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Recap of economic trends and housing projects
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Long period of
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Recap of economic trends and housing projects
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Today's housing briefing
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San France Entitlement and Construction

Judson True

Mayor Breed's Director of Housing Delivery

• Started on January 4, 2019

• "to move housing projects forward faster" and

• "to implement necessary administrative changes to streamline
the permitting process"

City's commitment to housing production

J



San Francisco: Entitlement and Construction

Initial focus on delivering 100% affordable housing &
Development Agreement projects

• More than 40K units entitled and unbuilt

Leading ongoing work to improve post-entitlement processes

• Need ir~nproved interdepartmental communication and decision-
making to reduce permitting times

• Housing Coordinators monthly meetings

City's commitment to housing production .

6



San Francisco: Strategies

Cultural Distracts
7nsaurs Island

r/

Diverse housing options to meet needs of existing and new residents



San Francisco: Cor~prehensive Plans

Housing Affordability
Strategies

Housing Element

Leveraging resources to house future residents and retain diversity

s
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San Francisc~~ Comprehensive Plans

Housing Affordability Strategies:

Improve housing affordability, particularly for low

and moderate income people.

PROJECT TASKS AND TIMELINE

Outreach to public, stakeholders Dec 2018 -Fall 2019

Collect data on production &investments Fall 2018 -Spring 2019

Policy analysis and modelling Spring -Fall 201 ~

Strategies report Fall 2019
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San Francisco Knowledge, Innovation and Engagement

Hous=NG

Housing
Conversations
Videos, workshops

https: //www. yautube. co mlwatch2v=5XKkJficU!lNJak

Housing Innovation
Canvas

w`
t

Developing and testing new ideas

Data Analysis and
Reporting

Housing Inventory, Pipeline data

Production of knowledge based on community collaborations
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Regional Plans: Plan Bay Area

Alignment of transportation

plan and land use pattern

(SB375)

_ _ _ -
~s .y3. rw.~o.. 0 ..

}~ ~ 8 ~
~y~ g

~ ~ '.~
a - M.

. e a ....
_ ~
~ j i

_ "~-•

t ~ ;._~

a e x~ _ti..

_M~_ ffi~ _.
g y

5'.`-~' y

''

Sen Frs4m '~.''
e~~, ~

L~,{

Pants ~'~.~ .r.
Omar

Priority Development Areas

(PDAs) selected by local

governments in areas close

to transit and services

More high income areas

close to jobs, transit,

and amenities could build

housing

Infill housing development requires major land use changes and transit funds
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Regional Plans: CASH Campact

CASA Compact: 15-year emergency policy
package to confront regional housing crisis:

• Tenant protections

• Housing inclusion and capacity

• Approvals processes and timelines

• Affordak~le housing funding and coordination

MTC/ABAG worked with foundations, advocates,
housing developers, nonprofits, and employers

San Francisco is participating in regic~na~ plans

r
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Protection /Preservation /Production
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San Francisco Work Regional Plans

Entitlement and Construction

Strategies

Comprehensive Plans

Knowledge and Engagement
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State Legislation and Funding

S B 375
Directed new housing
towards transit and infill
areas

SB 50 and S~ 4
Ideas for increasing
housing capacity near
transit

CALIFORNIA REPO'

SB 2
Funding for planning
work to support housing
production

Governor's
proposed budget

Up to $2b in funding

The state is increasingly involved in funding, streamlining and enabling housing

14

~̀ :~~~



State Legislation and Funding
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Housing Program

Comprehensive Plans

• Housing Affordability
Strategy

• Community Stabilization

• Housing Element

Housing Knowledge
and Engagement

• Housing Conversations

Housing Innovation Canvas

• Housing Inventory

• Job and Housing Forecast

Strategies ~ ' ,\ Regional
,~~ Plans

• Inclusionary Program '~

• Density Bonuses •Plan Bay Area

• Housing Sustainability Districts CASA

MAP 2020

• Mission -San Jose

• Area Plans

• Cultural Districts State
• anus Collaborations

Legislation
• Missing Middle GALIFOflNIA PEPU'

• Demo controls multifamily 
'Housing Delivery and Funding ~
Director

• Renovictions 
MOHCD •Legislation

• OEWD •Governor's housing fund

• Health Investments RHNA

17



Summary
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Enabling

new sites and
supporting

construction of
entitled projects

Protection
and preservation

of affordable housing

Iden#ifying

new forms, new
places, and new
neighborhoods

Strengthening

community
engagement and

innovations

Planning Staff: Gary Chen, Miriam Chior~, Paolo Ikezoe, Teresa Ojeda, James Pappas

Participation

in regional and
state-wide

collaborations
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Lou Ann Bassan
3338 Noriega Street

San Francisco, CA 94122
415.753.8315

louann.bassan@gmail. com

San Francisco Planning Commission

Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

January 30, 2019

Planning Commission Secretary <commissions.secretar~cr,sfgov.org>

Myrna Melgar President <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>

Joel Koppel Vice President <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>

Rodney Fong <planning@rodneyfong.com>

Rich Hillis <rich.hillis@gmail.com>

Milicent Johnson <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>

Kathrin Moore <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>

Dennis Richards <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Jonas Ionin Commission Secretary <ionas.ionin(c~sfgov.org>

John Rahaim <ohn.rahaim@sfgov.org>

Re: January 31, 2019 Hearing

Item 13: Housing Strategies and Plans Information Presentation

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,

Please INCLUDE this letter in the AGENDA PACKET for the January 31, 2019 Hearing.

The Memo to the Planning Commission prepared by Miriam Chion covers many points, and

concludes,
"San Francisco, the Bay Area and California are committed to provide housing solutions

to the scale of the challenge. This means providing healthy and affordable housing for our

current population and future generations. This means housing 1.1 million people in San

Francisco, 9.3 million in the Bay Area and more than 45 million in California by 2040.

This also means retention and expansion of our middle class with good jobs, reduction of

displacement of law-income communities, and housing choices and stability for the

African-American and Latino communities."

The memo, however, omits the following facts and issues.



San Francisco is already the second most-densely copulated city in the

United States

San Francisco is the second most-densely populated city in the United States, after New York.

The 2010 Census recorded a population of 805,816 people in San Francisco, in a land area of

46.69 square miles (not the proverbia149 square miles), and a population density of 18,679

people per square mile. New York's population density was 27,016 people per square mile.

A mile is 5,280 feet. A mile is about 20 city blocks; a square mile is about 400 city blocks. The

Sunset District in San Francisco is 5.7 square miles, or about 2,280 city blocks.

A population of 1.1 million people in San Francisco would mean a population density of 23,560

people per square mile (about 400 city blocks). This represents a population increase of almost

300,000 from the 2010 Census, or almost a 37% increase in population from 2010.

2. San Francisco's geography is constrained on all sides

San Francisco is a peninsula, surrounded on three (3) sides by water, and on the fourth by the San

Mateo County line. Almost every foot of land in San Francisco has been developed or is public

land, such as Golden Gate Park. There simply are not large swaths of land available for huge

developments. The list of hazardous Superfund sites in reuse in California is astounding —

including the ongoing scandal surrounding the Hunter's Point Shipyard development.

The only option is to build up, a la Manhattan — to take an existing single-story building footprint

and stack unit upon unit. Each unit, of course, would generate a separate property tax.

The City and developers will profit

This paradigm is setting a collision course with owners and residents of single-family homes,

most of whom want to preserve the low-profile character of their family neighborhoods, and a

city /county administration ravenous for increased property tax revenue working with developers

who want to make a profit. There is a clear pro-development bias existing in the Planning

Department. In addition, there is no description of impact on historic areas or even neighborhood

character; or discussion of how an historic zone is protected from over development. It also does

not address how a neighborhood can sustain the character that its residents cherish within the

framework proposed of development at all costs.

4. Environmental issues and sustainability

The issue of sustainability of our environment and resources is not addressed. Demands for

water and infrastructure for more people to live in San Francisco are not environmentally

sustainable. The State of California is already threatening to cut water supplies to San Francisco

by 20-40%. The monarch butterfly is facing extinction on the West Coast. High rises lead to

2



other problems, such as reduced sunshine, creation of concrete canyons and wind tunnels, and

increased bird deaths.

Population growth should not be encouraged, unless all facets of urban living are sustainable.

That includes public transportation such as MUNI and BART and education infrastructures,

which are currently unable to properly handle the current existing population.

And while development is always phrased in terms of "units built," the reality is that every unit

will have at least two (2) people, if not more. And while new construction no longer needs to

include parking spaces, or very few for the development, the reality is that people are always

going to have cars —and now, nowhere to park them, except on neighborhood streets.

5. Earthquakes and fires

California is predicted to have greater storms and floods and greater droughts and fires in the

future. The next major earthquake is a matter of when, not if. Fires will follow. San Francisco

just experienced a 3.8 earthquake today at 10:28am. San Francisco is not adequately equipped

nor prepared to deal with a major earthquake and fire. For example, both the Sunset District and

the Richmond District, on the western side of San Francisco, are outside of the protection of the

Auxiliary Water Supply System. That system stops (for the most part) at 19 h̀ Avenue. Most

single-family homes are wood construction. We can expect that the next big earthquake and fire

will devastate the western side of San Francisco.

6. Promise of affordable homes for all is unrealistic and impractical

Much emphasis is placed on building "affordable" homes for the middle and lower classes, and

for building units for the "homeless." It costs about $700,000 to build an "affordable" home.

The only way such a unit is affordable to the middle and lower classes is if the government

subsidizes it. That means, in reality, that it is NOT affordable to the middle and lower classes. It

is a new iteration of the "projects" in all but name.

Likewise, building units for the "homeless" is another taxpayer drain. Who is going to pay the

rent? Who is going to pay to clean the unit? Who is going to pay for maintenance and repairs?

The answer is: Taxpayers. If taxpayers weren't paying so much for the government to continue

to enable social problems and misguided solutions, perhaps they would have enough money to

buy a modest home in an affordable area. In the same vein, funding for small site acquisitions of

"affordable unit" is also misguided and simply makes the government a major landlord and the

taxpayers a wallet.

7. Demand does not mean government should respond

When I was looking for my first home, I wanted a Victorian in the Haight-Ashbury. Well, I

could not afford such a home, and I had to settle for adoll-house in the Sunset District. My

3



commute between home and work downtown doubled. I did not run to the Mayor's Office of

Housing and Community Development and demand that the city build me, or give me, a House,

or complain that I should not have to commute. As a responsible citizen and taxpayer; I bought a

house in an area that I could afford, even though my commute time doubled. That was the

sacrifice I made.

If I cannot afford a Rolex watch, I buy a Timex. If I cannot afford filet mignon, I buy hamburger.

There seems to be a certain generation who expects instant gratification: from their cell phones to

Amazon deliveries, and now extended to the production of housing. There seems to be a move

towards having Big Government do everything for the people: to be their parents, their landlord,

their insurer, their utility provider, etc. These functions are not the role of government.

New housing must be thought out in a careful, deliberative manner —and legislative policies need

to be carefully thought out and all possible consequences, and unintended consequences,

considered. That is why we have laws and zoning regulations, and why they should be followed,

not gutted and emasculated.

If people cannot find a place to live in San Francisco, or cannot afford to live in San Francisco,

then they should be responsible for themselves, show some initiative, and move to another area

that they can afford to live in. The government, and taxpayers, have no duty to provide housing

to every person who decides he or she wants to come and live in San Francisco.

The emphasis on up-zoning and automatic zoning exemptions is considering only immediate

demand, and not long term consequences. Zoning rules exist for a reason: to provide a

standardized quality of life for residents, to allow homeowners and residents to know the type of

neighborhood they are buying or moving into. Changing zoning rules after the fact makes a

mockery of our system of laws. I live in an area zoned RH-1, and I want it to remain that way.

Changing the zoning in my area would be breaking a promise made to me as a citizen and

taxpayer when I bought my house.

8. Use existing housing stock before building more stacked units

The "housing crisis" has existed for almost 40 years, as evidenced by the Housing Accountability

Act (Government Code Section 65589.5) enacted in 1982. A housing "crisis" has existed in

California, and San Francisco, probably since 1849, if we access the right records. Demand

exceeding supply in San Francisco is nothing new — it is par for the course —and it is not a crisis.

Yet the Memo never mentions existing housing stock that is being held off market. Existing

housing stock should be used before aggressive building and development projects are

undertaken. There are an estimated 40,000 empty units in San Francisco, that landlords do not

want to market, for various reasons. Most of all, landlords are refusing to rent their units because

of the onerous laws in San Francisco, which are so out of balance between landlords and tenants,

C~



and the rent control laws. To encourage the availability of rental units, San Francisco should

revise its unfair Landlord-Tenant laws to make renting awin-win situation for all.

State laws on rent control and eviction need to be changed so that landlords are willing to rent to

tenants once again. Rent control should either be expanded to all units, old and new, or

abolished altogether and let market forces determine rental prices.

Units occupied by illegal aliens should be freed up for U.S. citizens and lawful permanent

residents to help alleviate the housing "crisis." For example, it is estimated that there are 44,000

illegal aliens in San Francisco. If four people (4) occupy a unit, that means 11,000 units are

unavailable to U.S. citizens and lawful permanent residents, including the "homeless." And we

can expect this situation to worsen, as Governor Newsom is inviting unlimited illegal aliens to

settle in California.

Thank you for your consideration of my letter.

Very truly yours,

Lou Ann Bassan

cc: Gordon Mar, Supervisor, District 4
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15th Annual

D emographia International

Housing Affordability

Survey: 2019

Rating Middle-Incojne HousingAffo~dability

r~ustralia .Canada .China (Hong Kong)

Ireland .New Zealand .Singapore

United Kingdom . United States

Introduction: lavoiding Dubious Urban Policies, by~

Alain Bertczud
1~'YU Mq~~roya Instita~te of U~l~c~n Manage~eyat

Fortner Principal Planner, Tl.~e IYlorld Bang

Data for 3r`~ Quarter 2018



15~ Annual Demographia

International Housing Affordability Survey

INTRODUCTION:

AvoIDrNG DuBroUs UxB~v Por_rcrEs
Alain Bertaud

Senior Research Scholar, New York Universit~~ (NYLT) lfarron Institute of Urban Management

Former Principal urban planner, The World Bank

author: Order mrthoutDesign: How Markets Shade Cites (NIIT Press, 2018)

Why an annual affordability survey matters to monitor the health of prosperous cities

VSany prosperous dries consider ever increasing housing prices as an unavoidable side-effect of their

economic success. The annual Demographia Internarional Housing Affordability Surve~~ conducted by

Wendell Cox and Hugh Pavletich demonstrates that some cities can be economically successful and avoid

over-charging households for their housing consumption.

The Demographic International Housing -affordability Stuvey

rates housing affordability using the "i~fedian Multiple", average

house price divided b`~ average household income or Price-

Income Ratio (PIR). In the 2019 Affordability Survey covering

90 cities of more than one million people, PIR values range from

2.6 in Pittsburgh, Pr1 and Rochester, ~' to 20.9 in Hong Kong!

WhS~ some dries manage to conciliate economic growth and

housing affordability while others see their PIR number increases

years after yearsr

~n already high or increasing Price-Income Ratio (PIR) should

imrnediatel5~ signal to urban managers that they should take urgent

correcting acrion after conducting a detailed diagnosis that would

explain the high PIR figure. The ~lffordabilit5~ tiurve5- should be

similar to the periodic health check-up taken by an individual: an

abnormally high blood pressure indicates that urgent correcting

steps should be taken.

<~n abnormall}- high PIR number provided bj~ the ~ffordabilit~~ Surve}> is not a diagnosis

that would allow finding what is wrong; it is only an indicator that something is wrong in

the real estate supply system. While a high PIR alwa~~s indicates a discrepanry between

housing supply and demand, a low PIR might not necessarily be an indicator of housing

economics health. r1 city with a low PIR might have just known better days. Cheap

housing might only indicate low demand from a dwindling population with decreasing

v 
~~ ~

~~~.
15°̀ Annual De~nographiu Inter~:ational Hoarsii:g A,rJordabiliry Survey (2018: 3rd Quurler)



income. FIR numbers should therefore always Ue related to demographic and economic growth. The
~lffordabilin- tiurve~~ of 2019 shows that cities like ~Iouston and ~danta, for instance, have relatively low PIR
of 3.7 and 35 respecrively, while maintaining high economic growth and low unemployment.

Each city with a high PIR should, therefore, conduct a detailed stud~~ to identify the sources of this
abnormality. Because the survey displays PIR numbers and households' median income for more than 300
metropolitan markets, cities managers could look for inspirarion at urban development practices among cities
with low PIRs and high economic growth rate.

The ~Ffordabilit~~ Survey has been n~nning now for 14 rears. It cansritutes, therefore, an outstanding time
series to analyze trends and relate them to reforms in different cities. The main message of the annual
Demographia International Housing 1.lffordability Survey is that unaffordable housing is not an unavoidable
fatalin~ linked to economic success. tiome cities achieve high demographic and economic growth without
abnormal housing inflation.

Unaffordable housing misallocates resources

We know that unaffordable housing causes a lot of hardship for households that do not yet own their home,
in particular, the youngest ones. But abnormally inflated housing prices have also a negarive impact on the
enrire economy, including on the households who alreadj- own their home and who might rejoice that their
real estate assets are increasing much faster than general inflation.

High housing prices misallocate resources toward real estate at the expense of the rest of the economy. This
misallocation could eventually significantl~~ slow down economic growth and causes a housing bubble to
burst, freezing investments in the entire economy. Japan, has not yet completel~~ recovered from its asset
buUble created in the 1980s.

Hsieh and 1~loretti, two economists, found that the high price of housing in some otherwise very successfizl
US cities has a ripple effect, distorting the spatial allocation of labor narionwide'. Thee calculate that the cost
of the misallocation of resources caused b~- unaffordable housing represented about 9.4 percent of US GDP
in 2014. Housing affordability- is therefore not a trivial issue.

Their paper demonstrates that the welfare of households already owning ahouse—who ma5~ feel that the}~
benefit from climbing housing prices—is also significand}~ decreased in the long run. High housing prices,
create an immediate hardship to low and median income households, but in the long term, even-
household—rich ar poor—would evennzally become poorer because the imbalance in resource allocation will
decrease investments and the producrivity of the entire country'.

A high PIR requires a more in-depth diagnosis

High PIRs affect mosd~~ economically successful dries. These dries create many new jobs, who in turn
increase the number of households and their average income. More jobs and people with high incomes

~ Chang-Tai Hsieh and Enrico Moretti, "Why Do Cities Matter? Local Growth and Aggregate Growth". NBER working paper
21 134 ,National Bureau ofEconomic Standards, Cambridge, MA. May 2015
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creates more demand for urban floor space. The need for additional floor space is generated by new housing

demand but also by the demand for more services like schools, testateants, g5m~s, etc.

The provision of the additional floor space is possible only if a city can expand out and up rapidly enough to

accommodate the new demand without creating real estate price inflarion. Unfortunately, in free metropolitan

areas, this expansion is blocked by inadequate land management policies and arbitrary land use regularions,

and by an absence of mechanisms to finance infrastructure and transpart to respond to demand for new

greenfield land development.

Poliricians and planners in unaffordable dries are well aware of the problems created by unaffordable

housing. However, often they are not effective in allowing the supply of floor space and land to increase

rapidly because many of them firmly believe in three myths:

Meth #1.• planners Irnowhom to allocate land equitably through the design ofincreasingly complex

zoning tegulafions while ignorlag1btYce signals.

Complex new zoning regulations are fi~ung administratively the consumption parameters that should be left

to the market; the}• create a regulatory straightjacket that allows only the construction of luzzury housing for

which the minimum requirements are not binding. It is the difference between the supply of land and floor

price compared to demand that generates land prices, not the color of a zoning map.

Meth #Z.• Regulators can mandate the creations ofnem affordable housing ztntts by obliging private

developers to provide a share (usua11p20%) ofthe housing units they build atptYces £[ged by the

govemmentbelowmarket; regulators call these "affordable housing units."

The practice is usually called inclusive zoning and has become a common pracrice in many dries from New

York City to Mumbai! Under-inclusive zoning, a fraction of the demand for lw~ury housing coming from a

minority of wealthy households is supposed to generate the entire supply of housing units affordable to the

middle class!. The quanrity of "below market" affordable housing created b~- this regulatory mechanism is so

short in meeting the demand that the new units have to be allocated through lotteries. In New York Cite, the

odds faced by potenrial beneficiary households to win the lottery= is usually below 1/100,0001-' Besides, of the

obligarion made to developers to produce units priced below market acts as a tas on the flow of new market

produced units, and therefore progressivel5r reduce their supply. Thus, the impact of inclusive zoning on the

housing supply is to make housing more expensive for those who can afford it and gradually more scarce for

those who rel3~ on the program to access housing.

In spite of its obvious flaws, the inclusive zoning approach to the provision of affordable housing is
increasingly popular with ma}'ors and politicians because it appears to cost notlting to the taxpayer; in realit~c,

with time fewer and fewer wealthy households are asked to pati~ for the housing units of the ever more

numerous households regiuriiig subsidies. Indeed, the "no free lunch" principle is at the "core of

economics.";

Myth #3: The compact city fallacy. A cstp can accommodate increasing income and population

through densih'catron ofthe esisting built-up area; expansion into green&eld would resultin

"sprawl. "

Z Alain Bertaud, "Order without Design: How Markets Shape Cities", MIT Press 2018, chapter 6 page 275-287
3 Campbell R. McConnell, Stanley L. Bnac. Eco~aon~ics: Principles, Problems, and Policies, McGraw-HilUlrwin, 2005.
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\fany~ regulations restrict densiries and building heights arbitrarily-. In some urban locations, removing these
regularions would allow housing demand to increase densiries. In the long run, this would be posirive:
creating new housing in areas where there is strong demand for it. However, the growth of housing supple
generated by the densification of existing built-up areas is necessaril~~ slow and lirnited. E~sting low rise
residential areas have to be acquired; their occupants relocated before developers can replace them with new
taller buildings with more housing units.

Densification is desirable only when it is demand driven, i.e. if many households and firms prefer to locate in
a specific part of the city. However, if regulations or a lack of infrastructure ~e preventing new greenfield
developments, the densificarion of the existing built-up area is not any more demand driven. In this case, the
densification is generated by the absence of a housing alternative, not by the preferences of households and
firms for higher density urban location.

<-1ny~ policy aimed at increasing the housing supply should, therefore, include two components: removing
regulatory obstacles to densification and e~anding urbanizarion into new greenfields. ~ misunderstancling of
the structure of ciries is usua115• the cause of the fear of sprawl. Cities do not have ophmutn densiries. High
accessibility areas that are centrally located have a higher density that distant suburban areas. Differences in
densities reflect a spontaneous order created by markets. New greenfield developments will have much lower
densities than more centrally located areas. These lower densities do not represent sprawl and do not indicate
a wasteful use of land. Housing consumers are compensated for their longer commute by a higher
consumprion of land and floor area.

The way out of an affordability crisis

Poliricians and planners have to stop believing in fairy tales consisting of thinking that smart zoning can
allocate housing fairly between the wealthy, middle class and poor households. T'he only solution (except for
the homeless axe solutions driven bj~ market forces. 11 new school teacher finding a new job in a city is not
helped when entering a lottery is the only way to access a house. she/he could potenriall~ afford.:1n
alternative will be registering on a waiting list where she/he will stay for many yeaes before obtaining a
"below market''' housing unit. The characterisric of markets is that there is constant flow in and out of the
housing stock, allowing new entrants to find accommodation within at most a month of looking fox the best
choice offered b}~ the housing market. The market solution also allows anj~ household searching for a house
ro select the best trade-off between location, floor area and density- that would best optimize its welfare.

The solurion to unaffordable housing does not consist in inventing clever regulatory gimmicks or in desigrvng
massive subsidies to be paid b}~ the taxpayer or by a few wealth3~ households. The answer will always consist
of increasing the supply of land and floor space and removing an~~ land and floor regulator~~ straight jacket.
The tradeoff between housing standards, like housing sizes, densiries, lot sizes, and location are always better
left to the decision of the consumer, and not the when of the regulator.

But increasing the supply of land requires having a financial mechanism. to finance the infrastructure and
transport systems that will make the new area of land developed accessible to the city labor market. ~ ciry
cannot expand without disposing of a financial instrument to finance new infrastructure as the need arises for
an urban extension. This instrument should be able to finance infrastructure including road, storm drainage,
and sewers as well as urban transport network that would ensure that the new residents will be within a
commuting travel time of less than one hour from the city labor market.
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Even when poliricians and planner have established a likel~~ diagnosis and a strategy to solve the affordabilit~~

problem, it is not easy to implement it. The distortions created bj~ the regulatory repression of land and floor

space supply generate a sort of pathological equilibrium. The reforms required to break this equilibrium will

create potenrial winners and losers. The winners may not be aware }>et of the impact of the changes while the

losers are usually well aware of them and therefore resist them.

Universal resistance to change a damaging status quo may explain why some cities remain in a high PIR range

for so long, even when the solutions are well known and accepted by all. For instance, in New Zealand, an

otherwise exceprionally well-managed country, Auckland' s PIR has increased from 5.9 in 2004, to 9A in

2018. The current government has e~:plicifly declared that it will:

I S'h Annual Demographia /nternational Housing Affordability Survey (201 R: 3rd Quarter)

1) Remove the Auckland urban growth boundar5-

2) Free up densinT controls
3) Fund new infrastructure through innovarive infrastructure bonds

These measures constitute the best approach to create a market for housing units responding to the demand

of the majority of households. These measures, even when forcefully formulated, require time to be

implemented as representative branches of government have to pass new laws and design implementation

guidelines. after the government has successfully passed these reforms, the international community will

watch with great interest the impact it will have on 1luckland's PIR in the next few years. It is hoped that the

example of Auckland will create a blueprint that could be used in other high PIR ciries.

I have often compared very restrictive urban regulations with hard drugs and cities that practice them with

drug addicts. Trying to remove their drug fix suddenly creates severe side effects because their organism is

used to the drug and needs it, even as the3- are being destroyed by it. I guess that any reformer should

approach urban regulatory reform in the same way as a doctor develops a treatment Eor a drug addict: a

progressive withdrawal planned over the long term. The main lesson to be drawn is not to become addicted

to dubious urban regularions in the first place. I wish plamiing professional associarions, and academic

institurions would contribute to dispelling the three m~-ths described above that are causing so many urban

d3•sfunctions.

Video Interview: Paul Romer & .Main Bertaud Discuss "Order u,-idiout Design"

About Alain Bertaud

_~11ain Bertaud is a senior reseazch scholar at the IV`~~J i~farron Insritute of Urban Management. He just

completed a book tided "Ogler ~vtthont De.rigra: Hory Ma~ket~• Shape Citie.~' published b}• 1~IIT Press in November

2018. In his book, he argues that the unfamiliarin~ with basic urban economic concepts of those in charge of

managing cities has a negarive impact on households' mobility and housing affordability. His field e~erience

has confirmed that this ignorance is worldwide, from :~Tew ~"oxk to lfumbai. The objecrive of the book is not

to propose new urban forms but to apply already consensual basic economic principles to the practice of

urban plazlning.

Bertaud previousl}~ held the position of principal urban planner at the World Bank..~fter ruing from the

Bank in 1999, he worked as an independent consultant. Prior to joining the World Bank he worked as a

resident urban planner in a number of ciries around the world: Bangkok, San Salvador (El Salvador), Port au
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Prince (Haiti), 5ana'a (Yemen, New York, Paris, Tlemcen (-~lgeria), and Chandigarh (India). Bertaud's

research, conducted in collaboration with his wife lfarie 1~gnes, aims to bridge the gap between operational

urban planning and urban economics. Their work focuses pximarile on the interacrion between urban forms,
real estate markets and regularions. Bertaud earned the 1~lrchitecte DPLG diploma from the Ecole \iarionale

Supexieure des Beaus-~-lrts in Paris in 1967.
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From the
Authors

From Wendell Cox: From Hugh Pavlerich:

~.
A It is a privilege to present an Introrliectiore .lain Bertaud, former chief urban planner

(Avoidi~rg Dstbiout Urbart Policies) by one of

the world's premier urbanists, :lain

with the VG'orld Bank and since then an

academic at New York University,

Bertaud, of New York Utvversity~ (NYIJ) conTributes this 5•ear's Survey Preface,

and former principal urban planner at The following the recent publicarion of his

World Bank.
important new book Or~icr u-ithout Design: I le,w

l~farkcts ShaPc Ci[ics .

Bertaud has just published a new book (O~~der without Derirrr:

Ho~v ~L1crr,~e~r Shade Citae~) which is particularly timely. There is
~~lain had earlier contributed the Preface to the 2014 '10th

an inereasin~ recognition that deteriorating housing
I'.~ition . IIe emrhasised that pcimary~ focus of urban

affordability is t/~e principal factor in the internarional
p~~nncrs should be to maintain affordability' and mobility.

challenge to middle-income. standards of living in mulriplc '~ ~~ earlier Survey Preface had such an impact, New
nations. %ealand ecc>n~mists, led bj~ people at die New 'Zealand

Insritute Qf Economic Research, New 'Zealand Iniriarive
Bertaud suggests die wad° forward. iTe cites "the lack of and others, arranged fUr .Hain with his wife and fdlo~~~
interaction" between urban planning and urban economics" researcher 1~larie —Agnes, to visit New 7_ealand mid -

fox the "serious dysfunction in the development of cities," 2014 for an intensive 3 Cit;- 5bTakin}+"four .

calling for incorporation of economies into urban planning.

Indeed he suggests a merger of the two. It was an enormous success!

Berthoud elevates the issue of housing affordabilin~, ~~ T explained in last year's Survey ~fes,a~c and ~e~ithin

suggesting that: Tl~e maen objective of the~larener rfiaulrl be to
lny archival website Perfamiance Urban I'1lnnine ,this

rrtuit~tairt naoGillty and hosuing afforrlu~ility. He characterizes the
K~vernmcnt know exactly what needs to be done.

"moclification of market outcome achieved by j~lanncrs" as
'~'hcy have promised to allow new affordable housing to

ran~ring from "only slight modification in a city like T Iouston, he built
Texas, to complete obliterarion in a city like Brasilia ,Brazil ,

and in some cities of the former Soviet Union." The results of this year's Suroc~ grill come as a shock to

The sblurion be~,rins with "paying attenrion." Bertaud suggcst~
NewLealand's Labour —led government.

that metropolitan azeas monitor housing affordability and 'Che mesvage is clear ... perform or perish.
where price-to-income ratios (1'IRs) are unaffordable,

examine the causes and "look fox inspirarion at urban Put simply ... if this government fails to perform with
development pracrices among dries with low PIRs and high housing issues in 207 9, it will deservedl~~ be thrown out aY

economic growth rate." the next general election late ?020.

For l ~ years, the Demograj~hza International Hoarrrng A~ordaGilil}' 'Che Ne~v %ealand public and media will not tolerate
Srtrr~ey has sought to portray the growing housing affordability polirical and in,titutional failure ... something

crisis that has become an international standard of living crisis the previous ~;uvernmen[ u,as taught at the 2017

election .for middle-income households. Bertaud says that T{ie main

me.ccage of the A~znual Demograpl~ia International Hour ng

Afforrla6ility SNrr~y~ is that unufJordaGle /pouring is not u~r unuvairlable Denj•ing people access to affordable housing is of course

fatality Iittkerl to economic ri~cce.rs. \X/e couldn't agree more. a serious broach of basic human rights.

