
From: Alejandro Huerta [mailto:alejandro.huerta@lacity.org]  
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 2:05 PM 
To: Stephanie Eyestone-Jones; Heidi Mekkelson 
Subject: Fwd: Crossroads Project, 11-23-2015 comments in Initial Study 
 
 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Richard Abrams <abramsrl@gmail.com> 
Date: Mon, Nov 23, 2015 at 1:57 PM 
Subject: Re: Crossroads Project, 11-23-2015 comments in Initial Study 
To: alejandro.huerta@lacity.org, Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning <HwoodCA@gmail.com>, RSM 
<AbramsRL@gmail.com> 
 

Dear Mr. Huerta: 

And here is another batch of HELP and CCLA attachments: 
 
12.    The Myth of Rapid Mass Transit, by Richard Lee Abrams, May 30, 2005  
 
13.    November 3, 2015, FORBES, So Much For The Death Of Sprawl: America's Exurbs Are Booming, 
by Joel Kotkin   
 
14.     The Generational Future of Los Angeles: Projections to 2030 and Comparisons to Recent Decades, 
March 2013, The Sol Price School of Public Policy by Myers and Pitkin 
 
15.    July 2014, The Rise of the Corporate Landlord, The Institutionalization of the Single-Family Rental 
Market and Potential Impacts on Renters, by Desiree Fields 

I think we can include the balance of attachments with one more email. 
 
 
On Mon, Nov 23, 2015 at 1:40 PM, Richard Abrams <abramsrl@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear Mr. Huerta: 

Attached please find additional attachments for HELP's and CCLA's comment on Initial Study for The 
Crossroads project: 
 
9.    Judge Allan Goodman’s January 15, 2015 Statement of Decision in the Hollywood Community Plan 
litigation 
 
10.    2001 Mineta Transportation Institute Study, A New Planning Template for Transit Oriented 
Development 
 
11.    November 2015, Reason Foundation in its Increasing Mobility in Southern California: A New 
Approach.   
 
 



On Mon, Nov 23, 2015 at 1:24 PM, Richard Abrams <abramsrl@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear Mr. Huerta: 

Please find HELP's and CCLA's attachments: 
 
2.    The Relation Between Transit Availability and Automobile Ownership: the Case of Los Angeles 
County, University of New Orleans, School of Urban and Public Affairs, by Devajyoti Deka, 1-1-1999 
 
3.    December 30, 2010, Streetblog, Density, Car Ownership, and What It Means for the Future of Los 
Angeles, by Damien Newton 
 
4.    FHWA NHTS BRIEF 2014, Mobility Challenges for Households in Poverty 
 
5.    March 2014, URBAN INSTITUTE, Driving to Opportunity: Understanding the Links among 
Transportation Access, Residential Outcomes, and Economic Opportunity for Housing Voucher 
Recipients. 
 
6.    August 22, 2013, NewGeography, Mobility for the Poor: Car-Sharing, Car Loans, and the Limits of 
Public Transit, by Joel Kotkin 
 
7.    January 3, 2013, LA Weekly, Hollywood's Urban Cleansing 12,878 Mostly Latinos Are Pushed Out by 
City Hall, High Rents and Hipsters, by Patrick Range McDonald 
 
8.    Judge Chalfant Statement of Decision in the Millennium Project 
 
 

 
On Mon, Nov 23, 2015 at 1:12 PM, Richard Abrams <abramsrl@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear Mr. Huerta: 

Attached please find Hollywoodians Encouraging Logical Planning's [HELP] and Citizens Coalition Los 
Angeles' {CCLA] comments on the initial study for the Crossroad Project, 6665 Sunset Boulevard, 
Hollywood California. 

As there are 18 enclosures - attachments, HELP's and CCLA's submission will require several emails.  In 
addition to the initial comments, this email contains: 

(1) 1915 Study of Street Traffic Conditions in the City of Los Angeles 
 

 
 

 



 
Attachment 12 

 
12.    The Myth of Rapid Mass Transit, by Richard 

Lee Abrams, May 30, 2005  
 



THE MYTH OF RAPID MASS TRANSIT
by Richard Lee Abrams

May 30, 2005

The idea that rapid, mass transit can solve L.A.’s transportation problems
is a myth.  This delusion harms us!  By pretending that the present traffic and
parking problem will be solved by either reviving the Red Car or by building
more subways, we allow more and more high density development. In reality,
L.A. will never have rapid, mass transit.

The demise of L.A.’s prior rapid mass transit system was caused by L.A.’s
increased density and increased affluence during the post WW II years.  While
people are enamored with conspiracy theories such as the oil industry destroyed
the Red Car, the truth is quite different.  People chose the auto over the Red Car
and as more and more people could afford to buy cars, they ceased to need the
Red Car.  Also, as vehicle density increased on the surface streets, the trolleys
interfered with traffic.

The Red Car system might have survived side by side with the autos if the
residential density per square mile had not dramatically increased in 1950's. 
Take a walk up and down the streets between Sunset and Franklin and see how
many single family craftsmen home were torn down for large apart-ment

complexes.  Instead of each lot having one or two cars, there were up to thirty
cars per lot.    Below Post WWII crowded apartments                    
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When one comes upon East Hollywood after 2000, one can see how
beautiful Hollywood became a overly congested traffic nightmare.  Some
photographs allow us to glimpse what occurred.   Thousands of stately single
family homes like this one were demolished.  Those that survived were turned

into boarding houses and
butted up against mega-
apartment complexes as
shown below.  Where
there had been on
family, now there were
15 to 30 families, all
owning automobiles. 
With a 15 to 30 increase
in the number of
vehicles, no wonder
Hollywood’s air became
foul and the streets
congested.   
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The Hollywood Freeway was constructed to alleviate the congestion on
the surface streets as they went over the Cahuenga Pass into the San Fernando
Valley.  The trolley tracks take up one lane in each direction.  Notice that the
trolleys are not sufficient as there already is a city bus going in the same
direction.  The masses of large apartment complexes cannot be seen in the
distance because they have not been built.  

1949-1950: Hollywood Freeway under construction at Hollywood Blvd.

Of course, much of the demand for the San Fernando Valley came
from the influx of people after WW II.  That immigration, however, was no
excuse for the destruction of Hollywood.  L.A. City Planners were still two
and three thousands years behind in their thinking, harkening back to
ancient times when farmers and other merchants needed a single central
plaza to bring their produce and wares for sale.  By the end of WW II, there
was no need to treat the entire L.A. area as if it were a small village in
Mesopotamia.  There was no rational reason for businessmen to congregate
in a singe downtown area.  The men who worked on the 5  floor of Oneth

Wilshire seldom, if ever, conversed with the men on the 7  floor.  If theyth

did speak, it was probably by telephone; the same way they spoke to
colleagues in New York and San Francisco.

Page 3 of  16



By 1950's, L.A. County’s court system had realized that they had to build
branches where the people lived.  At the same time the courts were being
spread around the entire county from Santa Monica to Pomona, law firms were
behind the razing of Bunker Hill and the construction of 20 and 30 storey office
buildings in downtown L.A.  Why did the lawyers and other businessmen need
to huddle together?  A lawyer was as likely to have a case in Van Nuys as he
was to have one in the Central Courthouse downtown. In fact, having an office
downtown when your lived in Woodland Hills and tried cases in Van Nuys or
San Fernando was an extreme inconvenience.  Of all the designs one could
envision for the L.A. area, the most foolish was to concentrate business in a
downtown area.  Why did L.A. chose the worse plan?

Real estate developers!  If a developer can make $1,000 by renting out
a one storey building, he doubles his income with a two storey building, he
triples his income with a 3 storey building, he quadruples his income by a 4
storey building,  etc.  A 20 storey building makes for a 2,000% increase in
profit.  

That same philosophy applies universally; so, it was no wonder that developers
applied it to Hollywood.   The best way to destroy a stable middle class neighborhood
of single family homes is to build a ugly apartments in the middle of the block.  That
puts the owners of the single family homes in a situation with one realistic choice: sell
to the developers.  

Few people chose to remain in a
neighborhood were large apartment
complexes dominate the streets. When
the homeowners can sell their small lot
for double, triple of quadruple its value,
they flee the deterioration and crime. 
Those homes that do not sell to
developers soon become rooming houses. 
Then, people wonder why Hollywood
filled up with transients.
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As this photo shows, the post WW II apartment complexes consumed the entire
lot.  They were built along streets which had been designed for single family homes. 

As a result the high
density development over
b u r d en ed  the  l oca l
transportation system. 
These apart- ments stuffed
30 or more units onto the
same lots that had only one
family.  

This 30 fold increase in population density is what turned Hollywood into a
slum in the 1970's.  Due to the efforts of many people, this portion of Hollywood has
struggled back from corner of Hollywood-Western being identified as the country’s
most dangerous intersection – only to be ravaged by an atrocious high density CRA
monstrosity.

Notice the small windows. 

The color blotches were

used to deceive the eye into

not noticing that the CRA

used tiny windows to

increase the developer’s

profit to the occupants’

detriment.    

Page 5 of  16



Homes similar to these were torn down,  

Notice how L.A. allowed tall apartments

to tower over people’s backyards.

and in  place of these large and small single family craftsmen homes, we found
large apartment complexes.  How did L.A.’s City planners respond?  More and
more high density developments in Hollywood, driving thousands more people
into the suburbs.

As you will see, the high density building in Hollywood made it impossible
for Hollywood to continue its trolleys which require much lower density due to
the mathematical relationship between population density and road width.
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The construction of the Hollywood Freeway shows what everyone knows. 
After WW II people could afford to buy automobiles, making freeways necessary. 
The trolleys interfered with traffic, in part due to their fixed rails, which provided
no flexibility and took up an entire lane in each direction.  Buses were already
necessary.  No oil company conspiracy caused the end of the Red Car. 

As this photograph from 1940 shows, the spacious boulevard over
Cahuenga Pass adequately handled the traffic burden.  Within a decade, however,
the increased population density required a freeway.

It does not take a genius to
figure out that the more
people who have to go from
point A to point B, the more
traffic.  More traffic means
wider roads.  Simple math
tells us that there is a traf-
fic saturation point.

Rather than learn from history, logic or sound planning practices, L.A. it
used the freeways as a pretext to increase square mile density through the city –
a folly that continues to this day.
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Traffic Saturation Cannot Be Ignored

The City and its developer cohorts do not discuss traffic saturation.  If they told
the people, the traffic saturation points, people would demand reduced population
density.

What is the Traffic Saturation Point?

Although the Traffic Saturation Point can be mathematically calculated, the
decision of where to place the Traffic Saturation point is political.  Most people would
agree that total gridlock would be a Traffic Saturation Point, i.e. a surface street Sig-
Alert.  Since the 1930's Hollywood has experienced these traffic nightmares rather
regularly.

As one can see from the traffic congestion and the smog, there are too many cars
on the street for the health of Hollywood.  Developing a political consensus on the
Traffic Saturation Point is complex.  Basically, it should begin with a ratio of the flow
of traffic at the speed limit to the flow of traffic in reality.  Television and radio traffic
reporters are using this concept, advising us that normally it should take 10 minutes
to go from the Cahuenga Pass to downtown but during a particular rush hour it takes
45 minutes.
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The essence of a Traffic Saturation Point is that traffic moves much slower than
the speed limit.  

When traffic backs up along Hollywood Boulevard creating gridlock, one should
not increase density.  Of course, this spot is where Los Angeles chose to place it new
Fire station #82

When drivers who would take Los Feliz Boulevard from Western to the 5
Freeway instead take Franklin Avenue to Vermont or Hillhurst, Los Feliz is beyond
its Traffic Saturation Point. Yet, the developers still increase population density.  The
cause of Hollywood’s reaching its Traffic Saturation Points is not a mystery – all one
has to do is LOOK!

   7 Metro Apts; Hollywood & Western

Sunset & Western Apts. L
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People who live in The Oaks know that the time for trips from the Westside to
their doorstep have doubled over the last 10 years, the Traffic Saturation Point has
been reached.  Yet, the developers still press to increase population density.  

Until recently, developers wanted to put a 52,000 square foot mega-store at the
corner of Hollywood-Garfield; the lot was only 42,000 sq. ft.  In an area already past
its Traffic Saturation Point, they wanted to construct a mega-store with no ground
level parking!

   

Purple shows the floor area; brown is the sidewalk. The yellow

portions are (1) the single unloading dock which required the

semi-tractor trailers to back into the underground dock and (2)

the ramp to store-top parking.

As the developer’s floor plan (right side above) shows, the store was going to
consume the lot’s entire footprint, which was about $42,000 sq. ft, which was 10,000
sq. feet less than the 52,000 sq. ft store itself.  There was no ground level parking for
customers and a significant portion of the two levels of parking were going to be taken
by the store’s employees.  The delivery vehicles and the sole customer ingress-egress
was on Garfield, a residential street which also has over 240 buses per hour.  Thus, the
store’s sole loading dock and customer entrance was going to clog one of the MTA’s
primary bus turn-around streets.  Buses turning right of Hollywood Boulevard would
have backed up along Hollywood, extending the congestion into the intersection of
Hollywood and Western.

This nightmare was fine with the City, despite the fact it violated almost every
applicable provision of the Specific Area Plan.
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After the Whole Foods discovered that the developer planned that:

1. There was no street level parking, 

2. Employee parking was going to take up customer parking,  

3. A 52,000 sq. ft store was planned with one loading docket

4. The sole customer entrance was right next to the sole loading dock
where the semi-tractor-trailers would be parked waiting to unload

5. there were going to be only two elevators from the roof to the store
requiring all the customers to wait and wait with their full grocery carts to get to
the roof top parking,

6. The surrounding streets were at their Traffic saturation Points for
much of the day,

the Whole Foods itself changed its mind and withdrew from the site.

Had Whole Foods not learned about the
myopic nature of project being pushed through
City Council in its name, Hollywood would
have been left with a huge empty mega-store. 
A 52,000 sq. foot store on a 42,000 sq. ft lot is

like stuffing a sumo wrestler into bikini

briefs.

Aristotle’s Golden Mean applies to

people and out-sized developments
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SUMMARY TO EXPLORING
THE MYTH OF RAPID, MASS TRANSIT

Unlike cities where rapid transit functions, e.g. Manhattan [2.7 sq, mi.], the
Los Angeles County spans four thousand eighty [4,084] square miles spreading
out virtually in endlessly in all directions.  Thousands of people who live in L.A.
County need to travel to Orange, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties on a
daily basis.  Thus, residents need a transportation system will take them from
Hollywood to Santa Ana or from Alhambra to Thousand Oaks.  Presently, we
have a system which accomplishes this result, but with ever decreasing
efficiency.  The demise of our transit system is the myth that rapid, mass transit
will overcome all the ills created by ever increasing population density.  The

converse is true: increased density makes all transit systems, freeways, fixed

rail, buses a congested nightmare.   Mega-density can overburden any
transportation system to the point of being a daily nightmare for inhabitants.

Because the developers know rapid, mass transit is a delusion, they propose
Mixed-Use Complexes.  In brief, some people will be crowded into high density
neighborhoods where driving to the store or anywhere else for that matter will be
too time consuming and aggravating.  Thus, they want to build the apartments
over the grocery stores.  Before, we discuss the hidden agenda behind Mixed Use
Development, we will additional reasons that rapid, mass transit is a myth.

1. The First Goal of Mass Transit Is
That it must Go Where People Need to Go.

This goal is a geographic impossibility.  A lawyer from Los Feliz cannot
walk seven blocks down the hill to the Metro Station and take the subway to the
courthouse and walk back up the hill in 80 degree hat or when it is raining.  He
certainly cannot carry 3 or 4 boxes of trial documents.  A construction worker
who lives in Hollywood cannot take the subway or a bus to Pomona or Pacific
Palisades.

Page 12 of  16



2. The Second Goal Is That the Trip Must Be
Accomplished Within a Reasonable Time Frame.

A bus trip from Long Beach to Claremont can take five hours, but can be driven
in 45 minutes.

The logic of geography shows that rapid, mass transit cannot function in the
Los Angles-Orange County basin.  The basin does not even include the area from
Arcadia-Pasadena over to Glendale onto to the San Fernando Valley and out to
Thousand Oaks.  Who would take a bus from Hollywood to Warner Ranch – a trip
which can be accomplished by car in 30 minutes?

High Density Over-Burdens The Freeway System

Contrary to fashionable P.C. rhetoric, the freeway way system functioned very
well for Southern California, but any system which is habitually abused breaks down. 
The proponents of higher and higher density development have been abusing the
freeway system since its inception.  If a freeway is designed to carry 2,000 cars per
hour, it cannot handle 10,000 vehicles per hour.  The problem is not the freeways; the
problem is the abuse of the freeways.  The problem is not cars; the problem is high
density developments which dump more cars per hours onto the streets and freeways.

The Ruse of Mixed Use Development

The developers know that higher density buildings will bring the freeways to a
halt and turn the surface streets into gridlock — and they have a “solution” – Mixed
Use Development.

People old enough to remember the slums of the Eastern Cities of the 1950's
remember Mixed Use Development.  That’s where the storekeeper lives over his shop;
where women bring home piece work.  Those with memories know what Mixed Use
Development means – SLUMS!

There is nothing new about Mixed Use Development.  It’s back and uglier than
ever.
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Over crowding is not a new phenomenon.  We’ve been there before and we
known people’s response – to flee.    

7 This mixed-use CRA project still has ½ its retail

space empty after 7 years.

When people are crammed into small apartments
over stores, then they can get their groceries and
dry cleaning from the bottom floor.  Kids can play
in the hallways.  For this reason, the City is
concentrating high density public housing projects
into East Hollywood.  The result is blocks of
buildings filled with Default Tenants, that is,
people who cannot afford to live in a better place. 
For these pockets of the Disadvantaged, there is the

subway for going to work downtown.  They have no need to go to the beach or visit
relatives; they have no need for a car.  They can survive on the stores within walking
distance of their high rise apartments.  Don’t expect any of the developers to live in
the tenements along with the Default Tenants.  
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In brief, the plan is to trap people in their crowded high rise apartments. 
Without a viable transit system, the only solution of ever increasing population density
is Mixed Use Development.  People will be expected to be happily segregated in their
own little areas, except when they venture out to the office towers downtown and
factory zones to the east and south of downtown. 

Why Subways Will Never Solve Traffic Congestion

The subway system can never solve the problem of Hollywood’s traffic
being past the traffic saturation points for a few simple reason.  The main reason
is subway does not go where people want to go.

The assumption that cramming people into ultra-high density projects near
subway stations will force people to use the subways is foolish.  The vast majority
of travel decisions are for non-work purposes.   When one wants to go to the gym
and then shop at the grocery on his way home from work, the subway is useless. 
Not only cannot one carry all the stuff he/she needs, but the likelihood that the
gym or store is even along the subway route.

Assuming the unlikely situation where a person works downtown and lives
within two blocks of the Hollywood-Western Metro Station and his gym and
grocery store are along the Metro Line, the subway is virtually useless.  One has
to take the subway to the station nearest to the gym or store, and then walk t the
surface and then two or three blocks to the gym or store.  Returning from the gym
may be easy, but returning from the grocery store with the bags or groceries in
addition to one’s brief case and gym bag is unrealistic.  Of course, the extra time
it takes to exit the subway, get to the street level and walk and to and from the
gym and grocery all consume a lot of time.

