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(Revised to include statistical data and respond to comment.)

Chairpersons Molinari and Ravitch, and members of the Commission:

I am pleased to join my colleagues from the Tax Credit Allocation Committee and the California Housing Finance Agency in addressing you today regarding a critical federal and state goal that is far from being met – the goal of a decent home and suitable living environment for every Californian and every American.  While California and the federal government both share this statutory goal, it has for too long gone without adequate attention and resources.  I applaud the intent of the Commission to focus attention on this critical deficiency and suggest federal policies to national decision-makers. We are eager to assist you in your effort in any way we can.

As you will hear from a number of our partners on the myriad of serious housing issues we face, I am going to summarize our most recent housing initiative, and focus my comments on the following three areas:

· the need for a new rental housing production program,

· the importance of addressing public concern over growth and development issues, and

· the need to accommodate partnerships in housing delivery.

Our Statewide Housing Plan, “Raising the Roof,” presents a stark picture of the urgent need to address housing issues in California.   For approximately two decades, housing construction has not kept pace with the State’s population and employment growth.  As a result, we face a growing housing affordability crisis.  These needs have been underscored by the release of recent Census 2000 data, which reveal sharp declines in what were already low vacancy rates in many areas of our state.  Our low homeownership rate barely inched upward.  Countywide rental vacancy rates were less than two percent in two of our most populous Bay Area counties, around only 3 percent in Los Angeles and Orange counties, and less than five percent even in several of the (more affordable) Central Valley counties.  While production of single-family housing rose nationwide during the 1990s by almost 1.45 million units, in California, single-family production was 305,000 units less than was produced during the 1980s.  

As indicated in Table 1, on the following page, while the drops in the vacancy rates in Texas and Florida were larger than the drop in California, the vacancy rates for those States remained in the healthy range, while California’s vacancy rate went from bad to worse.  This general tightening of the rental housing market has the greatest impact on the households with the least financial flexibility and the fewest viable options; indeed, in highly impacted areas, the tighter rental market caused by reduced vacancy rate means the loss of any choice.  

	Table 1:  U.S. Building Permits, 1980 to 2000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 

	 
	U.S. 
	Northeast
	Midwest
	South
	West
	West (w/o Califorina)
	California

	Total Permits

	1980-89
	14,295,188
	1,923,095
	2,178,754
	6,334,029
	3,859,310
	1,800,197
	2,059,113

	1990-99
	13,200,287
	1,359,721
	2,877,016
	5,646,559
	3,316,991
	2,221,169
	1,095,822

	2000
	1,592,267
	165,101
	323,841
	701,863
	401,462
	255,887
	145,575

	Ratio:1990 to 1980
	0.923
	0.707
	1.320
	0.891
	0.859
	1.234
	0.532

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Single Family Permits

	1980-89
	8,629,042
	1,327,651
	1,319,071
	3,798,559
	2,183,761
	1,053,357
	1,130,404

	1990-99
	10,076,553
	1,105,267
	2,177,129
	4,316,420
	2,477,737
	1,653,321
	824,416

	2000
	1,198,067
	122,293
	245,377
	529,700
	300,697
	195,679
	105,018

	Ratio:1990 to 1980
	1.168
	0.832
	1.651
	1.136
	1.135
	1.570
	0.729

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multi-Family Permits
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1980-89
	5,666,146
	595,444
	859,683
	2,535,470
	1,675,549
	746,840
	928,709

	1990-99
	3,123,734
	254,454
	699,887
	1,330,139
	839,254
	567,848
	271,406

	2000
	394,200
	42,808
	78,464
	172,163
	100,765
	60,208
	40,557

	Ratio:1990 to 1980
	0.551
	0.427
	0.814
	0.525
	0.501
	0.760
	0.292

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multi-Family Permits (%)