~~~
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Highlights from Previous Introductions to the
Demographia International Horzring Affordability Sztrvey

l~ulipc Carruzi.

Patil C:hcshire anti

'~" C;hristian Fiilbur

Lun~un Sdwul of F?conomics

,.~;, :. (#142018)

Apart From the median multiple being simple and useful, it is also the oril~~ measure c>ut there for purj~~ses of international

comparison.

the First paradox cif housing; ̀affordability': housing is both an asset and a good pm~-ieiing a flow of housing s-en-iees — a place

[c> lice. The interests of house owners do not align kith those of wt~uld be house o~c ners. Rising house prices relative ro incomes pit
the c~lcl a~au~st the }'Dung anel the rich against the poor.

Focusing nn high and Ie>w-income grouts evithin h~~using markets suggests, not surprisingly, that housing is most unaffordable
Eor the ]ewer income groups e~~en though they buy cheaper houses

lX'e should not accept extreme price levels in Dux housing markets High house

Oli~-cr Hartt~ich
}prices are not a sib of city's sucecs-s but a sign of Yailure to deliaex the housing that

~̀

f{securi~e T~irectur.
its citizens need.

~t~~rtunatcly, the media are wal.7ng up to the realisation that housing and land
The V c~c %caland sup[~ly matters. The most Powerful infograFhic ~f 2016 ~~~as produced by The Wall

(#13: 207 ~
Strcct Journal. 7t sho~ced what happened to house prices in US cities ellat had
~spandcd their residential areas bet~ceen 1980 and 2010 —and those that had not.
As was to be expected, greater land supply went hand in hand with lc~w-ec price
increases.

The distortion in [he he~u~in~; market... resulting from the sttpply-demand
S~~~nteic Br~b Day. imbalance is enormous .., and affects every other area of a country's economy.
AO tienate ci[~ k~ New h4>me o~cners pay a much higher percentage uF their income nn house

;' Australia payments than thcy~ should.
"̀~ Ho~cc~~cr, the real culprit ... u-as die refus:il of ... go~-emments ... to rrovidc an

adeyuatc and affordaUle supply of land For ne~c housing stock to meet dc7nand. ...
3 the "scarcity" thae ciro~-c up land prices i, ~cholly contrived - i[ is a matter of

(#12: 2016) political choice, not ~vcographic reality. It is the product of restrictions imposed
through planning regulation and zorun~;.

T)r. tihli nn~ ~ ,\n~cl.
~'e :ill understand evhat it means [u prepare acl~yuatc lands fox urban

expansion, enuu~+li land to accommodate both residences and ~corkplaces, su as tee
~`~~ } "r~ ensure that land—and particularlt~ icsi.lential land—remains affordable heir all.

~ t'nic-crein~ Unfortunately, municipalities of many rapidly growing cities often un~crestimate the
amount of lanel nee~lcd to accommodate urban e~~ansion. In the minoritc of cases
where expansion is eftecticclp contained by draconian la~cs, it typically results in land

(#11: ?015)
supply botdcnccks [hat render housing unaf[or3able [o the great majc~ritc ciE
residents.

•~ s

~ ~m ~ ~ u
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Y ~` , ~, r~ it is time for planners to aUandt~n abstract oUjectit~es and to focae their efforts

i
~'~~~~~r̀ ~ry

on hco measurable outcomes that have alwa~. mattered since the growth of large

r ° cities during the 79th century's industrial recnlution: evorkers' spatial mobility Ind

housing affordability.
As a city develops, nothing ~s more Important than ma~ntaimng mobility and

(#10: 2014)
housing affordabilit}•. Mobility takes hvo forms: fast, [he ability to travel in less• thZn
~ hour from one part of a city to another; and second, the ability• to trade dwcllin~

easily with luw transactions costs.

tun. Rill linglish.
I)cpuh= Prime Housing affordability is complex in the detail — go~•crnments inten•ene in many

~ 1{inistcr. Ne~v ~c•ays —but is conceptuall}• simple. It costs too much +and takes too lone to build a

/.caland house in Ne~v Lcaland. band has been made artificiall~~ scarce by regulation that

Lutrr Prime Mini,Yer locks up land for de~-eloPment. "Phis regulation has made land suPPly unresPonsi~~e

(2016-2017) [o demand.~-
(#9: 2013)

KoUcrr Hrur~nnavn_

Ph[ ). Unix crsity of .. T think it is fair to say [hat a,~*ro~ving number oFpeople echo hacc looked a[

Illinois. Chicago the figures have tended to agree that a goad many well-meaning policies- involving

housing may be pushing uP prices to such an extent that the negative side-effects are

(#8: 2012) more harmful than the proUlems the policies were intended to correct.

~~' ~ locl liutkin. :\lthough usually thought of as "progressive" in the Lnglish speaking world, the

Chapman University addiction to "smart growth" can more readily be seen as socially "regressive". Tn

contrast to the traditional policies of left oFcenter governments that promoted the

e~~ansion of ocLnership and acecss to the suburban "dream" for the middle class,

today regccssice "progxessie-es" actually advocate the closing off of such options for

(#7: 2011) potential homcoa~ners.

l~r~l'ont• Kecsei_ Turing the 18th century, especially after the industrial revolution, rural d~~~dlers

+

tia~-c Our tiuburbs. ~~yPerate ro make a living streamed into the cities, converting many areas into

~ '~~'~~ ',~ o~•ercrovwded slums. [ Io~ve~-er, as the ne~c economic order began to generate wealth,

standards of living improved, allowing an increase in persona] li~-ing, space.

.~ Unless we are vigilant, high-drnsih~ zealots will do their best to re~-erse

(#G: 201 Q)
centuries of gains and drive us back towards a Dickensian gloom.
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[)~ , tilllumu \n~cl. For cities to expand outu and at their current pace — to accommodate their
~~~~~ ~ "i~

:~ ~~
groR-ing populations or [he increased demand for sPacc resulting from hig}ter

I 'nircrsin~ incomes —the s-upplc of land must not be artificially constrained.
The more stringent the testsic[ions, the less is the housing market able to

r~sPund to increased demand, and the more likely house prices axe to increase. _ind
land is diFficul[ by, housing becomes

f#5. ~U09~
"hen residential emery to come unaEtordaUle.

~ 1)r. ~)<,nal~l Rra,h
...the affoxdlbility e~f housing is ucer~vhelmingly a funceion of just une thine;

~~ extent to ~shich go~-emments place artificial restrictions on the supply of
]~nmu C; n~cmnr..

'§ residential land.
Kcscr~~c Runk ~,(
,~~« %~alan.l

Australia is Perhaps the Ic a,t cicnscly }populated major country rn the world, but

stare go~emments there have contrived to dri~-e land prices in major urban axcas ro

(#4: 2008)
Very high levels, R-ith the result that in that country housinv in maj~~r state capitals
has become sc~crely unaffordable..

?007: 3xd Edition 2006: and Edirion ?005: 1st Edition

IS`~' Annual Demographia Inlerriational Housing AfJi~rdability Survey (1018: 3rd Quarter) x



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction: 1

avoiding Dubious Urban Policies

Alain Bertaucl,

Senior Researih Scholar, IVI'[I ll~far7nn In.rtit~2te of Urba~z Mareageme~at

Former Principal Urban Planner, The I-Y'orld Bc~n,~

link to ̀'ideo Interview: Paul Romer &Alain Bertaud Discuss "Order without Design"

about ~11ain Bertaud

Link to Video Interview: Paul Rosner & .Hain Bertaud Discuss °Order without Desien" iv

From the Authors

Highlights from Inrroducrions to Previous Editions

Executive Summary

v

1

1. Middle-Income Housing ~lffordabilit~* 4

1.1What is Middle-Income Housing ~ffordabilin~ ~

1.2 The Median Multiple: l~feasuring Housing ~lffordabiliry 6

13 The Median Mulriple: Historical & Internarional Consistent}~ 7

2. Housing Affordability in 2018: Internarional Summary

2.1 1~lajor Housing Markets

2.2 rill Housing Markets

3. Housing Affordability iY 2018: National Sinnmaries

3.1 Australia

32 Canada

3.3 China (Hong Kong)

3.4 Ireland

3.5 New Zealand

3.6 Singapore

3.7 United Kingdom

3.8 United States

9

9

10

14

14

15

19

19

20

22

23

26

I S~~' Amzual Demographia btten:alional Housing Affordability Survey (2018: 3rd Quarter) xi



4. Well Functioning Cities 28

Schedule 1: Major Housing Markets Ranked by ~ffordabilit~~ 31

Schedule 2:.-111 Housing l~iarkets Ranked bj-.lffordability 32

schedule 3: ~ll Housing Markets Ranked b5T Nation 36

Annex: Uses, Methods and Sources 43

author Biographies ~7

FIGURES

1. Housing Affordability: Largest Markets ~

2. Internarional House Price to Income Ratios: 1987/1992 to 2018 8

3: Housing ~ffordabiliry: 2004-2018: lTajor Markets (1,000,000+ Popularion) 11

4: Housing Affordability &Land Regulation: 2,000,000+ Popularion: 2018 12

5: National Housing ~ffordabilin~: ~ll 209 liarkets 13

6:1~Iiddle-Income Housing .-lffordability>: Australia: Major Markets: 2004-2018 14

7: 1bliddle-Income Housing _affordability: Canada: 1~lajor Markets: 2004-?018 16

8: Share of Median Pre-Tae Income Required: average Priced House: Vancouver and Toronto 17

9:1~1iddle-Income ~~ffordabiliry I Iisrory~: Canada: 1970-2008 18

10: Middle-Income Housing .-affordability: New Zealand 3 Largest Markets: 2004-?018 21

11: 1~ledian House Price to Median Earnings Ratio: England and Regions: 1997-2017 24

12: Severely Unaffordable U.S. l~iarkets &Other Major Markets: 1950 2018 2G

13: Regulatory Effect on Land &House Prices: ViWith Uxban Growth Boundar}~ (Conceptual) 28

14: Housing Share of Excess Cost of Living: I~1ost Expensive United States i~iarkets: 2017 29

TABLES

Eti-1 Demopraphia Housing.~ffordabilit~ Ratings 1

ES-2: Housing ~ffordabilin- by Nation: Major Housing Ibiarkets 2

ES-3 Housing Affordability b~~ ~auon: ~ll Housing Markets 3

1: Demographic Housing affordability- Ratings 6

2: Defuution of an Affordable Housing 1~Iarket 7

3: Liberal Regularion v. Urban Containment: Land Use Regulation Classifications 9

4: Housing ~ffordabilit~~ Rarings b`- Narion: l~fajor Housing l~farkets (1,000,000+ Popularion) 10

~~

S7!l ~°i Am:ua/ Demographic /nter~vational Hoeesing A, f/ordabi/ity Sa~rve~~ (2018: 3rd Quarler)



S:Major Housing I~farkets: 101~fost Affordable 10

6: Severely Unaffordable Major Housing 1~Iarkets (29 Least Affordable) 11

7: r1ll Mousing Markets: 10 Most Affordable 12

S: X111 Mousing Markets: 10 Least Affordable 13

9: Housing :lffordabilit~~ Ratings by Narion::1ll Housing Markets 13

10: Housing Market Selection Criteria 46

11: Footer Illustrations 46

49

Permi.rriangrunted to gzrote avith uttribNtion.

Pern>i.r,rion gra~ated for links to this ~ eport

htt~: / /w~vw.demograohia.c_~m/dhi.pdf

Permirriongtunterl for linkr to the we6rite.r

http://www.demograbhi~ a.com/

htt~/ /w~w-~v.perfom~anceurban~lanning.or~/

1 St1i Annua! Demographia /nler~rutionu! Housing Affordability Survey (2018: 3rd Quarter) xiii



15th Annual Demographia
International Housing Affordability Survey

1~atisaglVliddle-Iyzcome Hou.riyagA~fordabilzty
(2019 Edirion: Data from 3i~ Quarter 2018)

By Wendell Cox (Demographic) &Hugh Pavletich (Performance Urban Plannin~

The main message of the Antaual Demogru~hia Inter-nationul Horsring Affordabilit~~ Survey'

i~• that zr~aa(fordable hoar~ing i~ not an unavoidable fatality linked to economic .rucce~•.r.
-Alain Bertaud, Introduction: Avoiding Dubiou3 L'rbun Policze~

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

he 9 th Annaaal Demographic International Housing Affordability Sarrvey covers 309 metropolitan

housing markets (metropolitan areas) in eight countries (Australia, Canada, China [Hong
Kong On15~], Ireland, New Zealand, Singapore, the United Kingdom and the United States)

for the thud quarter of 2018. A total of 91 major metropolitan markets (housing markets) --- with
1,000,000+ population --- are included, including three megaciries, with more than 10,000,000
residents (New York, London and Los Angeles).

Middle-Income Housing Affordability

The Derno~raplria International Ho~.ringA~ jfordabidity Survey rates middle-income housing affordability
using the "Median Multiple," which is the

median house price divided by the median _ ''

household income. The Median Multiple • • ~ ....
is widely used for evaluating housing Housin Affordabilit Ratin .Median Multi le
markets. It has been recommended by the Affordable 3.0 &Under
World Bank and the United Nations and Moderately Unaffordable 3.1 to 4.0
has been used by the Joint Center for Seriously Unaffordable 4.1 to 5.0
Housing Studies at Harvard University. Severel Unaffordable 5.1 &Over

The Median Multiple and other pace-to- Median multiple: Median house price divided by median

income mulriples (housing affordabilit~~ 
household income

multiples) are used to compare housing

affordabilit~~ between markets b5~ the Organization fox Economic Cooperation and Development,

the International Monetary Fund, The Economzet, and other organizations.

Historically, liberally regulated markets have e~ibited median house prices that are three times or

less that of median household incomes (a Median Mulriple of 3.0 or lessj. Demogruphica uses the
housing affordability ratings in Table ES-1.

ISth Annual Demographic /i:lernationa! Housing Affordability Surve~~ (2018: 3rd Qa~arter) 1



Housing Affordability in 2018

Over the past year, there has been moderation of house prices in some of the most unaffordable

markets. In some markets, prices have stabilized, while in others actual declines have occurred.

However, none of the price declines have been sufficient to materially' improve housing

affordabilit}•. These developments could, in the long ntn, simply be further indication of the price

volatility exhibited associated with stronger land use regularion.

There are 9 affordable major housing markets, all in the United States. There are 29 severely

unaffordable major housing markets, including all in Australia (5), New Zealand (1) and China (1).

Thirteen of the major markets in the United States are severely unaffordable (out of 55), seven in the

United Kingdom (out of 21 major markets) and two out of Canada's six.

The most affordable major housing markets are in the United States, with a moderately unaffordable

Median Multiple of 3.9, followed by Canada (43) and Singapore (4.6). Ireland and the United

Kingdom both have Median Multiples of 4.8. The major markets of Australia (6.9), New Zealand

(9.0) and China (20.9) are severely unaffordable (Table ES-2).

There are 9 affordable major housing markets, all in the United States. Pittsburgh and Rochester axe

the most affordable, with a Median Multiple of 2.6. Oklahoma City has a Median Multiple of 2.7,

while Buffalo, Cincinnati, Cleveland and St. Louis each has a 2.8 Median Multiple. Indianapolis (2.9)

and Detroit (3.0) are also affordable.

There are 26 severely unaffordable major housing markets in 2018. Again, Hong Kong is the least

affordable, with a Median Mulriple of 20.9 up from 19.41ast year. Vancouver has replaced Sydney as

the second least affordable, with a Median Multiple of 12.6. With slightly declining house prices,

Sydney's Median Multiple dropped to 11.7. Melbourne (9.~, San Jose (9.4), Los Angeles (9.2) and

Auckland (9.0) were also among the least affordable. San Francisco (8.8), Honolulu (8.6), as well as

London (Greater London Authority) and Toronto (both 8.3) were also among the 101east

affordable major markets. Schedule 1 includes Median Multiples for all major markets.

..-

,Affordable Moderately Seriously Severely
(3.0 & Unaffordable Unaffordable Unaffordable Median

Nation Under) 3.1-4.0 4.1-5.0 5.1 &Over Total Market

Australia 0 0 0 5 5 6.9

Canada 0 3 1 2 6 4.3

China: (Hong Kong) 0 0 0 1 1 20.9

Ireland 0 0 1 0 1 4.8

New Zealand 0 0 0 1 1 9.0

Singapore 0 0 1 0 1 4.6

United Kingdom 0 1 13 7 21 4.8

United States 9 25 8 13 55 3.9

TOTAL 9 29 24 29 91 4.4

~"iAw.~
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Table. ES-3 stitninarizes housing affordability in all markets.

Affordable ~ Moderately ~ Seriously ~ Severely

Nation
(3.0 &
Under)

Unaffordable
3.1-4.0

Unaffordable
4.1-5.0

Unaffordable
5.1 &Over Total

Median
Market

Australia 1 1 5 16 23 5.7

Canada 12 16 5 17 50 4.0

China (Hong Kong) 0 0 0 1 1 20.9
Ireland 2 2 1 0 5 3.7

New Zealand 0 0 2 6 8 6.5

Singapore 0 0 1 0 1 4.6

United Kingdom 0 4 18 11 33 4.8

United States 56 70 34 28 188 3.5

TOTAL 71 93 66 79 309 4.0

Well-Functioning Cities

There has been significant progress ui the reduction of poverty around the warld, first in the high-

income world and now in other narions. Parado~cally, threats are emerging in some urban areas of

the high-income world, as middle-income households face intensifying economic challenges.. Much

of the cause can be traced to much higher house prices.

Former World Bank principal urban planner Alain Bertaud's new book (see Introditition: Avoiding Darbiou.r

Urban Policies) empresses concern that urban policy in cities is being driven by planning that ignores

fundamental economics. TMs, he warns, can lead to a "costly utopia." :according to Bertaud, "The objecrive

of the book is not to propose new urban forms but to apply already consensual basic economic principles to

the practice of urban planning."

In the environment of current urban policy, principally urban containment policy, middle-income

housing has become too expensive for many middle-income households and poverty has increased.

Significant national economic losses have been associated with more restrictive land use regulation.

Economists Paul C. Cheshire, Max Nathan and Henry G. Overman of the London School of

Economics state the obvious priorit~~: "... the ultimate objecu~-e of urban ~olicv is to im~ro~re

outcomes for ~eo~le." Economists Edward Glaeser of Harvard University and Joseph G~ourko of

the University of Pennsylvania, have that "well functioning" housing markets are crucial to housing

affordability. Housing affordability requires well functioning land markets.

Bertaud adds: "The main objective of the planner should be to maintain mobility and housing

affordability'' This would produce substantial opportunities, permitting residents the widest access

to employment and shopping and other pursuits--- in short, well funcrioning cities (labor markets).

15th Annual Demngrapliia /nlernational Housing Affordability Survey (2018: 3rd Quarter) 3



15th Annual Demographia

International Housing Affordability Survey
Dating Middle-Income Hou~-ing A ffordability

(2019 Edition: Data from 3rd Quarter 2018)

By Wendell Cox (Demographia) &Hugh Pavletich (Performance Uxban Planning)

The main message of the Annual Demographic International Hou~-ing Affordability Sun~ey

ie• that unaffordable bou3~ing i~- not an unavoidable fatality linked to economic success.

-Alain Bertaud, Introduction: Avoiding Dubious Urban Policies

1: MIDDLE-INCOME HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

15th An~:ual Demographic /nternationa! Housing Affordability Survey (2018: 3rd Quarter)

he 1 Sth Annual Demographic International Nousing Affordability Survey measures middle-income

housing affordability in 91 major metropolitan housing markets' in Australia, Canada, China

(Hong Kong only), Ireland, New Zealand, Singapore, the United Kingdom and the United

States.'` Data is principally from the third quarter of 2018. These include three megacities3 New

York, Los Angeles, and London. Fifteen markets have more than 5,000,000 population, eight are

severely unaffordable, one seriously unaffordable and siY moderately unaffordable (Figure 1).

In total, the 15th Annual Demographic Internatsonal Hou.ringAffordability Surv~~ provides ratings for 309

housing markets located in the same eight narions, with data from the third quarter (September

quarter) of 2018.'

The Survy is the world's largest known wllection oEhousing affordability data at the housing market

level. Most internarional economic analysis of housing markets focuses on national indicators.

However, narional measures can mask significant differences between housing affordability between

metropolitan areas ~a~ithin countries. For example, during the housing bubble in the United States,

some markets retained Median Mulriples (price-to-income rarios) of 3.0 or less, while others rose to

over 10.6

t Metropolitan areas with 1,000,000+population.

z Japan is not included in this edition. For an affordability report by prefecture, see Kantei News,
https://www.kantei.ne. jp/report/92bairitsu-
chu.pdf?ranMID=37601 &ranEAlD=u*SWO'70o5Uo&ranSiteID=u.5W070o5Uo-XLCIvIJsOWGPxIjrmpVeAO.
' Metropolitan areas with more than 10 million population.
° Metropolitan areas are labor mazkets and housing markets.
5 Sources and methods are described in the Annex: Sources, Methods and Uses.
6 There is the most varatiation between markets in Canada and the United States.

., ~ - ~'. 'r! ~~i: ~~ ~~
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The De~nograpl~iu IrZterriational Hou~•ing l{(farrlul~ilit~; Surv~~ focuses on middle-income housing
affordabilit~~. I~liddle-income housing affordability is different from low —income "affordable'
housing," which requires subsidies.' At the same time, shelter is a fundamental household need and
subsidies are required when market prices or rents cannot be afforded. The Survey does not include
indicators of subsidized or social housing. However, where middle-income housing is affordable,
there will be less of a need for
subsidized housing. r1s a result, the
need for of social housing is Housing Affordability: Largest Markets
inextricably determined to ttuddle- 

2018: POPULATION OVER 5,000,000

income housing affordability. Ha^g Kong, s^R
Sydney, NSW '..

Los Angeles, CA

Middle-income housing affordability London (GLA)

is also different from luau housin
ry g

Toronto,oN
London Exurbs ~

■Severely Unaffordable

affordability, which is reported upon Miami, F~
>: Not Severely Unaffordable

by a number of organizarions (such New York, NY-NJ-PA

a5 the I~I11gilY F'taT11i~S ~I~~PQ~fh RP~01'~~.
Singapore _'

Washington, DC-VA-MD-WV Median Multiple

In the vernacular of this populist era, Dallas-Fort Worth, TX Median House Price

middle-income housin affordabilig ry
Houston,rx ~

Chicago, IL
~~~~deab Medan

Pre-Tax Gross

might be characterized as relating to Atlanta,GA ~ Householdlncome

YIlE ~~99 p2YCfrit~~ IUXUYy EriCl Of t~1C
Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD -

market rather than the "one~
o s io is zo zs

Median Multiple
percent." 15'hAnnual Demographic Infemational HousingAfiordabilitySurvey Figure 1

1.1: What is Middle-Income Housing Affordability?