What alternative have Angelenos chosen since WW II? They drive their
cars.  As the 2001 Report from San Jose State University, A New Planning
Template for Transit-Oriented Development, shows the practicality and versa-
tility of the auto is so great that it is the logical choice for most transportation
needs in California.
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Angelenos are being scammed by City Hall to provide hundreds of millions
of taxpayer dollars to these developers, whose only plans are to make the city
denser and denser and hence more dysfunctional.  It is a myth – or perhaps the
correct word is “lie” – that subways will improve the situation.
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So Much For The Death Of Sprawl: America's Exurbs Are Booming
November 3, 2015, FORBES, by Joel Kotkin

Reformatted from Forbes Article without photos and advertisements

It’s time to put an end to the urban legend of the impending death of
America’s suburbs. With the aging of the millennial generation, and growing
interest from minorities and immigrants, these communities are getting a fresh
infusion of residents looking for child-friendly, affordable, lower-density living.

We first noticed a takeoff in suburban growth in 2013, following a
stall-out in the Great Recession. This year research from Brookings confirms
that peripheral communities — the newly minted suburbs of the 1990s and early
2000s — are growing more rapidly than denser, inner ring areas.

Peripheral, recent suburbs accounted for roughly 43% of all U.S.
residences in 2010. Between July 2013 and July 2014, core urban communities
lost a net 363,000 people overall, Brookings demographer Bill Frey reports, as
migration increased to suburban and exurban counties. The biggest growth was
in exurban areas, or the “suburbiest” places on the periphery.

Homes stand in this aerial photograph taken above New Jersey, U.S.,
on Wednesday, June 10, 2015. Photographer: Craig Warga-
Bloomberg ADVERTISING

How could this be? If you read most major newspapers, or listened to
NPR or PBS, you would think that the bulk of American job and housing
growth was occurring closer to the inner core. Yet more than 80% of
employment growth from 2007 to 2013 was in the newer suburbs and exurbs.
Between 2012 and 2015, as the economy improved, occupied suburban office
space rose from 75% of the market to 76.7%, according to the real estate
consultancy Costar.

These same trends can be seen in older cities as well as the Sun Belt.
Cities such as Indianapolis and Kansas City have seen stronger growth in the
suburbs than in the core.
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This pattern can even be seen in California, where suburban growth is
discouraged by state planning policy but seems to be proceeding nevertheless.
After getting shellacked in the recession, since 2012 the Inland Empire — long
described as a basket case by urbanist pundits — has logged more rapid
population growth  than either Los Angeles and even generally healthy Orange
County. Last year the metro area ranked third in California for job growth,
behind suburban Silicon Valley and San Francisco.

To those who have been confidently promoting a massive “return to the
city,” the resurgence of outer suburbs must be a bitter pill. In 2011, new urbanist
pundit Chris Leinberger suggested outer ring suburbs were destined to become
“wastelands” or, as another cheerily described them, “slumburbs” inhabited by
the poor and struggling minorities chased out of the gentrifying city.

In this worldview, “peak oil” was among the things destined to drive
people out of the exurbs . So convinced of the exurbs decline that some new
urbanists were already fantasizing that suburban three-car garages would be
“subdivided into rental units with street front cafés, shops, and other local
businesses,” while abandoned pools would become skateboard parks.

This perspective naturally appeals to people who write most of our urban
coverage from such high-density hot spots as Brooklyn, Manhattan,
Washington, D.C., or San Francisco. And to be sure, all these places continue
to attract bright people and money from around the world. Yet for the vast
majority, particularly families, such places are too expensive, congested and
often lack decent public schools. For those who can’t afford super-expensive
houses and the cost of private education, the suburbs, particularly the exurbs,
remain a better alternative.

Even as Houston, like other Sun Belt cities, has enjoyed something of a
renaissance in its inner core, nearly 80% of the metro area’s new homebuyers
last year purchased residences outside Beltway 8, which is far to west of the core
city.

If you want to know why people move to such places, you can always ask
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them. On reporting trips to places like Irvine, California, Valencia, north of Los
Angeles, or Katy, out on the flat Texas prairie 31 miles west of Houston, you get
familiar answers: low crime, good schools and excellent access to jobs. Take
Katy’s Cinco Ranch. Since 1990, the planned community has grown to 18,000
residents amid a fourfold expansion in the population of the Katy area to
305,000.

To some, places like Cinco Ranch represents everything that is bad about
suburban sprawl, with leapfrogging development that swallows rural lands and
leaves inner city communities behind. Yet to many residents, these exurban
communities represent something else: an opportunity to enjoy the American
dream, with good schools, nice parks and a thriving town center.
Recommended by Forbes

Nor is this a story of white flight. Roughly 40% of the area’s residents are
non-Hispanic white; one in five is foreign born, well above the Texas average.
Barely half of the students at the local high school are Caucasian and Asian
students have been the fastest-growing group in recent years, with their parents
attracted to the high-performing schools.

“We have lived in other places since we came to America 10 years ago,” says
Pria Kothari, who moved to Cinco with her husband and two children in 2013.
“We lived in apartments elsewhere in big cities, but here we found a place where
we could put our roots down. It has a community feel. You walk around and see
all the families. There’s room for bikes –that’s great for the kids.”

Here Come The Millennials

Potentially, the greatest source of exurban and peripheral revival lies with
the maturation of the millennial generation. Millennials — born between 1982
and 2002 — are widely portrayed as dedicated city dwellers. That a cohort of
young educated, affluent people should gravitate to urban living is nothing new.
The roughly 20% who, according to an analysis by demographer Wendell Cox,
live in urban cores may be brighter, and certainly more loquacious, than their
smaller town counterparts, dominating media coverage of millennials. But the
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vast majority of millennials live elsewhere — and roughly 90% of communities’
population growth that can be attributed to millennials since 2000 has taken
place outside of the urban core.

To be sure, millennials are moving to the suburbs from the city at a lower
rate than past generations , but this is more a reflection of slower maturation and
wealth accumulation.

According to U.S. Census Bureau data released last month, 529,000
Americans ages 25 to 29 moved from cities out to the suburbs in 2014 while
426,000 moved in the other direction. Among younger millennials, those in their
early 20s, the trend was even starker: 721,000 moved out of the city, compared
with 554,000 who moved in.

This may well reflect rising cost pressures, as well as lower priced housing
many millennials can afford. Three-quarters, according to one recent survey,
want a single-family house, which is affordable most often in the further out
periphery .

Future trends are likely to be shaped by an overlooked fact: as people age,
they change their priorities. As the economist Jed Kolko has pointed out, the
proclivity for urban living peaks in the mid to late 20s and drops notably later.
Over 25% of people in their mid-20s, he found, live in urban neighborhoods; but
by the time they move into their mid-30s, it drops to 18% or lower. In 2018,
according to Census estimates, the number of millennials entering their 30s will
be larger than those in their 20s, and the trend will only get stronger as the
generation ages.

Some might argue that millennials will be attracted to more urban suburbs,
places like Bethesda, Md.; Montclair, N.J.; or the West University or Bellaire
areas of Houston, all of them located near major employment centers with many
amenities. These suburban areas are also among the most expensive areas in the
country, with home prices often in the millions. And a number of older inner
ring suburbs, as we saw in the case of Ferguson, are troubled and have lost
population — even as the number of residents in downtown areas have grown.
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So when millennials move they seem likely to not move to the nice old
suburbs, or the deteriorating one, but those more far-flung suburban
communities that offer larger and more affordable housing, good schools, parks
and lower crime rates.

Among the research that confirms this is a study released this year by the
Urban Land Institute, historically hostile to suburbs, which found that some
80% of current millennial homeowners live in single-family houses and 70% of
the entire generation expects to be living in one by 2020.

The Future Of Exurbia

Far from being doomed, exurbia is turning into something very different
from the homogeneous and boring places portrayed in media accounts. For one
thing exurbs are becoming increasingly ethnically diverse. In the decade that
ended in 2010 the percentage of suburbanites living in “traditional” largely
white suburbs fell from 51% to 39%.  According to a 2014 University of
Minnesota report, in the 50 largest U.S. metropolitan areas, 44% of residents
live in racially and ethnically diverse suburbs, defined as between 20% and 60%
non-white.

And how about the seniors, a group that pundits consistently claim to be
heading back to the city? In reality, according to an analysis of Census data, as
seniors age they’re increasingly unlikely to move, but if they do, they tend to
move out of urban cores as they reach their 60s, and to less congested, often
more affordable areas out in the periphery. Seniors are seven times more likely
to buy a suburban house than move to a more urban location. A National
Association of Realtors survey found that the vast majority of buyers over 65
looked in suburban areas, followed by rural locales.

Trends among millennials, seniors and minorities suggest that
demographics are in the exurbs’ favor. The movement to these areas might be
accelerated by their growing sophistication, as they build amenities long
associated with older cities, such as town centers, good ethnic restaurants and
shops, diverse religious institutions and cultural centers. At the same time, the
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growth of home-based business — already larger than transit ridership in
two-thirds of American metropolitan areas and growing much faster —
increases the need for larger homes of the sort found most often in the outer
rings.

Rather than regard these communities as outrages to the urban form,
planners and developers need to appreciate that peripheral developments remain
a necessary part of our evolving metropolitan areas. With a new generation
looking for affordable homes, good schools and low crime, it seems logical that
many will eventually leave core cities that offer none of the above. The future
of exurbia is far from dead; it’s barely begun.

End
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Executive Summary

POPULATION DYNAMICS RESEARCH GROUP

This report reveals a dramatic generational change in the Los Angeles population.  Com-
paring the last 20 years to the next 20 years, sweeping changes are found on many fronts. 
Explicit comparison to past decades highlights the magnitude of transition now under 
way. These include major changes in the immigrant origins of the population and rapidly 
slowing rates of racial and ethnic change.  Of greatest importance are changes in the age 
mix of the residents, including shrinking numbers of children and dramatically higher 
numbers of seniors. 

These demographic changes reverse some long-established trends and overturn old assumptions 
about Los Angeles and its residents.  The reversals have already begun and can be observed 
in census data of 2010.  But they are best understood when viewed over both a 20-year 
historical and 20-year future horizon.

Foresight on the current decade and coming years is drawn from detailed demographic 
projections newly developed after the 2010 census and presented in this report. The new 
Pitkin-Myers 2012 Generational Projections for Los Angeles are benchmarked to related 
projections completed in 2012 for California as a whole. This projection series, under 
development for more than a decade, includes details about immigrants and residents born 
in California that are not reported in other projections. 

Ten major findings emerge from the 2012 Los Angeles generational projections. They 
reflect population dynamics whose changes may be surprising and which have very conse-
quential impacts. (All data are for the greater Los Angeles population that resides in Los 
Angeles county.)

1. Continuing Low Population Growth. Much slower population growth is foreseen 
in these projections than was expected in the early 2000s.  In fact, we now expect total 
population growth in each of the coming decades to resemble what was experienced in 4 
of the last 5 census decades. The lone exception of high growth in the 1980s is increasingly 
viewed as an anomaly that has confused many observers about what is normal for a county 
as large and fully settled as Los Angeles.
 
2. Declining Number of Children.  From 1990 to 2000, the number of children under 
age 10 had grown by 11.4%, but after 2000 the numbers of children turned steeply down-
ward, falling 16.9% by 2010.   The projection for the current decade is a further decline 
of 14.6% by 2020, with only a small further decline (4.0%) by 2030.  Birth data show this 
decline commenced well prior to the onset of the recession in 2007, and in fact births in 
Los Angeles county in 2011 are fully 35% lower than in their peak year of 1990. 

3. Annual Flow of New Immigrants is Plunging. Whereas the flow of new immigrants 
into Los Angeles soared upward in the 1970s and 80s, peaking in 1990 with a volume that 
is 234% higher than in 1970, after 1990 the inflow began to turn downward.  In the last 

!e Generational Future of Los Angeles:
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achieve a majority of the county’s population, but that 
date has been substantially delayed from what might 
have been expected back in 1990. Los Angeles will 
continue in a prolonged period of racial balance when 
all groups are minorities.

8. A Soaring Senior Ratio.  At the same time as 
children are declining in number, the ranks of those 
aged 65 and older are growing dramatically after 
2011 when the baby boomers began aging past 65. 
Growth in the number of seniors in the coming 
20 years amounts to 867 thousand in Los Angeles 
county, quadruple the growth in the previous 20 years 
(212 thousand).  Meanwhile, with the ranks of young 
adults depleted by shrinking numbers of grown chil-
dren, the ratio between seniors ages 65 and older and 
adults in prime working ages (25 to 64), is expected 
to rise dramatically. After remaining virtually con-
stant in Los Angeles for 30 years at 18 or 19 seniors 
per 100 working age, the ratio is projected to soar 
from 18.7 in 2000 to 26.2 in 2020 and 36.4 by 2030.  
The senior ratio doubles in Los Angeles by 2030.

9.  The Homegrown Revolution. The number of 
residents who are native-Californians is rising, as 
opposed to residents born in other states or immi-
grants from outside the U.S. These homegrown sons 
and daughters are already a majority of residents age 
20 or younger and they are projected to play a rapidly 
growing majority role in the future of Los Angeles 
and California.  That future will depend on children 
who are being raised here today, a smaller group than 
before, and a group that is the product of our state’s 
education system.

10.  A Rising Index of Children’s Importance.  Children 
already have taken on a dramatically increased im-
portance, due to their fewer numbers relative to the 
greater social and economic burdens they will carry 
as adults. The Index of Children’s Importance began 
to rise for children born in Los Angeles after 1985 
(children who reached age 25 in 2010), for whom the 
Index stood at 1.00. When new children are born in 
2015, the Index is expected to have reached 2.20, in-
dicating that these children will carry twice the social 
and economic responsibility when they are grown as 
did children born before 1985.

The overarching conclusion reached in this study 
is that the 10 major dynamics of change require 
dramatic rethinking of old assumptions about Los 
Angeles.  Through these data trends we come to 

decade the immigrant inflow has plunged to a level 
that is only 61% higher than in 1970. This drop-off 
has been much steeper in Los Angeles than in the 
whole of California.

4. Foreign-Born Peaked or Declining. What most 
distinguishes the Pitkin-Myers 2012 Generational 
Projections is the rich detail added about the im-
migrant or California-born origins of the population.  
The total foreign-born share of the Los Angeles 
population peaked at 36.2% in 2000 and is expected 
to remain stabilized at that level or slightly lower 
through 2030. This closely mirrors the trend foreseen 
for the whole of California.  The expectation in ear-
lier decades had been for a much larger foreign-born 
share in the population, although the 2001 edition of 
the Pitkin-Myers projections projected a leveling off, 
as has since occurred.

5.  Long-Settled Foreign-Born. At the same time 
that the foreign-born have ceased growing as a share 
of the Los Angeles population, relatively fewer are 
newcomers and many more of the foreign-born will 
be long settled (20 or more years of residence in the 
U.S.). The share of local residents who are long-
settled is expected to rise in 2030 to 22.5% of all 
foreign-born, compared to 17.3% in 2010 and 5.9% 
in 1990. Conversely, the share of foreign-born who 
are arrived in only the last decade is expected to fall 
from 9.2% in 2010 to 6.1% in 2030 (compared to 
17.2% in 1990). The highpoint for the share that are 
newcomers was reached in 1990.

6. Rise of the Immigrant Second Generation.  
Barely 5% of children in Los Angeles are foreign-
born, and yet the majority of children (60%) have 
immigrant parents.  Thus a new second generation 
is being raised in Los Angeles, accounting for 21.5% 
of the local residents in addition to the 36% who are 
first-generation immigrants.  

7. Slower Racial and Ethnic Change.  Given the 
reduced rate of immigration, lower fertility, and slower 
overall population growth, the pace of racial and 
ethnic change is rapidly slowing.  The growth of the 
Latino population was extremely rapid in the 1980s, 
increasing its share of Los Angeles residents by 10.2 
percentage points, but that rate of increase sharply 
decelerated after 1990, so that the Latino share of 
the total population only rose 6.8 percentage points 
in the 1990s and even less, 3.2 percentage points, in 
the 2000s.  Nonetheless, Latinos are still destined to 
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realize how greatly the generations depend on one 
another, and especially how much more Los Angeles 
will depend on its smaller number of grown children 
to replace the aging baby boomers. The boomers are 
beginning to retire from the most productive period 
of their lives, creating enormous replacement needs 
in the workforce, among the taxpayers, and in the 
housing market.  The data presented here provide 
foresight on the epic transition ahead that deserves to 
be broadly shared.  The future of the city, region and 
state will depend on how well we manage the inter-
generational partnership that is so greatly magnified.
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That was the Los Angeles of the late-twentieth 
century, but how well do those trends describe our 
current decade?

Today we have entered a new era that is revolution-
izing our assumptions and expectations about immi-
grants—there are many fewer new arrivals and many 
more who are long settled. Today, our outlook on the 
generations in Los Angeles also is in revolution—the 
numbers of children are declining and those of 
the elderly are multiplying.  Even the notions of 
rootedness and belonging in Los Angeles are being 
transformed. Our city has shifted from a place of 
transplants to a home where the majority are native 
Californians, a new homegrown generation on which 
the future will rest. What is revolutionary is not the 
change in behavior, because the city, region and whole 
of California have steadily entered this new era of 
demographic maturity.2  What is new is the change in 
outlook that may be triggered by this radical demo-
graphic realignment. 

The review of past and future trends offered in these 
pages identifies 10 major findings, as summarized 
in the Executive Summary. But all these can be 
described as elements of the growing demographic 
maturity of Los Angeles, characterized by a pervasive 
slowdown in population growth and ethnic change. 
Three specific, major transformations are reshaping 
the population for the future. First is the surprising 
downturn in immigration toward many fewer new 
arrivals and a steady upturn in the foreign-born 
presence made up of long-settled residents. Second is 
a multifaceted generational transformation, including 
changes among both young and old. And third is a 
homegrown revolution that increases urgency and the 
sense of responsibility and dependence. 

1Introduction and Overview: New Data 

 for Los Angeles

This report describes the changing people of greater 
Los Angeles, looking forward 20 years from 2010 
to 2030, and comparing that to the decades before.  
New information is summarized from the census 
and from our recently completed projections of 
population change, the Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 
Generational Projections.  The new trends suggest 
a major change is required in how we should think 
about the people of Los Angeles.  Throughout this 
report, “Los Angeles” refers to the broad realm of 
Los Angeles county and its nearly 10 million resi-
dents. 

Much of the current thinking about Los Angeles 
follows from the dramatic changes in earlier decades, 
centering on the explosive growth of the 1980s, 
which included a large influx of immigrants and 
rapid ethnic change.  Local governments were hard-
pressed to keep up, and both scholars and critics 
decried the emergence of great disparities in wealth 
and growing racial divisions. Inequality persists in 
Los Angeles today but its form has changed. And 
looking ahead, we foresee new and greater challeng-
es ahead, more between generations than between 
races.1

Today, at the beginning of 2013, we stand at a 
moment of historic change that is overturning 
many longstanding perceptions about Los Angeles 
and its problems. The boom period that peaked in 
the 1980s created a lasting impression about the 
nature of Los Angeles as a place with a great many 
newcomers, but now as a place being transformed by 
immigration and full of children and young adults 
who were ethnically different. The older residents 
were especially reluctant to pay the higher taxes 
required to support their growth. 
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ing statewide, nationwide, and even more rapidly in 
other parts of the globe.  Only part of the downturn 
is attributable to falling birth rates. A larger portion 
of the downturn is due simply to a declining number 
of young women in the prime ages for childbearing.  
The slowdown in immigration and the maturing 
of the baby bust generation that followed the baby 
boomers have both reduced the number of potential 
parents.  Now that the children of the baby boomers, 
the baby boom“echo”(who also are called the millen-
nial generation), are coming of age, the number of 
potential parents is increasing. If they are willing and 
able to take on the responsibilities of parenthood, and 
if parenting lifestyles are made easier in Los Angeles, 
it is possible that the population of children will 
rebound. 