	1980-89
	39.6
	31.0
	39.5
	40.0
	43.4
	41.5
	45.1

	1990-99
	23.7
	18.7
	24.3
	23.6
	25.3
	25.6
	24.8

	2000
	24.8
	25.9
	24.2
	24.5
	25.1
	23.5
	27.9

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Analysis: Dowell Myers and Noel Hacegaba, University of Southern California
	
	
	
	

	Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau (http://www.census.gov/const/www/C40/table2.html)
	
	
	


Addressing this need, last year, Governor Davis approved an historic level of State resources to increase housing development and preservation opportunities in California.  Approximately $800 million in State funds will be committed from the combination of this augmentation and funding for subsequent years.  This augmentation represents the largest single commitment of General Fund to housing programs in the State’s history.  My agency, the Department of Housing and Community Development, administers most of these programs along with the federal CDBG, HOME, and ESG programs for non-entitlement jurisdictions.  We expect 57,000 additional housing units will be built as a result of this unprecedented investment in housing.  Our housing need is so critical, that while the State is proposing cutting expenditures because of the economic downturn, we are planning to preserve funding for housing programs.

Governor Davis’ housing initiatives address several of our most critical needs.  We provided $100 million for homeownership programs to assist middle and lower-income households.  To address the critical shortage of rental housing, we designated nearly $200 million for construction of multifamily housing for working families and seniors.  We have designed this program to be compatible with several prevailing programs, and to serve very low-income households.  To encourage revitalization and creative and innovative use of sites in our urban areas, a $25 million new Downtown Rebound Program promotes housing closer to jobs and transit, infill housing, and adapting non-residential buildings into safe housing mixed with commercial uses.

One hundred million has been appropriated for the innovative Jobs Housing Balance Incentive Grant Program.  Our objective with this program is to directly reward communities for increasing the supply of housing, by reducing regulatory barriers and complying with State housing and planning laws, and includes a component to advance inter-regional planning to mitigate jobs-housing imbalance.  Finally, we expanded funding for homeless shelter operations and capital improvements and farmworker housing.  Even though this augmentation represents a very substantial increase in funds in a very short period of time, almost all of the programs found that demand exceeded funds available – in some cases by a ratio of 4 to 1!

I.
Rental Housing Production Program

Of all of our housing issues in need of more attention, the most urgent unmet need lies in the rental housing sector.  The biggest part of this problem is one of a sharp decline in supply relative to booming demand.  The most critical deficiency is in multifamily rental housing production.  Historically, permits for the past 20 years nationwide, have ranged from 5.7 million during the 1980s (40 percent of total production) to 3.1 million during the 1990s (24 percent of total production), - a decline of 45 percent.  For California, the decline is more drastic.  During the 1980s, multifamily permits totaled 928,700 (45 percent of total production), but declined to 271,400 during the 1990s (25 percent of total production).  If the rate of production holds for this decade, the total estimated multifamily production for the 2000 – 2010 period would be about 405,000 units; this is less than half of the production achieved during the 1980s, despite the fact that it is nearly double the production of the 1990s!  The graph and table on the following pages demonstrate the magnitude of the problem facing the country, and in particular, facing California.  
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	Draw Down of Vacancies as Source of Rental Housing

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	United States
	California
	Texas
	Florida

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2000 Renter Occupied Units
	
	       35,664,348 
	   4,956,536 
	   2,676,395 
	   1,896,130 

	1990 Renter Occupied Units
	
	       32,922,599 
	   4,607,263 
	   2,375,822 
	   1,682,709 

	Growth 1990-2000
	
	          2,741,749 
	      349,273 
	      300,573 
	      213,421 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	2000 Rental Vacancy Rate
	
	6.8 
	3.7 
	8.5 
	9.3 

	1990 Rental Vacancy Rate
	
	8.5 
	5.9 
	13.0 
	12.4 

	Change 1990-2000
	
	– 1.7 
	– 2.2 
	– 4.5 
	– 3.1 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Growth in the NUMBER of Renter Occupied Housing Units due to 2000 Vacancy Rates Instead of 1990 Vacancy Rates
	