Housing afFordabilit5- is measured by comparison of house prices to household incomes. Mere
comparisons of price levels between metropolitan areas are not a sufficient indicator of housing
affordability. Evaluarion of housing affordability
requires comparison to incomes in the same housing ,,, the need for of social housing is
market. inextricably determined to middle-

incomehousing affordability
Accarding to the United Nations,' "If there is a single
indicator that conveys the greatest amount of information on the overall performance of housing
markets, it is the house price-to-income ratio." The Demogruphiu Internutionul Hou.ring.A~j`ordubility
Suru~~ measures middle-income housing affordability in housing markets, or metropolitan area (labor

~ Including social housing.
x Sce, for example, Jason Furman, Barriers to Shared Growth: The Cuse of Land Use Regulation and Economic Renls, Address
to the Urban Institute, November 20, 2016.
https://obamawhitchousc.archives.eoy/sites/dcfault/filcs/pa~c/tiles/20151120 barriers shared erowth land use reeulation and
economic rcnts.pdf
y Shlomo Angel, Stephen K. Mayo and William L. Stephens, Jr., "The Housing Indicators Program: A Report on Progress and
Plans for the Future," Netherlands Journal of HousinK and the Built Environment 8, no. 1 (1993): 13-48.
http://sol lyaneel.com/wp-content/uploads/2013! I U/38.-1993-The-Housin k-Indicators-Procram.pdf.

15th Annua! Demogruphiu /nlernutional Housing Affordahility Survey (20/8: 3rd Quarter) 5



markets), which is the economic (or funcrional) dimension of cities.10 Entire housing markets are

used, rather than neighborhoods or parts of housing markets, because they represent the selection of

housing that is locally available to households and from which businesses draw their employees.

Housing affordability is evaluated on two overall market levels, bettaieen housing markets (such as

between Adelaide and Melbourne) and over time within the same housing market (such as Adelaide

from 1980 to 2015).

1.2: The Median Multiple: Measuring Housing Affordability

The Demograjihia Interr~aaational Hou.ringA_(fordability Survy~ uses the "Median Multiple" (median house

price divided by median annual gross pre-tax household income") to assess housing affordability.

The Median Multiple is a house price to

income ratio that is widel}' used for ~ . , , , , , ~ , , ~ , . ,

evaluating housing markets. It has been • • ~ • . , • •

recommended by the World Bank'' and Housin Affordabilit Ratin . Median Multi le

the United Nations and is used by the Affordable 3.0 &Under

Joint Center for Housing Srizdies, Harvard Moderately Unaffordable 3.1 to 4.0

University.' Similar house price to Seriously Unaffordable 4.1 to 5.0

income ratios (housing affordability Severel Unaffordable 5.1 &Over

Median multiple: Median house price divided by median
multiples) are used to compare housing household income

affordability between markets by the

Organization for Economic Cooperarion and Development, the International Monetary Fund,

internarional credit rating services, media outlets (such as The Econo~nist~") and others.

More elaborate indicators, which often mix housing
Historically, the Median Multiple has

affordability- and mortgage affordability can mask the
been remarkably similar ... with

structural elements of house pricing and are often not
median house prices from 2.0 to 3.0

well understood outside the financial sector. The
times median household incomes.

mixed indicators provide only a "snapshot," because

interest rates can vary over the term of a mortgage; however the price paid for the house does not.

10 The physical dimension of cities is the built-up urban area, which is surcounded by rural territory (sec Demographic World

Urban Areas (see: ht~t ://dcmoeranhia.com/db-worldua.pd fl. These definitions exclude the administrative unit or "municipality,"

which is simply a political construct that may be smaller than the metropolitan area (generally in the Wcst) or larger (such as in

China). For further information see: Paul Cheshire, Max Nathan and Henry G. Ovcnnan of the London School of Economics in

their recent book, 11rb~n Econwnics ai7d Urban Policv: Challen~inf Conventional Palici- ll~isdom

~ ~ This is to be contrasted with median "family" income.
1z The Housing Indicators Program, http://sitcresourccs.worldbank.org/INTURBANDEVELOPMENT/Resources/336387-

169578899171 /rd-hs7.htm. Also see Shlomo Angel, Housing Policy Matters: A Global Analysis. Oxford University Press, 2000.

13/ndicators of Sustainable Development: House Price-to-income Ratio: htfi://esl jrc.it/envind/un meths/UN MEOSO.htm.

14 For example, The Economist publishes a housing affordability index for metropolitan areas in China (see Section 4).
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The Median Multiple is a reliable, easily
understood and essential structural indicator for Typically, severely unaffordable

measuring the health of residenrial markets and markets have urban containment

facilitates meaningful and transparent land use policy.

comparisons of housing affordability. T'he
Median Multiple provides a solid foundation for the considerarion of structural policy oprions for
restoring and maintaining housing affordability in local housing markets. The Demograj~hia
International HousingAffor~lability Suvv~ housing affordability ratings are shown in Table 1 and
discussed in more detail in Table 2.

For metropolitan areas to rate as'affordable' antl ensure that housing bubbles are not triggered, housing prices should not
exceed three times gross annual household earnings. To allow this to occur, new starter housing of an acceptable quality to the
purchasers, with associated commercial and industrial development, must be allowed to be provided on the urban fringes at 2.5
times the gross annual median household income of that urban market (refer Demographia Survey Schedules for guidance).
The critically important Development Ratios for this new fringe starter housing, should be 17 - 23%serviced lot I section cost - to
balance the actual housing construction.

I Sth Annual Demographic /iilernational Housing Affordability Survey (2018: 3rd Quarter)

Ideally through a normal building cycle, the Median Multiple should move from a Floor Multiple of 2.3, through a Swing Multiple of
2.5 to a Ceiling Multiple of 2.7 - to ensure maximum stability and optimal medium and long term performance of the residential
construction sector.

... so that today ... different forms of dwellings should be about or below these Median Multiples to rate as ̀affordable' ... ...

1. Standard detached housing should not cost any more than 3.0 times annual household incomes of specific metros
(refer Annual Demographia Surveys ; recent Glaeser & Gvourko paper ; Recent Reserve Bank of Australia paper );
Harvard JCHR Median Multiple Tables (accessible top left column front page this website).

2. New fringe starter house and land packages should cost around 2.5 times ... at development ratios of 20%serviced lot
and the balance construction (Definition of an affordable housing market www.PerformanceUrbanPlanninq.orq).

3. Apartment I townhouses should be around 2.0 times (about 70% of detached ... to illustrate refer Houston Association
of Realtors Monthly Report ).

4. Fringe manufactured house (prefab) and land packages should be around 1.5 times (refer Leaky Homes And An
Architect's Musing's I Scoop News March 2010 published Interest Co NZ as'Houston: We have a housing affordability
problem'

-Hugh Pavletich

1.3: The Median Multiple: Historical &International Consistency

Available data shows that house costs have generally risen at a rate similar to that of household
incomes until comparatively recently. This is consistent with cost trends among other basic
necessities, such as personal transport, food and clothing.

:: ~ ~ . s
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istorically, the Median Mulriple has been remarkably similar among six surveyed narions, with

median house prices from 2.0 to 3.0 times median household incomes (Australia, Canada, Ireland,

New Zealand, the United

Kingdom and the United International House Price to Income Ratios
States). Housing affordability 1987/1992 TO 2018
remained generally within this ~

range until the late 1980s or late ■ 1987 or 1992 (Earliest Data)

1990s in each of these narions 6 - - ■zoie -
(Figure 2)." In recent decades,
house prices have escalated far as _. ___._ -.........,. _,_ _... ....--_

above household incomes in q .__.._..__. ___._. ____. __----- --.._..
many parts of the world. In o
some metropolitan markets

~>
o 3 - - - - --- - ---

house prices have doubled,
tripled ox even quadrupled a Z

relative to household incomes.
Typically, the housing markets 1
rated "severely unaffordable" o _ _ . __, .. __ .
t~JlCally 11aVC "urban Australia Canada Ireland New Zealand Uniled Kingdom United Stales

containment"Table 3~. Source: See Notes on Figures Figure 2

Median Mulriples of 3.0 or less continue to be observed in some markets of the United States,
Canada and Ireland.' Deftnitive historical data has not been identified Eor Hong Kong, or
Singapore.

The Demographia International Housing Affordability Surv~~ has been published for 15 years to emphasize
the importance of well functioning housing markets. More
severely unaffordable housing is strongly correlated with , In some metz~opolitan
higher overall costs of living and thus lower standards of markets house prices have
living between housing markets. Yet, higher standards of doubled, ttlpled oreven
living and lower poverty rates are principal domestic policy quadrupled telat[ve to
prioriries in virtually all narions. This requires attention to household incomes.
housing affordability (Secrion 4).

~ ~ Anthony Richazds, Some Observations on the Cost of Housing in Australia, AJdress to 2008 Economic and Social Outbok
ConScrcuce The hiclbournc Institute, 27 M1larch'_'008 http://www.rba.eov.au/sneechcs/2008/sn-so-270308.html. This research
included all nations covered in the Demographic /nternational Housing Affordability Survey except for Ireland. The Richards
rescarch is also illustrated in the of the Narional Housing Council of Australia,
http://www.fahesia.eov.au/sa/housing/pubs/housin national housine supply/Documents/default.htm (Figure I.1).
~ " A value below 2.0 is affordable, but may indicate depressed economic conditions.

t
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The Demographic International Housing Affordability Survey uses the following land use regulation classifications

Liberal Land Use Policy (Traditionally Regulated Markets) applies in markets not classifed as having urban containment policy, which
does not permit competitive land markets to operate on the urban fringe). In contrast, in liberal markets, residential development is allowed
to occur based upon consumer preferences, subject to basic environmental regulation.19 Generally, liberal land use regulation is "demantl-
driven" Land is allowed to be developed, except in limited areas, such as parks antl environmentally sensitive areas. By allowing
development on the urban fringe, liberal land use regulation allows the "supply vent' to operate, which keeps house prices affordable. Less
restrictive regulation can also be called traditional or liberal regulation. In addition to lower housing costs relative to incomes, the lower
population densities typical of liberal markets are associated with less intense traffic congestion and shorter average work trip iournev times.
Liberal land use regulation has also been called'Yraditional" regulation.

Urban Containment Policy does not permitZ° the competitive market far land to operate on the urban fringe. More restrictive land use
regulation seeks to outlaw the liberal regulation that produced middle-income housing affordability. Typically, urban containment includes
urban containment boundaries and related variations (such as urban growth boundaries, green belts, urban service districts, "growth areas"
and other strategies that substantially reduce the amount of land available for house building).21 Urban containment policy may also be
characterized by terms such as "densifcation policy," "compact development', or "urban consolidation." Another strategy, "virtual" urban
containment boundaries can be established independently by multiple jurisdictions in suburban or exurban areas. Urban containment may
be imposed by any level of government and may involve regulations by multiple governments.

By severely limiting or even prohibiting development on the urban fringe, urban containment eliminates the "supply vent' of urban fringe
development, by not allowing the supply of housing to keep up with demand, except at prices elevated well above historic norms.

Urban containment policies are often accompanied by costly development impact fee regimes that disproportionately charge the cost of the
necessary infrastructure for growth on new house buyers. There is particular concern about the cost increasing impacts of these fees and
levies, especially in Australia, Canada (Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation), New Zealand (New Zealand Productivity Commission)
and California.

Classification of Major Markets: The classification of major markets (metropolitan areas with more than 1,000,000 population) is
described in Figure 4 and the figure notes in the Annex.

2: HOUSING AFFORDABILITY IN 2018: INTERNATIONAL SUMMARY

he 15th Annual Demog~aj~hi~ International Hou.ringA~fordabilit~~ Survey provides housing
affordability ratings for 91 major housing markets (1,000,000+ population) and an overall
total of 309 markets. Markets in eight nations are rated.

Over the past year, there has been moderarion of house prices in some of the most unaffordable
markets. In some markets, prices have stabilized, while in others actual declines have occurred.
However, none of the price declines have been sufficient to materially improve housing
affordabilin~. This trend may simply be a temporary phenomenon, evidence of the greater price
volatility of more restricrively regulated housing markets.'3

Z; Dan Andrews, "Rcal House Prices in OECD Countries: The Role of Demand Shocks and. Structural and Policy Factors,"
OECD Economics Dcparhncnt Working Papers, No. 831, OECD Publishing, 2010. Available online at
http://dx.doi.ors,./10.1787/Skm33bgzhbzr-cn and Kate Barker, Review of Housing Supply: Delivering Stability: Securing Our
Fun~~-e Hozrsing Needs: Firin! Report —Recommendations. Norwich, England: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 2004.
http:i/www.andywi~*htmahtfp://www.andvwiahtman.com/docti~barkcr housin~tinal.pdf
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2.1: Majot Housing Markets

There was a reduction in the number of affordable major housing markets from 10 to 9 in 2018. At

the same time, the number of severely unaffordable major housing markets rose from 28 to 29.

For the fifth year in a row, the United States has the most affordable housing among major housing

markets, a moderately unaffordable Median Multiple of 3.9. Canada has a Median Multiple of 4.3,

Singapore is 4.6, Ireland (Dublin) is 4.8, and the United Kingdom is 4.8, each of which is seriousl}~

unaffordable.

Three narional markets are severely unaffordable, with Median Multiples of 5.1 or above. These

include China (Hong Kon~, with a Median Mulriple of 20.9, New Zealand (Auckland), at 9.0 and

Australia at 6.9). The trend in annual major housing market Median Mulriples is shown in Figure 3.

Ireland and Singapore are the only nations with no severely unaffordable major housing markets in

this f ear's Suruey~ (Table 4).

..-

Affordable Moderately Seriously Severely
(3.0 & Unaffordable Unaffordable Unaffordable Median

Nation Under) 3.1-4.0 4.1-5.0 5.1 &Over Total Market

Australia 0 0 0 5 5 6.9
Canada 0 3 1 2 6 4.3
China: Hong Kong 0 0 0 1 1 20.9
Ireland 0 0 1 0 1 4.8
New Zealand 0 0 0 1 1 9.0
Singapore 0 0 1 0 1 4.6
United Kingdom 0 1 13 7 21 4.8
United States 9 25 8 13 55 3.9

TOTAL 9 29 24 29 91 4.4

Most Affordable Majot Housing Markets:

The 10 affordable major housing markets axe

all in the United States (Table 5). Pittsburgh

and Rochester are the most affordable, with a

Median Mulriple of 2.6. Oklahoma City is

third most affordable, with a Median Multiple

of 2.7. Buffalo, Cincinnati, Cleveland and St.

Louis have a Median Multiple of 2.8.
Indianapolis (2.9) and Detroit (3.0) also are
rated affordable. There is a three-way tie for

10 h̀ most affordable, with Columbus, Grand

Rank Nation Metro olitan Market Median Multi le
1 U.S. Pittsburgh, PA 2.6
1 U.S. Rochester, NY 2.6
3 U.S. Oklahoma City, OK 2.7
4 U.S. Buffalo, NY 2.8
4 U.S. Cleveland, OH 2.8
4 U.S. St. Louis„ MO-IL 2.8
8 U.S. Indianapolis. IN 2.9
9 U.S. Detroit, MI 3.0
10 U.S. Columbus, OH 3.1
10 U.S. Grand Rapids, MI 3.1
10 U.S. Louisville, KY-IN 3.1

~~~
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Rapids and Louisville having moderately unaffordable Median Multiples of 3.1. ~ll of these markets
have liberal land use regulation.

Least Affordable Major Housing Markets: The severely unaffordable major markets include all in
Australia (5), New Zealand (1) and China (1). Two of Canada's six markets are severely

unaffordable. Seven of the 21 major 
Housing Affordability: 2004-2018

markets in the United Kingdom, and 13 
MAJOR MARKETS (1,000,000+ POPULATION)

of the 55 major markets in the United 24
States are seveYel~ unaffordable.

z~

The 29 severely unaffordable major
housing markets are shown in Table 7.
Hong Kong has a Median I~lultiple of
20.9, the least affordable Median
Multiple yet recorded. For the ninth
gear in a ro~v, Hong Kong has the worst
housing affordabilin~ in the Demograpbia
International Hou~•ing Affordability Suru~.

18

~AusValia

a is .. Canada

China (Hong Kong)
~ lz j _ 

a~r.lreland
m
'v New Zealandv~ g _ _..._ _. .... .. Singapore

~~ *United Kingdom

6 '̂w~~ •= United States
.rrr.;rgys-

3 J~ ... _.

Vancouver displaced Sydney as the °
2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 Figure 3second least affordable major housing

market, with a Median Multiple of 12.6. S~-dne` now ranks third least affordable, with an 11.7
Median Mulriple.

Rank Nation Metro olitan Market

..-.

Median
Multi le Rank Nation Metro olitan Market

Median
Multi le

63 U.K. Birmin ham &West Midlands 52 78 Australia Adelaide, SA 6.9
63 U.S. Portland, OR-WA 5.2 79 U.K. Bournemouth &Dorsett 7.3
65 U.S. Boston, MA-NH 5.3 80 U.S. San Die o, CA 7.8
66 U.S. Denver, CO 5.5 81 Canada Toronto, ON 8.3
66 U.S. New York, NY-NJ-PA 5.5 81 U.K. London Greater London Authori 8.3
68 U.S. Riverside-San Bernardino, CA 5.6 83 U.S. Honolulu, HI 8.6
68 U.S. Sacramento, CA 5.6 84 U.S. San Francisco, CA 8:8
68 U.S. Seattle, WA 5.6 85 N.Z. Auckland 9.0
71 AusValia Perth, WA 5.7 86 U.S. Los An eles, CA 9.2
71 U.K. Leicester 8 Leicestershire 5.7 87 U.S. San Jose, CA 9.4
71 U.S. Miami, FL 5.7 88 Australia Melbourne, VIC 9.7
74 Australia Brisbane, QLD 6.3 89 AusValia S dne ,NSW 11.7
75 U.K. PI mouth &Devon 6.4 90 Canada Vancouver, BC 12.6
76 U.K. Bristol-Bath 6.7 91 China Hon Kon 20.9
77 U.K. Landon Exurbs E & SE En land 6.8

~~~--^~? -~~
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The least affordable 10 in major market housing affordability also includes Melbourne (9.7), San Jose

(9.4), Los 1~ngeles (9.2), Auckland (9.0),'`' San Francisco (8.8), Honolulu at 8.6, along with Toronto

and London (Greater London Authority) which are ried at 10~' least affordable, with a Median

Multiple of 8.3. The severely unaffordable major housing markets are shown in Table 6. Virtually all

of the severely unaffordable major markets have urban containment.

The housing affordability performance and general regulatory structure (urban containment or

equivalent versus liberalland use policy) is illustrated for the largest markets in Figure 4.

Four of the six markets rated by the
UBS Global Real Estate Bubble

Index 2018 as having the greatest

bubble risk are included in the 75th

Annual De~nographia International

HoufingAffordability Survey, each with

severely unaffordable ratings. This

includes Hong Kong (#1), Toronto

(#3), Vancouver (#4), and London

(#6)." Major market data is

summarized in Schedule 1, with

additional information in Schedule 3

2.2: All Housing Markets

Housing Affordability &Land Regulation
2+MILLION METROPOLITAN AREAS: 2018

Among all 309 markets, the United

States has the most affordable housing with a national Median Mulriple of 3.5. Ireland's Median

Multiple is 3.7 and Canada is third with a 4.0 rating. Each of these is moderately unaffordable.

Singapore (4.6) and the United Kingdom

(4.8) are rated seriously unaffordable. The ''

least affordable markets are China Hon g Rank •Nation ,Metro olitan Market • • •Median Mul

Kong, at 20.9,. Australia (5.7~ and New 1 Canada Cape Breton, NS 2.1

Zealand 6.5 eac11 severel unaffordable~~ y
2
2

Canada
U.S.

Fort McMurcay, AB
Rockford, IL

2.2
2.2

~F1guYe 5~. 2 U.S. Utica-Rome, NY 2.2
2 U.S. Youngstown, OH-PA 22
6 Canada Moncton, NB 2.3

Among all markets, 71 are affordable s U.S. Davenport, IA-IL 2.3

~IVlec~ian Multiple of 3.0 ox less. The
6 U.S. Peoria, IL 2.3

affordable markets are in r~ustralia C1~,
6
10

U.S.
Canada

Syracuse, NY
Fredericton, NB

2.3
2.4

Canada (12), Ireland (2), and the United 10 U.S. Erie, PA 2.4

States (~6). There are no markets in Australia,
10 U.S. Lansin , MI 2.4

China (Hong Kong), New Zealand, Singapore or the United Kingdom.

z5 Auckland's higher Median Multiple in 2018 is principally due to a restatement of median household incomes by Statistics New

Zealand. See Section 3.5.

z~ Munich and Amsterdam are also rates in the most at-risk six by UBS.
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Canada has four of the nine most

affordable markets, including the first and

second most affordable, Cape Breton, NS

and Fort McMurray, AB. The United

States has eight markets among the 12

ranked in the top 10 (Table 7).

There are 93 moderately unaffordable

markets (Median Mulriple of 3.1 to 4.0)

and 6G seriously unaffordable markets

(Median Mulriple of 4.1 to 5.0). A total of

79 markets are severely unaffordable, with

a Median Multiple of 5.1 ox higher.

National Housing Affordability: 2018
ALL 309 MARKETS

zi

is

15
m
a

12

m 9 _ ..

v

6 .....

3 - -

0
Australia Canada China Ireland

(Hong

Kong)

Median Multiple

Median House Price

Divided by Median

Household Income

New Singapore United United

Zealand Kingdom States

Figure 5
Among the 79 severely unaffordable

markets, 28 are in the United States, 17 in

Canada, 16 in r~ustralia, 11, siY in New Zealand and one in China.

Among the 101east affordable housing

markets, seven axe major housing markets. s

least affordable 10 also includes California's

Santa Cruz, at 9.6 and Tauranga-Western Bay

of Plenty in New Zealand, at 9.1. All of the

other least affordable metropolitan areas were

major markets (Table 8).

Rank Nation Metro olitan Market Median Multi le
300 U.S. San Francisco, CA 8.8
301 N.Z. Auckland 9.0
302 N.Z. Taraunga-Western Bay of Plenty 9.1
303 U.S. Los Angeles, CA 92
304 U.S. San Jose, CA 9.4
305 U.S. Santa Cruz, CA 9.6
306 Australia Melbourne, VIC 9.7
307 Australia Sydney, NSW 11.7
308
309

Canada
Ch'

Vancouver, BC
H K

12.6
20

Table 9 summarizes housing affardability 
ina on on

ratings by nation for all 309 markets. The

markets are ranked by housing affordabilin~ in Schedule 2 and listed alphabetically in Schedule 3.