Here lies another trend that could prove even more 
challenging. For its continued economic success, Los 
Angeles is going to have to make the most of all its 
children, with no one ever again allowed to drop 
out of school, and with all the youth trained to their 
maximum capabilities.  In the new state of demo-
graphic maturity, the challenge for Los Angeles is 
that the majority of growth in workers, taxpayers and 
home buyers will be coming from within, by virtue of 
children who are born here and who we have raised in 
our own schools and communities.  

This homegrown revolution is changing the political 
and economic calculus in the entire state. Histori-
cally in this land of the Gold Rush, the majority of 
residents have always been transplants from afar.  A 
statewide majority of native Californians emerged for 
the first time only in the last decade. Today we find 
that Los Angeles county is also on the threshold of 
joining this homegrown majority. Los Angeles can 
no longer be so reliant on new residents imported 
from other states and nations. Instead, the greater 
Los Angeles area is becoming increasingly dependent 
on its homegrown workforce.  Policy makers and the 
voter-taxpayers have yet to recognize the implica-
tions:  Nurturing the next generation is now a matter 
of urgent necessity. 

THE NEW GENERATIONAL PROJECTIONS FOR 
LOS ANGELES

A close examination of the trends, past and future, 
has rarely been so necessary or revealing.  All of the 
trends that shape the future were already visible by 

Certainly these major transformations create new 
problems, even as they solve old ones, but they also 
yield new opportunities, even as they pose new chal-
lenges. What is essential is that we grasp the scope of 
the change, so that we might gain the greatest advan-
tage for building a better city and a better future for 
all the residents.

NEW TRENDS AND NEW CHALLENGES

The surest sign of the growing maturity of greater 
Los Angeles is that children are a declining presence. 
Their numbers are shrinking even more rapidly than 
they are statewide.   Children may not be disappear-
ing, but after decades of rapid growth it is jolting to 
see their numbers in such decline.  Whereas before 
we may have taken for granted an ample supply of 
children who would grow up to be our future workers, 
taxpayers, and consumers, today we face the prospect 
of a shortage that could make the local economy 
much less attractive to business.  

A second alarming change—a burgeoning elderly 
population—underscores the urgency of the children 
shortage. Dramatic increases in the senior population 
began when the first of the massive Baby Boom gen-
eration reached age 65 in 2011. The ratio of seniors 
to working age residents has held constant for nearly 
40 years, but now it is slated to nearly double and 
continue to grow larger when today’s children reach 
their adult years.

Yet another trend deplored by some is that Los 
Angeles is drawing much less migration from other 
states and nations than it once did.  This decline in 
newcomers is said to reflect the lowered attractions 
of Los Angeles, and it implies that residents hold 
a position in a diminished asset. The new arrivals 
also keep us young, and without them we have aged. 
Without them our city has fewer new workers and 
fewer potential parents to raise a new generation. 
Previously, when migration was booming, we dispar-
aged newcomers for crowding our lives and raising 
our cost of living. Now that growth has subsided we 
wish it were back. 

Certainly the scarcity of children is not unique to 
LA, even if it may be more extreme here than in 
most other places. The number of babies is declin-
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how many are recently arrived immigrants or longer-
settled immigrants, how many are native Californians 
and how many are other U.S. born.  Additional 
explanation about the model and assumptions used to 
make the new projections can be found in the report 
prepared on the statewide California projections.4

We juxtapose the projections with trends recorded by 
census data for past decades to draw vividly detailed 
portraits of past and future changes in the people of 
Los Angeles. Recent changes are substantially dif-
ferent from what is remembered from 1990, and the 
changes foreseen in coming decades are even more 
striking.  Many of the changes summarized in fol-
lowing sections are extraordinary, almost a complete 
reversal of the recent past.

The new projections and their comparisons with 
the past provide a vital antidote to the limitations 
of presentism.  Our human consciousness and all 
our judgments reside in the present.  Too easily we 
focus on present-day differences, to the neglect of 
changes that are evident in the life of every family.  
The new data on normal life changes over time helps 
us to craft a narrative that links the children of one 
decade to the young adults 20 years later.  Those 
who were once dependent grow up and enter their 
most productive adult years. In turn, those who were 
once fully employed and major taxpayers, rotate to a 
new position as retirees, enjoying their pensions and 
other earned entitlements.  Although the projections 
cannot trace individuals over time, they do estimate 
the future of groups, and by comparing these changes 
to what has occurred before we can learn much about 
the new realities of Los Angeles.

The State of California Department of Finance 
(DOF) has newly released its own set of projections 
for the state and all its counties, a very substantial 
revision from the last series they released in 2007.  
Although these have limited content coverage, the 
DOF projections are very professionally executed and 
they are the official projections for state policy mak-
ing. In portions of the analysis that follow, we will 
compare the overall growth projections issued by the 
DOF and also make use of some of the age data they 
provide for future dates. 

In sections that follow, we first describe how much 
the population growth and ethnic change have slowed 
in Los Angeles. After that we examine the declining 
numbers of children and explore the homegrown 

2010. Yet it is difficult to fully appreciate emerging 
trends until we see them played out over a period of 
decades and contrast those changes to earlier decades.  
In this regard, population projections can help us see 
and understand our situation much more clearly.

Population projections may seem to some like dry 
statistics needed to estimate the total population at 
future dates. But those projections also contain details 
of age, race and sex, revealing changes that contain 
a lot of drama in many places. Our study of Los 
Angeles, defined broadly as the county, is made even 
more relevant by additional rich detail revealed in the 
Pitkin-Myers 2012 Generational Projections for Los 
Angeles.   This new edition of projections is an exten-
sion of a series on California’s demographic future, 
first initiated in 1999, and publically tested against 
the results of two censuses with considerable success.3 

Crucial elements added by the Pitkin-Myers series of 
projections are not reported by the standard method 
of population projections used by the Census Bureau, 
the State of California Department of Finance, and 
other demographers. Whereas standard population 
projections are restricted to age, sex, and race or His-
panic origin, the Pitkin-Myers projections also break 
out population groups based on immigrant genera-
tion—foreign-born, the second generation (children 
of immigrants), and the third or higher generation 
(native-born whose grandparents or distant ancestors 
were immigrants). These demographic categories have 
rich significance and they are especially meaningful 
in a place as diverse as Los Angeles. 

The new Los Angeles projections provide other details 
that may also prove meaningful. For the native-born, 
we can distinguish those born in California from 
those born in other states. Neglected by other popula-
tion researchers, the native Californians have added 
policy significance. These homegrown, native sons 
and daughters of California, when grown to adults in 
future years, will be the products of California, of our 
schools, and of our communities and local cultures. 
Native Californians are more locally rooted, bound in 
networks of parents, siblings, and school friends, and 
they are less likely to migrate away from the state. 

Further, the new Los Angeles projections include 
added details about the foreign-born. They detail 
the future population by decade of arrival in the 
U.S.  With these data it is possible, for example, to 
distinguish within the growing Latino population, 
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revolution that is making the majority of residents 
native Californians.  Next we delve into the changing 
nature of the foreign-born in Los Angeles—fewer 
new arrivals and more longer-settled, also older in 
age. Finally we consider how the surging senior ratio 
implies new importance for today’s children.  The 
conclusion takes up the meaning of Los Angeles’s 
maturing population and its implications for setting 
policy priorities.
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(995,325) in the decade just completed.5Accordingly, 
the DOF issued new projections in 2013 that revised 
their projections substantially downward.6 These new 
projections are still higher than what is foreseen in 
the Pitkin-Myers 2012 projections.  

The outcome of greatest interest to businesses, 
government, and citizens alike is projected population 
growth, which has been extraordinarily volatile over 
the decades, with rapid increases in some decades 
and slow increases in others (see Exhibit 2). Growth 
of 1.9 million in the 1950s fell by half in each of 
the next two decades, falling to 993 thousand and 
then 445 thousand, before rebounding to 1.4 million 
growth in the 1980s. Thereafter, population growth 
plunged again, falling to 656 thousand and then 299 
thousand.  In fact, the extraordinary growth of the 
1980s stands out as a single anomaly in the last 5 
decades, although it often seems that some observers 
cling to that decade’s boom as a wishful standard to 
be repeated. What now should be expected, realistically, 
for coming decades? 

The projections revised by the DOF in 2013 make 
a sharp correction compared to their 2007 series for 
the decade just completed, but the revised projections then 
continue through 2030 at much the same growth 
rate as in the 2007 projections. In contrast, the new 
Pitkin-Myers projections foresee continued slow 
growth until 2030, the end date for this series of 
projections. 

This slower rate of population growth results from 
many factors, including principally lower birth rates 
and reduced migration to Los Angeles, as described 

2Slowing Population Growth & Ethnic Change

Exhibit 1
LA County population projections, 
1950 to 2050

Source:  US Census Bureau, CA Department of Finance, Pitkin-Myers LA 
2012 Generational Projections

Population growth and change in Los Angeles has 
been inconsistent over the decades, proceeding by fits 
and starts.  Decades of slow growth have been fol-
lowed by decades of high growth, and vice versa. This 
has proven a major challenge to demographic fore-
casts, as shown in Exhibit 1. The mounting poplation 
total in Los Angeles county since 1950 serves as the 
base for a series of alternative projections, one 
prepared in 2007 by the State of California Department 
of Finance (DOF), their revised projection issued 
in January 2013, and the Pitkin-Myers 2012 LA 
Generational Projections. As can be seen, the 2007 
projections foresaw much higher population growth 
than justified after 2000.  In fact, the 2010 census 
count for Los Angeles county was well below what 
had been projected just three years earlier.  The census 
count of 9,818,605 was only 299,267 higher than the 
census in 2000. In contrast, the DOF had expected 
a 2010 population with three times the growth 
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Immigration was a major driver of the rapid popula-
tion growth of the 1980s, but it has slowed markedly 
in recent years. In fact, immigration has dropped 
off more rapidly in Los Angeles county than in the 
whole of California, and more than in the whole of 
the United States.  Exhibit 3 traces the expanding and 
shrinking flow of new immigrant arrivals, comparing 
the rate of newcomers each year to the rate observed 
in 1970. The increase in the nation as a whole was 
much delayed behind the rise in Los Angeles and 
California, peaking in 2000 and falling thereafter.  In 
Los Angeles, the peak rate of inflow was achieved by 
1990, dropping markedly thereafter. In fact, by 2010, 

in the explanation of the Pitkin-Myers projections.7  
More than just a reduced total population, the slower 
growth also contributes to other important demographic 
changes, all of which were already visible by 2010 and 
will continue or intensify in coming decades. These 
changes include rapid aging of the overall population, 
much reduced immigration into Los Angeles county, 
greater reliance on homegrown members of the 
population, and also slower rates of racial and ethnic 
change. 

Reduced immigration. The slowing pace of im-
migration to Los Angeles deserves special attention. 

Recorded and expected growth each decadeExhibit 2

Exhibit 3 Percentage Change Since 1970 in 
Annual Immigrant Arrivals Exhibit 4 Percent Foreign Born from 1970-2030

Source:  US Census Bureau, California Department of Finance, Pitkin Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections

Source: U.S. Census, 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000; American Community Survey, 
2006, 2010

Source:  US Census Bureau; Pitkin-Myers Generational Projections for LA, 
California, and US
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Latinos are still destined to achieve a majority of the 
county’s population, but that date has been substantially 
delayed from what might have been expected after 
the rapid growth and change of earlier decades.  A 
similar slowdown in rates of change are observed 
in Exhibit 5 for every race and ethnic group.8  The 
slowdown has already occurred and is projected to 
continue in the next two decades.  Simply stated, Los 
Angeles is continuing in a period of prolonged racial 
balance when all groups are minorities. 

Next we address the declining population of children, 
which heightens their expected future importance to 
the region’s economy and communities when they are 
adults.

Exhibit 5 Racial Composition of Los Angeles 
Residents

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections

the estimated rate of inflow by new immigrants had 
fallen back to a level last seen in Los Angeles in the 
mid-1970s.

Fewer foreign-born residents. As a result of the 
slowing rate of immigrant arrivals, the total share 
of the population that is foreign born has stopped 
rising and may even be declining in Los Angeles.  
This trend is displayed in Exhibit 4, showing that the 
foreign born share peaked in 2000 at 36.2% of the 
population in Los Angeles county. The Los Angeles 
trend closely matches that for California, while the 
foreign born share in the United States continues to 
rise from a much lower level.

Reduced ethnic change. Another consequence of the 
slowing population growth, and of the slower pace of 
immigration, is much reduced racial and ethnic change 
in Los Angeles. During the 1980s, rapid changes 
in racial/ethnic shares of the total population were 
witnessed, but those slowed in the 1990s, and slowed 
even more in the 2000s (Exhibit 5).  In particular, 
the growth of the Latino population was extremely 
rapid in the 1980s, increasing its share of Los Angeles 
residents by 10.2 percentage points, but that rate 
of increase sharply decelerated after 1990, so that 
the Latino share of the total population only rose 
6.8 percentage points in the 1990s and even less, 
3.2 percentage points, in the 2000s.  Growth in the 
Latino share tapers even further in coming decades, 
rising only 2 percentage points per decade.
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California over the same time span, 1970 to 2020 
(see Exhibit 6).9 The number of babies born in Los 
Angeles roughly doubled in number between 1970 
and 1990, peaking that year at 204 thousand.  Local 
residents had grown accustomed to a steady increase 
in the number of children born and their burgeoning 
demand for new schools and other services. It may 
have been natural to assume this growth trend would 
continue, but it sharply reversed after 1990.   

By 2010, the number of births had fallen to 133 
thousand, 35% lower than at the peak. The drop off 
escalated after 2006 due to the recession effects, but 
the California Department of Finance does not proj-
ect substantial recovery by 2020.  Births in California 
also peaked in 1990, but the subsequent decline was 
not as deep as in Los Angeles.  The cumulative effect 
after so many years of low births is a reduced number 

3Declining Numbers of Children

Evolving changes for age groups living in Los Angeles 
could be even more consequential than the slowdown 
in growth and ethnic change.  The decline in the 
children’s population is the greatest social and economic 
impact related to slower growth.  The number of 
births has declined since 1990, with the number of 
children of all ages peaking around 2000.  Thereafter 
the total number of children has declined and their 
share of the population is expected to continue falling 
through 2030 or beyond.  Later in this section we 
compare the lagging growth in children to the swelling 
numbers in each of the older age groups.  

ONE-THIRD FEWER BIRTHS   

One view of the declining number of children is 
provided through a count of births delivered in 
Los Angeles county, compared here to births in 

Exhibit  6 Annual Births in Los Angeles County and California,  1970-2020

LA CA

Source:  CA Department of Finance Source:  CA Department of Finance
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population of children. The majority of children 
in Los Angeles as of 2011 have at least one parent 
who is foreign born (59.5%).  That frequency is 
higher than in the whole of California (49.6%) and 
more than twice as high as in the nation as a whole 
(24.3%).  At the same time, almost all these children 
with foreign-born parents are U.S.-born themselves 
(Exhibit 7).  Thus we see that the children of Los 
Angeles are 94.1% native-born, even though 59.5% 
of all the children have foreign-born parents.  A 
crucial discovery is that without the contributions of 
immigrant parents, the declining number of children 
in Los Angeles and California would be much more 
severe than it is.  

SHRINKING NUMBERS AND DECLINING 
SHARE OF CHILDREN  

The 2010 census clearly revealed how much the num-
ber of children had declined. At that time, a total of 
2,325,773 children under the age of 18 resided in Los 
Angeles, of which 646,145 were under age 5.  From 
1990 to 2000, the number of children had grown by 
14.7%, but after 2000 the numbers of children turned 
steeply downward, falling by 10.0% for all children 
under age 18, declining by 12.4% for children under 
5 and plunging by 21.0% among children ages 5-9.  
These absolute declines are summarized in Exhibit 
8.   The percentage share of the population that is 
comprised of children has declined even more than 
the absolute number, given that the total popula-
tion has continued to grow while the number of 

of children of all ages, because the losses incurred 
at young ages steadily work their way into teen 
years.   The loss of children is a direct product of two 
demographic factors. First is the declining birth rate 
in every ethnic group, defined as the ratio of children 
born per woman of each age. This decline has been 
very gradual, but it takes on added impact when 
the lower per capita rates of fertility are applied to 
smaller numbers of women in the key ages for having 
babies. That has been the second and more important 
factor in the declining number of children. 

Since 1990 there have been fewer women in their 
20s, due to the arrival of the “baby bust” generation 
(born after the baby boomers) in these prime ages for 
childbearing.  In addition, as will be described in a 
later section, the number of newly arrived immigrant 
women also has been reduced, so that further deple-
tion has been absorbed among potential mothers in 
their 20s.  These two demographic factors may have 
been further aggravated by local economic conditions 
that discouraged young adults from raising families in 
Los Angeles. Those deterrents include the high rental 
and purchase costs of housing that have prevailed 
since the late 1990s, together with high unemploy-
ment rates that prevailed in the early 1990s and late 
2000s. However, those factors are beyond the scope 
for consideration in this study.  

NATIVITY OF PARENTS AND THEIR CHILDREN  

We note here that immigrant parents have been 
extremely important to maintaining a sustained 

Exhibit 7 Nativity of Parents and Children, 2011

Los Angeles Co. California U.S.

Children percent foreign born 5.9 5.4 3.5

Parents percent foreign born 59.5 49.6 24.3

Percent of children who are 53.8 44.4 21.2
native born and with foreign born parents

Source:  2011 American Community Survey
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The diminishing presence of children in the county’s 
population is best seen in comparison to older age 
groups. Even more stark is the comparison of growth 
in each age group in the coming 20 years to growth 
observed in the preceding 20 years (Exhibit 10).   The 
small declines in children that were already observed 
from 1990 to 2010 are now expected by the Pitkin-
Myers projections to deepen to losses of nearly half 
a million (478 thousand) spread across all children’s 
ages in the decades ahead.  It should be acknowl-
edged that these losses are greater than those foreseen 
in the recent projections prepared for Los Angeles 
county by the California Department of Finance. 
The most likely explanation for this difference is that 

children has declined in each age group (Exhibit 9). 
Projections are that the children’s share will be only 
roughly two-thirds as large in 2030 as it was in 2000. 
The cumulative losses in each age group add up to 
a population share under age 18 in 2030 that is 10 
percentage points lower than the 28% children’s share 
of the total population in 2000.  

REVERSALS IN GROWTH TRENDS IN SPECIFIC 
AGE GROUPS

What especially makes the decline in children stand 
out is that other age groups are swelling in number. 

Exhibit 8
Declining Number of Children By Age 
Group (in millions) Exhibit  9 Declining Share of Children By Age 

Group In the Los Angeles Population

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections

    Growth in Age Groups, Last 20 Years versus Next 20 YearsExhibit 10

1990-2010 2010-2030

Source:  US Census Bueau,  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections Source:  US Census Bureau,  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 
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the DOF projections address each ethnic group as a 
whole, while the Pitkin-Myers projections separate 
the immigrant and native-born components. 10 Of 
all the age groups younger than 35, only teenagers 
experienced any growth between 1990 and 2010, and, 
in fact, a deep decline of 300 thousand was registered 
among young adults ages 25-34.  Looking ahead, we 
observe some recovery in the number of young adults 
who are potential parents, but the large decline of 
those ages 18 to 24 may be more disrupting. Com-
pounding this weak growth in adults of parent ages, 
continued low birth rates will lead to a lower number 
of births than in 1990 or 2010.    