	             650,530 
	      113,233 
	      131,626 
	         64,807 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	PERCENT of Growth in Renter Occupied Housing Units due to 2000 Vacancy Rates Instead of 1990 Vacancy Rates
	 
	23.7 
	32.4 
	43.8 
	30.4 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Analysis: Dowell Myers and Julie Park, University of Southern California
	
	

	Data Source: 1990 and 2000 data from the decennial census
	
	
	


We strongly support proposals for a new national housing trust fund.  Rental housing ought to have the first and dedicated claim on any new federal housing program.  The only portion of the apartment market that the private sector can meet without subsidies in California is the high end, or luxury developments.  The need for a new capital program for multifamily rental housing targeted to low and extremely low income households is overwhelming.  The following needs should be considered for such a program:

· Rehabilitation and preservation activities should be eligible uses, but the majority of a new rental program should be designed for new rental housing construction for capital costs.  

· Any program should be flexible enough to accommodate mixed income developments and mixed use, compatible with existing prevailing rental subsidy programs. 

· It is important that any new funding source be compatible with the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program, to qualify for nine percent credits as an optional funding combination.  An important consideration should be to provide an exemption such as was done for the HOME program, from the requirement that federal sources of funding in a low-income housing tax credit project be subtracted from the project’s eligible basis, or be charged the Applicable Federal Rate (AFR).  

The permit trends I summarized earlier underscore the need for new housing production programs, at both the State and federal level.  The need cannot be met with existing programs.  This is necessary because it is desirable to maintain the current flexibility of the HOME program, which allows local communities to serve a broad range of needs.  Unless there is a dedicated rental production program for rental housing, however, less challenging and more politically popular single family assistance is typically favored over rental assistance.  

· Any new program should be designed to accommodate volume production, and thus key points of standardization are necessary.

· Additional operating subsidies should be made available, which should include an increase in Section 8 appropriations.

· New funds should be available predominantly by formula distribution related to need.  It is vital that the focus be on expanding, rather than supplanting, both the funding tools and production levels under current funding programs.  In particular, the formula block grant programs, CDBG, HOME, ESG, and HOPWA, need to be increased, without setasides, to address the growing population these programs serve.

II.
Public interest in growth and development issues

We have a critical window of public attention focused on growth and development issues.  This is a challenging time for government to maintain the confidence of our citizens in our ability to appropriately plan for and mitigate the impacts of growth.  We must equip our communities with tools that involve and engage the public and build confidence in our abilities to develop high quality built environments, focused on balancing the locations of jobs and housing growth.  While we do have market rate affordable housing being developed in California, it typically is located in areas with less developed job markets and requires long work commutes for many residents.

The role federal agencies, including HUD in particular, play in publicizing housing objectives and best practices and research findings in affordable housing development, are instrumental in aiding the efforts of the community development industry.  HUD’s focus in recent years on increasing the homeownership rate, for example, was instrumental in heightening public awareness of this important issue.

We must ensure that “smart growth” and “sustainable development” objectives include getting affordable housing built.  This requires tackling barriers to brownfields or infill development, and putting as much or more effort into ensuring where housing development can occur as to where it shouldn’t.  In California, we have been considering ways to make more incentives available to reward communities who plan for and build housing as needed.  To accommodate the broad range of needs of our increasingly diverse population, fair housing activities are ever important.  HUD’s role in fair housing support and enforcement should be maintained and strengthened.  

III. Partnerships

The federal government has historically played a leading and pivotal role in the housing sector.  It is critical that the federal government continue in this leading role.  Today, more than ever before, neither communities nor housing developments can be built or preserved without many helping hands.  States, which already have related responsibility for service delivery in a broad array of areas, stand ready and able to play a strong role in leading partnerships to expand housing opportunities.  In California, we work hard at developing our relationships with the many players needed to strengthen communities and neighborhoods.  