Affordable ~ Moderately ~ Seriously ~ Severely

Nation
(3.0 &
Under)

Unaffordable
3.1-4.0

Unaffordable
4.1-5.0

Unaffordable
5.1 &Over Total

Median
Market

Australia 1 1 5 16 23 5.7

Canada 12 16 5 17 50 4.0

China (Hong Kong) 0 0 0 1 1 20.9

Ireland 2 2 1 0 5 3.7

New Zealand 0 0 2 6 8 6.5

Singapore 0 0 1 0 1 4.6

United Kingdom 0 4 18 11 33 4.8

United States 56 70 34 28 188 3.5

TOTAL 71 93 66 79 309 4.0

i~
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3: HOUSING AFFORDABILITY IN 2018: NATIONAL SUMMARIES

he housing affordability situation is summarized by nation below. The housing affordability

data for each housing market is ranked in Schedule 1 fox the major markets and Schedule 2

for all markets. Schedule 3 lists all markets, alphabetically, with additional data.

3.1: Australia

Again, as in each of the previous 14 Demogra~ihia International Hou~•ingA~ordability Sr~rueyr, all of

Australia's five major housing

markets are severely unaffordable Middle-Income Housing Affordability
(Figure 6). The major housing AUSTRALIA: CAPITAL CITY HOUSING MARKETS: 1981-2018
market Median Multiple is a

severely unaffordable 6.9 with only
is

~5ydney

Hong Kong being less affordable.
12

-- "'eib°"'"e
- Brisbane

Howe~~er, nearly all of Australia's

major markets have experienced
house price reductions or relative
price stagnation over the past year.

~n OECD publication expressed

the following view of these
developments (December 2018:

"Australia's housing ~yo~ iaao iaai iaan cuui awn gun ~uio

market is a source of Figure 6

vulnerability. Prices have more than doubled in real terms since the early 2000s and

household debt has surged. The market has started to cool over the last year, with prices

falling most notably in Melbourne and Sydney. So far, data point to a soft landing without

substantial consequence for the overall economy. Nevertheless, risk of a hard landing

remains."

Even so, housing affordability remains severely unaffordable in all of the major markets, and by a

substantial margin in Sydney and Melbourne. Despite what has been called the largest S,~ dne~rice

reduction in 3:i gars, house prices relative to incomes are more than double the rate of the early

1980x. In Sydney and Melbourne, median income households need at least three years' more

income to pay for the median priced house than in 2004, when the first SurUey~ was published.

Major Markets: Sydney is again Australia's least Sydney is again the third least affordable
affordable market, with a Median Multiple of 11.7, market, with a 11.7, while Melbourne is
and ranks third worst overall, trailing Hong Kong. fourth least affordable at 9.7
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Melbourne has a Median Multiple of 9.7 and is the fourth least affordable major housing market

internationally. Only Hong Kong, ̀'ancouver, and SS~dney are less affordable than Melbourne.
Adelaide has a severely unaffordable 69 Median Mulriple and is the 16`'' least affordable of the 91

major markets. Brisbane has a Median Multiple is 6.3 and is ranked 18 x̀' least affordable, while Perth,

with a Median Multiple of 5.7 is the 24`'' least affordable major housing market in this year's S7srvey.

Other Housing Markets: Overall, Australia's housing markets have a seveYely unaffordable

Median Multiple of 5.9. The most affordable markets are moderately affordable, Gladstone,

Queensland at 3.2 and Rockhampton, Queensland at 3.9. There are no affordable or moderately

affordable markets in Australia. Overall 16 markets in Australia are rated severely unaffordable. The
least affordable are the Sunshine Coast, Queensland (8.7) and the Gold Coast, Queensland (8.4).

H1sto~cal Contest.' Australia's generally unfavorable housing affordability is in significant contrast

to the broad affordabilit~T that e~sted before implementarion of urban containment (called. "urban

consolidation" in Australia). r~s is indicated in Figure 2 the price-to-income ratio in Australia was

below 3.0 in the late 1980s. All of Australia's major markets have urban containment policy and all

have severely unaffordable housing.

3.2: Canada

House prices have been rising strongly- ahead of income in

Canada. A 2016 Frontier Centre for Public Policy research Vancouver's Median

report reviewed the strongly rising house prices relative to Multiple is the third worst

incomes in 35 markets since 2000.'' Both international and zn Su7'vey history. Only

national organizations have expressed concern about the Hong Kong and Sydney

damage that Canada's rising prices (some suggest a "housing have been more

bubble") could do to the national economy.' According to the unaffordable

201.8 "Third Quarter Canada I~~1ort~,~e and I lousing Coreration (CMHC) assessment: "Housing

markets for Vancouver, Victoria, Toronto and Hamilton remain highly vulnerable because of the

detecrion of price acceleration and overvaluation. Most notably, high evidence of overvaluation is

still observed in Vancouver, Victoria and Toronto

where house prices remain higher than levels Vancouver has the second least
supported by economic and demographic affordable housing among the major
fundamentals." markets, with a Median Multiple of

12.6, trailing only Hong Kong.
Major Housing Markets: Canada has two of the
101east affordable major markets in the Survey (Figure 7).

Z~ Wendell Cox and. Ailin He (2016), Canada's Middle-Income Housing Affordability Crisis, Frontier Centre for Public Policy,
httns://fcpp. org/wp-contcuUuoloads/2016/06/Cox-H o-M iddlc-(ncomc-Housine-Crisi s.~dt:
ZR Sec, for example, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, "OECD Economic Surveys Canada," June 2014.
http://www.occd.ork./cco/survcvs/Overview%20 CANADA 2014.pdf. International Monetary Fund, "2014 Article IV
Consultation —Staff Report; Staff Statement; and Press Release," !MF Country Report No. 15/22, January 2015.
hops://www.imf.ore/cxtcrnal/pubs/ft/scr/2015/cr 1522.ndf, Bank of Canada, "Financial System Review —December 2015."
httn ~+~ww.bankotcanada.ca/2015/12/fsr-decembcr-2015/.
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Vancouver has the second least affordable housing among the major markets, with a Median

Multiple of 12.6, trailing only Hong Kong. This is the third worst housing affordability for a major

market in the 15 years of the Demograj~hia International Housing A~ordul~idity Survey. The 2018 UBS

Global Real Estate Bubble Index rates Vancouver as having the fourth worst housing "bubble risk"

in the world.

By the time of the first Demographia International HouringAffordability Survey, Vancouver had already

developed severely unaffordable housing, which has been associated with its urban containment

policy, adopted more than four

decades ago. Vancouver has

experienced significant housing

affordability deteriorarion among

major markets, with its Median
Multiple deteriorating from 53 to

12.6, equivalent to 7.3 years of pre-

tax median household income.

While a British Columbia foreign

buyers tax has been associated with a

moderation of house prices in

Vancouver, reductions have been

concentrated in higher cost houses,

with middle market housing

affordability having continued some

deterioration.

Middle-Income Housing Affordability
CANADA: MAJOR MARKETS: 2004-2018

is

~z
~foronto

~ ~ Montreal

a ~ ___. ....____..__ _....._..____. Vancouver
Ottawa

~ Calgary

~ò • ~ Edmonton

v

~ ~~

s
3 ----_._ .. ... ______—

zooa zoos zoos zoo 2oi2 zoia 2ois 2oia
Figure 7

Toronto also has a severely unaffordable housing, with its Median Multiple deteriorating to 8.3,

compared 3.9 in the first Surv~~ (2004), a more than doubling ofmiddle-income house prices relative

to incomes. The 2018 UBS G1oUa1 Real Estate Bubble Inlet rates Toronto as having the third worst

housing "bubble risk" in the world.

Like in British Columbia, the province of Ontario has imposed a foreign buyers tax. Since that time,

Toronto's house price hSTper-inflation has stopped and prices are much more stable. However, much

of the impact is evident in the highest market

segments. Despite this demand-side strategy, Despite this demand-side strategy, housing

housing affordability in Toronto has continued to affordability in Toronto has continued to

deteriorate at the middle of the market. deteriorate at the middle of the market..

In Toronto, the housing affordability loss has been associated with the middle-2000s adoption of

urban containment policy ("Places to Grove'), including a Green Belt and other draconian

restricrions. A Survey co-author predicted would lead to much worsened housing affordability."'

zv Wendell Cox (2004), Myths about Urban Growth and the Toronto Greenbelt, Fraser Institute.
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Montreal has seriously unaffordable housing (4.6), having deteriorated from a moderately
unaffordable 3.1 in 200 . Calgary has a moderately unaffordable Median Multiple of 4.0, which is
down somewhat, due to the economic reversals in the petroleum industry of Alberta. Evan so, the
present Median Multiple is a significant deterioration from an affordable 3.0 in 2004.

Ottawa-Gatineau is also moderately unaffordable, at 4.0, having deteriorated tom an affordable 29
in 2004. Canada's most affordable major market is Edmonton (3.6), which is rated as moderately
unaffordable. This is a deterioration from the affordable 2.8 Median Mulriple in 2005, when
Edmonton's was first covered in the Survey.

Housing ChotceDenied.•r~ recent Share of Median Pre-Tax Income Required
poll by Sotheb~-'s Real Estate AVERAGE PRICED HOUSE: VANCOUVER &TORONTO AREAS
International found that a large lZo~ ~tz.si
percentage of households prefer v

E 

.__._ .......... 

■Aggregatedetached housing, as has htstoricallv o
' ~ 86 9 ~ 90 4% ■Single-Family Detached

been the case in Canada. Yet 4 90~ ApartmeMCondominium

budgetary pressures have been t„ 75.3%

forcing many to purchase smaller s~"Quaner2o~a
houses that axe less desired, a b0~ sz4r _ (septembe~Qua~te~)

4zo 0
principally attached housing (such as ~
row houses and semi-detached) and d 3or _-._ _.~. rcHMcsralloaRo
condominiums. In Vancouver, a0
Toronto, Montreal, and Calgary from ~
92 to 97 percent of5~oung urban of -- -
households were found to prefer va~co~~e~n~ea TorontoArea

"ground-oriented housing" (detached Source: RBC Economics Figure 8

or attached housing). Each of these four metropolitan areas have urban containment.

R5•etson University researchers have responded to the serious housing affordability concerns by
proposing a substanrial expansion of the lower density ground oriented housing (detached and
attached) preferred by' the market.;0 Current policy is skewed against the development of such
housing.

The RBCEconomics Agordabtl~tpMeasure: The RBC E~onomic~• HoarsingA, ffordaGilih Report for
the third quarter of 2018 illustrates the financial unpossibiliries faced by middle-income households
in Canada's severel3- unaffordable markets. RBC found that the median income Vancouver
household would need 117 percent of its pre-tax gross income for monthly payments on the average
priced single detached house (a t~~pical house in Canada), and the Toronto household 90 percent. In
both Vancouver and Toronto, the cost of even the least expensive housing, apartment

30 Frank Clayton (2017), "Countering Myths about Rising Ground-Related Housing Prices in the GTA: New Supply Really
Matters," Centre for Urban Research and Land Development Ryerson University 2017
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condominiums ~2 percent and 47 percent respecrivel~~, well above the Canada 1~1ort~age and

Housing Corporation 30 percent housing affordability- guideline (Figure 8).

Overall, the median income Canadian household must pay 54 percent of its income in ownership

costs (all types of housing combined), and

approximately 45 percent in Montreal and Calgary. The two most affordable markets

Among smaller markets, Victoria ranks by~ far the worst, are in Canada, Cape Breton (NS),

where the median income household requires 68 percent and Fort McMurray (AB).

of its income to pa3~ for the average priced house.

Other Housing Matkets: The overall Median Multiple for the 50 markets in Canada is a

moderately unaffordable 4.0. ~s in California (Secrion 3.8), severely unaffordable housing is

spreading from the major markets to nearby markets. Severely unaffordable housing has spread

from Vancouver to the British Columbia markets of Victoria (8.5), the Fraser Valley (8.2), Nanaimo

(8.0), Comox Valley (7.9), Kelowna (7.0), and Chilliwack (6.7).

Markets in the extended Toronto area (the "Greater Golden Horseshoe") have become severely

uaffordable, including Hamilton (6.G), Guelph (6.3), Kichener-Waterloo (6.0), Peterborough (5.8),

Cambridge (5.7), Oshawa (5.7), Barrie

(5.5), St. Catharines-Niagara (5.5), and

Brantfora ~~.2~. Middle-Income Affordability History
CANADA: MAJOR HOUSING MARKETS: 1970-2018

Outside of markets influenced by the
is

~Toronta

urban containment policies of Ontario ~~Montreal

and British Columbia, Canada's house lZ ~ ottawaVef
prices are much more affordable. The d ~a~ga^'

a 9 • ~ Edmonton

two most affordable markets are in

Canada, Cape Breton (NS), at a Median

Multiple of 2.1 and Fort McMurraS~ 6

(AB), at 2.2. Moncton, NB, which was ..r~l~

the most affordable market in last y'ear's s -'--.._~~

Suruey~ was si~:th most affordable at 2.3.

Fredericton, NB ranked 10 h̀, with a o -- -- -

Median Multiple of 2.4. 1970 2004-2005 2018

Figure 9

Historical Coateart.~ Until recently, most of Canada had been characterized by house prices that

were affordable. From the early 1970s to the first Demographia International Housing A~orrlability Surveys

(2004 and 2005 housing affordability was maintained or improved in the major markets (Figure 9).

The exception was Vancouver, with its long-standing urban containment policy. Since the middle

2000s, rapidly escalating prices have been associated with wider adoption of urban containment

policies.
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3.3: China (Hong Kong)

Hong Kong is China's only market in the Demographia International Hou~ingfl~ordability Sun~ey. Hong
Fong has the least affordable housing for the ninth straight year,
with a Median Multiple of 20.9. This is the highest Median Hong Kong's Median
Mulriple ever reported in the Sun~ey, having risen from 19.41ast Multiple of 20.9 is the
year. highest in the history of the

Demographia Survey
However, since the period covered by this Survey that house
prices have declined. Some real estate experts are projecting price drops of from 15 percent to 25
percent in 2019. While that would be a significant decline, Hong Kong's housing would continue to
be severely unaffordable by' a large margin.

There is an increasing concern about housing affoxdability~. Hong Kong's government joins
Singapore and New Zealand in intensifying attention on improving housing affordability by
strengthening its management of the land and housing market. At the end of 2018 the Task Force
on Land Su~1~- proposed designation or reclamarion of significant new areas for housing
deg-elopment, in the hope of improving both housing supply' and housing affordability.

The UBS Global Real Estate Bubble Index rates. Hong Fong as having the world's worst housing
bubble risk.

Histo~cal Context.• Hong Kong's housing affordability was fax better in the early 2000's.
According to The Chiiz~~~e U~zir~er~ity of Hong Kon~'~' Juality ofLf~e Ittcfex the price-to-income ratio rose
from 4.6 in 2002, based on a 39.9 square meter apartment (430 square feet). Academic research has
indicated that Hong Kong's house prices have been driven higher by restrictive land-use
regulation.31

1 ~tJr .4nneiu! Dernngrapl:in !nlernatioi:a! Hne~sing Affordability Survey (2018: 3rd Quarter)

3.4: Ireland

Overall, Ireland's Median Multiple is a moderatel~~ unaffoYdable 3.7, which is the second best
housing affordability, following the United States.

Major Housing Masket.• Dublin is Ireland's only major metropolitan area market and has a
seriously unaffordable Median Multiple, of 4.8. This is up nearly 50 percent from 33 in 2011.

Other Housing Markets: Galway (4.2) is seriously unaffordable and Cork (3.7) seriously
unaffordable. Waterford (2.7) and Limerick (2.6) axe rated affoYdable.

Htstorlcal Context.' As is indicated in Figure 2, Ireland had aprice-to-income mulriple of less than
3.0 in the early 1990s and remained affordable to the late 1990s.

31 C. M. Hui & F. K. Wong (2003), "Dynamic Impact of Land Supply on Population Mobility with Evidence from Hong Kong,"
http://www.prres.net/Papers/Hui_Dynamic_Impact_of land_supply_on~opulation_mobility.pdf.

,~ ~ - - - ~`
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3.5: New Zealand

New Zealand's housing affordability has a severely unaffordable Median Multiple of 6.5. Recent

Median Multiple trends have been influenced by government restatement of median income data.'

MajotHoustng Matket.• Auckland, New Zealand's only major housing market has a severel3-

unaffordable 9.0 Median Multiple. Housing affordability has

deteriorated from a Median Multiple of 5.9 in the first Survey Auckland has been severely

(2004), thus adding the equivalent of three years in pre-tax unaffordable in all IS

median household income to the house prices. Over the past Demographia Surveys

year, Auckland's house prices have been stable, with the Median

Multiple increase resulting from the household income restatement described above. Auckland;] is

the seventh least affordable among the 91 major housing markets, and has been severely

unaffardable in all 15 Demogruphia International Hou.nngAffordcal~ility Suruey~-.

Other Housing Markets: There is severely unaffordable housing in the two largest markets

outside Auckland. Christchurch has a Median Mulriple of 5.4, while Wellington is at 6.3.

Housing Affordabllitp and Public Poltcp: Outside Singapore, New Zealand is the only nation in

the Survey that emphasizing public policy priority to restore and maintain middle-income housing

affordability.

In New Zealand, as in Australia, housing had been affordable until appro~mately a quarter century

ago. However, urban containment policies were adopted across the country, and consistent with the

international experience, housing became severely unaffordable in all three of New Zealand's largest

housing markets, Auckland, Christchurch and Wellington (Figure 10).

Meanwhile, public opinion placed the issue of housing affordability to the top of the policy agenda

in the last three national elections. That concern continues to be dominant according to the latest

IPSOS New Zealand Issues Monitor (October 2018), with 45 percent saying that "Housing/Price of

Housing" is the issue of greatest concern. Poll respondents were asked to identify the three most

important issues, and the cost of living rated third, which is to be expected given the enormous

influence of housing costs on the financial health of households.

32 The national median household income was restated to show a 25 percent increase, instead of a 10 percent increase from the

census year of 2013 to 2017. See: "Household income and housing-cost statistics: Year ended June 2017 corrected" (December 7,

2017). hops://www.stats.eovt.nz/ncws/household-income-and-housine-cost-statistics-vcar-ended-iunc-2017-corrected. A later

downward revision of the 2017 income figure resulted in a slightly lower 2018 income than had been previously reported for

2017.
33 The city of Auckland governs virhxally the entire metropolitan area (housing market area or labor market area). Auckland and

Honolulu are unique among metropolitan areas of 1,000,000 +population in being governed by a single local authority.
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The new Labour Party led coalition government unveiled a focused housing affordability program,

intending to increase the housing supply throughout Auckland, including both urban fringe and infill

development.

The Labour Party's Urban Growth agenda calls fox intensified residenrial development, both

greenfield and infill. The Auckland urban containment boundary is to be abolished. Recently, the

government and the city of Auckland agreed to establish anon-government debt fin ~ancin~

mechanism to facilitate development of a 9,000 home greenfield development. The government

intends to establish an Urban Deaelo~ment Authoiin-, whtch would provide means for communities

and developers to finance infrastructure for new housing development.

In his Introduction: Avoiding Dubious Urban Policies to 
Labour Party's Urban Growth agenda

this Survey, former World Bank principal urban 
calls for intensified residential

planner ~11ain Bertaud says that "After the 
development, both greenfield and infill.

government has successfully passed these reforms,

the international community will watch with great interest the impact it will have on Auckland's PIR

(Median multiple) in the next few years. It is hoped that the example of Auckland will create a

blueprint that could be used in other high PIR cities."

These developments build on other recent developments, especially a Productivity Commission of

New Zealand report, which found that

land use authorities have a responsibilin~ Middle-Income Housing Affordability
to provide "capacity to house a growing NEW ZEALAND: 3 LARGEST MARKETS: 2004-2018
population while delivering a choice of
quality, affordable dwellings of the type 9 -

demanded ...."3i

01 ~ AucklandConsistent with that finding, the a s ~.♦ ~ •a ~ - - --~~- ~'~+•— ~~Christchurch
Productivity Commission proposed a ~ ~~ — ~ ~ Wellington
measure that would automarically a
expand the supply of greenfield land g 3
when housing affordability targets are
not met. The Commission said, "Where
large discontinuities emerge between o r__
the price of land that can be developed zooa zoos zoos zoo zotz zo~a zoos zoos
for housing and land that cannot be 2013-2017 Scaled based on Statistics New Zealand income restatement. FIgUIB 10
developed, this is indiearive of the
inadequacy of development capacity being supplied within the cite." The Productivity Commission
expansion of greenfield land for development where the difference between land prices on either
side of an urban containment boundart= become too great.'`'

3s Productivity Commission of New Zealand, "Using Land for Housing:"
'h The Productivity Commission did not propose a standard.
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Hlstorlcal Context As indicated in Figure 2, New Zealand's price-to-income ratio was below 3.0 in

the early 1990s.

3.6: Singapore

Singapore is particularly challenged b} its borders, having among the most land constrained

geography of any major metropolitan area in the world. Singapore is an island smaller than the land

area of the municipalities (not metropolitan areas) of Kansas City, Missouri or Calgary, Alberta.

Singapore has no mainland periphery within its national jurisdiction and, as a result, does not have

the luxury of a competitive suburban market for housing land that would keep housing affordable.37

While the topographies are different, Singapore has three-quarters less gross land than Hong Kong

and three quarters as many residents.

With this challenge housing has been a principal narional priority for Singapore since independence,

in the middle 1960s. At that time, Singapore had a gross domestic product per capita more than 85

percent below that of the United States. Singapore faced a serious housing crisis and there were

larger squatter settlements. The government acted by establishing apro-active housing policy led by

the newly established Housing and Development Board (HDB). The purpose of the policy was

summarized in the 1964 HDB Annual Report, to:

...encourage aproper y-owning democracy in Srnga~iare and to enable Singapore citi~en.r in the lower middle

incomegroup to otvn their otvn homer3~

Since that time, Singapore has made extraordinary economic progress, which the ~~orld Bank

re orts has a national GDP per capita trailing only Qatar and Luxembourg (2018).

The Singapore housing market is dominated b5• a

publicly sponsored construction program, which sells 
Singapore has avoided the rampant

houses to consumers (which though still called 
housign affordability deterioration

"public housing" are privatel}• owned). T'he result is a 
rYPical of highly regulated markets.

vibrant comperirive housing market. According to the Housing and Development Board (HDB),

which administers the program, 81 percent of residents live in HDB housing.39 Further, Singapore

has an overall 88 percent rate of home ownership, the highest of any country in the Survey. Buyers

are free to sell their own houses as in other nations with private ownership. Further, there are

restrictions on foreign ownership, which may have shielded Singapore from the heightened cost

escalation occurring from globalization of the real estate markets.

37 Faced with a similar situation, treaties between Switzerland, France and Germany effectively create international metropolitan

areas (labor markets) by the use of cross border commutingpermits in the Basel and Geneva areas.

'R Housing and Development Board 1964 Annual Report. http://www.globalurban.org/GUDMak07Vol3lssl/Yuen.htm.

39 Housing Development Board, Key Statistics for FY 2017/2018, http://wwwl0.hdb.gov.sg/ebook/AR2018/key-
statistics.html.
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HDB is offering new houses at considerable discounts from the resale values. For example,
offerings for the most expensive 4-room houses that are most typical were at a moderately

unaffordable Median Multiple of 3.8 in August of 2018. rat a development in the middle of the

market, the same house had a Median Mulriple of 3.2.'0 Addirional grants can reduce prices even
beyond these discounts. The availability of this favorably priced new housing should lead to

unproved housing affordability.

Comparison to Other Highly Regulated Markets: Singapore has avoided the rampant housing

affordability deterioration typical of highly regulated markets. This includes markets that have
followed the British urban containment model, which can be largely traced to the Town and
Country Planning Act of 1947. According to the UBS Global Real Ee~tate BubGle I~zde~.•, "there has been

no difference between house price and income growth in Singapore over the last 30 years."

Singapore's housing market has been suggested as a model for China's Xiongan New Area (special

economic zone) at the core of the Jingjinji, the city complex planned to economically integrate
Beijing, Tianjin and northern Hebei. According to the People'e• Daily publication Global Times, central

government officials have indicated that Xiongan will "very likely follow" the Singapore model to

ensure housing affordability. This could assist in managing the housing market to avoid the housing

affordability problems that have plagued China's largest dries in recent years."

Historical Context.• Historical price-to-income mulriple data has not been identified for Singapore.

3.7: United Kingdom

The United Kingdom has a seriously unaffordable Median Multiple of 4.8 for both major markets
and all markets. The nation has had a chronic housing shortage, which seems likely to continue. This

decade,. the United Kingdom is experiencing its strongest population growth since World War II.~'

Yet, according to a projection by the Centre for Polic`~ Studies, house building will be the lowest
since World. War II.

Major Housing Markets: All of the United Kingdom's 21 major housing markets are either

sevexely unaffordable or seriously unaffordable, except for Glasgow, which at 4.0 is moderately

unaffordable.

London (the Greater London Authority, inside the greenbelt) is the least affordable market, with a

severely- unaffordable Median Mulriple of 83 and is rated the 10~' least affordable major market in

the Survey. In 2005, London had a Median Mulriple of 6.9, indicating that house prices have
increased by the equivalent of 1.4 years of pre-tax median income since that time. The UBS GloUal

Real Estate Bubble Indez rates London as having the world's sixth worst housing bubble risk.

4~ Punggol https://wwwsrx.eom.se/hdb/bto/pun~eol-point-woods-cove-2812
Yishun https://www.hdb. ov.sg/cs/infoweb/press-releases/28082018-bto-launch-aug
41 °Xiongan very likcly to follow example of Singapore in land mana~*ement: advisor" (October 23, 2017), Globcr! Times.
4z Annual growth rate 2011 to 2017. Calcuated from ONS data.
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Sis other major markets are severely unaffordable, including Bournemouth &Dorset, at 73, the

London E~curbs (East and Southeast England, virtually all outside the London greenbelt) at 6.8,

Bristol-Bath at 6.7, Plymouth &Devon at 6.4, Leicester &Leicestershire at 5.7, and Birmingham &

the West Midlands at 5.2.

