency engaged in
comprehensive place-based investment strategies (Public
Counsel, 2012)
*  Community Planning
* Incorporating Community Voices
* Financial Resources

* Creating Quality Jobs

* Building and Preserving Affordable Homes
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Case I: Exposition Park

= Neighborhood Profile

Located south of downtown
Primarily consisted of Latino and
African Americans

More than half of the adults lack
a high school education

Low median household incomes
Most housing tenure is rent
Lack of affordable housing

Case I: Exposition Park

®" |nnovative Housing Projects

Invested $3 million in the Vermont Multigenerational
Housing & Senior Center, which offer childcare and
other supportive services

Contributed $13.8 million toward acquisition of a seven
acre brownfield site that include park, 80 units of
affordable housing, and community-serving use

The agency partnered with nonprofit developers
(T.R.U.S.T. South LA and Abode Communities) who
provided the balance
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Case I: Exposition Park

®  Community Amenities and Improvements

Provided S$1 million toward a $3 million renovation of
Mercado La Paloma, a 34,000 sq ft market owned by
Esperanza Community Housing Corporation (ECHC)
The agency loan allowed ECHC to make vital upgrades
to the Mercado, ultimately benefiting over a dozen
business currently operating there

Collaborated with ECHC and held community
meetings for making health policy recommendations

Case ll: Little Tokyo

= Neighborhood Profile

]

A 125 year old downtown
neighborhood with great cultural
and historical significance
Adopted the Little Tokyo Project
Area with the goal of
reconstructing and preserving a
mixed use, full service
community that will continue to
serve as the cultural, religious, and
social, and commercial center
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Case ll: Little Tokyo

= Saving Cultural Resources

* Attained historical site status in 1986, saving the area as
the Little Tokyo Historic District

* Collaborated with the community-initiated Little Tokyo
Community Council (LTCC) to carry out its planning and
land use activities

*» Completed design guidelines reflect the Japanese culture

* Supported LTCC’s campaign to pass an ordinance to
promote pedestrian-friendly retail

* Purchased numerous small buildings and provided low
cost loans and grants to the Cultural Center

Case Il Little Tokyo

»  Hundreds of Affordable Homes

* Funded hundreds of units of affordable housing

» Strived to create 300 units in the Little Tokyo Towers for
low-income seniors

* Funded a 100 unit affordable housing project with
studios and larger three and four bedroom units to
accommodate both seniors and families

= Small Business Development

* Channeled resources toward commercial development
* Provided operating grants to local, community-based
organizations to enhance marketing and security measures
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Case lll: Boyle Heights

= Neighborhood Profile

Located east of downtown LA

52% of residents are foreign-born from Mexico and
El Salvador

One of the youngest neighborhoods in LA County with
a median age of 25 years old

Lack a high school education

The mean household income is approx. half of the
County mean

Poverty rate of 31%

Strong sense of community due to long standing
residents

Case Ill: Boyle Heights

= Affordable Housing for the Community

L ]

Provided $2 million toward the Las Margaritas Apartments
with 42 affordable units developed by the East LA
Community Corporation (ELACC)

Contributed $1.55 million to the development of 25 units
for the Cuatro Vientos Apartment

Contributed $3 million toward the rehabilitation of the
Victorian-era Boyle hotel-Cumming Block into 51 units of
affordable housing, cultural center, and retail space
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Case lll: Boyle Heights

= Living Streets

+ Initiated public improvement projects and invested $5
million for new sidewalk, curb extensions, trees, lighting,
street furniture, and landscaping

= Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

* Many future opportunities with Metro Gold line stations
for densely planned, mixed-use development along public
transit corridors

* However, residents fear that new TOD projects could bring
unaffordable market rate housing and large businesses

Common Theme

= Redevelopment focused on vulnerable areas

* Higher concentrations of poverty rate

* Characterized by economic disadvantages
* Disproportionation of race

* Limited English proficiency (LEP)

* Comparatively high portion of children

= Redevelopment investments have increased economic
opportunity and improve quality of life for most vulnerable
populations
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Common Theme

= Partnerships with neighborhood and community-based
organizations

* The agency actively sought input from nonprofits and
other local stakeholders

* Nonprofit community-based organizations often
developed the projects and carried out the vision for
the community

* The agency provided critical funding for the
construction of affordable housing

Common Theme

= Redevelopment provided public forum for local residents

* The agency’s land use approval process and pre-set
structures offered forums to enable residents to help
design projects affecting their communities

" Transit corridor investment offers both benefits and
challenges to projects areas

* Inlow-income immigrant neighborhoods, transit corridor
projects and land use policies threaten to raise housing
costs to levels unaffordable to current residents and
displace locally owned small businesses
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Recommendation

®* |nvestin economically disadvantaged communities

= Partner with community-based non-profits organizations

=  Plan for the community

= Create quality jobs

* |nvolve community in the formation of a new development

entity

Further Discussion

=  The dissolution of redevelopmentagencies
=  Redevelopment budget crisis
= Abuses by community disruption

= Displacement and Gentrification
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3) LA Housing Market

USCPrice

School of Public Policy

University of Southern California
20|
[=} (=]