We actively consult and coordinate issues and programs with our sister agencies administering housing, community economic development, transportation, and social service programs.  Our programs support welfare reform efforts and the special needs of the mental health clientele, for example.  State agencies possess the necessary depth and breadth of administrative expertise, perspective on statewide needs, and partnership relationships to undertake new and expanded programs in partnership with our federal partners in HUD, Rural Development, and the IRS to name but a few.  

We are especially proud of our nonprofit housing and community development partners, which have led national innovations in self-help housing, revitalized communities with affordable rental housing for working families, and innovated in supportive housing models.  More lenders have mainstreamed community reinvestment lending, in what was once perceived as a risky frontier.  The affordable housing roles of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac in the secondary market are also critical.  

Many of our local governments play instrumental roles in hosting a variety of housing and community development agencies, ranging from public housing authorities to redevelopment agencies, and sometimes involve effective regional consortia.  Progress is being made in coordination between local social service providers and housers.  Environmentalists and business leaders have provided important support at the State level for affordable and higher density housing proximate to public transit.

These many partners represent a broad constituency for affordable housing programs.  They illustrate the importance of core federal resources and programs that can be coordinated with other public and private financing and tailored to address diverse needs.  We need flexible, rather than “one size fits all” type of programs to accommodate this objective.
In summary, we need federal support in housing today more than ever.  There has always been a need for a federal production program for multifamily rental housing, and now is the time for a new program to address this critical need.  Federal research, advocacy, tools and legal support are needed to address growth and development inclusively; and, and finally, federal housing programs should enable and promote diverse partnerships for service and product delivery.  

Thank you for your attention.  I would be pleased to provide your Commission with more information on any of our housing and community development efforts and to respond to your questions today.

PAGE  

_1054722753.xls
Chart1

		0.3109761032

		0.2671363382

		0.3431228656

		0.3238222866

		0.3509130847

		0.2797921733

		0.2960788918

		0.3821975445

		0.2187179173

		0.3972563169

		0.3815910026

		0.3774422095

		0.4133263645

		0.400721746

		0.4037745838

		0.4290312478

		0.3629319047

		0.4053550974

		0.341486324

		0.5556112998

		0.3966964775

		0.2702575006

		0.8003845692

		0.4437254815

		0.3387638509

		0.2025859926

		0.3257820544

		0.3471883803

		0.2617820591

		0.3678109675

		0.3996513997

		0.4207423806

		0.3711631866

		0.4228685876

		0.4343216461

		0.4008989023

		0.4233194387

		0.5104419083

		0.4573961145

		0.3767710415

		0.2210781958

		0.4335197444

		0.4709789409

		0.3220131684

		0.3473157677

		0.3370827475

		0.4617848629

		0.4510238146

		0.411327271

		0.3561098039



California
1980's: 45.1%
1990's: 24.8%

Texas

Florida

1980's

1980's

1990's

Share of Construction that was Multifamily in the 
1990s versus the 1980s

0.1623013554

0.0755022131

0.1309121421

0.108505514

0.1288930582

0.1359144808

0.1667105885

0.3337828705

0.1353150001

0.2450371809

0.1945928915

0.1781570162

0.2665931964

0.3416247859

0.3200913741

0.2506374362

0.1797181823

0.2108661963

0.342793184

0.4734032625

0.34804744

0.0965372726

0.5338645418

0.2913529011

0.1831418583

0.1702585305

0.2066795344

0.2074741024

0.1855922431

0.1853267339

0.2500822446

0.242280103

0.244159654

0.1861221683

0.3155403896

0.142200266

0.1798888638

0.2926870868

0.1872714051

0.222889138

0.1849168272

0.3663238539

0.3012398236

0.1426863773

0.2130721108

0.1795992469

0.2452087162

0.247673436

0.3603279702

0.3422617115



Table of Permits

																																																				U.S. Building Permits, 1980 to 2000

		Total Permits																SF Permits																MF Permits

				U.S.		Northeast		Midwest		South		West		California						U.S.		Northeast		Midwest		South		West		California						U.S.		Northeast		Midwest		South		West		California