Other Housing Marltets:. tlmong the 33 housing markets in

the United Kingdom, none are affordable. Only three smaller

markets are moderately unaffordable, Aberdeen (4.0),.

Dundee at 3.9 and Falkirk at 3.9. Outside the major housing

markets, there are four severely unaffordable housing

markets, including Swindon &Wiltshire (6.2), Northampton

& Northamptonshire (6.2), Warwickshire (6.1), and Telford &

Shropshire (5.1).

Britain: "originator of the ideas

and mechanisms of planning

which have contributed so much

to the problem: Green Belts and

planning by unpredictable

political processes"

Urban ContainmentandHousingAffordabilityin the UK Various analyses have documented

the association between LTK's urban containment policies and its excessively high house prices. For

example, the Blair government commissioned reports b~~ Kate Barker (2004 and ?006), and then a

member of the Monetary Policy
Committee of the Bank of England, 

Median House Price to Median Earnings

which attributed much of the nation's 
ENGLAND &REGIONS: 1997 TO 2017

housing affordability loss to its urban ~ la — --
A

containment policies. viz

Sir Peter Hall, et al, expressed concerns

about the housing affordability losses

associated with urban containment in

the early 1970s.~3 A report by the
Internarional Monetary Fund;;

indicated the need to alleviate supply-

side constraints, "notably pertaining to

planning restrictions..."

m io
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In their Introduction (Meururing Source: Data.gov.uk 8 Office for National Statistics Figure 11

Affordability: Alternative Measures) to the

1-~'~' Annual Demograbbiu International Hour ngA~fordabilrtti Sun ~e; Felipe Carozzi, Paul Cheshire and

Christian Hilber of the London School of Economics refer to Britain as the cradle of housing

unaffordabilit~~, and its role as "originator of the ideas and mechanisms of planning which have

43 Hall, Pctcr Geoffrey, Ray Thomas, Harry Gracey and Roy Drewett. The Containment of Urban England.• The Planning Sys[em:

Objectives Operatiotts, Impacts. Vol. 2 Allen and Unwin [for] PEP, 1973.
4° International Monetary Fund, Country Report: United Kingdom: Selected Issues,

http://www.imf.orglcxtema]/pubs/ft/scd2015/cr14234.pdf, 2015.
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contributed so much to the problem: Green Belts and planning by unpredictable political
processes!"

Hlstorlcal Context.• The Town and Country Planning Act (1947) enacted the first important urban

containment restrictions and has been a model for such restrictions around the world. Urban

containment policy was substantiallj• strengthened during the 1990s and early 2000s. All markets
have urban containment policy.

As Figure 2 indicates, the price-to-income ratio in the United Kingdom was below 3.0 in the early

1990s (where it remained until after 2000). In the last two decades, house prices have raced ahead of
earnings (Figure 11). In London (GLA), house prices are now more than triple that of the price to

earnings rario in 1997. Even in the comparatively depressed North East, house prices. rose at 1.75
tunes earnings, while in all of the regions, house prices were virrixally double their two decades ago
ratio to earnings.

3.8: United States

Overall, the United States has a moderately unaffordable Median Multiple of 3.5, the best housing

affordability in this year's Survey. This has been aided by' recent increases that have finally propelled
real household incomes;' to above late 199Qs levels, driven by improved economic growth and
record lows in unemployment across all ethnic groups.

Ma~otHousing Markets: The United States has a moderately unaffordable Median Mulriple of 3.8

in its major markets. This is the most favorable major market housing affordability in this year's

Sun~~~. There are 9 affordable major housing markets in the United States and 13 severely

unaffordable markets.

The most affordable major housing markets are Pittsburgh (I'A) and Rochester (NY), with a Median
Mulriple of 2.6, followed. by Oklahoma City with a Median Multiple of 2.7. Buffalo (N~, Cleveland

(OH), Cincinnati (OH-KY-II~ and St. Louis (MO-IL) all have a Median Multiple of 2.8.
Indianapolis (IN) has a Median Multiple of 2.9, followed b5~ Detroit (M~ at 3.0." Tenth ranked

Columbus (OH) has a moderatel3- unaffordable Median Multiple of 3.1. Ohio has three of the most

affordable major markets in the Survey (Cleveland, Cincinnari and Columbus).

The five major housing markets with the poorest U.S. housing affordability are in California and
Hawaii. San Jose (Cr1), in the San Francisco Bay rrea, is the least affordable, with a severely

unaffordable Median Multiple of 9.4. This is improved from last year due to strong income growth.

45 Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, "Real Median Household Income in the United States,"
hops://fred. stlouisfed.org/series/M EHOIN U SA672N
47 Detroit is often highlighted as a severely depressed area. This characterization principally applies to the city (municipality) of
Detroit, which has lost more than 60 percent of its population since 1950. The balance of the metropolitan azea, where more than
80 percent of households live has performed well economically. Indeed, overall, including the city of Detroit, Detroit has the
fourth hi~hcst standard of livine index out of the more dean 100 metropolitan areas with more than 500,000 residents (measured
in cost of living adjusted pay per job).
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Los Angeles (CA) is the second least affordable, with a Median Mulriple of 9.2. San Francisco (CA)

is the third least affordable, with a Median Mulriple of 8.8, while Honolulu (H~ is at 8.6 and San

Diego (CA) is at 7.8.

There are eight additional severely

unaffordable major housing markets in

the United States, including Miami (FL)

at ~.7, Seattle (WA), Riverside-San

Bernardino (CA), and Sacramento (CA)

at 5.6, Denver and New York (NY-NJ-

PA) at 5.~, as well as Portland (OR-WA)

at ~.2. The housing affordability

performance of these metropolitan areas

is detailed in Figure 12, and indicates the

price volatility typical of such markets.

The Housing Crisis in Callf~mia:

California is home to the most serious

Severely Unaffordable US Markets History
& OTHER MAJOR MARKETS: 1950-2018

iz
—Boston

All severely ~ •-•-Denver
unaffordable markets -- Los Angeles

have "urban —Miami

9 containment" —New York
d Portland
a •-•-Riverside-SB

—Sacramento
f 6 _ ___ __. _.. . ...... ~,_ San Diego
,.`_e —San Francisco
9 ' —San Josed
f —Seattle

_ . Others 40

o .,.
housing affordability crisis m the United

States. Prospects for improvement

appear to be bleak. Already, the new 
See: Notes on Figures Figure 12

urban fringe housing, which drives housing affardability, is prohibited or see-erele limited b~~ state

and local ~olic~.

At the same time, California has the highest housing cost adjusted poverty rate of any US state.

California also has the highest rate of homelessness in the United States.'' The problem of

homelessness has become more severe. Informal homeless

encampments now exist, for example in San Jose and San California has the highest

Francisco, which have the two highest median household housing cost adjusted poverty

incomes in the United States and above average income Los rate of any US state

Angeles.

The state continues to shed residents, losing a net 700,000 since 2010. The exodus is accelerating,

with the state having lost 200,000 in the first four years of the decade and 500,000 in the last four

years.'' There is also a significant outflow of business investment.'3

51 For example, John M. Quigley and Stephen Raphael (2001), "The Economics ofHometessness: The Evidence from North

America," European Journal of Housing Policy find a relationship between poorly functioning housing markets and greater

homelessness.
Sz Wendell Cox (2018), "California Out-Migration Intensifies, People Move South,"

http: ilw~a w. ncw~coeranhv.com/contcnt/006175-cali fornia-out-mieration-intensifies-people-move-south.

"See Joseph Vranich (2015), "California Companies Head for Greatness -Out of California," newgeography.com. Wendell Cox

(2018), California Lithium Battery Manufacturer Heads to Appalachia, httn://www.ncwecoeranhv.com/contcn0005840-

cali fornia-lithium-battcrv-maker-heads-apnalachia.
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As is occurring in Canada, markets nearby the severely unaffordable major markets in California are

themselves becoming severely affordable, including Ri~-erside-San Bernardino, Sacramento and in

the San]oaquin Valley markets of Stockton, Modesto and Merced.

There is an increasing recognirion that solving California's housing affordability requires an increase

in housing supply. However, proposals thus fax are limited to densificarion within the e~sting urban

footprint, and would not restore the comperitive land market on the urban fringe. As a result, most

housing that is affordable for middle-income households could 
California has the highest

not be built. Without the safet~~ value of urban expansion on 
housing cost adjusted poverty

comperitively priced land, California's housing affordability is 
rate of any US state

unlikely to materially improve.

Some analysts claim that urban fringe development is impossible because of topographic barriers.

The reality is that all of California's major metropolitan areas have sufficient adjacent land to

accommodate a healthj= expansion of suburban development. Meanwhile, California has die highest

urban density in the nation, as detached housing peripheral development across the state has been

on much smaller lots (sections) than average for the United States.

Other Housing Markets: The most affordable U.S. housing markets in this year's Survey are
Rockford, Illinois, Urica-Rome, New York and Youngstown, Ohio (2.2). Two markets in Canada are
more affordable. Santa Cruz, California, located in the San Francisco Bay Area, is the least

affordable market in the in the United States, with a severely unaffordable Median Multiple of 9.6.

H1sto17cal Petspecttve: The United States had generally affordable housing through much of the

period following World War II. The key was tract housing built on comperitively priced land in the

suburbs, the beginnings of which have been credited. to entrepreneurs such as William Levitt, who

built "Levittowns" and other similar developments in New York, New ]ersey, Pennsylvania,

Maryland and Puerto Rico. These communiries were
copied and improved upon, increasing the number Median Multiples in the United States
of households able to live amiddle-income quality of were virtually all below 3.0 until the
life. Similar communises emerged from Canada, 1970s and remained at that level in most
Australia and New Zealand to other parts of the high 

housing markets until the housing bubble
income world. More recently, similar trends have 

in the early 2000s.
been followed in emerging narions, such as Mezzico,
the Philippines, Chile, Indonesia, Thailand, Malaysia and countries in Central America. Median

Multiples in the United States were virtually all below 3.0 until the 1970s and remained at that level

in most housing markets until the housing bubble in the early 2000s.
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4: WELL FUNCTIONING CITIES

If planning helps people, they ought to be better of f ~a.r a result, not u~or~ e off.

Jane Jacobs5;

here has been significant progress in poverty reducrion around the world. According to Max

Rorer and Esteban Ortiz-Os~ina the world extreme poverty rate dropped from 60 percent in

1970 to less than 10 percent in 2015, as the population in poverty fell by 1.5 billion, while the

population not in extreme poverty increased by 5.2 million." Obviously, this fortunate

development has been accompanied by an unprecedented increase in middle-income households.

Cities: Integral to Prospetltp.• Ciries have been integral to this progress. As the rate of

urbanization has increased, poverty rates have declined. There is probably no more vivid example

than China over the past four decades, which has seen its extreme poverty rate reduced by 85

ercent, while its rate of urbanization has tripled.
Urban containment, favored in the

Similar desirable developments in other

advancing nations have materiall3~ improved the
Planning community, tends to force up land

lives of people well beyond the high-income
prices on the urban periphery, and as a

nations where progress began decades ago.
consequence, throughout the urban area.

Parado~cally, threats to middle-income standards of living are emerging in some high income world

urban areas.

French economist Thomas Piketty has documented a rising concentration of wealth, to the

detriment ofmiddle-income households, which obviously leads to greater poverty. Matthew Rognlie

(now of Northwestern University)

found that virtually all of this excess Regulatory Effect on Land &House Prices
wealth concentration has been related WITH URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY (CONCEPTUAL)

to housing.'G 'I'his reflects the overall gfte Housingattordabiliry

upward rate of house prices relative to y >, rUrban deter~ora~es~ecause
d ~y/%th' G'r~ supply measures

incomes. ~ n the ~/) e0 
insuficiently employed

Failure to Account for Land
Markets: Former World Bank

principal urban planner Alain Bertaud's

new book (See: Introduction: Avoiding

Dubious Urban Policies) expresses

concern that urban planning generally

ignores fundamental economics. Land

prices per hectare (acre) are generally at

their lowest at the urban periphery,

n
rbanAre aa~' ~r

8efor~ ~~an Gro a ~~t~a~~~o~~

N'fh eDu ~o Ga~~oo\
~ 4da.. _ ,..o

~ Distance from City Center ~

City Center Suburbs Rurol &Exurbs

See Figure Notes. Figure 13

sa Jane Jacobs: The Last Interview, Melville House (2016), p. 10.
ss Max Rorer and Esteban Ortiz-Ospina (2018) - "Global Extreme Poverty". httgs://our*worldindata.or~/extreme-novcrty.

5~ Matthew Rognlie, "A note on Pikctty and diminishing returns to capital," http://eabricl-zucman.cu/files/tcachin¢JRoenlie 14.pdf

i+~.~
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where the city' meets the rural or agricultural land of the countryside. Urban containment policy,
favored in the planning community, tends to force up land prices on the urban periphery, and as a
consequence, throughout the urban area (Figure 13). In the
process, housing affordability has. deteriorated. ... failu/'e to sufficiently

account for urban economics

By severely restricting or even prohibiting expansion to leads to a "costly utopia."

accommodate larger population, urban containment has
virtually destroyed the competitive market for land in man3~ urban areas, driving house prices up
relative to incomes. According to Bertaud, the failure to sufficiently account for urban economics

leads to a "costly utopia.."'' This is already evident in diminished standards of living and higheY
poverty rates in severely unaffordable housing markets. Moreover, a growing body of research

associates strong land use regulation with diminished economic
rg o~cth ss

Because housing is the largest household expenditure item, high between high cost
housing prices can translate on a nearly one-to-one basis into metropolitan areas and
higher overall costs of living and a lower standard of living.. those with average costs is
Nearly all of the difference in cost of livingbetween hi h cost in the cost of housing
metropolitan areas and those with average costs is in the cost of

housin ,which has been influenced upward of bj~ urban contaimnent policy (Figure 14).

Indeed, urban containment and
housing affordability appear to Ue
"irreconciliable," as the title of a
paper by London School of
Economics Professor Paul Cheshire

put it.CO While some urban

containment programs include
mechanisms to expand land
availability, virtually none have been
fle~ble enough to preserve housing

affoxdability~ and the standard of
living.

There are proposals. for signiftcant

densification of urban cores, as a
strategy for improving housing

affoYdabilit~~. Yet, these proposals

Housing Share of Excess Costs of Living
MOST EXPENSIVE UNITED STATES MARKETS: 2017

Se rviws
6.8"%

~ood5
s.a~

Housing
87.4Y

Metropolitan areas
with cost of living

10% or more above
the national average.

EstimatedfromBureauofEconomicAnalysis&AmericanCommunitySurveyData Figure 14

57 Page 4.
sx Sec for example, Hsieh, Chang-Tai and Enrico Moretti (2015). "Why Do Cities Matter? Local Growth and Aggregate
Growth." The National Bureau of Economic Research. htro://www.nbecore/naners/w21 154
bo Paul Cheshire, "Urban Containment, Housing Affordability and Price Stability —Irreconcilable Goals." SERC
Policy Paper 4, Spatial Economics Research Centre, 2009

Nearly all of the

difference in cost of living
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often fail to take account of land markets. Densification is not likely to materially improve housing

affordabilit~~, unless the competitive market for land is restored throughout the metropolitan area,

including the periphery. If greenfield development is severely limited, there is likely to be little or no

unprovement in housing affordability. The importance of restoring a competirive land market is

described in the recent New Zealand Treasury Report: "Competitive Urban Land I~larkets,"

(paragraphs 31-39).

Toward i~/ell Functioning Citses: Economists Paul C. Cheshire, Max Nathan and Henry G.

Overman of the London School of Economics state the obvious priority: "... the ultimate objecrive

of urban ~olic~ is to im~ro~-e outcomes for people." Economists Edward Glaeser of ~~arvard

University and Joseph Gyourko of the University of Pennsylvania,~~ have that "well funcrioning"

housing markets are crucial to housing affordability. Housing affordabilit~~ requires well functioning

land markets.

In his book, Bertaud suggests that: "Poorly conceived urban strategies ... misdirect scarce urban

investments toward locations where they are the least needed

and , in doing so, gready~ reduce the welfare of urban 
The main objective of the planner

households .These failed strategies make housing less 
should be to maintain mobility

affordable and increase the time spent commuting ." and housing affordability

Bertaud adds: "The main objective of the planner should be to maintain mobility and housing

affordability" This would produce substanrial opportuniries, permitting residents the widest access

to employment and shopping and other pursuits--- in short, well functioning cities (labor markets).

"̀` Glaescr, Edwazd L and Joseph Gyourko (2017), "The Economic Implications of Housing Supply, Samuel Zell and Robert

Luric Real Estatc Center, Univcrsiry of Pennsylvania. ht~l ://realestate.Wharton.upenn.edu/rescarch/napers.php?Darter-802
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Rank Nation
Median

Rank Nation Metro olitan Market Multi le
Median

Metro olitan Market Multi le
1 U.S. Pittsbur h, PA 2.6 46 U.S. Salt Lake Ci , UT 4.4

1 U.S. Rochester, NY 2.6 48 U.S. Orlando, FL 4.5

3 U.S. Oklahoma Ci , OK 2.7 49 Canada Montreal, QC 4.6

4 U.S. Buffalo, NY 2.8 49 Sin a ore Sin a ore 4.6

4 U.S. Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN 2.8 49 U.K. Derb & Derb shire 4.6

'4 U.S. Cleveland, OH 2.8 49 U.K. Leeds &West Yorkshire 4.6
4 U.S. St. Louis„ MO-IL 2.8 49 U.K. Stoke on Trent &Staffordshire 4.6

8 U.S. Indiana olis. IN 2.9 54 U.K. Manchester &Greater Manchester 4.7

9 U.S. Detroit, MI 3.0 54 U.K. Newcastle & T neside 4.7

10 U.S. Columbus, OH 3.1 56 Ireland Dublin 4.8

10 U.S. Grand Ra ids, MI 3.1 56 U.K. Nottin ham & Nottin hamshire 4.8

10 U.S. Louisville, KY-IN 3.1 58 U.K. Hull &Humber 4.9

13 U.S. Hartford, CT 3.3 58 U.K. Middlesbrou h &Durham 4.9
13 U.S. Kansas Ci , MO-KS 3.3 58 U.S. Fresno, CA 4.9
15 U.S. Memphis, TN-MS-AR 3.4 58 U.S. Las Ve as, NV 4.9

15 U.S. Minnea olis-St. Paul, MN-WI 3.4 62 U.K. Warrin ton &Cheshire 5.0

15 U.S. Philadel hia, PA-NJ-DE-MD 3.4 63 U.K. Birmin ham &West Midlands 5.2

18 U.S. Atlanta, GA 3.5 63 U.S. Portland, OR-WA 5.2

18 U.S. Birmin ham, AL 3.5 65 U.S. Boston, MA-NH 5.3

18 U.S. Vir inia Beach-Norfolk, VA-NC 3.5 66 U.S. Denver, CO 5.5
21 Canada Edmonton, AB 3.6 66 U.S. New York, NY-NJ-PA 5.5

21 U.S. Baltimore, MD 3.6 68 U.S. Riverside-San Bernardino. CA 5.6

21 U.S. Chita o, IL-IN-WI 3.6 68 U.S. Sacramento, CA 5.6

24 U.S. Houston, TX 3.7 68 U.S. Seattle, WA 5.6

24 U.S. Richmond, VA 3.7 71 Australia Perth, WA 5.7

26 U.S. Charlotte, NC-SC 3.8 71 U.K. Leicester &Leicestershire 5.7

26 U.S. Milwaukee,Wl 3.8 71 U.S. Miami, FL 5.7

26 U.S. Ralei h, NC 3.8 74 Australia Brisbane, QLD 6.3

29 U.S. Dallas-Fort Worth, TX 3.9 75 U.K. PI mouth &Devon 6.4

29 U.S. Jacksonville, FL 3.9 76 U.K. Bristol-Bath 6.7

29 U.S. Nashville, TN 3.9 77 U.K. London Exurbs E & SE En land 6.8
29 U.S. San Antonio, TX 3.9 78 Australia Adelaide, SA 6.9

33 Canada Cal a , AB 4.0 79 U.K. Bournemouth &Dorsett 7.3

33 Canada Ottawa-Gatineau, ON-QC 4.0 80 U.S. San Die o, CA 7.8

33 U.K. Glas ow 4.0 81 Canada Toronto; ON 8.3

33 U.S. New Orleans. LA 4.0 81 U.K. London (Greater London Authori 8.3

33 U.S. Tucson, AZ 4.0 83 U.S. Honolulu, HI 8.6

33 U.S. Washin ton, DC-VA-MD-WV 4.0 84 U.S. San Francisco. CA 8.8

39 U.S. Austin, TX 4.1 85 N.Z. Auckland 9.0

39 U.S. Tam a-St. Petersbu , FL 4.1 86 U.S. Los An eles, CA 92

41 U.K. Black ool &Lancashire 42 87 U.S. San Jose. CA 9.4

41 U.K. Sheffield &South Yorkshire 4.2 88 Australia Melbourne. VIC 9.7

43 U.K. Live ool & Merse side 4.3 89 Australia S dney, NSW 11.7

43 U.S. Phoenix, AZ 4.3 90 Canada Vancouver. BC 12.6

43 U.S. Providence, RI-MA 4.3 91 China Hon Kon 20.9

46 U.K. Edinbur h 4.4

~.,

31I Sth Annual Denaographia biteri:atiniTa! Housi~:g ,4f/orJubi(ity Survey (2018: 3rd Quarter)



Rank Nation
Median

Metro olitan Market Multi le Rank Nation Metro olitan Market
Median
Multi le

1 Canada Ca e Breton, NS 2.1 33 U.S. Wichita, KS 2.8

2 Canada Fort McMurra , AB 2.2 33 U.S. York, PA 2.8

2 U.S. Rockford, IL 2.2 49 Australia Gladstone: QLD 2.9

2 U.S. Utica-Rome, NY 2.2 49 Canada Chatham, ON 2.9

2 U.S. Youn stown, OH-PA 2.2 49 Canada Trois-Rivieres, QC 2.9

6 Canada Moncton, NB 2.3 49 U.S. Au usta, GA-SC 2.9

6 U.S. Daven ort, IA-IL 2.3 49 U.S. Clarksville, TN-KY 2.9

6 U.S. Peoria, IL 2.3 49 U.S. Fort Smith, AR-OK 2.9

6 U.S. S racuse, NY 2.3 49 U.S. Huntin ton, WV-KY-OH 2.9

10 Canada Fredericton, NB 2.4 49 U.S. Indiana olis. IN 2.9

10 U.S. Erie, PA 2.4 49 U.S. Killeen, TX 2.9

10 U.S. Lansin , MI 2.4 58 Canada Lethbrid e, AB 3.0

13 Canada Saint John, NB 2.5 58 Canada Red Deer, AB 3.0

13 U.S. Cedar Ra ids, IA 2.5 58 Canada Re ina, SK 3.0

13 U.S. Harrisbu , PA 2.5 58 U.S. Alban , NY 3.0

13 U.S. Scranton, PA 2.5 58 U.S. Amarillo, TX 3.0

13 U.S. Toledo, OH 2.5 58 U.S. Brownsville, TX 3.0

18 Ireland Limerick 2.6 58 U.S. Detroit, MI 3.0

18 U.S. Akron, OH 2.6 58 U.S. Fa etteviile, NC 3.0

18 U.S. Canton, OH 2.6 58 U.S. Huntsville, AL 3.0

18 U.S. Fort Wa ne, IN 2.6 58 U.S. Lexin ton-Fa ette, KY 3.0

18 U.S. Pittsbur h, PA 2.6 58 U.S. Lincoln; NE 3.0

18 U.S. Rochester, NY 2.6 58 U.S. McAllen, TX 3.0

18 U.S. South Bend, IN-MI 2.6 58 U.S. Mobile, AL 3.0

25 Canada Charlottetown, PEI 2.7 58 U.S. S rin feld, MO 3.0

25 Canada Sa uena , QC 2.7 72 Canada Thunder Ba , ON 3.1

25 Ireland Waterford 2.7 72 U.S. Allentown, PA-NJ 3.1

25 U.S. Da on, OH 2.7 72 U.S. Beaumont-Port Arthur, TX 3.1

25 U.S. Flint, MI 2.7 72 U.S. Columbus. OH 3.1

25 U.S. Oklahoma Cit , OK 2.7 72 U.S. Grand Rapids, MI 3.1

25 U.S. Omaha, NE-IA 2.7 72 U.S. Gulf ort, MS 3.1

25 U.S. Readin , PA 2.7 72 U.S. Ha erstown, MD-WV 3.1

33 U.S. Atlantic Ci , NJ 2.8 72 U.S. Jackson, MS 3.1

33 U.S. Buffalo, NY 2.8 72 U.S. Louisville. KY-IN 3.1

33 U.S. Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN 2.8 72 U.S. New London, CT 3.1

33 U.S. Cleveland, OH 2.8 72 U.S. Sioux Falls, SD 3.1

33 U.S. Des Moines, IA 2.8 72 U.S. Tulsa, OK 3.1

33 U.S. Duluth, MN-WI 2.8 84 Canada Drummondville, QC 3.2

33 U.S. Evansville, IN-KY 2.8 84 U.S. Columbia, SC 32

33 U.S. Green Ba , WI 2.8 84 U.S. Columbus, GA-AL 3.2

33 U.S. Hicko , NC 2.8 84 U.S. Fa etteville, AR-MO 32

33 U.S. Kalamazoo, MI 2.8 84 U.S. Greensboro, NC 32

33 U.S. Little Rock, AR 2.8 84 U.S. Kin s ort, TN-VA 32

33 U.S. Lubbock, TX 2.8 84 U.S. Lancaster; PA 32

33 U.S. Mont ome , AL 2.8 84 U.S. L nchbu . VA 3.2

33 U.S. St. Louis„ MO-IL 2.8 84 U.S. Roanoke. VA 3.2
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Rank Nation Metro olitan Market
Median
M ulti le Rank Nation Metro olitan Market