USCPrice

School of Public Policy

1. IAXYE XIES S
1. X|Y(neighborhood) A~ 7|
2. AIESE MY

2. Housing Affordability

1. X727 =2 0pe

2. RSO 27|

=

A YT FY 4R 0PN 2

ot

_57_



Mg, 77| (2010 Q17 2,3840+H)

Los Angeles County (20104 ©151: 98

12t38)

Satellite

oot P

cgple - Edit in Google Map Msker  Report  problem | %

_58_




M, 47| (2010'4 QI41:2,3840H)

{ N 2 g
' Hwacheon Yanggu ¥

1

|

~
< 3
Haw, v / | Satelite
o] Kaesong _F'Fotos:_
Grchesn ~Chuncheon
Gangwen
Uijeongbu
Buknhansan Hongcheon
i
OSgrng e ;
P o BT ; el
s T SEOL@ - S
&ED 3 e aaz 7
ety PR 5 < Hoengseong
Incheon AT NG _ ) :
| o Gwangju Gjeonggi ) 50 gl B
f (50] —' Fg ; Pyeo
{  Wonju
Yeoju ¢ : :
F) Chiaksan
National Rark:™,
s AmuasEn Ty
. = o
y et 4
J S8 JecheonC/
By .8 B
"] Chungbuk
| 10 mi Pyeongtaek o ((’ q -+ Dan
20km Aol TE R S/“' Eumseong i
Jaganhaean u 5 Map dats 82013 Google. SK planet - Edit in Google Map Maker | It

City of Los Angeles

Source: UC Santa Barbara Department of Geography

_59_



Neighborhoods in Los Angeles
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Neighborhood 0f A| 2: Hollywood Hills West
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Figure 1-25
Occupied Housing Units by Tenure and Planning Area, 1970-2006
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Figure 1-26
Population in Occupied Housing Units by Tenure and Planning Area, 1970-2006
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Figure 1-2
Rental Units as Share of LA and US Housing
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Figure 1-3
Total Rental Units and Renters
City of Los Angeles 1970-2006

2,250,000
H Total Rental Units W Total Renters
2,000,000
1,750,000
1,500,000
1,250,000 |
1,000,000 -
750,000 +
500,000
250,000
0

1970 1980 1990 2000 2006

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, rental inventory includes vacant units

_66_




USCPrice

School of Public Policy

Figure 1-1
City of LA Housing Units and Population 1970-2006
4,000,000 - 1,700,000
Population M
3,500,000 3:%'97'&]717: 1,500,000
ileft axis)

“‘M 1,300,000

3,000,000 M

i 2
c . =
5 , 3
.E, 2500,000 - Total Housing Um:ls | 1100000 @
=4 g £
K {right axis) 2
*

2,000,000 900,000

/M 700,000

1,500,000
",,x"'#- Rental Housing Units

28% growth
{right axis)

1,000,000 500,000
=R - -
855888245888

Sowrces: U.5. Census Bureou. Amencan Community Survey. Economic Roundtobie

USCPrice

School of Public Policy

Figure 1-9
Owner- and Renter-Occupied Housing Units
by Area Planning Commission in 1990, 2000 and 2006
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Figure 1-11
Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 as a Percent
of all Renter-Occupied Housing Units, City of Los Angeles 2006

Contral L
South Vaiiey N
crvoria

westLa

soutn LA

EastLA
North vaiiey NN

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Source: U.5. Census Bureou, 2006. American Community Survey. (Universe: Total Renter Occupied
Housing Units.}

USCPrice

School of Public Policy

Figure 1-5
Income and Rent of Renter Households
City of Los Angeles, 1970-2006, 2007 Dollars
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Figure 1-20
QOccupied Rental Units by APC, Bedrooms, and Rent in 2006 - City of LA
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Figure 1-44

rloral‘%mber of Bedrooms in Occupied City of Los Angeles Rental Units by APC
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Figure 1-31
Nativity by Tenure
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Figure 1-32
Tenure for Foreign-born Householders by Years Living in U.S.
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Quartile Values (Hypothetical vs Actual)
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Figure 1-6
Annual Rent Increases for Rental Housing in the Los Angeles Region
Consumer Price Index - All Urban Consumers, Los Angeles CMSA 1970-2007
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Figure 1-56
City of Los Angeles Monthly Rent by Quartiles
2000 and 2006 - in 2007 Dollars
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Figure 1-63
Rent Burden by Household Income in 2008
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Figure 1-10
Renter-Occupied Housing Units Built Before 1980 and Covered
by the RSO as a Percent of all Occupied Housing Units, City of
Los Angeles, 2000
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Figure 1-17
LA City's Current RSO Units by Year Built (1900-1978) and Location
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Net Growth of Homeowners
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Retainment Rates
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Housing Occupancy in 2010
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Housing Supply by Old Sellers (45+)
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2. Course Alteration

1. Normal Navigation

If the user changes his or her direction of

While walking with the device in hand, the

travel, the compass face will adjust to repre-

sent the user’s new course.

mobile interface represents a traditional com-

pass interface

1) Washing Post 6% 2YAI F4&

2) US. laws blamed for migrant deaths. The Arizona Republic.
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