		1980		1,190,600		117,877		191,979		561,869		318,875		144,375				1980		710,390		75,727		107,889		333,027		193,747		86,638				1980		480,210		42,150		84,090		228,842		125,128		57,737								U.S.				Northeast		Midwest		South		West				West (w/o Califorina)				California

																																																				Total Permits

		1981		985,533		109,847		133,311		491,071		251,304		104,205				1981		564,313		65,707		78,325		270,739		149,542		60,028				1981		421,220		44,140		54,986		220,332		101,762		44,177						1980-89		14,295,188				1,923,095		2,178,754		6,334,029		3,859,310				1,800,197				2,059,113

		1982		1,000,485		106,655		126,298		543,464		224,068		85,031				1982		546,433		65,728		67,596		281,111		131,998		50,761				1982		454,052		40,927		58,702		262,353		92,070		34,270						1990-99		13,200,287				1,359,721		2,877,016		5,646,559		3,316,991				2,221,169				1,095,822

		1983		1,605,221		164,056		187,797		862,943		390,425		171,889				1983		901,460		112,324		117,444		443,049		228,643		102,311				1983		703,761		51,732		70,353		419,894		161,782		69,578						2000		1,592,267				165,101		323,841		701,863		401,462				255,887				145,575

		1984		1,681,822		200,763		211,659		812,105		457,295		224,689				1984		922,447		141,210		121,516		432,277		227,444		112,920				1984		759,375		59,553		90,143		379,828		229,851		111,769						Ratio:1990 to 1980		0.923				0.707		1.320		0.891		0.859				1.234				0.532

		1985		1,733,266		259,712		236,992		752,633		483,929		271,396				1985		956,595		173,502		128,564		428,853		225,676		113,647				1985		776,671		86,210		108,428		323,780		258,253		157,749

		1986		1,769,443		283,258		289,976		686,499		509,710		314,641				1986		1,077,596		203,761		167,540		443,228		263,067		145,692				1986		691,847		79,497		122,436		243,271		246,643		168,949						Single Family Permits

		1987		1,534,772		271,795		282,297		574,661		406,019		251,824				1987		1,024,374		193,998		180,346		413,125		236,905		134,691				1987		510,398		77,797		101,951		161,536		169,114		117,133						1980-89		8,629,042				1,327,651		1,319,071		3,798,559		2,183,761				1,053,357				1,130,404

		1988		1,455,623		230,176		266,325		543,514		415,608		253,369				1988		993,772		166,025		177,758		391,645		258,344		160,735				1988		461,851		64,151		88,567		151,869		157,264		92,634						1990-99		10,076,553				1,105,267		2,177,129		4,316,420		2,477,737				1,653,321				824,416

		1989		1,338,423		178,956		252,120		505,270		402,077		237,694				1989		931,662		129,669		172,093		361,505		268,395		162,981				1989		406,761		49,287		80,027		143,765		133,682		74,713						2000		1,198,067				122,293		245,377		529,700		300,697				195,679				105,018

		1990		1,110,766		125,847		233,841		426,227		324,851		163,175				1990		793,924		96,471		165,653		318,060		213,740		104,843				1990		316,842		29,376		68,188		108,167		111,111		58,332						Ratio:1990 to 1980		1.168				0.832		1.651		1.136		1.135				1.570				0.729

		1991		948,794		109,781		215,408		375,660		247,945		105,956				1991		753,537		91,797		168,070		308,433		185,237		73,885				1991		195,257		17,984		47,338		67,227		62,708		32,071

		1992		1,094,933		124,813		259,036		442,454		268,630		97,781				1992		910,679		108,468		204,410		382,217		215,584		76,332				1992		184,254		16,345		54,626		60,237		53,046		21,449						Multi-Family Permits