Median
Multi le

84 U.S. Savannah, GA 32 135 U.S. Milwaukee,Wl 3.8
84 U.S. Spartanbur , SC 3.2 135 U.S. Ralei h, NC 3.8

84 U.S. Trenton, NJ 3.2 135 U.S. S rin fell, MA 3.8

96 Canada Quebec, QC 3.3 135 U.S. Worcester, MA-CT 3.8

96 U.S. Hartford, CT 3.3 143 Canada Granb , QC 3.9

96 U.S. Kansas Cit , MO-KS 3.3 143 U.K. Dundee 3.9

96 U.S. Waco, TX 3.3 143 U.K. Falkirk 3.9

96 U.S. Winston-Salem, NC 3.3 143 U.S. Ann Arbor, MI 3.9
101 Canada North Ba , ON 3.4 143 U.S. Dallas-Fort Worth, TX 3.9
101 U.S. Baton Rou e, LA 3.4 143 U.S. Jacksonville, FL 3.9

101 U.S. Chattanoo a, TN-GA 3.4 143 U.S. Nashville, TN 3.9
101 U.S. Knoxville, TN 3.4 143 U.S. 01 mpia, WA 3.9
101 U.S. Lafa ette, LA 3.4 143 U.S. Portland, ME 3.9
101 U.S. Laredo, TX 3.4 143 U.S. Salisbu , MD-DE 3.9

101 U.S. Manchester, NH 3.4 143 U.S. San Antonio, TX 3.9
101 U.S. Memphis, TN-MS-AR 3.4 154 Canada Cal a , AB 4.0

101 U.S. Minneapolis-St Paul, MN-WI 3.4 154 Canada Kin ston, ON 4.0

101 U.S. New Haven CT 3.4 154 Canada Ottawa-Gatineau, ON-QC 4.0
101 U.S. Ocala, FL 3.4 154 U.K. Aberdeen 4.0
101 U.S. Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD 3.4 154 U.K. Glas ow 4.0

1 13 Canada Halifax, NS 3.5 154 U.S. Kennewick, WA 4.0

113 Canada Samia, ON 3.5 154 U.S. Melbourne, FL 4.0
1 13 Canada Saskatoon, SK 3.5 154 U.S. New Orleans. LA 4.0

1 13 Canada Windsor, ON 3.5 154 U.S. Tucson, AZ 4.0

1 13 U.S. Atlanta, GA 3.5 154 U.S. Washin ton, DC-VA-MD-WV 4.0
1 13 U.S. Birmin ham, AL 3.5 164 Canada Whitehorse, YT 4.1

1 13 U.S. EI Paso, TX 3.5 164 U.K. Swansea 4.1

1 13 U.S. Vir inia Beach-Norfolk, VA-NC 3.5 164 U.S. Albu uer ue, NM 4.1

121 Canada Edmonton, AB 3.6 164 U.S. Austin, TX 4.1

1 21 U.S. Baltimore, MD 3.6 164 U.S. Greenville, SC 4.1

1 21 U.S. Chica o, IL-IN-WI 3.6 164 U.S. Shreve ort, LA 4.1

1 21 U.S. Pensacola, FL 3.6 164 U.S. Tam a-St. Petersbur . FL 4.1

125 Canada Sherbrooke, QC 37 171 Australia Darwin, NT 4.2

125 Canada St. John's, NL 3.7 171 Australia Townsville, QLD 42

125 Canada Winni e , MB 37 171 Canada Belleville, ON 4.2

125 Ireland Cork 37 171 Ireland Galwa 4.2
125 U.S. Co us Christi, TX 3.7 171 U.K. Blackpool &Lancashire 4.2

125 U.S. Houston, TX 3.7 171 U.K. Sheffield &South Yorkshire 4.2

125 U.S. Madison, WI 3.7 171 U.S. M rtle Beach, SC-NC 4.2

125 U.S. 0 den, UT 3.7 178 Australia Mackay, QLD 4.3

125 U.S. Richmond, VA 3.7 178 U.K. Belfast 4.3

125 U.S. Tallahassee, FL 3.7 178 U.K. Liver ool & Merse side 4.3

135 Australia Rockham ton, QLD 3.8 178 U.S. Bakersfield, CA 4.3

135 U.S. Anchors e, AK 3.8 178 U.S. Ca e Coral, FL 4.3

135 U.S. Charlotte, NGSC 3.8 178 U.S. Da ona Beach, FL 4.3

135 U.S. Lakeland, FL 3.8 178 U.S. Durham, NC 4.3
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Rank Nation
,Median I

Metro olitan Market Multi le
Median

Rank Nation Metro olitan Market Multi le

178 U.S. Phoenix, AZ 4.3 230 U.K. Telford & Shro shire 5.1

178 U.S. Providence, RI-MA 4.3 230 U.S. Boise, ID 5.1

178 U.S. Provo, UT 4.3 233 Canada Brantford, ON 5.2

178 U.S. S okane, WA 4.3 233 U.K. Birmin ham &West Midlands 5.2

178 U.S. Yakima, WA 4.3 233 U.S. Fort Collins, CO 5.2

190 Australia Alice S rin s, NT 4.4 233 U.S. Portland, OR-WA 52

190 U.K. Edinbur h 4.4 237 Australia Bendi o, VIC 5.3

190 U.S. Fort Walton Beach, FL 4.4 237 U.S. Boston, MA-NH 5.3

190 U.S. Gainesville, FL 4.4 237 U.S. Na les, FL 5.3

190 U.S. Port St. Lucie, FL 4.4 240 Australia Bundaber , QLD 5.4

190 U.S. Salt Lake Ci , UT 4.4 240 N.Z. Christchurch 5.4

196 U.K. Perth 4.5 240 U.S. Valle'o, CA 5.4

196 U.S. Bremerton, WA 4.5 243 Canada Barrie, ON 5.5

196 U.S. Charleston, SC 4.5 243 Canada St. Catharines-Nia ara, ON 5.5

196 U.S. Colle e Station, TX 4.5 243 U.S. Denver, CO 5.5

196 U.S. Colorado S rin s, CO 4.5 243 U.S. New York, NY-NJ-PA 5.5

196 U.S. Orlando, FL 4.5 247 Australia Ballarat, VIC 5.6

202 Canada Montreal, QC 4.6 247 AusValia Caims, QLD 5.6

202 Sin a ore Sin a ore 4.6 247 U.S. Eu ene, OR 5.6

202 U.K. Derb 8 Derb shire 4.6 247 U.S. Riverside-San Bernardino, CA 5.6

202 U.K. Leeds 8 West Yorkshire 4.6 247 U.S. Sacramento, CA 5.6

202 U.K. Stoke on Trent &Staffordshire 4.6 247 U.S. Seattle, WA 5.6

202 U.S. Sarasota, FL 4.6 253 Australia Canberra, ACT 5.7

202 U.S. Visalia, CA 4.6 253 Australia Perth, WA 57

209 Canada London, ON 4.7 253 Canada Cambrid e, ON 5.7

209 U.K. Manchester &Greater Manchester 4.7 253 Canada Oshawa, ON 5.7

209 U.K. Newcastle&T neside 4.7 253 U.K. Leicester&Leicestershire 5.7

209 U.S. Greele , CO 4.7 253 U.S. Miami, FL 5.7

213 Canada Kamloo s. BC 4.8 259 Canada Pete~borou h, ON 5.8

213 Ireland Dublin 4.8 259 U.S. Reno, NV 5.8

213 U.K. Cardiff 4.8 261 U.S. Stockton, CA 5.9

213 U.K. Nottin ham & Nottin hamshire 4.8 262 Canada Kitchener-Waterloo, ON 6.0

213 U.S. Asheville, NC 4.8 262 U.S. Merced, CA 6.0

218 Australia Albu -Wodon a, NSW-VIC 4.9 264 N.Z. Dunedin 6.1

218 U.K. Hull &Humber 4.9 264 U.K. Warwickshire 6.1

218 U.K. Middlesbrou h &Durham 4.9 266 U.K. Northam ton 8 Northam tonshire 6.2

218 U.S. Brid e ort-Stamford, CT 4.9 266 U.K. Swindon &Wiltshire 6.2

218 U.S. Fresno, CA 4.9 268 Australia Brisbane, QLD 6.3

218 U.S. Las Ve as, NV 4.9 268 Canada Guel h, ON 6.3

224 N.Z. Palmerston North-Manawatu 5.0 268 N.Z. Wellin ton 6.3

224 U.K. New ort 5.0 271 U.K. PI mouth &Devon 6.4

224 U.K. Warrin ton &Cheshire 5.0 272 AusValia Fraser Coast, QLD 6.6

224 U.S. Modesto, CA 5.0 272 Canada Hamilton, ON 6.6

224 U.S. Salem, OR 5.0 274 Canada Chiiliwack, BC 6.7

224 U.S. Wilmin ton, NC 5.0 274 N.Z. Na ier-Hastin s 6.7

Australia Toowoomba, QLD 5.1 274 U.K. Bristol-Bath 67
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Rank
Median Median

Nation Metro olitan Market Multi Ie Rank Nation Metro olitan Market Multiple
274 U.S. Boulder, CO 6.7 294 Canada Toronto, ON 8.3
278 Australia Hobart, TAS 6.8 294 U.K. London Greater London Authority 8.3
278 N.Z. Hamilton-Waikato 6.8 296 Australia Gold Coast, QLD 8.4
278 U.K. London Exurbs E & SE En Iand 6.8 297 Canada Victoria, BC 8.5
281 Australia Adelaide; SA 6.9 298 U.S. Honolulu, HI 8.6
282 Canada Kelowna, BC 7.0 299 Australia Sunshine Coast. QLD 87
283 U.S. Oxnard. CA 7.1 300 U.S. San Francisco, CA 8.8
284 U.K. Bournemouth &Dorsett 7.3 301 N.Z. Auckland 9.0
285 U.S. Salinas. CA 7.5 302 N.Z. Taraun a-Western Ba of Plent 9.1
285 U.S. Santa Barbara, CA 7.5 303 U.S. Los An eles. CA 9.2
285 U.S. Santa Rosa, CA 7.5 304 U.S. San Jose, CA 9.4
288 Australia Geelon , VIC 77 305 U.S. Santa Cruz, CA 9.6
289 U.S. San Die o, CA 7.8 306 Australia Melbourne; VIC 9.7
290 Canada ComoxValle . BC 7.9 307 Australia S dne ,NSW 11.7
291 Canada Nanaimo, BC 8.0 308 Canada Vancouver, BC 12.6
292 U.S. San Luis Obispo, CA 8.1 309 China Hon Kon 20.9
293 Canada Fraser Valle , BC 8.2
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International
Affordability

Rank

Major
Market
Rank

National
Rank

• ~ i

Nation Housin market

e

Median
Multi le* Median Price

Median
Household

Income

281 78 18 Australia Adelaide, SA 6.9 $470,000 $68,100

218 7 Ausirdlia Albu -Wodon a, NSW-VIC 4.9 $330,000 $67,700

190 6 Australia Alice S rin s, NT 4.4 $470,000 $105,900

247 11 Australia Ballarat, VIC 5.6 $362,000 $64,600

237 9 Australia Bendi o, VIC 5.3 $340,000 $64,700

268 74 15 Australia Brisbane, QLD 6.3 $530,000 $84,000

240 10 Australia Bundaber , QLD 5.4 $290,000 $53,400

247 11 Australia Cairns, QLD 5.6 $405,000 $72,000

253 13 Australia Canberca, ACT 5.7 $635,000 $112,200

171 3 Australia Darwin, NT 42 $500,000 $119,000

272 16 Australia Fraser Coast, QLD 6.6 $320,000 $48,700

288 19 Australia Geelon , VIC 7.7 $552,000 $71,800

49 1 Australia Gladstone, QLD 2.9 $260,000 $90,900

296 20 Australia Gold Coast, QLD 8.4 $630,000 $75,300

278 17 Australia Hobart, TAS 6.8 $475,000 $70,000

178 5 Australia Macka , QLD 4.3 $335,000 $77,900

306 88 22 Australia Melbourne, VIC 9.7 $835,000 $86,000

253 71 13 Aushalia Perth, WA 5.7 $490,000 $85,400

135 2 Australia Rockham ton, QLD 3.8 $265,000 $70,500

299 21 Australia Sunshine Coast, QLD 8.7 $595,000 $68,100

307 89 23 Australia S dne ,NSW 11.7 $1,100,000 $94,400

230 8 Australia Toowoomba, QLD 5.1 $355,000 $70,200

171 3 Australia Townsville, QLD 4.2 $325,000 $77,600

Median Market 5.6

243 35 Canada Bartie, ON 5.5 $467,000 $85,300

171 30 Canada Belleville, ON 42 $283,000 $67,500

233 34 Canada Brantford, ON 5.2 $380,000 $72,600

154 33 26 Canada Cal a ,AB 4.0 $415,000 $103,400

253 37 Canada Cambrid e, ON 5.7 $463,000 $81,500

1 1 Canada Ca e Breton, NS 2.1 $122,000 $56,900

25 6 Canada Charlottetown, PEI 2.7 $183,000 $68,000

49 8 Canada Chatham, ON 2.9 $177,000 $61,400

274 43 Canada Chilliwack, BC 6.7 $473,000 $70,300

290 45 Canada Comox Valle , BC 7.9 $526,000 $66,800

84 14 Canada Drummondville, QC 3.2 $182,000 $56,300

121 21 21 Canada Edmonton, AB 3.6 $350,000 $98,100

2 2 Canada Fort McMurra , AB 2.2 $444,000 $201,000

293 47 Canada Fraser Valle ,BC 8.2 $677,000 $82,600

10 4 Canada Fredericton, NB 2.4 $167,000 $70,700

143 25 Canada Granb , QC 3.9 $235,000 $60,300

268 41 Canada duel h, ON 6.3 $539,000 $85,700

113 17 Canada Halifax, NS 3.5 $261,000 $74,800

272 42 Canada Hamilton, ON 6.6 $530,000 $79,700

213 33 Canada Kamloo s. BC 4.8 $378,000 $78,600

282 44 Canada Kelowna, BC 7.0 $535,000 $76,200

154 26 Canada Kin ston, ON 4.0 $304,000 $75,200

262 40 Canada Kitchener-Waterloo, ON 6.0 $485,000 $81,500

58 10 Canada Lethbrid e, AB 3.0 $235,000 $78,400

209 32 Canada London, ON 4.7 $323,000 $68,300

6 3 Canada Moncton, NB 2.3 $153,000 $66,500

202 49 31 Canada Montreal, QC 4.6 $306,000 $66,400
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Affordability

Rank

Major
Market
Rank

•

National
Rank Nation

1

• 1

Housin market

~ ~

Median
Multi le' Median Price

Median
Household

Income
291 46 Canada Nanaimo,BC 8.0 $540,000 $67,300
101 16 Canada North Ba , ON 3.4 $235,000 $68,600
253 37 Canada Oshawa, ON 5.7 $520,000 $90,500
154 33 26 Canada Ottawa-Gatineau, ON-QC 4.0 $344,000 $87,000
259 39 Canada Peterborou h, ON 5.8 $400,000 $69,300
96 15 Canada Quebec, QC 3.3 $235,000 $70,200
58 10 Canada Red Deer, AB 3.0 $267,000 $89,100
58 10 Canada Re ina,SK 3.0 $275,000 $90,600
25 6 Canada Sa uena , QC 2.7 $173,000 $63,600
13 5 Canada Saint John, NB 2.5 $171,000 $67,400

113 17 Canada Samia, ON 3.5 $258,000 $74,700
113 17 Canada Saskatoon, SK 3.5 $316,000 $89,100
125 22 Canada Sherbrooke, QC 3.7 $216,000 $57,700
243 35 Canada St. Catharines-Nia ara, ON 5.5 $369,000 $67,700
125 22 Canada St. John's, NL 3.7 $310,000 $83,100
72 13 Canada Thunder Ba , ON 3.1 $222,000 $72,300
294 81 48 Canada Toronto, ON 8.3 $686,000 $82,700
49 8 Canada Trois-Rivieres, QC 2.9 $163,000 $55,700
308 90 50 Canada Vancouver, BC 12.6 $942,000 $74,700
297 49 Canada Victoria, BC 8.5 $641,000 $75,300
164 29 Canada Whitehorse, YT 4.1 $415,000 $101,500
113 17 Canada Windsor, ON 3.5 $247,000 $69,700
125 22 Canada Winni e , MB 3.7 $279,000 $75,500

Median Market 4.0

309 91 1 China Hon Kon 20.9 $7,169,000 $343,000

125 3 Ireland Cork 3.7 €207,000 €55,600
213 56 5 Ireland Dublin 4.8 €310,000 €64,200
171 4 Ireland Galwa 4.2 €210,500 €50,200
18 1 Ireland Limerick 2.6 €150,000 €56,800
25 2 Ireland Waterford 2.7 €140,000 €52,300

Median Market 3.7

301 85 7 N.Z. Auckland 9.0 $845,000 $94,400
240 2 N.Z. Christchurch 5.4 $447,000 $83,300
264 3 N.Z. Dunedin 6.1 $412,000 $67,100
278 6 N.Z. Hamilton-Waikato 6.8 $551,000 $81,400
274 5 N.Z. Na ier-Hastin s 6.7 $449,000 $66,700
224 1 N.Z. Palmerston North-Manawatu 5.0 $310,000 $61,700
302 8 N.Z. Taraun a-Western Ba of Plent 9.1 $623,000 $68,800
268 4 N.Z. Wellin ton 6.3 $577,000 $91,700

Median Market 6.5

202 49 1 Sin a ore Sin a ore 4.6 $400,000 $87,000

154 3 U.K. Aberdeen 4.0 £182,700 £45,500
178 8 U.K. Belfast 4.3 £142,400 £33,400
233 63 24 U.K. Birmin ham 8 West Midlands 5.2 £174,000 £33,400
171 41 6 U.K. Black ool &Lancashire 42 £142,000 £33,800
284 79 32 U.K. Bournemouth &Dorsett 7.3 £285,000 £39,000
274 76 30 U.K. Bristol-Bath 6.7 £275,000 £40,900
213 17 U.K. Cardiff 4.8 £170,000 £35,700
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Affordability

Rank

Major
Market
Rank

National
Rank
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Nation Housin market

e

Median
Multi le' Median Price

Median
Household

Income

202 49 12 U.K. Derb & Derb shire 4.6 £172,900 £37,900

143 1 U.K. Dundee 3.9 £136,600 £35,300

190 46 10 U.K. Edinbur h 4.4 £183,400 £41,500

143 1 U.K. Falkirk 3.9 £135,000 £34,400

154 33 3 U.K. Glas ow 4.0 £143,600 £35,600

218 58 19 U.K. Hull &Humber 4.9 £160,000 £32,400

202 49 12 U.K. Leeds &West Yorkshire 4.6 £158,000 £34,000

253 71 25 U.K. LeicesterBLeicestershire 5.7 £208,000 £36,200

178 43 8 U.K. Live ool & Merse ide 4.3 £140,000 £32,700

294 81 33 U.K. London Greater London Authori 8.3 £465,000 £55,800

278 77 31 U.K. London Exurbs E 8 SE En land 6.8 £306,100 £44,700

209 54 15 U.K. Manchester& Greater Manchester 4.7 £160,000 £33,900

218 58 19 U.K. Middlesbrou h &Durham 4.9 £125,000 £25,300

209 54 15 U.K. Newcastle & T neside 4.7 £143,900 £30,900

224 21 U.K. New oR 5.0 £176,800 £35,700

266 27 U.K. Northam ton &Northam tonshire 62 £225,000 £36,200

213 56 17 U.K. Nottin ham & Nottin hamshire 4.8 £162,000 £33,500

196 11 U.K. Perth 4.5 £184,000 £40,500

271 75 29 U.K. PI mouth 8 Devon 6.4 £235,000 £36,700

171 41 6 U.K. Sheffield &South Yorkshire 4.2 £139,000 £33,000

202 49 12 U.K. Stoke on Trent 8 Staffordshire 4.6 £168,000 £36,500

164 5 U.K. Swansea 4.1 £133,000 £32,300

266 27 U.K. Swindon &Wiltshire 6.2 £254,000 £40,900

230 23 U.K. Telford & Shro shire 5.1 £187,500 £36,500

224 62 21 U.K. Warrin ton &Cheshire 5.0 £205,000 £41,100

264 26 U.K. Warwickshire 6.1 £260,000 £42,800

Median Market 4.8

18 13 U.S. Akron, OH 2.6 $148,000 $57,600

58 46 U.S. Alban ,NY 3.0 $214,000 $70,900

164 127 U.S. Albu ue ue, NM 4.1 $214,000 $52,200

72 57 U.S. Allentown, PA-NJ 3.1 $200,000 $64,900

58 46 U.S. Amarillo, TX 3.0 $166,000 $55,700

135 107 U.S. Anchors e, AK 3.8 $305,000 $79,700

143 114 U.S. Ann Arbor, MI 3.9 $281,000 $72,300

213 154 U.S. Asheville, NC 4.8 $246,000 $51,300

113 18 94 U.S. Atlanta, GA 3.5 $235,000 $66,500

33 24 U.S. Atlantic Ci , NJ 2.8 $184,000 $65,200

49 40 U.S. Au usta, GA-SC 2.9 $148,000 $51,400

164 39 127 U.S. Austin, TX 4.1 $311,000 $76,200

178 133 U.S. Bakersfield, CA 4.3 $219,000 $51,500

121 21 98 U.S. Baltimore, MD 3.6 $289,000 $80,000

101 83 U.S. Baton Rou e, LA 3.4 $200,000 $59,400

72 57 U.S. Beaumont-Port Arthur, TX 3.1 $160,000 $51,300

113 18 94 U.S. Birmin ham, AL 3.5 $192,000 $54,700

230 161 U.S. Boise, ID 5.1 $290,000 $57,400

237 65 164 U.S. Boston, MA-NH 5.3 $474,000 $88,800

274 177 U.S. Boulder, CO 6.7 $561,000 $83,700

196 146 U.S. Bremerton, WA 4.5 $338,000 $75,900

218 155 U.S. Brid e ort-Stamford, CT 4.9 $445,000 $90,300

58 46 U.S. Brownsville, TX 3.0 $118,000 $38,700

33 4 24 U.S. Buffalo, NY 2.8 $158,000 $57,300

18 13 U.S. Canton, OH 2.6 $135,000 $52,000
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Nation Housin market

.~

Median
Multi le' Median Price

Median
Household

Income
178 133 U.S. Ca e Coral, FL 4.3 $240,000 $56,200
13 9 U.S. CedarRa ids, lA 2.5 $164,000 $66,200

196 146 U.S. Charleston, SC 4.5 $278,000 $61,200
135 26 107 U.S. Charlotte, NC-SC 3.8 $243,000 $63,200
101 83 U.S. Chattanoo a, TN-GA 3.4 $178,000 $51,700
121 21 98 U.S. Chica o, IL-IN-WI 3.6 $256,000 $70,900
33 4 24 U.S. Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN 2.8 $175,000 $63,200
49 40 U.S. Clarksville, TN-KY 2.9 $165,000 $56,100
33 4 24 U.S. Cleveland, OH 2.8 $149,000 $54,000
196 146 U.S. Colle e Station, TX 4.5 $210,000 $47,000
196 146 U.S. Colorado S rin s, CO 4.5 $308,000 $68,200
84 68 U.S. Columbia, SC 3.2 $171,000 $54,200
84 68 U.S. Columbus, GA-AL 3.2 $141,000 $44,100
72 10 57 U.S. Columbus, OH 3.1 $201,000 $65,000
125 101 U.S. Co us Christi, TX 3.7 $199,000 $54,000
143 29 114 U.S. Dallas-Fort Worfh,TX 3.9 $270,000 $69,400
6 4 U.S. Daven ort, lA-IL 2.3 $126,000 $54,600
25 19 U:S. Da on, OH 2.7 $145,000 $54,600
178 133 U.S. Da ona Beach, FL 4.3 $209,000 $48,800
243 66 167 U.S. Denver, CO 5.5 $431,000 $78,600
33 24 U.S. Des Moines, lA 2.8 $201,000 $71,000
58 9 46 U.S. Detroit, MI 3.0 $178,000 $59,900
33 24 U.S. Duluth, MN-WI 2.8 $156,000 $56,000
178 133 U.S. Durham, NC 4.3 $271,000 $62,600
113 94 U.S. EI Paso, TX 3.5 $157,000 $45,400
10 7 U.S. Erie, PA 2.4 $126,000 $52,100
247 169 U.S. Eu ene, OR 5.6 $289,000 $52,000
33 24 U.S. Evansville, IN-KY 2.8 $145,000 $52,700
84 68 U.S. Fa etteville, AR-MO 3.2 $178,000 $56,400
58 46 U.S. Fa etteville, NC 3.0 $137,000 $46,000
25 19 U.S. Flint, MI 2.7 $128,000 $47,900
233 162 U.S. Fort Collins, CO 52 $375,000 $71,600
49 40 U.S. Fort Smith, AR-OK 2.9 $118,000 $40,400
190 142 U.S. Fort Walton Beach, FL 4.4 $268,000 $61,100
18 13 U.S. Fort Wa e, IN 2.6 $142,000 $54,700
218 58 155 U.S. Fresno, CA 4.9 $263,000 $53,700
190 142 U.S. Gainesville, FL 4.4 $202,000 $46,200
72 10 57 U.S. Grand Ra ids, MI 3.1 $192,000 $62,600
209 153 U.S. Greele , CO 4.7 $345,000 $73,300
33 24 U.S. Green Ba , WI 2.8 $177,000 $62,700
84 68 U.S. Greensboro, NC 3.2 $166,000 $51,200
164 127 U.S. Greenville, SC 4.1 $211,000 $51,400
72 57 U.S. Gul ort, MS 3.1 $151,000 $48,400
72 57 U.S. Ha erstown, MD-WV 3.1 $191,000 $62,300
13 9 U.S. Harrisbu , PA 2.5 $170,000 $66,700
96 13 79 U.S. Hartford, CT 3.3 $234,000 $71,800
33 24 U.S. Hicko , NC 2.8 $137,000 $49,600
298 83 184 U.S. Honolulu, HI 8.6 $709,000 $82,900
125 24 101 U.S. Houston, TX 3.7 $241,000 $65,700
49 40 U.S. Huntin ton, WV-KY-OH 2.9 $122,000 $41,800
58 46 U.S. Huntsville, AL 3.0 $191,000 $63,100
49 8 40 U.S. Indiana olis. IN 2.9 $174,000 $60,900
72 57 U.S. Jackson, MS 3.1 $165,000 $53,500
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143 29 114 U.S. Jacksonville, FL 3.9 $236,000 $60,300