The overwhelming feature of growth in Los Angeles 
over the coming 20 years will be losses of 630 thou-
sand people under age 25, contrasted at the opposite 
end of the age spectrum by gains of 867 thousand 
elderly. This age imbalance will dominate all of the 
policy issues in Los Angeles for the coming decade 
and longer. Indeed, this problem will plague the state 
and nation as a whole.  We return later to these con-
cerns and a discussion of how children can be assisted 
to provide greater help.   
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residents, assumed to be ages 25 to 64.   Even though 
some people may be working before or after these 
ages, the ratio defined here better captures the main 
relationship between people of entitlement ages and 
their principal supporters.11

The crucial importance for our society and economy 
is this ratio between the number of seniors and the 
working age people who will support them in differ-
ent ways, as replacement workers, taxpayers to fund 
pensions and health care, and as home buyers that 
support the value of seniors’ homes.12 More signifi-
cant may be the fact that the ratio is now rising after 
many decades of remaining at a relatively constant 
level. For lack of experience with such a top-heavy 
age structure, there is a serious question whether society 
will be prepared to adjust as quickly as needed. 

The long-expected rapid increase in elderly has 
finally commenced. As displayed here for Los Angeles 
county, all of California, and the whole of the United 

4The Senior Ratio and the New Importance 

 of Children

The most direct indicator of the evolving new maturity 
of Los Angeles is the aging of its population. What 
was once in the early post-WWII era a youthful 
population of settlers from the Midwestern states and 
the west south central region (Texas, Oklahoma, and 
Louisiana) has now grown much older. Their early 
post-war children, comprising the baby boom genera-
tion, have also grown older and now are passing into 
their 60s.  The immigrant newcomers of the 1970s, 
80s, and 90s have also aged the longer they reside in 
California. Now that migration into Los Angeles has 
been reduced from all sources, fewer young adults are 
moving in to replace the thinning numbers of young 
adults.  

Not only is the number of seniors now rapidly growing, 
but the children are declining in number.  Thus we 
find that the importance of children is being magni-
fied by their increasing scarcity. The growing popula-
tion of retirees will depend on the grown children whose 
numbers are dwindling.  Two indicators are described 
that help to highlight this long-term continuing shift 
in the relationship between older and younger generations 
older and younger generations.

THE “SENIOR RATIO” 

The proportion of the Los Angeles county popula-
tion that is comprised of people ages 65 and older, 
sometimes referred to as seniors, elders or elderly, is 
anticipated to nearly double from 9.7% in 2000 to 
18.2% in 2030.  The importance of this rising share 
is better captured by a ratio between elders and the 
working age adults who are the principal taxpay-
ers, workers, and home buyers. The “senior ratio” is 
derived from a traditional demographic measure, 
a “dependency ratio,” that contrasts the number of 
elders, ages 65 and older, with prime working age 

Exhibit 11 The Rising Senior Ratio

Source:  US Census Bureau, Department of Finance 2013 Projections, Pitkin-Myers LA 
2012 Generational Projections
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young home buyers who can offer good prices to 
a rising number of older sellers.  Given that older 
people have stored much of their wealth and retire-
ment savings in their home equity, a substantial threat 
is posed by the swelling ratio of potential older sellers 
relative to the smaller ranks of potential home buyers.  
A lot is riding on the shoulders and wallets of the 
new generation of young adults.

MEASURING CHILDREN’S GROWING 
IMPORTANCE

Today’s declining number of children is thinning 
the ranks of future supporters for the giant retiring 
generation.  As the senior ratio rises, the number of 
children grows more important.  Even at birth, each 
child enters the world with some heavy expectations 
already waiting. The relative importance ascribed 
each child depends on the relative scarcity of their 
fellow children, a fact established by the number born 

States, the senior ratio is now beginning to escalate 
because the baby boomers (oldest born in 1946) 
began to reach age 65 in 2011 (Exhibit 11). Because 
the presence of the baby boom generation is so 
pervasive, similar changes are underway nationwide. 
In California, what had been 20.4 seniors per 100 
working-age residents in 2000 is projected to climb 
to 28.6 in 2020 and then to 38.3 in 2030.  Los An-
geles had a somewhat lower ratio, only 18.7 in 2000, 
but this also will climb steeply to 26.2 in 2020 and 
36.4 by 2030.  In California the senior ratio increases 
by more three-quarters from 2000 to 2030, and in 
Los Angeles the senior ratio nearly doubles.13

The three-quarters increase in the senior ratio by 
2030 reflects the rising burdens of elderly needs 
placed on working age residents.  This includes sup-
port for the old-age “entitlements” of pensions, Social 
Security, and Medicare, as well as the rising need to 
find adequate replacement workers for retirees. 
The old-age burden also includes the need to find 

Index of Children’s Importance in Los AngelesExhibit 12

Source:  Authors’ construction (see text)
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in the same birth year, some 25 years before they will 
grow up to become supporters of the senior ratio. 
Thinking ahead to this future role, how can we best 
measure children’s importance today? 

The method developed for highlighting the statewide 
importance of children in California proves useful 
in Los Angeles as well.14  Benchmarked on the birth 
year of 1985, marking children who would reach age 
25 in 2010, when the senior ratio in Los Angeles 
county stood at 20.1 seniors per 100 working age, 
we can measure the growing importance of children 
by the proportionally higher senior ratio expected in 
future years when today’s children come of age and 
also reach 25. The results calculated for the index are 
displayed in Exhibit 12. This Index of Children’s Im-
portance (iCi) shows that a child born in 2010 in Los 
Angeles (destined to reach age 25 in 2035) carries 
fully twice the importance (index of 2.20) of a child 
who was born in 1985 (index of 1.00) or earlier.15

The implication of this increased importance is 
that each child cannot escape carrying more of the 
load—a heavier per capita share—of supporting the 
growing number of seniors. This echoes a prescient 
observation made a quarter century ago by David 
Hayes-Bautista and associates at UCLA, who stressed 
that a burden of aging population, largely white, 
would be thrust upon the shoulders of youth who are 
largely Latino.16  The new iCi measurement can be 
said to reflect that growing burden. The index also 
can be interpreted to represent the growing intensity 
of investment needed to enhance the skills and future 
productivity of each child so that he or she might 
carry this heavier economic load. In essence, we need 
to redouble our efforts to invest in the education of 
children of all ethnicities. None can be allowed to 
drop out of school and none can be afforded to be neglected. 
In a more general interpretation, the Index of Children’s 
Importance also can be viewed as depicting the 
magnified importance of the intergenerational part-
nership linking children, adults of working age, and 
the seniors of entitlement age.  
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We now anticipate that Los Angeles county will have 
advanced to majority homegrown status in the pres-
ent year—2013.19

IMPORTANCE OF HOMEGROWN OR OUT-OF-STATE 
STATUS 

The significance of native Californian or Angeleno 
status is many-fold.  Certainly all who grow up in 
Los Angeles and experience life here from a young 
age can feel at home regardless of their parents’ place 
of birth or origin. And those who migrate as young 
adults also grow deep attachments. However, the na-
tive Angelenos have deeper family roots, with parents 
and siblings also likely to share residence. They have 
networks of school friends and others with shared 
lifelong commitments.  As evidence of their deeper 
attachments, statistical data show that the native 
Californians are one-third as likely to migrate out of 
state as are other U.S.-born residents.20  

Homegrown residents carry a special political sig-
nificance, first, because their development from birth 
is assisted by state taxpayers, through education and 
other services. Second, in return, when grown to 
adulthood the homegrown children will repay the 
taxpayers through future tax payments, repaying 
the public investment in higher education 4-to-1.21    
Living their full lives in the state, the homegrown 
not only are the major recipients of state and lo-
cal tax dollars, but they also are destined to be the 
workers, taxpayers, and home buyers on whom all 
will rely.  Indeed, Hans Johnson and colleagues at the 

5  Homegrown Revolution: Changes  in Place of Birth

Underscoring the fresh importance of making these 
investments in the next generation is that the majority 
of California’s future workers will be homegrown, 
raised and educated in California.  This was not 
always the case.  Los Angeles area has always been a 
city of transplants, people who have decided to strike 
out for adventure in a new economy with better op-
portunities and in a place with less inclement weather 
and a more pleasant style. The whole of California 
has been a magnet for migrants from other states and 
nations ever since the days of the Gold Rush. The 
explosive growth of the population in the state and in 
Los Angeles during the 20th century was fueled by 
migration from outside.  

Even though the number of children born in the state 
rose with the growing population, the great majority 
of the population, especially adults who were middle-
aged and older, were born elsewhere. Over time, as 
Los Angeles has matured as a community, less of 
the growth has been from migration and more from 
children born to those previous migrants.

A homegrown transition is now underway. One of 
the clearest indicators of the new maturity of Los 
Angeles is found in the birthplace origins of residents 
in the census.  Residents can be classified as Califor-
nia-born, born elsewhere in the U.S., or foreign born. 
In the last decade we have discovered that a majority 
of Californians are native sons and daughters, first 
reported by the USC Population Dynamics Research 
Group.17 A subsequent study investigated the counties 
of Southern California, finding that all had crossed 
into homegrown majority status save Los Angeles. 18  
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Homegrown share of age groups. The share of 
the Los Angeles population that is homegrown, 
always high among children, has markedly increased 
among middle-aged and older residents.  As shown 
in Exhibit 13, the homegrown share at age 25 to 34 
has rapidly increased since 1990, rising from 34% to 
46% in 2010, with 61% expected to be homegrown in 
2030. Similar large increases are seen at older ages.

Share born in other states. Meanwhile the percentage 
of the population that was born in other parts of the 
U.S. and later migrated to California is plunging at 
older ages.  In 1990, fully half (50%) of all residents 
in Los Angeles age 55 to 64 had migrated from some 

Public Policy Institute of California have concluded 
that California cannot import all the skilled work-
ers that the state’s economy will demand and that 
there is likely to be a one million shortfall in college 
educated workers unless education opportunities are 
expanded. 22  

Thus we can imagine how the homegrown revolution 
portends a new conception of self-reliance for a state 
that must increasingly depend on its own children.  
As the California population becomes more self-
contained, we discover new responsibilities. Unlike 
before, the state now has to make it on its own, rely-
ing more on the people it already has in residence.23 

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections Source:  US Census Bureau,  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 

Exhibit 15 Percentage Foreign Born by Age 
1990, 2010, and 2030

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 

Exhibit 16 LA County Residents by Age Group 
& Birthplace, 2030

Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections

Exhibit 14 Percentage Other US Born, By Age, 
1990, 2010, and 2030Exhibit 13 Percentage California Born by Age 

1990, 2010, and 2030
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ages, such as 55 to 64, from 30% in 1990 to 50% 
in 2010, and 59% in 2030.  But at young ages the 
foreign born share is shrinking, to be replaced by the 
growing homegrown generation, a majority of whom 
are the children of immigrants.

COMBINED PLACE-OF-BIRTH PROFILES OF

 AGE GROUPS

How this all stacks up in 2030 is presented in a 
combined profile (Exhibit 16).  Within each age, the 
homegrown share is at the bottom, comprising more 
than half of all residents for the age groups under 45. 
The small segment displayed in the middle represents 
the other U.S.-born migrants, only appreciably large 
among residents over the age of 65.  And the foreign-
born residents are at the top, with the largest shares, 
all exceeding 50%, confined to ages older than 55.

More intriguing may be how this age pattern of 
birthplace differs by race and Hispanic origin. Each 
of the major population groups in Los Angeles has 
a different migration history, which is imprinted in 

other state.  By 2010, this share had fallen to 26% 
and in 2030 we expect it could be only 14% (Exhibit 
14).   This remarkably low number is foretold by the 
equally low number 20 years earlier in the age group 
20 years younger. That cohort already is composed 
of very few migrants from other states and, unless 
migration heats up in highly unusual ways at older 
ages, it is unlikely that many migrants will be added. 
In fact, the opposite is occurring. As the cohort grows 
older it is slowly losing members who are migrating 
out of California, likely back to states from which 
they came or where they have contacts from earlier in 
their lives.

Foreign-born share of age groups. The changes 
among the foreign-born population are most dra-
matic and complex. The share of younger age groups 
that are composed of immigrants is falling (Exhibit 
15). Leading up to 1990 the flow of immigrants 
reached its peak volume, mostly concentrated in ages 
18 to 24 and 25 to 34.  In 2020, the cohort formed 
by that peak flow was now aged 35 to 44 (with 56% 
foreign-born), and in 2030 it will be aged 55 to 64. 
As a result, the foreign born share is rising at older 

Birthplace of Age Groups by Race and Hispanic Origin, 2030Exhibit 17
White Latino

Black Asian

Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections
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among whites, largely from other states, but also 
including white foreign-born, such as Armenians, 
Iranians, and Canadians.  In addition, the lower birth 
rates of whites means that they have not generated 
as many homegrown children in the past, so there are 
relatively fewer who would carry their homegrown 
status into middle age and beyond. 

Asian & Pacific Islanders. Residents of Asian or 
Pacific Islander descent have an even smaller propor-
tion homegrown among those over age 25, due to 
very high rates of immigration and also due to low 
birth rates in this country.  And there are relatively 
few in-movers from other states. Instead, the foreign-
born share of middle-aged Asians is extraordinarily 
high—at age 45-54, in 2010, 87.9%, with 74.7% still 
anticipated in 2030.

Latinos.  The place of birth profile of Latinos is less 
migration heavy than for Asians and Pacific Islanders 
but much more so than for whites or blacks.  And 
very few Latinos were born in other states. Instead, 
it is the homegrown share of Latinos that is growing 
very large, especially among younger adults. 

Latinos, in fact, account for a very large share of the 
homegrown population in Los Angeles. This stems 
from the large size of the Latino population com-
bined with their high propensity to be California-
born (Exhibit 18). In 2030, 60% or more of native 
Californians at all ages under 35 are expected to be 
Latinos. Whites are more numerous at older ages 
and will comprise the majority of the homegrown 
in elderly age groups. At younger ages, whites are 
expected to account for just under 20% of the home-
grown, while blacks and Asians each contribute about 
10%.

their birthplace profile. Looking ahead to 2030, 
what can we expect to find? We choose this time 
point because it combines both the new patterns, 
visible among the young, and the earlier patterns, 
visible among the old.

Separate profiles of birthplace by age have been 
prepared for each race/ethnic group in Exhibit 17.  
Whites and blacks have very large shares that were 
born in other states, especially among older ages.  
Latinos and Asians have very large shares that 
are foreign born, also more concentrated at older 
ages.  But the homegrown comprise the dominant 
share of younger ages among all race/ethnic groups.  
The native, California-born are the majority of all 
African-Americans younger than 75, among all 
Latinos younger than 45, among all whites younger 
than 25, and among all Asians younger than 18. 

African-Americans.  The outstanding feature 
of African-Americans is their high proportions 
homegrown, despite birth rates nearly as low as 
for whites. Black migration into Los Angeles and 
California is extremely low, dropping abruptly after 
1980 and the end of the Great Migration from the 
south.   Traces of the old migration are still visible 
in the high proportion of people born in other 
states among blacks older than 75 in 2030 (accord-
ingly, people who in 1980 and earlier were in the 
prime migration ages of 20 to 35).

Whites. The reason that the homegrown are not 
more prominent among whites above age 25 is that 
Los Angeles is continuing to draw high migration 

Exhibit 18 Ethnic Share of the Homegrown at 
Each Age, 2030

Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections
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6A Longer Settled and Older Immigrant Population

Exhibit 19 All LA County Residents by Duration 
of Residence in US

The immigrant population of Los Angeles county is 
comprised of all residents who are foreign born (and 
not born to U.S. citizens abroad).  Immigrants include 
all of the foreign born, whether or not they are 
citizens, legal permanent residents, or foreign-born 
with unauthorized residence status. The Los Angeles 
immigrant population grew tremendously for three 
decades and then leveled off at about 3.5 million 
after 2000. In 1970, only 788 thousand foreign-born 
individuals resided in Los Angeles county, but that 
number nearly quadrupled to 2,895 thousand (2.90 
million) by 1990.  As shown previously in Exhibit 3, 
the annual rate of immigrant inflow to Los Angeles 
surged to a peak in the late 1980s, more than 200% 
greater than in 1970, before the inflow of new arriv-
als plunged sharply in the 1990s. Nonetheless, the 
immigrant population still expanded slowly, reaching 
3.45 million in 2000, after which it grew by only 40 
thousand more, reaching 3.49 million in 2010. 

Looking ahead, we project the foreign-born population 
will slowly increase to 3.71 million by 2030. Of 
course, it needs to be emphasized that projections 
of immigrant arrivals in future decades are highly 
uncertain. Even if those projections are benchmarked 
to a consensus of expert opinion, there is still great 
uncertainty. Major immigration policy changes in the 
U.S. or unforeseen disruptions in source countries are 
two of the many factors that could cause expansion 
or reduction of immigration flows.  What is more 
certain is the aging of immigrants who are already 
resident in Los Angeles, and most of the future 
population of foreign-born is composed of those who 
have already arrived.

IMMIGRANT SHARES OF THE LOS ANGELES 
POPULATION 

Not all immigrants arrive in the same year, and at any 
point in time the foreign-born population is a com-
posite of new arrivals and longer-settled residents, 
as shown in Exhibit 19. The most effective way to 
understand the prominence of immigrants in Los 
Angeles is as a percentage of all the local residents.  
The total foreign-born share of the population 
peaked at 36.2% in 2000, but the share of all Los 
Angeles residents who were recently arrived (within 
the last 10 years) peaked a decade sooner, with 17.2% 
of county residents.  In 1990, 1-in-6 residents of Los 
Angeles was a new immigrant, an extraordinarily high 
ratio.

The subsequent slowdown in immigrant arrivals 
meant that, by 2010, the new immigrant share of the 
county’s total residents had fallen to 9.2%, little more 
than half of the 1990 peak share. Instead, what was Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 
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Exhibit 20 Latino Foreign Born Share of All LA 
County By Duration of Residence in US Exhibit 21 Asian Foreign Born Share of All LA 

County By Duration of Residence in US

outstanding in 2010 was the large share of residents 
who were immigrants who had resided for more than 
20 years in the U.S., 17.3%, compared to only 5.9% in 
1990. At the same time that the inflow of newcomers 
had subsided, the previous immigrants were settling 
in and filling the ranks of long-settled Angelenos.

This settlement dynamic is underway among all 
groups, as highlighted for Latinos (Exhibit 20) and 
Asian and Pacific Islanders (Exhibit 21).  Latinos 
represent such a large share of the foreign-born 
(57.2% in 2010) that their pattern of duration of 
residence closely mirrors that of all foreign born.  
Nonetheless, the peak and decline of the Latino 
foreign-born share of Los Angeles population is more 
pronounced: the Latino new arrivals’ share fell from 
10.2% of total Los Angeles population in 1990 to 
only 4.7% in 2010, and the total Latino foreign-born 
share also slumped more noticeably between 2000 
and 2010, declining from 21.8% to 20.3% of the total 
Los Angeles population.