		1993		1,199,063		133,521		276,638		500,722		288,182		84,341				1993		986,549		113,748		218,375		419,475		234,951		69,568				1993		212,514		19,773		58,263		81,247		53,231		14,773						1980-89		5,666,146				595,444		859,683		2,535,470		1,675,549				746,840				928,709

		1994		1,371,637		138,468		305,236		585,513		342,420		96,982				1994		1,068,461		119,079		233,622		452,997		262,763		77,795				1994		303,176		19,389		71,614		132,516		79,657		19,187						1990-99		3,123,734				254,454		699,887		1,330,139		839,254				567,848				271,406

		1995		1,332,549		124,249		296,576		583,235		328,489		83,864				1995		997,268		104,545		220,463		430,317		241,943		68,148				1995		335,281		19,704		76,113		152,918		86,546		15,716						2000		394,200				42,808		78,464		172,163		100,765				60,208				40,557

		1996		1,425,616		136,904		317,849		623,447		347,416		92,060				1996		1,069,472		108,819		236,576		468,480		255,597		73,532				1996		356,144		28,085		81,273		154,967		91,819		18,528						Ratio:1990 to 1980		0.551				0.427		0.814		0.525		0.501				0.760				0.292

		1997		1,441,136		141,886		299,841		635,864		363,545		109,589				1997		1,062,396		111,150		220,023		464,150		267,073		84,149				1997		378,740		30,736		79,818		171,714		96,472		25,440

		1998		1,612,260		159,389		327,192		724,511		401,168		124,035				1998		1,187,602		124,107		247,795		521,919		293,781		93,414				1998		424,658		35,282		79,397		202,592		107,387		30,621						Multi-Family Permits (%)

		1999		1,663,533		164,863		345,399		748,926		404,345		138,039				1999		1,246,665		127,083		262,142		550,372		307,068		102,750				1999		416,868		37,780		83,257		198,554		97,277		35,289						1980-89		39.6				31.0		39.5		40.0		43.4				41.5				45.1

		2000		1,592,267		165,101		323,841		701,863		401,462		145,575				2000		1,198,067		122,293		245,377		529,700		300,697		105,018				2000		394,200		42,808		78,464		172,163		100,765		40,557						1990-99		23.7				18.7		24.3		23.6		25.3				25.6				24.8

		Source: U.S. Census Bureau (TABLE 2 - UNITED STATES, REGION, DIVISION AND STATE_HOUSING UNITS AUTHORIZED BY BUILDING PERMITS)																																																		2000		24.8				25.9		24.2		24.5		25.1				23.5				27.9

		http://www.census.gov/const/www/C40/table2.html

				- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0		- 0

		Northeast		595,444		254,454		1,327,651		1,105,267		1,923,095		1,359,721																																						Analysis: Dowell Myers and Noel Hacegaba, University of Southern California

		New England		225,154		51,861		472,450		350,100		697,604		401,961																																						Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau (http://www.census.gov/const/www/C40/table2.html)