33 24 U.S. Kalamazoo, MI 2.8 $161,000 $57,200

96 13 79 U.S. Kansas Ci , MO-KS 3.3 $213,000 $65,300

154 122 U.S. Kennewick, WA 4.0 $259,000 $64,700

49 40 U.S. Killeen, TX 2.9 $159,000 $54,900

84 68 U.S. Kin s ort,TN-VA 32 $141,000 $44,200

101 83 U.S. Knoxville, TN 3.4 $186,000 $54,000

101 83 U.S. Lafa ette,LA 3.4 $166,000 $49,200

135 107 U.S. Lakeland, FL 3.8 $192,000 $50,200

84 68 U.S. Lancaster, PA 32 $205,000 $64,900

10 7 U.S. Lansin , MI 2.4 $141,000 $58,300

101 83 U.S. Laredo, TX 3.4 $152,000 $44,600

218 58 155 U.S. Las Ve as, NV 4.9 $289,000 $59,100

58 46 U.S. Lexin ton-Fa ette, KY 3.0 $182,000 $59,700

58 46 U.S. Lincoln, NE 3.0 $188,000 $62,000

33 24 U.S. Little Rock, AR 2.8 $153,000 $54,000

303 86 186 U.S. Los An eles, CA 9.2 $671,000 $72,700

72 10 57 U.S. Louisville, KY-IN 3.1 $184,000 $58,600

33 24 U.S. Lubbock, TX 2.8 $139,000 $49,800

84 68 U.S. L nchbu ,VA 3.2 $177,000 $54,500

125 101 U.S. Madison, WI 3.7 $273,000 $74,000

101 83 U.S. Manchester, NH 3.4 $283,000 $82,100

58 46 U.S. McAllen, TX 3.0 $114,000 $37,900

154 122 U.S. Melbourne, FL 4.0 $215,000 $53,300

101 15 83 U.S. Mem his, TN-MS-AR 3.4 $176,000 $52,300

262 176 U.S. Merced, CA 6.0 $286,000 $47,900

253 71 173 U.S. Miami, FL 5.7 $317,500 $55,900

135 26 107 U.S. Milwaukee,Wl 3.8 $231,000 $60,900

101 15 83 U.S. Minnea olis-St. Paul, MN-WI 3.4 $267,000 $79,200

58 46 U.S. Mobile, AL 3.0 $142,000 $46,900

224 158 U.S. Modesto, CA 5.0 $304,000 $61,200

33 24 U.S. Mont ome ,AL 2.8 $141,000 $50,300

171 132 U.S. M rtle Beach, SC-NC 4.2 $206,000 $49,000

237 164 U.S. Na les, FL 5.3 $375,000 $70,100

143 29 114 U.S. Nashville, TN 3.9 $256,000 $65,800

101 83 U.S. New Haven CT 3.4 $230,000 $67,100

72 57 U.S. New London, CT 3.1 $227,000 $72,300

154 33 122 U.S. New Orleans.LA 4.0 $208,000 $52,500

243 66 167 U.S. New York, NY-NJ-PA 5.5 $435,000 $78,500

101 83 U.S. Ocala, FL 3.4 $155,000 $45,300

125 101 U.S. 0 den, UT 3.7 $274,000 $74,400

25 3 19 U.S. Oklahoma Ci , OK 2.7 $159,000 $58,200

143 114 U.S. 01 m ia, WA 3.9 $299,000 $76,000

25 19 U.S. Omaha, NE-IA 2.7 $185,000 $67,500

196 48 146 U.S. Orlando, FL 4.5 $253,000 $56,400

283 178 U.S. Oxnard, CA 7.1 $599,000 $84,700

121 98 U.S. Pensacola, FL 3.6 $196,000 $54,900

6 4 U.S. Peoria, IL 2.3 $135,000 $59,400

101 15 83 U.S. Philadel hia, PA-NJ-DE-MD 3.4 $239,800 $70,200

178 43 133 U.S. Phoenix, AZ 4.3 $273,000 $63,400

18 1 13 U.S. Pittsbur h, PA 2.6 $159,000 $60,900

190 142 U.S. Port St. Lucie, FL 4.4 $231,000 $52,900

143 114 U.S. Portland, ME 3.9 $279,000 $70,800

~i~i+.
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233 63 162 U.S. Portland, OR-WA 5.2 $392,000 $74,700
178 43 133 U.S. Providence, RI-MA 4.3 $285,000 $66,600
178 133 U.S. Provo, UT 4.3 $319,000 $73,900
135 26 107 U.S. Ralei h, NC 3.8 $294,000 $76,400
25 19 U.S. Readin , PA 2.7 $171,000 $62,600
259 174 U.S. Reno, NV 5.8 $371,000 $63,800
125 24 101 U.S. Richmond, VA 3.7 $254,000 $69,100
247 68 169 U.S. Riverside-San Bernardino, CA 5.6 $359,000 $63,800
84 68 U.S. Roanoke, VA 32 $175,000 $55,100
18 1 13 U.S. Rochester, NY 2.6 $150,000 $58,200
2 1 U.S. Rockford, IL 22 $126,000 $58,200

247 68 169 U.S. Sacramento, CA 5.6 $388,000 $69,800
224 158 U.S. Salem, OR 5.0 $293,000 $58,400
285 179 U.S. Salinas, CA 7.5 $544,000 $72,700
143 114 U.S. Salisbu , MD-DE 3,9 $226,000 $58,400
190 46 142 U.S. Salt Lake Ci , UT 4.4 $328,000 $74,700
143 29 114 U.S. San Antonio, TX 3.9 $230,000 $58,6D0
289 80 182 U.S. San Die o, CA 7.8 $610,000 $78,600
300 84 185 U.S. San Francisco, CA 8.8 $963,000 $108,900
304 87 187 U.S. San Jose, CA 9.4 $1,185,000 $126,100
292 183 U.S. San Luis Obis o, CA 8.1 $606,000 $75,000
285 179 U.S. Santa Barbara, CA 7.5 $558,000 $74,100
305 188 U.S. Santa Cruz, CA 9.6 $799,000 $82,800
285 179 U.S. Santa Rosa, CA 7.5 $626,000 $83,900
202 151 U.S. Sarasota, FL 4.6 $273,000 $59,200
84 68 U.S. Savannah, GA 3.2 $191,000 $58,800
13 9 U.S. Scranton, PA 2.5 $132,000 $52,900
247 68 169 U.S. Seattle, WA 5.6 $497,000 $88,900
164 127 U.S. Shreve ort,LA 4.1 $165,000 $40,000
72 57 U.S. Sioux Falls, SD 3.1 $205,000 $66,700
18 13 U.S. South Bend, IN-MI 2.6 $137,000 $53,500
84 68 U.S. Spartanbu , SC 3.2 $154,000 $48,800
178 133 U.S. S okane, WA 4.3 $240,000 $55,800
135 107 U.S. S rin field, MA 3.8 $214,000 $56,500
58 46 U.S. S rin field, MO 3.0 $149,000 $50,000
33 4 24 U.S. St. Louis„ MO-IL 2.8 $181,000 $64,700
261 175 U.S. Stockton, CA 5.9 $370,000 $62,900
6 4 U.S. S racuse, NY 2.3 $135,000 $57,900

125 101 U.S. Tallahassee, FL 3.7 $191,000 $52,200
164 39 127 U.S. Tam a-St. Petersbur , FL 4.1 $222,000 $53,900
13 9 U.S. Toledo, OH 2.5 $130,000 $52,000
84 68 U.S. Trenton, NJ 32 $258,000 $79,600
154 33 122 U.S. Tucson, AZ 4.0 $212,000 $53,400
72 57 U.S. Tulsa, OK 3.1 $166,000 $53,900
2 1 U.S. Utica-Rome, NY 2.2 $118,000 $53,600

240 166 U.S. Valle'o, CA 5.4 $427,000 $78,400
113 18 94 U.S. Vir inia Beach-Norfolk, VA-NC 3.5 $229,000 $65,400
202 151 U.S. Visalia, CA 4.6 $221,000 $48,400
96 79 U.S. Waco, TX 3.3 $162,000 $49,000
154 33 122 U.S. Washin ton, DC-VA-MD-WV 4.0 $412,000 $102,600
33 24 U.S. Wichita, KS 2.8 $156,000 $55,900
224 158 U.S. Wilmin ton, NC 5.0 $247,000 $49,400
96 79 U.S. Winston-Salem, NC 3.3 $164,000 $50,000
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ANNEX: SOURCES, METHODS AND USES

House price data is obtained or esrimated from sources that account for the majority of existing dwellings

sold in each of the narions

l~lost internarional housing affordability sources and "cite" rating sources focus on higher end housing that

would be demanded by executives who might be transferred from one narion to another (e~cpatriates). T'he

Demog~aphia International HouringAffovrlab~lit~~ .S~rrvey is unique in focusing on the middle of the market --

reporting on middle-income housing affordabi]ity.

Further, the focus is on housing markets, rather than higher-cost inner areas or e~ensive neighborhoods.
This is an important distinction. The data in the Denlo~raphia International HozrringAfforr/ability Survey does not

relate, fox example to Belgravia in London, New York's Upper East Side ox Beverl~~ Hills in Los Angeles. It

rather encompasses entire metropolitan markets (where there is sufficient reportinn~, which for example, in

the New York metropolitan area includes more than 20 counties in the states of New York, New Jersey and

Pennsylvania''- (where included housing can be 75 miles [120 kilometers] or more from the upscale areas of

the urban core, where prices are the highest).

Geographical Coverage: The nine narions and corresponding housing markets that are included in the 1 nth

Annurtl Demogrra~bia Internc~tionul Hou.ringAfforrlc~bility Sun~ey have sufficient current sources of house prices and

household income data to estimate housing affordabilit}~ using the Median tiSulriple.

Demagruphia receives periodic requests to expand its coverage to other narions. The addirion of continental

European narions, mainland China and India has been most frequently requested. Demograpbiu would be
pleased to add other nations and will do so wherever consistent data of sufficient qualitj- can be identified.

Readers are encouraged to contact the authors with any such information.

House Characteristics: The indexes and data on which the Survey is based reflect the majority of e~sting

housing in each of the national markets. alt the same time, there are differences in house types, housing

characterisrics and lot size between the included narions and markets. The Demographic International Housing

AfforduGility Survey does not adjust the Median I~fulriples to reflect these differences. For example, the average

size of housing, particularly new housing, is small by New Warld standards in the United Kingdom and Hong

Kong. ~;

Methods: ~Tedian house prices are estimated based on published data and other publicl}- available data from

government and industry reports, using the housing stock upon which they report. Official government

produced sales registers are use where available (Ireland, Scotland, England and Wales. In other cases,

estimates are developed from multiple industry sources, where available. If average house prices ate available,

median house prices are estimated from historic conversion factors. The principal so~ces are real estate time

series that have become established as authoritative, narional sales transacrion registries and other government

sources.

In a limited number of smaller market cases, insufficient data requires reliance on individual monthly data

within the the third quarter, or second quarter data.

72 As defined by the United States Bureau of Management and the Budget.
73 See 2nd Annual DcmoYrnvhra /nternational Hua~sine Aliordnbilin~ Su~•ver, Pages 16-18.
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Median household incomes are estimated for the markets using national census or other official data. The

income base is then adjusted to the current year, using the best available indicators of annual income changes.

This requires periodic recalibration of base year data to reflect the latest available data.

Caurion is urged in time-series comparisons in individual markets. Changes in data sources, base year income

informarion, housing data sources and geographical definirions can make precise year to year comparisons

less reliable. The most reliable comparisons are between the housing affordability rating categories

("affordable," moderately unaffordable," "seriousl} unaffordable" and "severel}~ unaffordable").~~

Sources: The following principal sources have been consulted:

l~ustsalian Bureau of Statistics

Australian Property Monitors
Bank of Canada
Bank of England
Bank of Ireland
Calgary Real Estate Board
Canada 1~lortgage and Housing Corporation

Canadian Home Buildexs rlssociarion

Canadian Real Estate 1lssociation
Census and Statistical Office: Government of Hong Kong

Central Starisrics Office, Ireland
Chambre immobiliere du Grand Montreal

Communities and Local Government (Ministry), United Kingdom

Conference Board of Canada
Core Logic
Department of the Environment, Heritage and Local Government (Ireland)

Domain.com.au (~ustralia)
Edmonton Real Estate Board
Federal Reserve Board (United States)
Federation des chambres iminobilieres du Quebec

Harvard Universit3~ Joint Center on Housing

Housing and Development Board (Singapore)

Housing Industry Association (Australia)

HM Land Registry (England and Wales)
Ireland Environment, Heritage and Local Government

John Bums Real Estate Consulring
The Land Registry (Hong Kong
National Association of Home Builders (USA)

National Association of Realtors (USA)

National Statistics (United Kingdom)

Northern Ireland Starisrics and Research ~igency

Northern Territory Department of Treasury and Finance

Property Services Regulatory ~uthorit~~ (Ireland)

Real Estate Institute of Australia

74 Demographia attempts to use the most representative available data at the time of report preparation.
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Real Estate Institute of New South Wales

Real Estate Insritute of New Zealand

Real Estate Insritute of Northern Tezritor5~

Real Estate Institute of C~ueensland

Real Estate Institute of Tasmania

Real Estate Institute of V ictoria

Real Estate Institute of Western Australia

Realestateview.com. au

Registers of Scotland

Reserve Bank of .lustralia

Reserve Bank of New Zealand

realestate.com.au

Royal Bank of Canada

Smartline.com (C~ueensland)

Singapore Department of Statisrics

Singapore Real Estate Exchange (5R~

Statistics Canada

Statistics New Zealand

Title Guaranty FIawaii

Toronto Real Estate Board

United Kingdom Department of Communiries and Local Government

United States Departrnent of Commerce: Bureau of Economic r~nalysis

United States Department of Commerce: Bureau of the Census

United States Department of Housing and Urban Development

Urban Development Insritute of Australia

Yukon Government

Wells Fargo Bank

Zillow.com

Notes on Figures

Figure 2: House Price-to-Income Ratios: 1987 & 1992 esrimated from Reserve Bank of l~ustralia data.

This data was first pomayed in Figure 1 of the 71 <<' An~tuul Demogruphia Ifztenzatiosaal Houri~ag A~orrluGility Suru~~.

No comparable data idenrified for Hong Kong and Singapore.

Figure 4: Housing Affordability &Land Regulation: 2,000,000+ Population: 2018: In the United States,
urban containment (Table 1) includes those classified as "growth management," "growth control,"
"containment" and "contain-lite" in From Tratlz~tional to Befo»rrerl A Review of the Lararl Use RegudaCiaa.r zn the
Nation s SO large.rtMetropolitanArear (Brookings Insriturion, 2006) as well as additional markets Demographic
has determined have urban containment policy (New York, Boston, Minneapolis-5t. Paul, Washington and
F Ionolulu). C)utside the United States, more urban containment markets include all in the United Kingdom,
Ireland, Australia, and IV~ew Zealand, as well as Hong Kong and Singapore. In Canada, urban containment
polity has been adopted in Toronto, l~iontteal, Vancouver, Ottawa and Calgary. Markets not classified as
urban containment are classified as liberal (see Table 3).

Figure 10: Middle-Income Housing Affordability: New Zealand: Median ~tulriple values for 2014
through 2016 scaled using change rate from 2013 to 2017 to account fox restatement of median household

'~
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incomes by Statistics New Zealand. One year trend to 2018 influenced b3- subsequent downward restatement

of 2017 median household incomes.

Nation Markets Included (Where Sufficient Public Data is Available)

Australia Housing markets corresponding to urban centres over 50,000 population

Canada Housing markets over 75,000 population

China Hong Kong
Ireland Housing markets over 50,000 population

New Zealand Markets corresponding to urban areas over 75,000 population

Singapore Singapore
United Kingdom Markets corresponding to urban areas over 150,000 population and London Exurbs (E & SE England).

United States Housing markets over 250,000 population
Selected additional markets.
Housing markets are aenerally metropolitan areas (labour market areas) or their equivalent.

Figure 13: Urban Containment Effect on House Prices: Utban Gtowth Boundary (Conceptual):

Figure illustrates impact of an urban containment Uoundan~ on land values, consistent with treatments in

Gerrit Knaap and Arthur C. Nelson, The Kegzrlcrted L.nndreape: Lerronr on State Land Use Planning from Oregon,

Cambridge, Massachusetts: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, 1992; William ~1. Fischel, Zoning Kzrler! The

Economics of Land-u.re Begulation, Lincoln Insritute of Land Policy, 2015; Gerard Mildner, "Public Policy &

Poxdand's Real Estate Market," Quarterly and Urban Development Journal, 4th Quarterly 2009: 1-16, and

others. Similar impact on house prices have been typically documented in the economic research (see: A

~ne.riion of T 'alue.r: UrGan Contarrrrneir~ Policv u~ad Mrrtrlle-Income Houri~z Af7or Gili1~).

• Suburban Kansas City, United States

• Suburban Montreal, Canada

• East of England (London Exurbs), U.K.

• Suburban Tseung Kwan 0 (Hong Kong)

t~r ,

• Suburban Dublin, Ireland
• Suburban Auckland, New Zealand

• Suburban Adelaide, Australia
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t~eceiveq ~t CPL Hearin~ .,_~ _ ~~ _fig

My name is Jerry Dratler with San Francisco Land Use Coalition

am going to discuss a housing affordabilty survey prepared by the former
Principal Urban Planner at the World Bank. The report calculates housing
affordability. A ratio of 3 and below is affordable and a ratio of over 5.1 is
severely unaffordable. San Francisco's ratio is 8.8 and this makes San
Francisco one of the ten least affordable cities in the world.

Report highlights

• A high PIR number indicates a discrepancy between housing supply
and demand. Each City should conduct a detailed root cause analysis
to understand their PIR ratio and benchmark their development
practices against cities with a low PIR and high economic growth like
Auckland New Zealand.

o Auckland New Zealand's approach was to remove urban
growth boundaries, fund new infrastructure through innovative
bonds and free up density controls.

• Unaffordable housing misallocates resources and has a negative
impact on the entire economy. Two economists calculated the
misallocation to represent 9.4% of U. S. GDP in 2014.

• The report identifies three myths embraced by politicians and urban
planners, time only allows me to comment on one myth.

o #1 Planners know how to allocate land equitably through
the design of increasing complex zoning regulations while
ignoring price signals. Complex new zoning regulations allow
only the construction of luxury housing for which the minimum
requirements are not binding.

o #2 Regulators can mandate the creation of new affordable
housing units by obliging private developers to provide a
share (usually 20%) of the housing units they build at
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prices fixed by the government. The premise is that the
demand for luxury housing will fund the entire supply of

affordable housing. The result is a higher tax on luxury housing

that progressively reduces the supply of luxury housing.

o #3 The compact city fallacy. A city can accommodate
increasing income and population through densification of

the existing built-up area; expansion into greenfield would
result in "sprawl". In some urban locations removing housing

regulations would allow housing supply to increase. However,

the growth generated by densification of existing built-up areas
is necessarily slow and limited. Existing low-rise residential

areas must be acquired, the occupants relocated before
developers can replace them with new taller buildings with

more housing units.

My summary only highlights a few aspects of the report.

The take away from the report is unaffordable housing is not unavoidable

and should not be a consequence of economic success.
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• Price income ratio =Median housing price /median

household income.

H~~sir~~ ~ff~rd~bility~ ~~~ing ledi~n ~~~altipl~

~ffar~~k~ie ~.~ &lender

~l~~f~r~tely ~1~afford~k~le 3~ ~ to 4.~

~ri~~~~y Llnaff~r~able ~.1 tv 5,0

~~v~r~ly ~J~aff~r~~bl~ ~.~ ~ ~~~r
f~ll~edian rnultipl~: ~l~~ia~ ho~a~~ prise divided by median
h~~~e~~~ld in~~m~
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Rank Nation ~letro~olitan N~~rket Median Multi
~~0 U.~. fan Frar~cisca, CA 8.8
X01 N.Z. Auckland 9.~
~0~ N,~, Taraur~ga-W~~~ern day of Pler~~y 9.1
30~ U,~. Los Angeles. CA ~.2
X04 ~J. , f an Joss, ~A ~.4
3~~ U.~. Santa Cruz, CA 9.~
3D6 Australia Nlelb~urr~~, ~11~ ~.1
3~~ Australia Sydney, NSW 11.1
30~ Canada Vancouver, B~ 1 ~.6
~~9 China Hang K~~g 2a.~
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Public Comment by Carolyn Kenady to San Francisco Planning Commission -
Jan. 312019

Request Detailed Analysis of SB 50 and its Impact on San Francisco's Housing

and Infrastructure

Good afternoon Commissioners, Zoning Administrator Sanchez, SF Planning staff and

other city officials. My name is CK. I chair the Dolores Heights Improvement Ctub, the

neighborhood association west of Dolores Park.

have great respect for the work that you do. Today I'm here to request a detailed

analysis of SB 50 and its impact on our housing needs. Planning staff's summary of SB

50 in the Housing Strategy and Plans is not sufficient.

What I and every other resident of San Francisco need from Planning staff is a detailed

analysis of how this bill will affect my neighborhood and my city.

• For example, iYs clear that Dolores Heights and nearly all of SF fall within 1/a mile

of ahigh-quality bus stop.

• However, the bill doesn't clearly define the next category of "major transit stop" ...

is that the Ferry Building? Is it all BART stations? Is it my J Church stop located

at the top of Dolores Park at 20th and Church Streets?

• The bill also states that qualifying projects will receive "up to three incentives

and concessions pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 65915." I'm not a

legislative analyst; however, this obscure reference has me worried. I need

Planning staff to explain what these incentives and concessions are and how

they change a project's height, set-backs, and other elements.

With a detailed analysis of SB 50, we can then ask: how well does SB 50 solve our

housing crisis? San Francisco exceeds its RHNA goals for market-rate housing. So do

we need more incentives to build market-rate housing? San Francisco needs more



affordable housing. Your Dept's Housing Balance Report documented. this crisis

situation:

c ~~

So my layperson's read of SB 50: it will mandate more incentives and concessions and

will not produce more affordable housing over and above SF's current inclusionary

requirements. And affordable housing is desperately needed in our City.

ask you Commissioners, Planning Director, and Planning staff:

• Why offer developers more incentives to produce more market-rate housing in

one of the hottest real estate markets in our country?

• Why not offer these incentives and concessions in return for a higher % of

affordable units so that these valuable locations give SF more affordable

housing? Maybe this can be aligned with San Francisco's affordable housing

funds and programs to provide more incentives &subsidies?

On behalf of Dolores Heights residents, I ask that Planning staff analyze SB 50 and

comment on how well it will address our affordable housing crisis. Thank you.
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Horn Jeffre CPC •~~'~Ky( ) C
From: Joell Hallowell <whittiers@mindspring.com>
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 10:07 AM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: Opposition to project proposal at 88 Museum Way

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

We are writing in opposition to the proposed project at 88 Museum Way, which we believe is contrary to the Corona
Heights Large Residence Restrictions that we, and so many of our neighbors, have fought to maintain in order to assure
that not all of our green spaces are replaced by structures, in fear that our amazing habitat will disappear, wildlife will
vanish, the flora of adjoining properties will be threatened, and public street-views will be gone forever

We believe that approval of this Conditional Use Application will set precedent for developers to buy Corona Heights
property with plans to continue to build monster projects, using projects this like this as an example.

We urge you to deny the current plans for 88 Museum Way and ask the property owners to return to the drawing board
and create plans that stay within the current restrictions. We will happily support the development of their property
within those standards.

Thank you,
Joell Hallowell & Tricia Garlock
Owners, 212 States Street



January 28, 2019

Secretary Jonas lonin

San Francisco Planning Commission

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: 88 Museum Way: 2018-007259CUA + 2018-007259VAR

Dear Secretary lonin,

The above project violates not only the Planning Code by allowing a third full unit

i n an RH-2 lot, but also violates the intent of the Corona Heights Large Residence

SUD.

It also would critically endanger an extremely large Monterey Cypress tree.

Adding a garage to the rear of the lot would potentially be acceptable.

Horizontal or vertical additions to the existing 3-bedroom home would potentially

be acceptable.

Adding an entirely new 3-level structure/living space is NOT acceptable.

For these reasons we oppose the granting of either the CUA or Variance.