Asian and Pacific Islander foreign born are responsible 
for upholding more of the foreign born growth in the 
last decade. Their new arrivals’ share of total county 
population only fell from 4.4% in 1990 to 2.8% in 
2010, with a projected share of 2.3% in 2030. As a 
result their total foreign-born share of all county resi-
dents continued to grow from 8.3% in 2000 to 9.3% 
in 2010, with further increase to 10.8% projected in 
2030. Meanwhile, the long-settled share (20 or more 
years) increased from only 0.7% in 1990 to 4.7% in 
2010, then growing to a projected 6.3% of all Los 
Angeles residents in 2030.

AGE WAVES OF LONG-SETTLED IMMIGRANTS

As time passes and immigrants reside longer in Los 
Angeles, they also grow older in age.  Any children 
born after settling in the U.S. are not classified as 
foreign-born or immigrants. They become members 
of the immigrant second generation, as discussed 
below.  Thus the age wave formed by new arrivals is 
capped at the lower end by their date of arrival and 
can never fill in behind, only grow older.  And since 
most immigrants arrive in their 20s or 30s, the age 
wave is compressed into a narrow age range. As time 
passes, the former new arrivals grow older at the same 
time as they reach a longer duration of residence. 

The result of this aging in place is that members of 
immigration waves from further in the past become 
concentrated in older age brackets. This is illustrated 
in Exhibit 22, a projection of the number of foreign 
born in 2030 by their age, based on their period of 
arrival and length of time in the United States. 

Here is how the duration recorded in 2030 corresponds 
to the decade of arrival:

Duration in 2030 Decade of Arrival
Less than 10 years   2020 to 2029
10 to 19 years 2010 to 2019
20 to 29 years 2000 to 2009
30 to 39 years 1990 to 1999
40 to 49 years 1980 to 1989
50 years or longer Before 1980

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 
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GROWTH OF THE SECOND AND THIRD 
IMMIGRANT GENERATION  

The foreign-born are the first generation of their 
families to live in the United States. Children who 
were born outside the United States are also first 
generation. However, children born in the U.S. after 
their foreign-born parents assume residence become 
members of the second generation.   

As reported earlier, very few young children living 
in Los Angeles are foreign born. The great major-
ity are native Californians (see the previous Exhibit 
16).  Roughly half of children under age 10 in 2010 
belong to the second generation, given that they have 
a foreign-born parent (Exhibit 25).24At ages 25 to 
34, barely 20% belong to the second generation; only 
10% at ages 35 to 44.  Instead, the peak foreign-born 
share in 2010 is found at ages 35 to 44.  By 2030, it is 
anticipated that the peak foreign-born share will have 
shifted 20 years older, then situated at ages 55 to 64. 
Meanwhile at younger ages the foreign-born share 
will have declined. 

Instead, by 2030, second generation status will have 
increased markedly among young adults. These chil-
dren of today’s immigrants will be filling one-third or 
more of the ranks at ages 35 to 44 and among those 
that are younger (see Exhibit 25).  The change from 
2010 to 2030 is particularly striking at ages 25 to 34, 
a near doubling from 20.4% to 35.7% that are second 
generation.

The peak decade for immigration—the 1980s—remains 
visible in the large number of older Angelenos who 
have resided for 40 to 49 years as of 2030. Likewise, 
the very low decade for immigration in the 2010s is 
also reflected in the low numbers of residents—con-
centrated in their 30s— who are projected in 2030 to 
have resided for 10 to 19 years. 

The aging profiles of Latinos and Asian and Pacific 
Islanders are very different (Exhibit 23 and Exhibit 
24).  First, the size of the immigrant waves are much 
larger for earlier decades of Latino arrivals than for 
more recent decades. That means that in 2030, the 
elderly age groups will contain many more Latino 
immigrants than the middle aged or younger groups.  
In contrast, the waves of Asian immigrants are more 
evenly sized over time, even growing in size rather than 
shrinking.  

Exhibit 22 Older Age of Longer Settled Immi-
grants 2030

Exhibit 23 Older Age of Latino Immigrants Who 
Are Longer Settled in 2030 Exhibit 24 Older Age of Asian Immigrants Who 

Are Longer Settled in 2030

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 



0-4 	5-9 10-17 18-24 25-39 35-44 45-54 55-64 15-74 75-84 85 . 

100 100 

90 90 

SO 80 

70 70 

60 60 

50 SO 

40 40 

30 30 

20 20 

10 10 

0 0 
0-9 	5-9 10-17 18-29 25-39 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75-84 85 . 

100 

90 

80 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 
0-0 	5-9 10-17 18-24 25-34 35-90 45-54 55-14 65-74 75-84 85 

90 

10 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

0-4 	5-9 10-17 18-24 25-39 35-44 45-54 55-64 15-74 75-84 85 • 

24     |     USC Population Dynamics Research Group

is spreading into middle age, and their children are 
forming a new third generation.   This true third 
generation is merged with other Los Angeles resi-
dents who are of fourth or higher generation descent, 
forming a broad category of third or higher genera-
tion that is composed of people who have immigrant 
grandparents, great-grandparents, and even longer 
descent. 

Although following a similar process, some important 
differences exist between the Latino and Asian im-
migrant generations.  The second generation in 2030 
will be a much smaller share among Latino children 
than it is among children of Asian and Pacific Island-
ers (Exhibit 26 and Exhibit 27). For example, among 
children under age 10, roughly 30% of Latinos and 

What might be surprising to find in 2030 is that 
the second generation is expected to decline among 
children and teens.  What is growing instead is the 
third or higher generation, for example, expanding 
from 44.5% of children ages 5 to 9 in 2010 to 65.4% 
in 2030. This expansion of the third generation is a 
direct consequence of the second-generation growth 
in 2010, because the new third generation is formed 
by the children born to parents who themselves 
belong to the second generation.

In sum, the overall picture from the Pitkin-Myers 
Los Angeles generational projections is one of an 
aging population of immigrants and children.  At the 
same time as the high concentration of foreign-born 
is shifting into elderly years, the second generation 

Exhibit 25 Immigrant Generations in Los Angeles, 2010 and 2030

2010 2030

Exhibit 26 Latino Immigrant Generations in 
Los Angeles, 2030

Exhibit 27 Asian Immigrant Generations in 
Los Angeles, 2030

Latino Asian

Source:  US Census Bureau, Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 2012 Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 2012

Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 2012 Source:  Pitkin-Myers LA 2012 Generational Projections 2012



!!"!!!!!25

just over 60% of Asians are members of the second 
generation.  Instead, the third generation in these 
ages has grown to account for more than two-thirds 
of Latinos, but less than one-third of Asians.  This 
pattern reverses in the middle age range: Latinos still 
hold a larger share in the second generation than 
is true of Asians. Instead, the latter are much more 
likely to be foreign born.

A clear pattern of generational settlement is evident 
from the succession of parents and children by 2030. 
High concentrations of foreign-born Asian and 
Pacific Islanders in middle age are matched to the 
large concentration of second-generation residents 
among those who are younger by 30 years or more.  
In the case of Latinos, however, immigrant settlement 
has progressed to later generations, thanks in large 
part to their early average age of child bearing. We 
find a high concentration of foreign-born in senior 
years matched to a large concentration of second 
generation in middle age, and, in turn, those second 
generation residents are responsible for the burgeon-
ing growth of the third generation among children. 
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With slower growth also we may find it easier, 
certainly less frantic, to keep up with public needs for 
new services and private demands for new development. 
With more time to plan and prepare, we can focus 
better on building the highest quality of life in Los 
Angeles.

This slower pace of growth is important in its own 
right, but the character of the residents in Los An-
geles is being reshaped by three key transformations.  
Together these are revolutionizing the outlook for the 
future of Los Angeles.

The most surprising transformation highlighted 
in this study may be with regard to immigration. 
Whereas once it seemed that the immigrant numbers 
in the city were doubling and that newcomers filled 
a large share of the population, today we find a much 
smaller inflow. Our immigrant residents have not 
left the Los Angeles area but rather have settled in, 
set down roots, and achieved much greater success. 
The transformation of the foreign-born population 
has been from mostly newcomers to mostly older and 
long-settled residents.

A second, more-sweeping transformation pertains to 
generations and is many faceted. This includes the 
rise of a new “second” generation born to immigrant 
parents, but more acutely it also embodies a precipitous 
decline in the number of children. Today we find that 
one-third fewer children are born in Los Angeles 

7Conclusions and Policy Implications:                
Intergenerational Partnership For The Future

The generational future of Los Angeles is marked by 
a new demographic maturity, many of whose trends 
appear to be a reversal of what we are accustomed 
to. Unprecedented in living memory, the trends are 
as yet only dimly understood. Yet, when viewed in 
future perspective, the ongoing changes can be better 
understood for the historic transformation that is 
under way.

An older view of the Los Angeles population, one 
dated from 1990, near the end of the great boom 
in population growth and change, must now give 
way to the new outlook. By 2010, many of the older 
trends had already been completely played out.  Yet, 
only by looking forward to 2030 can we begin to 
understand where the new trends might lead, and 
only then can we appreciate how our policy priorities 
must shift today if we are to capture the benefits of 
the emerging opportunities. 

The outlook ahead is for slower and more deliberate 
growth in Los Angeles, something more akin to the 
1960s and 70s, rather than the boom years of the 
1980s. With that slower growth, many of the rapid 
changes in demographic make-up that took off in 
the 1980s, such as rapid increases in immigration or 
racial change, have settled down to a more gradual 
pace of change. Latino and Asian groups are still 
increasing their presence, but the slower pace of 
change lends a greater stability of ethnic balance for 
the coming decades. 
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recognition that the children of today are the ones 
we will depend upon once they reach adulthood.  The 
elected officials and citizen leaders of Los Angeles—the 
taxpayers and voters—need to care for our remaining 
children as if our future lives depended on it.

How well do Los Angeles residents recognize their 
mutual dependence?  Certainly those of middle 
age may not feel as much interest in children, now 
that their own are grown. And these middle-aged 
residents are the peak earners and largest taxpayers 
we have. The children, for their part, are the greatest 
tax beneficiaries. It might seem that we can ill-afford 
them in this period of economic malaise and fiscal 
stress.  In our present-focused debates, have we lost 
sight of the most basic truths?  Over time everyone 
changes position, taking turns being economically 
dependent and highly productive.  We should be 
reminded that the different stages of life are linked 
together in a life-cycle of roles, as illustrated by a 
simple diagram (Exhibit 28).25  Certainly, we would 
be well advised to recognize the implicit partnership 
that ties the generations together, linking interest 
groups and spanning ethnic or immigrant divides. We 
are all in this together.

One of the most basic facts of life is that children 
grow up.  The cycle of roles calls for adults who are 
the main economic earners to pay into support sys-
tems for both children (principally their education) 
and the elderly (pensions and health care). Those 
children in turn grow into the new adult taxpayers, 
workers, and home buyers.   Young adults buy homes 
from older adults, passing economic benefits to their 
elders. Eventually the middle-aged adults become 
seniors themselves and draw benefits from others who 
are younger. These generational connections are vital 
to every person and to the economy as a whole.    For 
their part, the seniors leave a lasting legacy through 
their support of the newest generation in a continu-
ing cycle.

The new maturity of Los Angeles, as for all of 
California, underscores the critical importance of 
children. Because the number of elderly is growing 
so dramatically, each child will need to carry greater 
proportionate weight when he or she enters adult-
hood. Our Index of Children’s Importance for Los 
Angeles doubles in magnitude between children born 
before 1985 and those born in 2010 and later. For our 
mutual success, society will want children to deliver 
their absolute fullest possible economic contribution 

each year than at the peak of the boom in 1990.  And 
the last census showed major declines in the number 
of children living in Los Angeles, a 20% loss in the 
last 10 years in some age groups. Similar declines are 
occurring statewide, and in a few other states like 
New York and Illinois, but none as intensively as in 
Los Angeles. Certainly we must wonder what has 
happened to children in Los Angeles.

At the same time, the generation revolution also 
includes an unprecedented rise in the number of 
residents older than 65. Although this transformation 
has yet to occur, it is one change about which we can 
be absolutely certain. The massive baby boom genera-
tion will grow 20 years older between 2010 and 2030, 
when all will have aged past 65, so many in fact that 
the ratio of seniors to working age residents will have 
doubled.  This trend is nationwide and will dominate 
the policy agenda at all levels of government for the 
next two decades. Yet we should not lose sight that 
part of the solution for the senior problem rests with 
children.

Who are the future working age residents of Los 
Angeles who will need to support twice as many 
seniors as before?  The children of today will also 
be 20 years older in 2030 and they will comprise the 
great majority of new workers, taxpayers, and housing 
consumers.  The younger generation is a multi-ethnic 
blend, the majority Latino. Their energy can be a 
tremendous boost to the economic fortunes of the 
city, if the children are well-groomed for their future 
roles. Given the urgency of the changes ahead, has 
enough been done to prepare?

Here is the importance of the third, major trans-
formation, the homegrown revolution. Immigrant 
and native-born parents together are raising a new, 
California-born generation, accounting for more 
than 90% of all the children living in Los Angeles.  
Already, today, for the first time in recorded history, 
the majority of all California residents, including 
the young adults, are homegrown, and Los Angeles 
county is estimated to also reach majority homegrown 
in 2013. 

The reason for public urgency is that the downward 
trend in children is running opposite to the rising 
numbers of seniors who the children will need to 
grow up to support. With migration to Los Angeles 
so reduced from the high levels of earlier decades, 
the meaning of the homegrown revolution is a new 
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The great hope behind the present report is that bet-
ter data describing the future can help local citizens 
and leaders to visualize more realistically how things 
are changing. By looking ahead, and then back to 
the present, it is possible for all to better assess what 
is at stake.  The projection data illuminate both our 
generational responsibilities and also the great op-
portunities for building on the new generation.  The 
future will depend on the past, but the possibilities 
today are better than before. The key question is 
whether we will choose to seize the opportunity and 
make the future better than today.

when they grow into adulthood. The clear conclu-
sion is that we must redouble our efforts to nurture 
the children of Los Angeles and of all of California 
so that each child can develop to his or her fullest 
potential.

The one great uncertainty about the future of Los 
Angeles is whether our leaders and citizens will 
have the political maturity required to embrace their 
present responsibility both to the next generation and 
to their future selves. Better information might help 
shed light on the path ahead.

Exhibit 28 Intergenerational Partnership

the cycle 
of roles

Children $$
educational 
investments

Young Adults $$
new workers

new homebuyers
new taxpayers

Mature Adults $$
prime working age
strong support for 
children & seniors

Seniors $$
health care
home sales
pensions 

Source: Dowell Myers
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of non-Hispanic whites fell 12.0 percentage points in the 1980s, 
that decline moderated to –8.2 points in the 1990s and –3.6 
points in the 2000s. Decline continues in the next two decades by 
2 or 3 percentage points per decade.
9. The birth projections to 2020 and the historical record of 
births are provided by the Department of Finance: “Historical 
and Projected State and County Births, 1970-2021, with Actual 
and Projected Fertility Rates by Mother’s Age and Race/
Ethnicity, 2000-2021,” www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/
reports/projections/births/.
10. The Pitkin-Myers projections model fertility separately for 
immigrant and native-born women within each ethnic group.  
Immigrants who generally have higher fertility are projected to 
be reduced in number, and many more young women are second 
generation, a group that has lower fertility than immigrants. Thus 
the total number of births is trending toward a much lower level 
than was common before 2000.  The Department of Finance 
projections, like almost all others, do not segment the population 
in sufficient detail to detect these trends in childbearing. The 
total number of Latinas, for example, are all treated the same, 
without distinction between immigrants, second or third 
generations.
11. The “senior ratio” is adapted from a traditional demographic 
concept known as the “old age dependency ratio.”  That 
traditional measure includes people as young as 15 or 18 in the 
definition of working age, which is more appropriate for farm 
labor than a modern, information-based economy. Instead, young 
people ages 18-to-24 are not included in the prime working age 
population because they often are engaged in part-time work, 
schooling, apprenticeships or other training  
12. Dowell Myers and SungHo Ryu, “Aging Baby Boomers and 
the Generational Housing Bubble: Foresight and Mitigation 
of an Epic Transition,” Journal of the American Planning 
Association 74, 1 (Winter 2008): 17-33.
13. Given the extreme policy significance of this trend, these 
calculations are based on the latest (2012) projections for the U.S. 
by the Census Bureau and on the 2013 projections for California 
and Los Angeles by the California DOF. Similar trends are 
yielded by the Pitkin-Myers series of projections, but the trend 
is so consequential that we rely here on the official government 
projections that are most accepted for policy making.
14. Dowell Myers, “California’s Diminishing Resource: Children,” 
special report, Lucile Packard Foundation for Children’s Health, 
2013.
15. The future burden on a newborn would be lessened, of course, if 
more young people migrated into Los Angeles to help carry the load. 
However, the future senior ratio is calculated based on all members of 
the age groups that are expected to reside in future years. Not enough 
young migrants are forecast to prevent the increase in the senior ratio, 
which after all is a statewide and nationwide event. Thus the child is 
born into a world that holds these expectations.  
16. David Hayes-Bautista, Werner Schenk, and Jorge Chapa, 
Burden of Support, Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1988.
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The RighT To The CiTy aLLianCe 
The Right To The City Alliance seeks to create regional and 
national impacts in housing, human rights, urban land, com-
munity development, civic engagement, criminal justice, im-
migrant rights and environmental justice. Right To The City 
was born out of a desire by members, organizers and allies 
around the country to have a stronger movement for urban 
justice. The Right To The City Alliance asserts that everyone 
— particularly the disenfranchised — not only has a right 
to the city, but that all inhabitants have a right to shape it, 
design it, and operationalize an urban human rights agenda.

 
Homes FoR All CAmPAign
This report was written as part of Homes For All, a national 
campaign that is broadening the conversation of the hous-
ing crisis beyond foreclosure and putting forth a compre-
hensive housing agenda that also speaks to issues affecting 
public housing residents, homeless families, and the grow-
ing number of renters in American cities. The growing influ-
ence of Wall Street firms and big banks, as well as the rise of 
the corporate landlord in the single-family market, is central 
to understanding the housing crisis renters face today. 

Homes For All works to protect, defend, and expand housing 
that is truly affordable and dignified for low-income and very 
low-income communities. The campaign engages those most 
directly impacted by this crisis through local and national 
organizing, winning strong policies that protect renters and 
homeowners, and shifting the national debate on housing. 
Right To The City is working collaboratively across sectors to 
develop national housing policy that ensures that our com-
munities and future generations have homes that are truly 
affordable, stable, and dignified. Homes For All has grown to 
include 25 grassroots community organizations in 19 cities 
and 14 states across the country. The National Low Income 
Housing Coalition is a campaign partner. 

Visit us online at righttothecity.org  
and homesforall.org
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since 2007, millions of American families 
have lost their homes and the equity 
therein to foreclosure.

In the wake of the foreclosure crisis, rental 
demand has increased as former homeown-
ers became renters, and economic strain and 
tightened morgage credit delay others from 
buying homes. The combination of increased 
rental demand and the large inventory of 
single-family homes under bank ownership 
has created an opportunity for large, well-cap-
italized investors to purchase these properties 
while values are low, and then convert them 
to rental housing.

Aided by financing from institutional investors 
like pension funds and credit from many of 
the same banks (such as JPMorgan Chase and 
Wells Fargo) that contributed to the foreclo-
sure crisis, private equity firms like Blacksone 
have poured over $20 billion into the single-
family rental market, institutionalizing what 
has long been a “mom and pop” industry.