		CONNECTICUT		53,797		14,717		119,197		75,960		172,994		90,677

		MAINE		16,684		3,548		45,771		43,444		62,455		46,992

		MASSACHUSETTS		95,149		21,999		182,154		146,045		277,303		168,044

		NEW HAMPSHIRE		33,105		5,136		69,127		42,198		102,232		47,334

		RHODE ISLAND		16,295		3,435		30,141		23,215		46,436		26,650

		VERMONT		10,124		3,026		26,060		19,238		36,184		22,264

		Middle Atlantic		370,290		202,593		855,201		755,167		1,225,491		957,760

		NEW JERSEY		112,229		39,854		266,822		199,207		379,051		239,061

		NEW YORK		170,501		110,138		275,606		219,831		446,107		329,969

		PENNSYLVANIA		87,560		52,601		312,773		336,129		400,333		388,730

		Midwest		859,683		699,887		1,319,071		2,177,129		2,178,754		2,877,016

		East North Central		564,752		485,738		866,671		1,523,465		1,431,423		2,009,203

		ILLINOIS		140,272		110,488		212,830		340,415		353,102		450,903

		INDIANA		81,633		64,851		132,295		268,414		213,928		333,265

		MICHIGAN		125,726		80,791		207,374		372,691		333,100		453,482

		OHIO		138,392		120,711		196,433		332,080		334,825		452,791

		WISCONSIN		78,729		108,897		117,739		209,865		196,468		318,762

		West North Central		294,931		214,149		452,400		653,664		747,331		867,813

		IOWA		25,930		35,171		38,289		74,707		64,219		109,878

		KANSAS		49,318		30,571		65,634		91,402		114,952		121,973

		MINNESOTA		93,484		47,637		164,096		217,428		257,580		265,065

		MISSOURI		84,930		48,033		124,590		179,756		209,520		227,789

		NEBRASKA		18,178		28,023		35,054		53,726		53,232		81,749

		NORTH DAKOTA		14,397		12,682		11,515		14,107		25,912		26,789

		SOUTH DAKOTA		8,694		12,032		13,222		22,538		21,916		34,570

		South		2,535,470		1,330,139		3,798,559		4,316,420		6,334,029		5,646,559

		South Atlantic		1,449,517		808,307		2,562,397		2,778,190		4,011,914		3,586,497

		DELAWARE		12,584		4,653		33,979		43,546		46,563		48,199

		DISTRICT OF COLUM		6,660		1,340		1,661		1,170		8,321		2,510

		FLORIDA		767,902		367,868		962,677		894,752		1,730,579		1,262,620

		GEORGIA		192,239		117,089		375,233		522,246		567,472		639,335

		MARYLAND		69,268		48,839		272,651		238,013		341,919		286,852

		NORTH CAROLINA		164,848		126,139		341,159		484,173		506,007		610,312

		SOUTH CAROLINA		87,630		53,736		164,769		205,265		252,399		259,001

		VIRGINIA		140,961		82,727		397,506		363,019		538,467		445,746

		WEST VIRGINIA		7,425		5,916		12,762		26,006		20,187		31,922

		East South Central		247,258		162,776		355,655		572,977		602,913		735,753

		ALABAMA		57,093		42,570		85,764		127,654		142,857		170,224

		KENTUCKY		49,035		41,105		67,509		128,554		116,544		169,659

		MISSISSIPPI		29,650		22,805		50,234		70,597		79,884		93,402

		TENNESSEE		111,480		56,296		152,148		246,172		263,628		302,468

		West South Central		838,695		359,056		880,507		965,253		1,719,202		1,324,309

		ARKANSAS		33,223		31,070		43,271		67,396		76,494		98,466

		LOUISIANA		69,574		18,710		103,971		112,865		173,545		131,575

		OKLAHOMA		68,143		17,546		92,830		79,992		160,973		97,538

		TEXAS		667,755		291,730		640,435		705,000		1,308,190		996,730

		West		1,675,549		839,254		2,183,761		2,477,737		3,859,310		3,316,991

		Mountain		501,115		329,807		723,362		1,166,057		1,224,477		1,495,864

		ARIZONA		219,616		86,531		260,528		375,531		480,144		462,062

		COLORADO		110,279		75,754		182,416		264,119		292,695		339,873

		IDAHO		8,739		18,809		30,790		82,907		39,529		101,716