Thank you,

Gary Weiss, President

Corbett Heights Neighbors



Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

From: Maryann Dresner <madresner@cs.com>
Sent: Monday, January 28, 2019 4:19 PM
To: CPC-Commissions Secretary; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
Subject: 88 Museum Way, San Francisco

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

to: Planning Commission:
My residence is near the site at 88 Museum. Way. The address below is my business address, rather

than my residence address, which residence address is in Corona Heights.
During 2014 and 2015, I and many other neighbors worked hard and, with the assistance of the

then Supervisor of District 8, were able to get the Corona Heights special use district created.

The project envisioned by the owners of 88 Museum Way appears to be in direct conflict with that
Special use district, as it appears to be several stories above a garage. While I appreciate the need for a
garage and perhaps a small workshop or storage facility above a garage, the design appears to be fit for
a residence of some kind. I am worried that

A: the structure contemplated will be used as a residence, and
B: that its size is out of character for the neighborhood and
C. its existence is in direct violation of the Special Use district

My understanding of the Special Use district and all special use districts is that they are a type of
zoning ordinance. Unless there is a tremendous need for something which varies the uses required by the
zoning address, there should be no need for a variance, particularly when neighbors object. I know of at
least four neighbors who object to the contemplated structure.

I have a professional obligation in Redwood City this coming Thursday afternoon January 31, 2019,
so I am unable to come to the Planning Commission meeting that day. I am hoping that at least one of
my neighbors can attend.

I am urging you strongly to deny the variance or whatever is requested by the owners to build a
structure which is too large for the special use district and is likely to be used as a residence, if not
i mmediately than in the near future.

thank you,
Maryann Dresner

MARYANN DRESNER Attorney at Law
1390 Market, Fox Plaza Suite 818
San Francisco, California 94102
(415) 864-7636 fax (415) 863-8596



1319A Florida Street
San Francisco, CA 94110
(415) 786-0464

January 30, 2019

To whom it may concern:

I met with Tom Schmidt in January 2018 to inspect his Monterrey Cypress tree at 88 Museum
Way, in consideration of plans to build a garage at the top /front of their lot on Museum Way.
This tree is approximately 60-80 year of age and in good health. During our meeting, I provided
Tom guidelines for preserving as much of the surrounding soil as possible and avoiding cutting
tree roots of a larger diameter. In response to this feedback, he has worked with his architect to
set back the proposed foundation of the structure 12 feet from the trunk of the tree, and the front
of the building is planned to rest on piers. In my opinion, these measures are sufficient to protect
a tree root system of this type. In addition, he has committed to working with me during the
construction planning process to perform further testing of the soil and root system to ensure the
final placement of the foundation and pier footings will not impact the tree adversely. In
summary, I am confident that we will be able to develop a final construction design that will
enable protection of this Cypress Tree.

Sincerely,

Christopher Altman

Owner, Trees Company

ISA Certified Arborist #WE-7733A
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We, the ur~dersi~ned, have s~ric~us concerns over the ~ro~osed project located at 3~2~

Buchat~a~~ Street and ask the pity tc~ take these concerns into ac~:ount when ~valuatin~; tie

impact of this pro~ased ~raject ors our n~gh~orhood.

Historic Landmark: In 2973 this property 4to ncl~~d~ the 1.f~93 t~uildin~;, ~h~ aria scary garden

b€~ildin~ ar~ci the I~ndseapec! hardens) wa, d~ecr~ec~ to h~v~ "~ 4pecial ci~~-~r~cter and .special

histc~ric~l, ~rchit~ctural ar~d aestE~etic ir~fi~erest anti value" ~nc3 ~s such vv~s de~i~nat~d ~s Nistc~ric

L~~,dreraYk #5~. ?~he;reposed ~r~j~rt ,~ac~~~~d c~~r~t~lish the one ~tc~ry Garden l~uildir~~ and much

of the beautiful far~dseaped gardens to sandwich in a large (40 foot ta91), il!-fitting building; tii7t

wt~uld d~ti~r~rf the belave~l 1893 t~uilding. This i5 in direct violation with this prt~perty's H strar c

~andm~rlt ciesi n~tic~r~.

Plannin de Vi~l~tior~s: The proposed praj~~t i~nor~s irnpartcznt ~lannin~ Cade rec~uirer~~ents

by:

(1} Nat providing the required amount cif tin-site parking (tl~erehy rn~king worse the

difficult ~tre~t ~aarking s'rt~»tit~n in tour neighborhoc~dj,

{2~ Nr~t prc~vidin~ the r~c~uir~d rear yard s~t~a~ks (th~r~by eiirnin~ting light/air a~~d vi~v~~s

oth r~vi4e prot~ctecf key tie ~lannirz~ Coci~j,

f3} Not ~ro~,~idin~ required t~per~ 5{a~~c {th~rehy compr~r~r~nising the ~~aes~~ sp~c~ ~rovd'~d by

nei~hborin~ prc~pertie~ who ~I~yed by the rules),

{~4) Not prc~vsd nr rac~~~ired ~~t~~ac from street frontage for far ink;,

(5~ Nc~t providing ~r~ active street appearance th~r~t7y nvt cc~rr~~lying with the City's

Rt~si~lenti~l D~si~n ~uidelin~-~s,

{6j Not providing ~n ~ttr~activ~ exfierior by ~.~sin~; s#ucca on its ~nt~r~ east f~ci~-~~; fa~~de, and

{7) l~;nt~rin~ neighbors' r~q~~ests for respecting privacy, better design and s'~asonabEe

s~tback~.

Given the serious violations that this prc~pos~d project represents to this irn~ortant Nistc~ric

Landmark and the Guy's own Planning Code,. wE request that this prt~j~ct be ~el~yed anc~

rcc~uired to under-~~ furt~ier ~r~v~rnnmental review to inci~ade a fo~~.as~tf €~nvirt~nrr7~r7tal irnpaet

report to ~ddre~s our cc~ncern~.

~J~ e Si~natur~ Address,~._,,y
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We, the undersigned, have serious concerns aver the prapose~ proj€~c# (acatec! at 36 0

Buchanan Street and ask the City tt~ tike these concerns into account when evaluating the

impact ~f this proposed project ~n flur neighbc~nc~~od.

Histr~ric l.andrnark: In 1. 73 #hos pr-c~~aer#y (to include the 1893 bta ldin~, the cane story ~~rden

building ar~c~ the landscaped gardens} was deerr~~d to have "a special character and special

historical, architectural and aesthetic inierest and value" and as such was designated ~s Historic

Landmark #58. The prap€~sed project would demolish the one story garden building ~nci much

of the beautiful iands~aped gardens to sandwich in a large {4th foot tall}, i!!-fitting building that

would dwarf the be#caved 1893 builclir~g. This is in direr# viola#ie~o~ wi##~ this property's Historic

Land~aarEc designatic~rt_

Planning; Cade Violations: The proposed project ignores important Planning Code req~~irements

~y:

(1} Nr~t providing t ae required amount of on-site parking {thereby making worse the

difficult street ~aarking situatir~n in our neighbonc~~ad~,

(~} f~~t pravidirr~; the requi€~~ rear yard setbacks (Yh~reb e6~rr~inatin~; 4i~,htJ~ir end views

otherwise prot~eted by the Planning ~c~del,

(3} Not providing required C?pen Space (th~r~by compromising the open space provided by

neighbcsring properties who flayed by the rules},

(4) tot prav'scling required s~tk~~ck frcam street franta e ter p~rkir~ ,

(S} Not providing an active street appearance thereby not complying with the City's

Residers#ia9 [design Guidelir~~s,

(6} Not providing an aitractive exterior by using stucco can its entire east #acing facade, and

(7} I~a~€~ring neighbors' requests fear r~sp~ct n~; privacy, better d~sigr7 ~nc4 r~asonakrl~

s~tb~cks.

Given the serious vit~i~tions that this pranosed project represents to t#~is irr~portant Historic

Landmark anc# the Cifiy's pwr~ Plar~nin~ Cady, w~ r~qu~st that this praj~ct Ise delayed end

r~quir~d to under~a further envirc~n~~ntal r~v'sew to include ~ fc~cus~d er~virnnmer~ta6 impact

rept~rt to address our car~eerr~s.

Name Signature ,~ Address
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We, the undersigned, #~av~ ~eric~us ersr~~erns over the proposed project Ic~c~ated at 3620

E3uch~r~an Street and ask the City to take these concerns into account w#~en ~vaivating the

impact ~f this pra~s~d prc~~~ci arr cur nei hbc~rhea~d.

Historic Landmark: In 1973 this pre~p~rty {to include the 1893 building, the one story garden

building and the I~n~iscap~d gardens} was deemed to have "a special ch~ract~r and special

histc~ricaE, arc3~it~~turai ans~ aesthetic interest ~r~d value" and ~s such a~v~s designated as His~aric

Landmark #58. Tie proposed project would demt~lis~ the erne story harden built ink ar~d much

of the beautiful landscaped hardens to sandwich in a Large ~4~ food tat1~, itl-fitting building that

would dwarf the ~i~lc~ued 1 9~ bu#Id~n This ~s indirect v~c~l~~i~n with this prc~p~r~y's t~~istori~

LarTdrn~rk d~~i~~atic~t~.

Plannir~A Code Vialatic~ns: Thee ~ropo~~d project ignores important ?Manning Gra~#e req~iir~m~nts

~y:

(1} l~at pro~idrng the required arr~~unt of ~n-site parksng thereby making worse the

difficult street park~n~ situaticsn in cur r~eighbc~rhoc~d},

(2} Ncat providing the r~qu rid r-e~x yard setbacks (th r y eliiminatir~g fi~~at/air and ~r~e ~

otherwise protected by the Planning C~ele},

(3} NQt proeri~lin~ require Open Space thereby compromising the open space provided by

neighbor rig prcr~erta s vuhc~ 1~yer1 by the rubs),

(4} dot providing r~quir~d setbacl~ from street fronts ~ far ~aarkir~g,

{~} Not providing an active street appearance thereby npt complying with the City's

Residential Uesi~n Guic£~iine~,

(6) Not providing an ~ttracCive exterior by using stucco on its entire east f~ctng f~~ad ,and

(7) }gnoring neighbors' requests for respecting privacy, better design and reasonable

setbacks.

Given the series viola2ipns ~h~t t(~ks prc~prasee~ ~r~t~ject represents try this impc~r~~r~~ Histr~ric

l.andrn~rk end the City`s c~wn (~f~nnin~; Cade, we request th~~ this prc~j~ct be delayed and

required to unr~er o farther environmental review tc~ include a focus d er+vire,nmental Im~ract

report to address our cc~n~~~ns.

IVarne ~~~ature Adcfr~ss
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Re~ardin~ the proposed 40' tall deueio~ment proiect located at

3 20 Buchanan Street

We, the undersigned, have serious concerns over the proposed project located at 3620

Buchanan Street and ask the City to take these concerns into account when evaluating the

impact of this proposed project on our neighborhood.

Historic Landmark: In 1973 this property (to include the 1893 building, the one story garden

building and the landscaped gardens} was deemed to have "a special character and special

historical, architectural and aesthetic interest and value" and as such ways designated as Historic

Landmark #58. TI~~ prr~pr~sed project would demolish the one story garden building anc! much

of the beautiful landscaped gardens to sandwich in a large (40 fr~ot tallj, ill-fitting building that

would dwarf the beloved 1893 building. This is in direct violation with this property's Historic

Landmark designation.

Planning Code Violations: The ~rt~posed project ignores important Planning Code requ'srements

ny:

(1) Nr~t providing the required amount of on-site parking thereby making worse the

difficult street parking situation in our neighborhood),

(2} Nat providing the required rear yard setbacks (thereby eliminating light/air anc~ views

otherwise protected by the Planning Cade),

(3j Nat providing required ~p~n Space t#hereby compromising the open space provided by

neighboring properties who played by ~}~e rufesj,

(4) Not providing required setback from street. frontage for parking,

(S) Not providing an active street appearance thereby not complying with the C+ty's

Residential Design Guidelines,

(6} Not providing an attractive exterior 6y using stucco on its entire east facing facade, and

(7) Ignoring neighbors' requests for respecting privacy, better design and reasonable

setbacks.

Given the serious violations that this proposed project represents to this important Historic

Landmark and the City's c~wn Planning Cade, we request that this project be delayed and

required to undergo further environmental review to incfude a focused environmental impac#

report to address our concerns.

Name Si  ~nature. Address
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y:

~~ ~ Nc~€. r~avid'ir~~; the r~r~~s r r~ arnaua~t~ ~~ ~~~ ~~it~ arksn {t ~~~~k~y ~i~i ~ ~a~rs~-~e th€~
difificult strc~~t ~arl~ir~ si~~a~ti~an ~r t~~r n~i hbonc~se~d}.

~:~} t~c~t ~,rovid€n~ tie r~~~sir t~ ~ pry r~i settxaeks ~there~Y eii ix~~ting l g~~~~,r ~r~t~ ~:~ ~

~th~r is~ prc~teeted k~ ~e f'lar~r~i ~c~€~~},
~ :~~ ~Vc~i ~rt~vsdir~~; re~{ ird C~per~ ~~ce ~t~,er~l~y~t~rrj rc~r ~s~~3~; t~~ c~~cxn ~~ax~cr~ ~arr~vi ~d

~ei~bcsrir~~ ~ar ~rta s wt~c~ ~ay~d by tf~e ruie~>

{ 3 c~~ Sr~Sefi~ ing r~r~zsire€~ ~~~~a~~k ~rc,rr stfe~t ~rcar~~a ~,~r~r Arkin ,
(s} ~ilc~t rr~vi in gar=;. ~c:tiv~ ~irt~~t ~~Sp~~r<~r~c~~ [h~r~tsy r~~"t ~;c~rn Pyir-a~ u~=i~ the CiYy`>

~s~r~erstia ~sa c~ t~uir~~:lir~e~;,
{~ Nit ~,rca+~i ire ~r~ ~ttra~tiv~ xt~rte~s- by ,.~~in .~tuccca sa its er~~ir~ ~~st ~~~in~ ~r3~ad~, ~~d

~~1 I~;~~s.~ri€~~, r~+~.i~;t~~~r~~~' rec~~.ar~~t~; ~~'~i' r~~}~~c:tin iciv~ar,y, k~~tt~r d~s's n ~r~i r~~~s~c~~3~b1~

se~~ck~.

 ̀Ci~a~; ~ the sir€t~~zs vit~8~t3t;~s that. ~ ~~ rca~~ca~ec# ~~rcaje~t rez~r~se~t~~ tc~ this =~-s~acart.<ant ~li~t.z~~ ~c:

L~r~dr~~r~ <~n t. ~: ~ity'~ c~~3n f~iar~nin ode, ~r~ r r~u~:~~ that t~,i< ~ar~ject b~ ~~i Yid ~r~~

rt~gi~irFd try €~rac~~r ca ~urth~r ~rtvir-~rsrr~~rt i revs t~ € c~c~~ie ~ fs~~us~ er~virt~n ~r~t~l i ~~c~

r~pc~rt to addrt>,ss ca r t~~~s~era~~,

ia~~'~~ ~i rr~~cac~~ A€~clr~>s

,:~'~ ~°~., .:_.....~ ~M::... _.~.. , ...m._.,_...__w_._ ~.....,,..~ ,~ .. , __.__.._.__
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We, the undersigned, have seripus concerns over the prt~posed project located at 3620
Buehanan Street and ask the City to take these concerns into account when evaluating the
irr~pact of this pr~apose~i proje~~ ac7 our neighborhood.

Historic Landmark: !n 1973 this property (to include the 1893 buitding, the or e scary garden
bui€ding and the landscaped hardens) Baas deemed to have "a s~aeeial cE7~~~cter and special
historical, architectural and aesthetic interest and value" anti as such was designated as Nis#orie
Landmark #58. Thy ~rc~pos~d project would dernalish tote one stork ~~rd~ bui~d~n~, and much~~.....
of the t]Pa$stifui landsc~ped_g~rdens to sandwich :n a l~r~e {4C} fc~c~t taN}, il1-fitting builciin~ that
would dwarf tine be[t~ved 18~3~ b~iiidir~g. This is indirect vialatiora with this pro~erty'S Nistc~rie
Landmark d~si~;natic~n. 

_ _..

f'lannin~ Cade Viaiati~r~s: Thy prc~pc~sed project ignores important Planning Code requirements
E by:

{1} Nat pr~avidin ~th~ re~uir~d arnc~unt taf r~i~-site {~~rkin~; {th~r~by maE~in~ vvc~rse tl~e
difficult street p~rkin~ situatio~~ in our n~~~hborhoodj,

(2} Not prc~uidin tf~e requir~~i r~~r yard se~b~cks ~~k~~reby ~t~r~inating ii~ht{~~r ar c# viesr~s
atherwFse protected ~y the Planning Cc~d~~,

(3) Noi providing required C}p~n Space {thereby corr~~romisin~ the open space provided fey
neEgf~bc~rin prc~perti~s wino played by t rules},

{4) Not providing required setback from str~~t #ronta e for parking,
{S} Not. ~ravidyn~ an actiu~ sire2t ~~Spearan~e thereby not ccs~r~plying u~r th the City's

Resider~tia9 ~?~s"sin guidelines;
~6) Not providing an attracfiive exterior by using stucco on its entire east facing facade, and
(7} tgnt~rin~ nei~;hkanrs` requests fcsr resp~etin~ privaey, better desi~rr ane~ r~asc~nable

setbacks.

Given the serir~us viol~tians that this prc~~r~s~r~ ~roj~ct represents to this important HistQrir.
Larjdmark ar~d the pity's r~wn P6~nr7in~ C~d~, we request that this E~roje~t ~e delayed and
required to urider~a f~:rther envir~n ent~E review to include a focused environmer~ta4 impact
repr~rt to acicl~°~s~ tour concerns.

Name Signature Address

2.
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We, the t~n~ersigned, have seriaus concerns auer the proposed praject loca#~d at ~62£l

Buchanan Street and ask the City to take these concerns into account when evatu~ting the

impact csf this proposed prt~ject on our neighborh€~Qd.

Historic L~r~c~mark: in 1973 t~,is property ~tc~ include the 1V93 building, the cane scary garden

building ~rrd the iandsca~ac~d ~rderss} was c~e~ ~d ~a h~v~ fì ~ sp~ci~! character and special

historical, architectural any! ~esth~ti~ interest and value" and as such was d~si~nated as Nistc~ric

Landmark #58. The prapos~d pr€~ject would demolish the one story garden build'sng and much

of the beautiful landscaped gardens to sandwich in a large (4D feat tall), ill-fitting b~aiEding that

would dwarf the beloved 1893 t~ui3ding. This is in direct vials#ic~r~ with this prc~pe~ty's H+stork

landmark d~si nation.

Pianr~in~ Cody Via3ations: Tae proposed praject ignc~res important Rlanning Co€~e requirements

~y:

{1) Nofi providing the required amount cif an-site parking thereby snaking worse the

diffi~cutt street parking situation in our neighbonc~~c~dj,

(~) Neat praeric#ing the r~g fired rear yard se~b Mks (thereby eliminating light/sir artd views

otherwise protected by the Manning Cade},

{3) Noi providing required Open Spice (thereby compromising the open space provided by

neighbcaring properties who played by the rules),

(4) Nat prt~viding required setback. from strut frontage fUr perking,

{5~ t~c~C r~uiding an pct v~ street ~~pe~r~n~~ thereby nr~C cc~mply'sn~ with the pity's

Re~id~ntal Design Cuid~6ines,

(6j N4t providing an attractive exterior by using stucco ~n its entire past facing f~~ad~, and

f 7~ Ignoring neighbors' requests for respecting privacy, better design and reasonable

setba~~cs.

Giuen t~s~ serious violations that this proposed project represents tc~ this import~r~t Historic

Landmark and the City's own Planning Code, we request that this project be delayed ar~d

required to undergo further environmental review tc~ include a focused environmental irt~pact

I'@~C?~2 t0 3C~CIftSS OU!' COIICE?f~15.

Nar-ne 5i~zn~ture Address

7.
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Ĝ ~~ ~'.~~fi ~" L.. C̀.a."/ L"rte„ ~ ~ I 1) 
'~: d~ ~ ~' d P ~ I ~ ~ {~~ ~ C• . ~„~ 1' ~` C

4 _ _ __ _ _ _ ~ y: ,_..

~=



~ _..~~-
~ ~~~ ~ ~'- l ~,

- .,~- 
AY" ~ ~ 1

1

~.—, ,~ E C: ,~,,,,

r--~'
r, ,~ .., ~ .—~ - .

_~~ . ~ 
f > ~, .~ r __ ~... , _ ,,~ ~~ 

',.? ', p .P- ~« O ~ ,. y~t ~ ~ i S ̂S ~ ~ ~ . ~ Vi,µ 1,~' f ~'~ ,f+, 
~ ~

<_. ̀~~

__

P ~ r r-s~~
~~ ~~

S ~n E - .~ ~ ~ r ~, r

~~ . , ~ r.,, ;j
,, c

-~ ~' ~`1 ~ ~ 
~ 7 ~. f ~~ , . ,~. :,~ ~~...

~~ ~ ~~~_. r

f/
 _._ ~.. { __ ,.. f __Y ~ ,,_ Y{{

d
~s f ~ ~

~., ~ ~ ,.

`~^ _

.. ~- z
fi g

E ~ ~ .~:

i~ ~ ~+ ~~y' ,ge~5 _ , r

x (p, •.,.F - t,., c
j§ ... ,.

' .. r 

.,



R~c~i~ed at CPS Hearing

h

2337 TARAVALSTREET

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94116
GENERAL NOTES: SHEET INDEX

1. CONTRACTOR SHALL VISIT THE SITE, REVIEW THE BUILDING ~ COVER SHEET, PROJECT DATA

SHELL DRAWINGS AS SUBMITTED BY THE LANDLORD AND BECOME A01 EXISTING AND PROPOSED SITE PLAN

THOROUGHLY FAMILIAR WITH THE SITE CONDITIONS PRIOR TO Al PROPOSED FLOOR PLANS OF FRONT BLDG

BIDDING OR CONSTRUCTION. A2 PROPOSED ELEVATIONS AND SECTIONS OF FRONT BLDG
A2.1 PROPOSED ELEVATIONS OF FRONT BLDG

2. ALL WORK SHALL BE PERFORMED IN STRICT COMPLUWCE WITH ~ EXISTING AND PROPOSED FLOOR PLANS AND ELEVATIONS OF

LOCAL, COUNTY, STATE AND FEDERAL CODES AND ORDINANCES. REAR BLDG

3. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE LOCATION OF ALL UTILffIES.

4. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS, INCLUDING
CLEARANCES REQUIRED BY OTHER TRADES, AND NOTIFY THE
LANDLORD OF ANY DISCREPANCIES PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WfTH

SCOPE OF WORKTHE WORK. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE FACE OF THE FINISHED
SURFACE UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. ALL DIMENSIONS TO BE
TAKEN FROM DESIGNATED DATUM POINT. DO NOT SCALE BLANK
DRAWINGS. - NEW FRONT BUILDING (2 UNIT RESIDENTUIL, 1 COMMERCIAL)

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL PATCH AND REPAIR ALL EXISTING WALLS,
FLOORS, CEILINGS OR OTHER SURFACES IDENTIFIED TO REMAIN
THAT MAY BECOME DAMAGED DURING THE COURSE OF THE
WORK.

6. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING PERMfTS
FOR FIRE PROTECTION, PLUMBING, MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL
SYSTEMS PRIOR TO INSTALLATION OF SUCH SYSTEMS.

PROJECT DATA VICINITY MAP SCALE: NTS

OWNER:

BLOCK: 2392

LOT: 037

TYPE OF CONSTR: TYPE V-B

SPRINIQERS: FULLY SPRINIdERED Q NEW BLDG

N0.OF STORIES: 3

PRESENT USE: SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING Q REAR uLLOASTREE7
PROPOSED USE: TWO FAMILY DWELLING +COMMERCIAL (d FRONT

SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING ~ REAR

OCCUPANCY: R3B

ZONING: NCD ~ SUBJ.
PROPERTY ~

APPLICABLE CODES:

Tu~~wsrn~r

AREA SUMMARY TABLE

JURISDICTION: CITYAND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE:

2(113 CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE ADMENDMENTS
2013 CALIFORNIA MECHANICAL CODE fL00R (N) COMMERCIAL UNIT (N) UNR 1 (2ND FL) (N) UNIT 2 (3RD R) COMMON AREAS TOTAL

2013 CALIFORNIA ELECTRICAL CODE
~

GROUND FLOOR 593 50 R o so R o se ~ zea so R ear se sv
2013 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING CODE ~ . SECOND fL00R o so rr B66 SO FT o so R ,oa so ~ ego so ~r

2013 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE NORTH THIRD FLOOR o so rr o so ~r 866 SO Ff Boa so R 9~o so ~r

2013 CALIFORNIA FIRE CODE &ALL RELATED
ROOF 0 SQ R 0 SQ FT 0 SQ FT 326 SO FT 326 SO Ff

TOTAL 595 SO FT 866 50 R 866 SD Ff ezz so r~
2013 SIW FRlWCISCO BUILDING CODE ORDINANCES GRAND TOTAL 3,147 SO R

OF THE CITY 8 COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

U
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LAVER SHEET,
PROJECT DATA

DATE: 06!14/1018

SCALE: AS N07ED

SHEET:
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/ ., ~ . ~ ~(2 STORY) ~ (E) COURT YARD '
BLOCK: 2392 o BLOCK: 2392 ~ / ~
LOT: 038 ~ ~~ LOT: 03B o SUBJECT LOT
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BLOCK: 2392
'~ LOT: 037 i '~

ADJACENT BUILDING ~ ~ ADJACENT BUILDING
i } (3 STORY) } - (3 STORY)

~d BLOCK: 2392 i ~ BLOCK: 2392
LOT: 036 ~

j (E) COURT YARD ~ ~~~ /~~' LOT: 036
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