So far, these new “corporate landlords” have 
purchased about 200,000 homes, or roughly 
1.5% of single-family rental properties, but 
their presence in the market is expected to ex-
pand. Purchasing activity has not been evenly 
distributed throughout the U.S.; rather, firms 

have undertaken fast-paced, high-volume 
purchases, picking selected Sunbelt markets 
such as Phoenix and Atlanta clean.

Heralded by some as a housing market recov-
ery, the institutionalization of the single-fami-
ly rental market stands to primarily benefit the 
same kinds of financial interests that brought 
down the housing market in the first place. 

by Desiree Fields, Ph.D.

The Rise of The CoRpoRaTe LandLoRd
The institutionalization of the single-family Rental market  
and potential impacts on Renters

-

,
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The Rise of 
The CoRpoRaTe LandLoRd
The insTiTuTionaLizaTion of The singLe-famiLy RenTaL maRkeT  
and poTenTiaL impaCTs on RenTeRs

eXeCuTiVe summaRy 
a $1.5 TRiLLion oppoRTuniTy
Since 2012, large investment companies, mainly private equity 
firms, have raised and/or invested $20 billion to purchase as 
many as 200,000 single-family homes throughout the United 
States.1 This investment space opened up as a result of the 
foreclosure crisis, which lowered property values, tightened 
mortgage credit, increased rental demand, and consolidated 
unprecedented amounts of single-family homes under the 
ownership of banks and government-sponsored enterprises. 
While local “mom and pop” ownership has long character-
ized the single-family rental market, these post-crisis condi-
tions created new opportunities for firms like Blackstone and 
Colony Capital to enter the market. Within just a few years, 
single-family rental housing has become a new institutional 
asset class. The recent rollout of the first rent-backed securi-
ties has some analysts estimating the market as a $1.5 trillion 
opportunity.2

Rise of The CoRpoRaTe LandLoRd 
As part of our Homes For All campaign, the Right To The 
City Alliance aims to broaden the conversation about 
the housing crisis beyond foreclosure. This generation’s 
crisis of affordable housing will impact renters the most 
— especially low-income people of color living in urban 
areas.3 The rise of the corporate landlord in the single-
family market is central to understanding the housing 
crisis renters face today. The need to bring public attention 
to this paradigm shift is particularly important in light of 
intensifying housing cost-burden for renters and surging 
post-crisis rental demand, which together have brought 
chronic housing insecurity for low-income renters to crisis 
proportions.

This report outlines a policy agenda based on the potential 
impacts of the new single-family rental market on renters’ 
housing affordability, access, quality, stability, and ability to 
hold landlords accountable. 

Although a wide range of investors are active in distressed 
property, we focus on the role of large, well-capitalized pri-
vate equity firms, such as Blackstone, because its activities 
have so rapidly developed and institutionalized the single-
family rental market. Since 2012, their strategy, initially 
described as “REO-to-rental” (REO, or real estate owned, the 
term for properties under bank ownership after foreclosure), 
has already undergone a number of innovations, including: 

Leveraged purchasing
Leveraged purchasing: Global investment banks like 
Deutsche Bank and JPMorgan Chase have provided credit 
facilities (ranging from hundreds of millions to over a billion 
dollars) to boost property acquisition.4 The securitization 
of rental income streams, first offered (in high demand) 
by Blackstone in late 2013 and later by Colony Capital and 
American Homes 4 Rent, also provides greater liquidity to 
fuel additional purchasing.5 Firms have also leveraged capi-
tal by taking their new rental companies public as real estate 
investment trusts (REITs),6 with Starwood Waypoint being 
the first single-family REIT to issue public stock offerings.7

Private-label lending
Larger firms have also started providing blanket mortgages 
to smaller investors, which they can also securitize. Blackstone’s 
B2R (Buy to Rent) Finance offers loans to those looking to 
buy anywhere from five to 1,000 houses.8 

Nonperforming loan acquisition
As the REO inventory begins to dry up in key markets like 
Atlanta, Phoenix, Los Angeles, and Tampa, firms have also 
begun to acquire nonperforming loans. Starwood Waypoint, 
American Homes 4 Rent, and Altisource Residential have 
led the turn toward nonperforming loans as a means of 
improving their financial flexibility and financing additional 
growth.9

Innovations like leveraged purchasing, private label-lending, 
and acquiring nonperforming loans expand large firms’ 
presence in the single-family market and build a pipeline for 
financial products like rental bonds. While such institutional 
investors currently own less than 2 percent of single-family 
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rental properties, the fact that many of the same institutions 
and practices implicated in the global financial crisis now 
figure strongly in the single-family rental market should give 
us pause. 

poTenTiaL impLiCaTions foR RenTeRs
Affordability
Tenants could face higher rental costs due to pressure for 
private equity funds to deliver returns to investors, particularly 
with the advent of rental bonds. Among Invitation Homes 
tenants we interviewed in Atlanta, Los Angeles, and Riverside, 
rents often exceeded the HUD Fair Market Rents for the area; 
lease renewals increased rents by 37 to 53 percent.10 The long-
distance nature of the tenant-landlord relationship and the 
practicalities of investment strategies may also increase corpo-
rate landlords’ reliance on financial penalties, potentially limit-
ing tenants’ opportunities to seek recourse in cases of hardship.

Accessibility
Corporate landlords’ limited experience means they may fail to 
comply with fair housing law in how they market their proper-
ties, who they rent to, and whether they make accommodations 
for people with disabilities. Overall, less than 1 percent of the 
properties owned by Invitation Homes are occupied by ten-
ants with Section 8 vouchers.11 In our surveys of Invitation 
Homes tenants in Los Angeles and Riverside, only one of 50 
respondents received a Section 8 subsidy. We must also con-
sider how shifting investment priorities could contribute to 
housing instability for low-income renters over the medium 
and long term. What are the ramifications of the govern-
ment subsidizing such cases of speculation?

Quality
Since institutional investors are not experienced in property 
management and maintenance, housing quality can easily 
be compromised. Many Invitation Homes tenants in Atlanta 
expressed concern about shoddily completed renova-
tions.12 Recently, a Los Angeles family sued the company 
for its failure to quickly respond to water leaks, mold, and 
cockroaches, which adversely affected their health.13 Greater 
reliance on leveraged purchasing increases the potential for 
investors to experience financial distress, adding to the risk 
of property neglect. 

Stability and accountability
Situated in the footprint of the foreclosure crisis, a major 
concern about the new single-family rental market is the po-
tential for another speculative cycle that could end in a bust, 
subjecting communities to yet another round of destabiliza-
tion.14 Tenants may be forced to move out or adjust to new 
policies and practices when their home is flipped to a new 
investor-landlord. There is also a need to consider how renters 
can hold distant corporate landlords accountable. Invitation 
Homes tenants in Atlanta, Los Angeles and Riverside report 

they have never seen anyone from the company since they 
moved in and are not in regular contact with their landlord. 

seTTing an agenda
The entrance of corporate investors as landlords represents 
a fundamental change in the nature of the tenant-landlord 
relationship in the single-family context. It is critical for 
policymakers to know about and understand this shift. We 
urge policymakers to take proactive measures to monitor 
and regulate the single-family rental market. These policy 
measures should include the following:

1. Support research and access to information 
about the paradigm shift. 

i) Offer greater transparency into the single-family 
rental market: The government should evaluate the 
results of the bulk sales and make them available to 
the public. It should also conduct further research on 
the bulk sales related to affordability, quality, security/
permanence, and access. This can be achieved with 
greater transparency into the Federal Housing Finance 
Agency’s 2012 bulk sales under the REO Pilot Initiative. 

ii) Fund and support extensive research on inves-
tor impact: Given the unprecedented nature of an 
institutionalized single-family rental market, an urgent 
priority is research on the impact institutional investors 
have on local rental markets and renters, especially 
around issues of affordability, access, and influence on 
traditional landlords. This research is also critical given 
that private equity players are currently more thinly 
regulated and opaque than conventional landlords 
and undertake riskier investment strategies.

2. Enhance support for tenants’ rights  
in a changing rental landscape.

i) Create a national tenant clearinghouse: Tenants of 
landlords such as American Homes 4 Rent and Invi-
tation Homes have already begun to use consumer 
review sites like Yelp and Zillow to share their experi-
ences with one another. This suggests the utility of a 
national tenant clearinghouse to protect consumers 
renting from corporate landlords and disseminate pub-
licly funded research on the single-family rental mar-
ket. The Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB), 

The crisis of affordable housing over the next 
generation will be concentrated among renters. 
at the center of this crisis are low-income people 
of color living in urban areas.
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given its mission to protect Americans from abuses by 
financial companies, should play a role in creating and 
maintaining the clearinghouse.

ii) Ensure a baseline of information and protection for 
tenants at the local, state, and national levels: Ten-
ants’ rights vary significantly from state to state; there-
fore, government at the local and state levels should 
work proactively to ensure that tenants, especially 
former homeowners who may be unfamiliar with the 
rental market, have access to information about their 
rights. Wherever federal support is given to the indus-
try, tenants should have a guarantee of a minimum set 
of rights. The Protecting Tenants at Foreclosure Act of 
2009 is one example of this.

iii) Rethink tenants’ rights for the era of “big data”: 
Support for tenants’ rights should explicitly address 
the “right to research” as part of consumer protection. 
For example, tenants should know and have a say in 
how investor-landlords collect and use data and what 
impact it has on their credit scores.

3. Develop proactive regulations to promote  
the common good.

i) Clarify and/or establish a federal role in regulating 
single-family rental: The Senate Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs should explore existing 
oversight and whether it is adequate for this new mar-
ket. The Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB), 
Department of Justice, and Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) all have roles to play 
in ensuring corporate landlords do not violate federal 
fair housing and fair lending laws in tenant selection, 
eviction policies, disability access, and property main-
tenance. Baseline protections for tenants is needed, 
but there appears to be no agency that is providing 
oversight. 

ii) Ensure affordability and accessibility: Guided by 
rigorous, publicly supported research on the short- 
and long-term impacts the institutionalized single-
family rental market has on housing costs for low- and 
moderate-income (LMI) households, affordability 
requirements should be put in place for institutional 
investor-landlords. Such requirements could require 
institutional investor-landlords to make a certain num-
ber of affordable units available to LMI households 
depending on their local market share. 

iii) Promote greater community control of housing and 
diversity of ownership structures: The REO-to-rental 
market should not only be a paradigm shift for inves-

tors. Government should work to promote greater di-
versity of ownership and control over land and housing 
in order to prevent the dominance of high-risk financial 
practices in the single-family rental market. Commu-
nity land trusts are especially compelling because they 
stake participants in their local communities, while of-
fering less vulnerability to foreclosure than traditional, 
individualized ownership.

4. Generate resources to support lower income 
households. 

i) Implement a financial transaction fee on rental 
bonds: Rental securitizations continue to be rolled out 
(there have now been four issuances of rental bonds) 
to strong market reception, making more such trans-
actions a strong possibility. High investor demand 
for returns from rental bonds could have an adverse 
impact on housing affordability, especially for low-
income renters, who already face an affordability crisis. 
Without a significant burden on investors, institut-
ing a small tax of 0.1 or 0.2 percent on rental bond 
transactions would create significant resources for the 
National Housing Trust Fund.

ii) Introduce local and/or state taxes to ensure com-
munity benefits from investments: Progressive tax 
measures on corporate landlords’ profits could apply 
to investors and associated subsidiaries with large local 
inventories and on profits above a certain threshold. 
Funds generated could be earmarked for creating or 
preserving permanently affordable housing (such as 
community land trusts) at the local level. In this way, 
local and state government can promote the common 
good by ensuring that the financial benefits associ-
ated with the changing face of the single-family rental 
market don’t come at the expense of tenants. 

CaLL foR aCTion 
In drawing attention to this paradigm shift in the single-fam-
ily rental market and its potential impacts on renters, this 
report aims to set an agenda for action by housing advo-
cates and policymakers. The transformation of single-family 
rental housing from a local, “mom and pop” industry to a 
global investment class should be closely studied, subject to 
proactive regulation to promote the common good, accom-
panied by enhanced support for tenants’ rights, and gener-
ate resources that will benefit lower-income households 
most vulnerable to housing insecurity. We must recognize 
that land and housing are not simply financial assets, but 
resources that are fundamental to the well-being of families 
across the economic spectrum, communities and society, 
and we must act on this insight.
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The foreclosure crisis has added to the long-term and unmet 
need for affordable rental housing as former homeowners 
become renters, and economic strain and tightened mort-
gage credit delay others from buying homes. Even before 
the influx of new renters, the longstanding decline in rental 
housing affordability had become more acute due to rising 
rents associated with the housing boom, increasing energy 
costs, and lower real incomes. From 2001 to 2009 the share 
of renters paying more than 30% of their income to rent and 
utilities combined rose from 41.2% to 48.7%.15 At the same 
time, the consolidation of millions of single-family homes 
under the ownership of banks and government-sponsored 
enterprises (these foreclosed properties are known as REO, 
or real estate owned) has created new opportunities for 
large investors, who have been purchasing the properties 
with the intention of operating the formerly owner-occu-
pied homes as rental housing. This “REO-to-rental” market 
has grown rapidly since 2012, with global investment banks 
like Deutsche Bank and JPMorgan Chase providing credit 
lines to fund acquisitions by investment firms like Black-
stone, and the rollout of the first rent-backed security in 
November 2013.
 
At first glance, such investments appear to offer positive 
outcomes such as bolstering property values of owner-oc-
cupied homes (the total value of which remains $3.2 trillion 
below 2006 levels, despite rising values in many parts of 
the country),16 re-occupying vacant properties, and easing 
strained local fiscal conditions. However, the rapid devel-
opment of the single-family rental space by large private 
equity firms and many of the same banking institutions that 
contributed to the financial crisis should also give us pause. 
This is particularly important in light of intensifying hous-
ing cost-burden for renters and surging post-crisis rental 
demand, which together have brought chronic housing 
insecurity for lower income renters to crisis proportions.17 
Policymakers and advocates must carefully consider the 
risks and concerns renters may face in an institutionalized 
single-family rental market.
 
The institutionalization of the single-family rental market 
raises questions about housing access, affordability, quality 
and stability. The entrance of corporate investors as land-
lords represents a fundamental change in the nature of the 
tenant-landlord relationship in the single-family context, po-
tentially complicating tenants’ ability to communicate with 
and hold landlords accountable. Moreover, this market has 

developed in the footprint of the foreclosure crisis, in places 
that the housing collapse has left deeply unsettled for half 
a decade or more. Thus beyond the potential implications 
for renter households, the institutionalization of the single-
family rental market must also be considered in terms of the 
consequences for homeowners (nearly 1 in 5 of whom owe 
more on their mortgage than their homes are worth)18 and 
the risk to communities, cities and regions. 

For investors, the advent of securities backed by rental 
income signals a new institutional asset class, one that also 
means a paradigm shift for the U.S. housing market. Poli-
cymakers must not be caught off guard or left behind by 
this shift. Instead they should take proactive measures to 
monitor and regulate the single-family rental market so as 
to prevent another acute housing crisis. Meanwhile, lawmak-
ers must also take meaningful steps to address the ongoing 
crisis renters in need of affordable housing experience every 
day, which we consider more comprehensively in our report 
“Rise of the Renter Nation: Solutions to the Housing Afford-
ability Crisis.”19

 
This report provides an overview of the growth and develop-
ment of the single-family rental market, from the activities of 
small investors in 2009 to the offering of the first rent-backed 
security in late 2013 and the advent of private-label lend-
ing and acquisition of nonperforming loans in early 2014. It 
traces the structure of the industry, highlighting key players 
and the scale and geography of their activities, and presents 
some of the key concerns about the institutionalization of the 
single-family rental market from the perspective of renters. 
The report also draws on pilot research on tenants living in 
properties owned by Invitation Homes, a subsidiary of global 
private equity leader The Blackstone Group. In closing we pro-
vide policy proposals and questions to guide further research 
and advocacy on the single-family rental market.

The institutionalization of the single-family 
rental market raises questions about housing 
access, affordability, quality and stability.  
Policymakers must not be caught off guard  
or left behind by this shift.

inTRoduCTion
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As a result of the U.S. foreclosure crisis and the impact of  
the Great Recession, the national homeownership rate fell 
from its 2005 peak of 69.1% to 65.2% at the end of 2013.20  
In turn, rental demand has increased as former homeowners 
become renters and as unemployment, underemployment, 
bad credit and tighter mortgage underwriting prevent oth-
ers from entering homeownership.
 
Renting is often associated with multifamily apartment 
buildings, but a significant share of renters, typically families, 
has always lived in single-family homes. This share has re-
cently expanded: whereas 30.8% of all renters lived in single-
family homes in 2005, 34.1% did in 2011.21 The nation’s 
housing bust has also expanded the supply of single-family 
rental housing: from 2007 to 2011, 2.4 million single-family 
homes were converted from owner-occupied to rental 
tenure, compared to just under a million such conversions 
between 2003 and 2007.22 This brings the total number of 
single-family rental homes to 14 million, which represents 
about a third of the nation’s rental housing inventory.23

 
While single-family housing makes up a good portion of 
the total rental housing stock, local investors and individual 
“mom and pop” style owners have traditionally dominated 
this market segment. However, increased rental demand, 
plus the consolidation of massive amounts of single-family 
homes under bank ownership and continuing high levels 
of foreclosure and nonperforming loans, have created new 
market opportunities for larger investors to purchase single-
family homes for conversion to rental housing.
 
Based on data from the National Association of Realtors, inves-
tors accounted for almost a fifth (19%) of home sales from 2010 
to 2013.24 Recent research from the Federal Reserve suggests 
that business investors buying three or more homes accounted 
for 6.5% of home sales in 2012, up from less than 1% in 2004; 
purchases by private equity-funded institutional investors buy-
ing 200+ homes a year have jumped significantly in the past 
two years.25 Institutional investors’ entrance to the single-family 
rental sector represents a paradigm shift for what has long 
been a fragmented and highly differentiated market.

deVeLopmenT of The modeL
Starting as early as 2008 with smaller private equity firms 
like Waypoint in California and American Residential Homes 
in Arizona,26 institutional investors have been developing a 
“buy to rent” strategy (as opposed to a buy to sell strategy). 
This strategy was initially called “REO-to-rental” because it 
was based on buying distressed properties at a discount and 
renting them out pending home value recovery, or form-
ing single-family real estate investment trusts.27 However, 
the actors and tactics involved in buy to rent have evolved 
rapidly over the past few years, with market innovations 
that have extended the strategy beyond REO properties to 
include nonperforming loans.

The government also got into the game: in 2012 the Fed-
eral Housing Finance Agency began piloting bulk sales of 
pools of REO Fannie Mae properties to investors as a means 
of getting these assets off the GSE balance sheets, with a 
focus on properties in hard-hit metropolitan areas includ-
ing Atlanta, Chicago, Las Vegas, Los Angeles, Phoenix, and 
parts of Florida.28 The REO Pilot Initiative was meant to show 
whether it was possible to stimulate private investment in 
single-family rental markets by attracting large investors 
with bulk sales.29 The Initiative came with a comprehensive 
and demanding application process, requirement for both 
property and asset management experience, inability to 
‘cream’ pools for the best properties, and other stipulations, 
e.g. that operators have worked in the geographies in which 
properties are located. 