		MONTANA		7,597		8,798		9,927		15,219		17,524		24,017

		NEVADA		78,142		88,028		87,772		204,191		165,914		292,219

		NEW MEXICO		31,594		13,011		66,520		78,175		98,114		91,186

		UTAH		38,675		36,205		72,679		133,714		111,354		169,919

		WYOMING		6,473		2,671		12,730		12,201		19,203		14,872

		Pacific		1,174,434		509,447		1,460,399		1,311,680		2,634,833		1,821,127

		ALASKA		18,597		4,670		21,675		14,375		40,272		19,045

		CALIFORNIA		928,709		271,406		1,130,404		824,416		2,059,113		1,095,822

		HAWAII		29,537		22,149		42,272		39,320		71,809		61,469

		OREGON		45,404		79,045		82,096		151,904		127,500		230,949

		WASHINGTON		152,187		132,177		183,952		281,665		336,139		413,842





Chart--1990s vs. 80s

		Multi-family

		United States		0.396		0.237

		State		1980's		1990's

		CONNECTICUT		0.311		0.162

		MAINE		0.267		0.076

		MASSACHUSETTS		0.343		0.131

		NEW HAMPSHIRE		0.324		0.109

		RHODE ISLAND		0.351		0.129

		VERMONT		0.280		0.136

		NEW JERSEY		0.296		0.167

		NEW YORK		0.382		0.334

		PENNSYLVANIA		0.219		0.135

		ILLINOIS		0.397		0.245

		INDIANA		0.382		0.195

		MICHIGAN		0.377		0.178

		OHIO		0.413		0.267

		WISCONSIN		0.401		0.342

		IOWA		0.404		0.320

		KANSAS		0.429		0.251

		MINNESOTA		0.363		0.180

		MISSOURI		0.405		0.211

		NEBRASKA		0.341		0.343

		NORTH DAKOTA		0.556		0.473

		SOUTH DAKOTA		0.397		0.348

		DELAWARE		0.270		0.097

		DISTRICT OF COLUM		0.800		0.534

		FLORIDA		0.444		0.291

		GEORGIA		0.339		0.183

		MARYLAND		0.203		0.170

		NORTH CAROLINA		0.326		0.207

		SOUTH CAROLINA		0.347		0.207

		VIRGINIA		0.262		0.186

		WEST VIRGINIA		0.368		0.185

		ALABAMA		0.400		0.250

		KENTUCKY		0.421		0.242

		MISSISSIPPI		0.371		0.244

		ARKANSAS		0.434		0.316				Analysis: Dowell Myers and Noel Hacegaba, University of Southern California

		LOUISIANA		0.401		0.142				Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau (http://www.census.gov/const/www/C40/table2.html)

		OKLAHOMA		0.423		0.180

		TEXAS		0.510		0.293

		ARIZONA		0.457		0.187

		COLORADO		0.377		0.223

		IDAHO		0.221		0.185

		MONTANA		0.434		0.366

		NEVADA		0.471		0.301

		NEW MEXICO		0.322		0.143

		UTAH		0.347		0.213

		WYOMING		0.337		0.180

		ALASKA		0.462		0.245

		CALIFORNIA		0.451		0.248

		HAWAII		0.411		0.360

		OREGON		0.356		0.342

		WASHINGTON		0.453		0.319





Chart--1990s vs. 80s
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AbsorbRentalVacancies

		Draw Down of Vacancies as Source of Rental Housing

						United States		California		Texas		Florida

		2000 Renter Occupied Units				35,664,348		4,956,536		2,676,395		1,896,130

		1990 Renter Occupied Units				32,922,599		4,607,263		2,375,822		1,682,709

		Growth 1990-2000				2,741,749		349,273		300,573		213,421

		2000 Rental Vacancy Rate				6.8		3.7		8.5		9.3

		1990 Rental Vacancy Rate				8.5		5.9		13.0		12.4

		Change 1990-2000				– 1.7		– 2.2		– 4.5		– 3.1

		Growth in the NUMBER of Renter Occupied Housing Units due to 2000 Vacancy Rates Instead of 1990 Vacancy Rates				650,530		113,233		131,626		64,807

		PERCENT of Growth in Renter Occupied Housing Units due to 2000 Vacancy Rates Instead of 1990 Vacancy Rates				23.7		32.4		43.8		30.4

		Analysis: Dowell Myers and Julie Park, University of Southern California

		Data Source: 1990 and 2000 data from the decennial census
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