Given FHFA’s relatively smaller share of the REO market, the fu-
ture benefit of such sales would be more applicable to private 
market players. Government agencies hoped the Initiative 
would serve as a model for private sector participants, and 
that they would maintain the high standards implemented by 
FHFA.30 Indeed, By 2012, large, well-capitalized institutional 
investors, including industry leader Blackstone, had begun to 
partner with smaller firms, who could provide better knowl-
edge of local markets.31 For example, last fall the Starwood 
mortgage real estate investment trust (REIT) purchased Way-
point’s management division to operate its new single-family 

paRadigm shifT  
foR The singLe-famiLy 
RenTaL maRkeT
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REIT.32 The recent rollout of the first rent-backed security 
offerings and public offerings on single-family REITs suggests 
that single-family rental has matured quickly from its status as 
“emerging” institutional asset class.33 

Alternative investment companies like private equity funds 
are generally opaque, thinly regulated, and typically un-
dertake riskier investment strategies. While government 
agencies hoped private sector participants would adopt 
the high standards of the REO Pilot Initiative, the defining 
characteristics of private equity present a challenge to this 
objective. This creates a corresponding need for sunlight on 
the institutionalization of single-family rental housing. 

At around 200,000 properties, the overall scale of their purchas-
ing is still small compared to buying by smaller and individual 
investors,34 but institutional investors enjoy market advantages 
over would-be competitors. In-house expertise and resources 
enable institutional investors to hire in-house staff and develop 
proprietary software to manage property renovations and 
rentals.35 Larger investors’ scale and pace of activity in target 
markets also offers them the potential to secure exclusive ar-
rangements with local real estate agents and contractors.36 

But their chief advantage is the ability to bypass today’s 
tighter mortgage requirements through raising cash cheaply 

on capital markets,37 allowing institutional investors to 
outspend and out-scale smaller outfits. Indeed, although 
REO-to-rental started out as a an un-levered industry, several 
large banks, including Deutsche Bank, JPMorgan Chase, Wells 
Fargo, Citigroup and Bank of America now offer financing for 
acquisitions by institutional investors.38 Along with a syndicate 
of other lenders (including JPMorgan Chase, Goldman Sachs, 
Wells Fargo), Deutsche Bank provided approximately $3.6 bil-
lion to fund Blackstone’s acquisitions; it also arranged a $100 
million credit facility for Five Ten Capital and a $200 million 
credit line for Apollo to support their single-family acquisition 
strategies.39 Bank of America and JPMorgan Chase made a 
$200 million line of credit available to Silver Bay Realty Trust; 
Wells Fargo provided a $500 million line of credit (expandable 
to $1 billion) to American Homes 4 Rent.40 

Recently, private equity firms have also benefited from an influx 
of capital from investors like pension funds and mutual funds 
seeking yield in the context of interest rates held close to zero. 
Tasked with investing this “impatient capital,” the greater opac-
ity of alternative investment approaches like private equity also 
allows firms to pursue risky strategies (such as highly leveraged 
deals) and frequently reconfigure their tactics in order to meet 
the demand for yield. This demand by equity coming in and 
the availability of debt leverage, combined with the status of 
single-family rental housing as an incomplete market, has cre-
ated several opportunities for market innovation.

maRkeT innoVaTions: fRom Reo-To-RenTaL 
To singLe-famiLy RenTaL
An important feature of the entrance of institutional inves-
tors to the single-family sector is the rapid development of 
an array of market strategies. These offer large, well-capital-
ized firms multiple ways of expanding their property hold-
ings. In turn, expanded property holdings provide inputs 
for financial instruments, such as stock shares and rental 
bonds. For example, in 2012, Silver Bay Realty Trust was the 
first single-family operator to go public as a REIT, raising 
$245 million with the initial public offering on its 2,450-unit 
portfolio, which it planned to plow back into acquiring 
3,100 more properties.41 Since then, American Homes 4 Rent 
and American Residential Properties have also entered this 
relatively uncharted territory with similar public offerings.42 
Going public allows investment companies to raise addition-
al capital and enlarge their portfolios of single-family rental 
properties.

NET CONVERSIONS TO RENTAL FROM OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING
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# of single-family properties converted 

SOURCES: Jount Center for Housing Studies, State of the Nation’s Housing, 2013 



FIGURE 2: PERCENTAGE OF ATLANTA-AREA HOME PURCHASES BY INSTITUTIONAL INVESTORS 
In Atlanta, one of the metropolitan areas institutional investors have targeted most heavily, such buyers accounted for 17-25% of monthly home purchases in 2013 
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Most recently, securitization has emerged as a new opportu-
nity for corporate investors to undertake leveraged acquisi-
tions. In November 2013, Blackstone’s single-family rental 
arm Invitation Homes issued the first security backed by 
rental income, much of it rated AAA. Structured by Deutsche 
Bank, the securitization included 3,207 homes and yielded 
proceeds of $479 million after attracting six times as many 
investors as it could accept; rental bonds could total $7 bil-
lion in 2014 and reach $22 billion annually.43 In March of this 
year, Colony Capital began to market the industry’s second-
ever REO-to-rental bond, a $500 million pool.44 American 
Homes 4 Rent, “the largest publicly-traded U.S. single-family 
landlord,” also began marketing its own rental bond.45 Both 
invitation Homes and Colony American Homes have each 
issued a second rental securitization.

Rental bonds offer investors like mutual funds and insur-
ance companies a stream of payments based on monthly 
rental income, while giving corporate landlords leverage 
to buy more homes and increasing their profits by lower-

ing the cost of borrowing. The leverage securitization offers 
could double or triple returns on equity from 5-7% annually 
to more than 15% a year.46 Analysts estimate that up to $5 
billion in rental bonds may be issued this year.47 Of course, 
as we saw in the financial crisis, investor demand for such 
products helped drive high-risk lending practices in order 
to create the inputs (new mortgage debt) for mortgage-
backed securities. Thus a fundamental question about rental 
securitization is whether renters, who are more vulnerable to 
unemployment, underemployment and economic down-
turns, will be able to make timely rental payments. 

The role of major credit rating agencies in the meltdown is 
also well-documented, with their flawed models and drive 
for market share and fees accounting for inflated ratings of 
instruments backed by risky loans.48 The eager market de-
mand with which Blackstone’s first rental securitization was 
met suggests they could be the rating agencies’ new golden 
goose, raising concerns about the data and motivations 
underlying rental bond ratings. For example, there is incom-
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plete historical data on single-family rents and vacancies 
over economic cycles, with Morningstar relying on limited 
proxies for rents (with only four years of data) and vacancies 
(using multifamily vacancy and capitalization rates going 
back to 1990) in its AAA rating of this new asset class.49 

Despite the lack of historical data on the single-family rental 
market and the limited track record of large investment com-
panies in managing large, geographically dispersed property 
holdings, the liquidity gained with the use of leverage has 
allowed firms like Blackstone to develop spin-off strategies 
that expand their presence in the single-family market and 
continue building a pipeline for financial products. One 
example is the creation of specialized private lending institu-
tions to provide smaller investors with financing to scale up 
their portfolios. Blackstone’s B2R (Buy to Rent) Finance is one 
such unit, offering loans starting at $10 million.50 In turn, these 
blanket mortgages may also be securitized, further increasing 
returns for the issuer. With the addition of debt aggregated 
from smaller operators (multi-borrower deals), the market for 
rental bonds could reach $20 billion annually.51 

Now that foreclosure starts have dropped to their lowest 
levels since 2006, another innovation is emerging in the sin-
gle-family rental model: to expand their property holdings, 
investors have started acquiring nonperforming loans.52 
While the Federal Housing Finance Agency has completed 
a small number of bulk sales of distressed loans,53 investors 
have mainly acquired properties at bank auctions, trustee 
sales, and from smaller investors, a tactic allowing them to 
more precisely target properties meeting their investment 
criteria.54 However, banks are now making more nonper-
forming loans available for bulk sales due to new federal 
rules that make it more expensive to hold them.55 

Starwood Waypoint, American Homes 4 Rent, and Altisource 
Residential have led the turn toward nonperforming loans as 
a means of improving their financial flexibility and financing 
additional growth. Starwood Waypoint recently completed 
the purchase of its sixth pool of nonperforming loans, 
achieving significant cost savings compared to buying prop-
erties themselves.56 Given the drive to expand rental prop-
erty holdings and proliferate new financial products backed 
by rental income, such acquisitions raise a clear concern that 
investors have a greater incentive to pursue foreclosure and 
rent properties back to their former owners than to modify 
troubled loans.57 

sCaLe and geogRaphy  
of CoRpoRaTe inVesTmenT
Institutional investor activity in the single-family market 
increased from 5.18% of all home purchases in January 
2011 to a peak of 8.11% in January 2013; as of December 
2013 their activity had fallen to just under 8% of all home 
purchases.58 Overall, major institutional players including 
Blackstone Group/Invitation Homes, American Homes 4 
Rent, and Oaktree Capital/Carrington Holding Company 
have raised and/or invested $20 billion to purchase approxi-
mately 150,000 single-family homes, representing 6-12% of 
distressed home sales from 2012 through mid-2013.59 

Although institutional investors currently hold only 1.5% of 
single-family rental properties, with the introduction of rent-
backed securities and other forms of leverage, their presence 
in the single-family rental market is expected to continue 
expanding through 2015.60 Moreover, activity has not been 
evenly distributed throughout the U.S. Rather,  
institutional investors descend on selected markets to under-
take fast-paced, high-volume purchases that pick the market 
clean.61 For example, Blackstone/Invitation Homes purchased 
more than 1,500 properties at foreclosure auction in Atlanta 
last spring.62 After starting in markets in the western U.S., 
investors shifted eastward as inventory decreased and prices 
began to shift upwards in markets like Phoenix, and because 
more inventory at lower prices became available in the Mid-
west and eastern U.S. as the shadow inventory has worked 
through the foreclosure pipeline.63 In addition to low price-to-
rent ratios and large volumes of distressed homes that allow 
them to achieve scale, investors are drawn to markets with 
a strong outlook for economic and employment and larger 
properties in neighborhoods with good schools.64 
 
Thus far, institutional investor activity has been most dramatic 
in the Atlanta, Phoenix, Los Angeles, Chicago, Las Vegas, Tampa, 
and Charlotte metropolitan areas. According to data from Core-
Logic, in 2012 institutional investors accounted for more than 
20% of home sales in Phoenix and Charlotte; and approximate-
ly 19% of sales in Las Vegas, 18% in Atlanta; 16% in Tampa; and 
12% in Los Angeles.65 More recent estimates using RealtyTrac 
data suggest that in 2013 institutional investors were respon-
sible for 17-25% of all home purchases each month in Atlanta, 
and 10-31% of monthly home purchases in Las Vegas.66 
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Despite the relatively small number of single-family rentals 
institutional investors currently own, their tactics stand to 
have a large impact on local housing markets because of the 
concentration of the highest levels of investment activity in 
a handful of markets. The institutionalization of the single-
family rental market in the footprint of the foreclosure crisis 
merits consideration of impacts on renters as well as broader 
consequences on community stability and security. 

The implications of this shift in the rental market are of spe-
cial significance for people of color, women and immigrants. 
African-American and Latino households experienced a dra-
matic loss of wealth as a result of the foreclosure crisis, with 
their ejection from homeownership into the rental market 
contributing to intensified competition for affordable rental 
housing. Reflecting racialized disparities in homeownership 
declines, people of color, particularly Hispanics, will account 
for the majority of the anticipated growth in rental demand 
over the next decade.67 The burden of eviction and lack of  
housing access, as well as the health impacts of overcrowd-
ed and poor-quality housing, fall disproportionately on peo-
ple of color, women and immigrants.68 The commodification 
of single-family rental housing by financial actors threatens 
to intensify the ongoing rental crisis for these populations.
 
Yet because this market has emerged so recently and is 
developing so rapidly, we lack adequate information about 
its consequences. Could converting formerly owner-occupied 
single-family homes to rental housing alleviate affordability 
pressures by adding to the housing supply? Will gentrification 
result as investors upgrade properties and increase rents, thus 
worsening affordability issues and contributing to displace-
ment? Could investors’ lack of management experience and 
investment practices contribute to housing decline and 
neighborhood instability?69 These potential outcomes are not 
mutually exclusive, and will depend to a great extent on how 

local, state and federal government and regulatory agencies, 
consumer protection groups, housing advocates, and com-
munities themselves respond to and engage with the newly 
institutionalized single-family rental market.
 
In this section of the report we draw on pilot research with 
Invitation Homes tenants in Atlanta and Los Angeles and 
Riverside,70 media accounts, and reports from financial 
analysts and credit rating agencies to consider the potential 
consequences of an institutionalized single-family rental 
market for renters and communities. This analysis in turn 
shapes our recommendations for setting a policy and advo-
cacy agenda for the single-family rental market. 

affoRdabiLiTy
The U.S. rental affordability crisis, now going strong for 
more than 25 years (cf. NLIHC Out of Reach 2014), has only 
worsened since the end of the Great Recession, with median 
rents outpacing median incomes in 90 metropolitan areas71 
and half of all renters paying more than 30% of income for 
housing (up from 38% in 2007).72 Given this ongoing and 
worsening affordability crisis in the U.S. rental market, any 
sea change in the private rental market should be scruti-
nized for its impact on housing affordability. Of particular 
concern here is the advent of the same kinds of financial 
engineering that contributed to the scope and severity of 
the mortgage and financial crises of recent years, such as the 
securitization of rental income streams and how pressure to 
deliver returns to investors could translate to higher rental 
costs and other fees for tenants. As the Center for American 
Progress73 has pointed out, the growth of the rental bond 
market may also increase investors’ appetite for yield, and 
encourage higher rents as a result. An important question is 
the extent to which rental securitization of geographically 
dispersed properties creates new interdependencies among 
renters in different markets. For example, if returns are lower 
than expected in one market, could renters in other parts of 
the portfolio face increased housing costs?

Affordability concerns in the single-family rental market are 
not limited to rental securitization. The ability for institution-
al investors to quickly penetrate and establish a large inven-
tory in local markets may allow them to corner the market 
and raise overall rents: in Tampa, almost all of the properties 
owned by Blackstone subsidiary Invitation Homes are more 

The growth of the rental securitization 
market may increase investors’ appetite 
for yield, resulting in higher rents.

poTenTiaL ConseQuenCes
foR RenTeRs & CommuniTies
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cases of hardship. To wit, a former homeowner renting from 
Invitation Homes in Los Angeles explained she wished her 
landlord were “more willing to make arrangements” and had 
“more empathy.”

aCCessibiLiTy
The extent to which the institutionalization of single-family 
rental housing will affect housing accessibility is another 
concern about the impact this new market stands to have on 
renters. As corporate practices formalize the tenant-landlord 
relationship, renters who do no not conform to investors’ 
risk criteria may be excluded from access to housing on the 
basis of their immigration status, criminal record, or eligibil-
ity for housing subsidy. While any landlord in the private 
rental market may exclude tenants based on such factors, 
when landlords with large property holdings engage in such 
biased behavior, the barriers to access may be greater. 

Reports have been mixed on the extent to which tenants 
with Section 8 vouchers have been able to access homes 
owned by institutional investors. Overall, less than 1% of the 
properties owned by Invitation Homes are occupied by ten-
ants with Section 8 vouchers.79 An Atlanta realtor working 
on behalf of tenants with the government subsidy reported 
that large corporate landlords had repeatedly rebuffed her 
inquiries about units for Section 8 tenants.80 However, recent 
research out of Phoenix indicates that over time, institu-
tional investors in the area have increasingly rented to those 
with Section 8 vouchers.81 In our own surveys of Invitation 
Homes tenants in Los Angeles and Riverside, only one of 50 
respondents received Section 8 subsidy. 
 
Corporate landlords’ limited experience means they may 
be failing to comply with fair housing law in how they 
market their properties, who they rent to, and whether 
they make accommodations for people with disabilities. 
Clearly, corporate landlords must be in compliance with 
fair housing laws in order to ensure equitable access to 
housing. However, this issue is complex and must also be 

Corporate ownership may increase landlords’  
reliance on financial penalties and limit tenants’ 
opportunities to seek recourse in cases of  
hardship.

expensive than the average Tampa rental.74 While median 
rents in the Atlanta metropolitan area are $1,050, among 
a group of 25 tenants of Invitation Homes interviewed 
recently, the typical rent was $1,300 a month; in February 
2014 a number of its tenants received lease renewal offers 
that would set monthly rent at $1,785 for the first year (37% 
increase) and $1,856 for the second year (43% increase), 
or $2,050 for a month-to-month lease (53% increase).75 
Surveys of Invitation Homes tenants in Los Angeles found 
that at $1,843, the median rent paid was slightly less than 
2013 HUD Fair Market Rents of $1,921 for a three-bedroom 
(the most common size home of survey respondents) in LA 
County; however, nearly half of respondents reported they 
were paying more than they had expected for rent.76 Given 
the terms of lease renewals in Atlanta, these tenants could 
easily face rents exceeding $2,500 a month upon renewal. In 
Riverside, Invitation Homes tenants surveyed were paying 
$1,663 a month, which exceeds 2013 HUD Fair Market Rents 
of $1,577 for a three-bedroom home for the county. This is 
a concern given that 30% of renters in Riverside devoted 
more than half of their income to rent in 2012 (up from 21% 
in 2007), and because victims of the housing crisis in Los An-
geles have been migrating further inland in search of lower 
housing costs.77 

If other types of landlords follow the lead of institutional in-
vestors, this could set a ‘new normal’ of higher rents. In addi-
tion, the entrance of industry leaders like Blackstone to local 
markets can draw in other investors, generating competition 
and heightened turnover. The growth of investor demand 
for rental properties, and the not-unrelated housing recov-
ery, increases acquisition costs, which in turn may affect 
affordability for tenants.78 
 
In addition to higher rents, responsibility for landscaping, 
washer-dryers, pest control and other maintenance costs 
associated with single-family rental housing may add to 
tenants’ housing cost burden. Furthermore the need for 
investors to produce a steady income stream from their 
rental holdings means tenants are also subject to financial 
penalties for being on a month-to-month lease and paying 
rent late ($250 and $200 per month respectively, according 
to a lease from an Atlanta-area Invitation Homes tenant). 
Late charges are not uncommon, but the corporate structure 
of institutional investors, the non-local nature of the tenant-
landlord relationship, and the exigencies of investment 
strategies may increase corporate landlords’ reliance on such 
penalties and limit tenants’ opportunities to seek recourse in 

poTenTiaL ConseQuenCes
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considered against the potential for how a shift in invest-
ment priorities could contribute to housing instability for 
low-income renters over the medium and long term, and 
the ramifications of government subsidizing such cases of 
speculation.
 
A related concern is the potential role data and technology 
may play in housing access. Invitation Homes tenants are 
pre-screened for a minimum 2.5:1 gross rent-to-income 
ratio and a minimum 25% net income after rent and bills; 
negative credit accounts and unpaid collections; history of 
foreclosure and eviction; and criminal history, with Atlanta-
area standards excluding not only felons, but those with a 
history of misdemeanors.82 Credit and criminal background 
checks are standard practice in the rental industry, but 
some tenant screening bureaus also provide information 
from a wider range of sources, including whether prospec-
tive tenants have ever been involved in litigation with a 
landlord. Regardless of the nature of the case or its out-
come, this can lead tenants to be “blacklisted” by landlords, 
even if they were using tenant law to protect themselves 
from discrimination or to advocate for their rights.83 The 
rise of “alternative credit scores” based on rental, utility, and 
cell phone payment history84 add even more potential data 
points to the screening process. For example, in a recent 
partnership, Riverstone Residential, which carries out prop-
erty management for Blackstone’s single-family rentals, 
will contribute its data on rental payment history to credit 
rating agency Experian, making it the first to include such 
data in its credit reports.85 

 
The importance of data on tenants and prospective ten-
ants to price risk and project returns is likely to grow as 
investors advance rental securitization and public offer-
ings,86 generating questions about the potential for data to 
narrow housing access on possibly questionable grounds. 
Moreover, investors’ data systems are still in development, 
and renters in Atlanta have reported on-time rent payments 
being mistakenly flagged late in the system. Such data col-
lection practices and computerized interfaces in the newly 
institutionalized single-family rental market could affect 

how tenants fare on alternative credit scoring mechanisms, 
potentially impacting future access to both rental housing 
and homeownership opportunities.

housing QuaLiTy
Another set of concerns for renters and communities relates 
to the potential for institutional investors to affect housing 
quality. Large investors are engaged in ongoing acquisition 
across multiple markets, and their portfolios are in various 
stages of renovation, leasing and maintenance as they build 
up their property management infrastructure and processes.87 
 
As many observers have noted, institutional investors do not 
have a track record in property management and mainte-
nance, and there is no industry precedent for large-scale 
single-family renting.88 These factors create many potential 
openings for housing quality to fall through the cracks. For 
example, a majority of Invitation Homes tenants in At-
lanta had experienced maintenance problems, expressing 
concern about shoddily completed renovations before they 
moved in, lack of responsiveness to requests for repairs, and 
difficulty getting clarity about who is accountable when 
repairs and maintenance are needed. This is especially 
concerning when maintenance problems have clear rami-
fications for health, such as failing to respond adequately 
to issues like mold, something Invitation Homes tenants in 
Atlanta and Los Angeles have experienced.89 In fact, a Los 
Angeles family recently filed a lawsuit, alleging that their 
health suffered as a result of the rental company’s failure to 
quickly respond to water leaks, mold, and cockroaches.90 

With fewer ties to the community, non-local investors may 
invest less in property renovation and upkeep than local 
owners and be more likely to ruthlessly abandon the prop-
erty once it is no longer profitable.91 This kind of “dumping” 
is particularly relevant to bulk purchases and large buy-
ing sprees, in which investors may later dump properties 
deemed uneconomical for their market strategy.92 

Indiscriminate buying by institutional investors can threaten 
housing quality: the Federal Reserve Bank cautions that 
overestimating rental demand and/or spending more on 
improving, leasing, or managing homes than comes in from 
rental payments may lead investors to cut back on property 
maintenance.93 Greater reliance on leverage, such as secu-
ritization, further increases the potential for investors to 
experience financial distress, adding to the risk of property 

A lot of the repairs seem like rush jobs.
——— invitation Homes tenant in Atlanta
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neglect and pressure to liquidate properties.94 Compared to 
smaller or local investors, large institutional investors may 
be less vulnerable to the reputational threat associated with 
poorly maintained properties — and therefore more difficult 
for tenants to hold accountable for housing quality.

sTabiLiTy and aCCounTabiLiTy
The potential for property dumping, neglect and liquidation 
due to financial concerns also raises the question of housing 
stability for renters. If indiscriminate buying by institutional 
investors pushes up prices and ultimately makes the value 
of investments fall, the pressure for investors to flip property 
will grow, potentially creating another speculative cycle that 
could end in a bust, subjecting communities to yet another 
round of destabilization.95 These processes may force ten-
ants to move, or they may find themselves having to adjust 
to new policies and practices, e.g. for reporting maintenance 
requests, when their home is flipped to a new investor-
landlord (much as homeowners often found their mort-
gage servicer changing frequently as loans changed hands 
among financial actors). Some tenants, such as those renting 
properties from Key Properties/BLT Homes, which sold 1,400 
Atlanta-area homes to Blackstone last spring in the single-
family rental industry’s largest bulk acquisition, have already 
undergone this challenge.96 Low-income renters, including 
those with Section 8 vouchers, may be especially vulner-
able to housing instability caused by property dumping and 
portfolio selloffs.
 
Beyond the implications for housing stability at the house-
hold level, we must also attend to the risks to stability, 
recovery and accountability that neighborhoods and 
communities face in connection with corporate investment 
practices in the single-family rental market. As firms like 
Blackstone, Colony Capital, American Homes 4 Rent and 
Starwood Waypoint eagerly develop this market, another 
speculative bubble could destabilize the same communities 
struggling to recover from the foreclosure crisis and reces-
sion, which were largely brought on by high-risk financial 
practices. When a handful of investors control broad swaths 
of local communities, it is critical that these communities 
have opportunities to hold investors accountable for the 
local impacts of their business practices. Given that Invita-
tion Homes tenants in Los Angeles and Riverside uniformly 
agreed they did not have regular contact with their landlord, 
and many had never met their landlord in person at all, the 
institutionalization of single-family renting clearly poses 

Invitation Homes should have more dedication 
toward tenant needs. 

—— invitation Homes tenant in Riverside

They don’t care about tenants.
—— invitation Homes tenant in los Angeles

challenges to tenant-landlord accountability. Such concerns 
were echoed by Invitation Homes tenants in Atlanta, who 
commented on the company’s impersonal “corporate” style, 
reporting that they had never seen anyone from Invitation 
Homes since the day they moved in.97 
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Because the institutionalization of the single-family rental 
market is such a new phenomenon, developing relevant 
policies is a challenge, although it seems clear that additional 
information and ongoing monitoring is needed. Moving forward, 
policymakers and housing advocates should focus their ef-
forts on research, rights and regulation to ensure this rental 
market paradigm shift does not worsen the rental affordabil-
ity crisis and destabilize communities still contending with the 
effects of the foreclosure crisis and economic downturn.

1.PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR RESEARCH  
TO GET OUT AHEAD OF THIS PARADIGM SHIFT

Given the thin precedent for an institutionalized single-fam-
ily rental market, a major and immediate priority is federal 
support of more extensive research on the impact institu-
tional investors have on local rental markets and renters.
 
i. Offer greater transparency into the single-family 
rental market

The Federal Housing Finance Agency’s REO Pilot Initiative 
has completed three bulk sales: 699 properties in the Cen-
tral, Northeast, Southeast and West Coast areas of Florida; 94 
properties in Chicago; and 970 properties in Arizona, Florida 
and California. However, the bid process was sealed and while 
the initiative includes extensive reporting requirements for 

investors, FHFA has not provided updated information since 
November 2012. A 2013 audit by the Office of the Inspector 
General recommended improved oversight of the program.98

 
There is a need for greater transparency from REO Pilot Initiative 
activity to date, which could be achieved through additional 
public disclosure of information about the bidding process, 
releasing data from required reports, and opening up further 
research opportunities on the Initiative. This would afford 
comparison of a more tightly regulated, publicly controlled 
approach to REO disposition with the buying sprees of deep-
pocketed investors in the same markets, particularly when ex-
amining factors like evictions and rent increases. Evaluation and 
additional research on bulk sales may provide important early 
results that help policymakers get out ahead of this paradigm 
shift and develop effective policies for the new single-family 
rental market. Greater transparency into sales, management 
and business strategy is desirable throughout the single-family 
rental market, particularly because of the opacity enjoyed by 
alternative investors like private equity funds.
 
ii. Provide public funding for research  
on impact of investor activity

Beyond the REO Pilot Initiative, the federal government should 
support research on how investor activity affects local rental 
markets and renters, especially around issues of housing afford-
ability, quality, security, stability, and access. Because many of 
the institutional investors involved in the REO-to-rental market 
are private equity players — who invest in private property and 
companies, are not required to disclose their returns, and often 
undertake riskier investment strategies — the need for sunlight 
on this market is great. This is especially important because the 
REO-to-rental model has taken off most in the areas struggling 
to recover from the foreclosure crisis, making due caution and 
careful monitoring a key concern. For example, information on 
the ability of renters with Section 8 vouchers to access proper-
ties owned by institutional investors is mixed99 and should be 
evaluated over the long-term in tandem with the development 
of the market and investment strategies.
 

FHFA has not clarified how the goals and objec-
tives of the pilot program will be achieved, or how 
the agency intends to monitor and assess the 
performance of the pilot. 

—— 2013 Office of the Inspector General audit of the Federal  
Housing Finance Agency’s Reo Pilot initiative
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Public support for research is also imperative given the recent 
establishment of the National Home Rental Council by investors 
Blackstone, Starwood Waypoint, American Homes 4 Rent, and 
Colony Capital.100 The NHRC plans to “represent the interests of 
the owner-operators of professionally managed single-family 
rental homes, their employees and the residents and families 
who rent from them” in their mission to “educate the public, 
the media and policymakers about the economic value of the 
industry.”101 This advocacy push from within the industry makes 
it critical that observers from outside the industry also have 
opportunities to educate the public, media and policymakers. 
Ideally, a research council on the single-family rental market 
should be assembled, with a priority for meaningful participa-
tion and agenda-setting by social scientists and urban planners 
as well as renters, homeowners and community-based orga-
nizations within the largest REO-to-rental markets (including 
Atlanta, Phoenix, Los Angeles, Tampa, Las Vegas, and Charlotte).

2. ENSURE A BASELINE OF PROTECTIONS 
FOR TENANTS

Because of concerns about housing quality, stability, and 
accessibility associated with the paradigm shift toward an 
institutionalized single-family rental market, there is also a 
need for more robust support of tenant rights at the national, 
state and local levels.
 
i. Create a national tenant clearinghouse to discern 
broader patterns in tenant experiences

Industry leaders like Blackstone and Colony Capital have pur-
chased extensively in hard-hit markets across the West, South-
west, Southeast and Midwest U.S. Given the wide-ranging 
geography of corporate landlords’ investments in single-fam-
ily rental housing, a major question about the REO-to-rental 
model moving forward is tenants’ ability to hold potentially 
distant landlords accountable for housing conditions and 
related issues. Renters have started using consumer review 
sites like Yelp102 and Zillow103 to share their experiences with 
corporate landlords and warn other renters about issues with 
overcharges and difficulty resolving maintenance requests. 

This suggests the utility of a national tenant clearinghouse where 
tenants, housing advocates and grassroots organizations can 
access data (e.g. on rent increases and evictions) from publicly 
funded research on the single-family rental market and informa-
tion about national, state and local tenants’ rights. Such a clear-
inghouse could also provide a means for tenants in disparate 

cities to connect with each other to document their experiences, 
allowing them to discern broader patterns by aggregating issues 
and problems. There is some precedent for this: tenant activists 
formed the National Tenants Union in 1980; never able to secure 
adequate funding, it soon faded away.104 However, the national 
scope of private equity investment in single-family housing 
requires careful attention to how tenants and rental housing in all 
target markets fare under this new business model. 

The Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB), with 
its mission to protect Americans from abuses by financial 
companies, should play a role in creating and maintaining a 
national tenant clearinghouse to protect the rights of con-
sumers renting from corporate landlords. Information tenants 
provide to the clearinghouse might be used to document 
relationships between particular investors and housing 
distress. This could promote awareness of the role of banks in 
financing such investments, and be taken into consideration 
by federal and state banking regulators. Data that tenants and 
grassroots groups access from the database could be used to 
advocate for local level tenant protection laws.

ii. Clarify tenant rights and remediation process at 
the local, state and national level

Tenants rights also vary significantly from state to state; 
therefore, government at the local and state level can also 
work proactively to ensure that tenants, especially former 

They constantly lost our payments, mis-filed them 
or mis-posted them. 
I have placed numerous maintenance tickets, 
none of them were ever taken care of. 
Invitation Homes is not willing to put out the 
money for a DECENT and SAFE job, they hire the 
cheapest company they can to do ‘patch up’ jobs.

——Yelp reviews by invitation Homes tenants  
in Woodland Hills, California.
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homeowners who may be unfamiliar with the rental market, 
have access to information about their rights. In areas 
private equity funds have targeted most aggressively, local 
government should reach out to tenants with information 
about their rights and the process to follow if they believe 
their rights have been violated, and also post this informa-
tion in a highly visible place online. This process should also 
include information about how to document and report 
housing code violations, how landlords are required to 
respond and in what time frame, and what recourse tenants 
have if landlords do not comply with these requirements. 
Such measures offer a safeguard against potential harass-
ment and support housing stability, quality, access, and 
affordability. Moreover, they reinforce the role of the public 
sector in these concerns.
 
iii. Rethink tenants’ rights for the era of “big data”

Furthermore, support for tenants’ rights should explicitly  
address the “right to research” as part of consumer protection. 
Advances in technology have integrated data collection and 
research into everyday life. Indeed, the development of rent-
backed securities depends on the ability to accurately price risk, 
including tenants’ nonpayment of rent, which requires system-
atic data on the tenant pool. With more lenders using this kind 
of big data to develop “predictive risk” credit ratings based on 
nontraditional payment histories, such as rent and utility pay-
ments,105 tenants should have the right to know and participate 
in how investor landlords like Blackstone use such data. Technical 
errors that mistakenly log on-time rental payments as late are 
not only inconvenient, but could create difficulties in access-
ing future housing, mortgage credit, and car loans. However, 
consumers face ongoing difficulties in correcting errors in their 
credit histories and credit rating agencies have no incentive to 
change this aspect of their business model.106 Corporate mis-
judgement associated with recent high-profile consumer data 
breaches highlights additional vulnerabilities and the need to 
rethink consumer protection for the era of big data.107

3. DEVELOP PROACTIVE REGULATION 
TO PROMOTE THE COMMON GOOD

Lawmakers should also develop effective oversight and con-
sider avenues for regulating an institutionalized single-fam-
ily rental market. Federal, state and local government can all 
play a role in promoting the common good by attending to 
concerns around housing affordability, quality, accessibility, 
and stability in the single-family rental market.

Because the institutionalization of the single-family rental 
market is such a new phenomenon, developing relevant 
policies is a challenge. One place to start is clarifying the 
federal role in regulating the single-family rental market, 
especially around concerns related to the securitization of 
rental income. Secondly, lawmakers should move to de-
velop affordability requirements for these owners if research 
shows that large investors hamper rental affordability in 
local markets. Finally, regulators should undertake efforts 
to promote affordable and sustainable community owner-
ship of distressed properties that enhances local control and 
wealth creation by keeping capital circulating within the 
community.
 
i. Develop the federal role in regulating  
single-family rental

While oversight for private rental housing is typically the 
responsibility of local and state government, REO-to-rental 
significantly changes the paradigm of this market. There is 
a need to clarify what role, if any, the federal government 
currently plays in regulating the market for single-family 
rental housing (beyond extant rules under the Fair Housing 
Act and the Section 8 program). The Senate Committee on 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs should explore existing 
oversight and whether it is adequate for this new market. 
In this process, Congress should conduct field hearings and 
engage local government, housing advocates, and ten-
ants in “feeding ground” cities and regions to gain a deeper 
understanding of where and how new regulations might 
intervene, or how existing policies can be brought to bear 
in new ways. For instance, it would be useful to shed light 
on whether Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) provisions 
apply to credit facilities that CRA-regulated institutions such 
as JPMorgan Chase provide to institutional investors to 
fund acquisitions. This could provide an important avenue 
for tenants and advocates to register concerns about how 
banks’  funding of property acquisition by institutional 
investors affects local communities. If not via CRA, we need 
a means by which investors and banks can be held account-
able for neighborhood impacts resulting from their business 
practices.

The CFPB, Department of Justice, and HUD all have a role to 
play in ensuring corporate landlords do not violate federal 
fair housing and fair lending laws in tenant selection, evic-
tion policies, disability access, property maintenance, etc. 
But there appears to be no agency that is providing over-
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sight. The CFPB should evaluate whether it has the authority 
to intervene in this arena, where large corporations stand to 
have a substantial impact on a great number of consumers. 
If the CFPB has no authority to provide this oversight role, 
Congress should give it authority to do so, or create another 
agency to fill that gap. There is a need to ensure a baseline 
of protections for tenants. The Protecting Tenants at Fore-
closure Act offers a good precedent; it should be extended 
and include a private right of action in its protections, and 
the federal government should designate the CFPB as the 
agency to oversee it, develop any necessary regulations, and 
enforce its protections.

This is also a time to consider how the federal government 
might open pathways for regulation at the local level. For ex-
ample, single-family homes are frequently exempt from rent 
control laws; moreover, in many places state law preempts 
the possibility of rent regulations at the local level. In the in-
terest of housing that meets the needs not only of investors 
but also residents and communities, the federal government 
could create an exemption allowing local jurisdictions to en-
act rent regulations for single-family homes that underwent 
foreclosure between 2008 and 2013. 
 
ii. Ensure affordability and accessibility  
of single-family rental housing

Guided by rigorous, publicly supported research on the 
near- and longer-term impact the institutionalized single-
family rental market has on housing costs for low- and 
moderate-income (LMI) households, affordability require-
ments should be put in place for institutional investor-land-
lords. It would be important to use a measure of affordability 
in sync with neighborhood income levels, rather than those 
of the larger metropolitan area. Such requirements could 
peg responsibility to serve LMI households to institutional 
investor-landlords’ market share (e.g. proportion of local 
single-family rental market controlled by investors corre-
sponds to number of LMI households they are required to 
serve). This would help to offset the potential for investors 
with large holdings to exercise undue influence on local 
rental prices.

Lawmakers must also carefully consider the relationship 
between extant affordable housing programs, particularly 
Section 8, and the institutionalization of the single-family 
rental market. The expansion of single-family rental hous-
ing would seem to offer a new source of housing for those 
with Section 8 vouchers, potentially broadening the base of 
affordable rental housing (provided investors comply with 

fair housing laws, which regulators should monitor closely). 
While one avenue to pursue here could be requiring new 
corporate landlords to set aside a portion of single-family 
units for Section 8 voucher recipients, this would also repre-
sent a significant government subsidy for investors, offering 
them a steady flow of rental income to pay off bondholders 
and continue to fuel acquisitions. Rather, corporate land-
lords’ profits might be subject to a progressive tax that could 
be used to support the National Housing Trust Fund and/or 
efforts that support local control of land and housing, e.g. 
community land trusts.
 
iii. Promote greater community control of housing 
and diversity of ownership structures

The REO-to-rental market represents the concentration of 
properties once owned by residents in the hands of large, 
well-capitalized private equity firms. Alternative investment 
approaches like private equity are less transparent than 
traditional approaches, and often pursue risky strategies to 
meet demands on equity coming into the deal. With this 
in mind, we should be cautious about concentrating large 
amounts of property under private equity ownership. The 
rapid pace of market innovation and the rush of many of 
the same financial institutions responsible for the foreclo-
sure crisis to fund private equity’s property acquisition also 
suggest troubling parallels to the dynamics that created the 
mid-2000s housing bubble. It took less than two years from 
the time industry leader Blackstone entered the market at 
the start of 2012 for foreclosed, single-family homes to be 
transformed into a new institutional asset class by securitiz-
ing rental income in late 2013.
 
The REO-to-rental market should not only be a paradigm shift 
for investors; government should work to promote greater 
diversity of ownership and control over land and housing 
in order to prevent the dominance of potentially high-risk 
financial practices in the single-family rental market. Com-
munity land trusts are especially compelling because they 
stake participants in their local communities while offering 
less vulnerability to foreclosure than traditional, individual-
ized ownership.108 It is the proper role of government to 
intervene during times of crisis. Now the government has the 
opportunity to act to prevent a crisis before it happens, while 
also addressing the longer-term crisis of housing security 
and affordability for renters. We should take this opportunity 
to develop alternatives that lift up housing as home, rather 
than pursuing the same kinds of marketized approaches that 
destabilized communities in the first place. 
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4. GENERATE RESOURCES TO SUPPORT  
LOWER-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 
 
Finally, policymakers should ensure that investors are not 
the only ones benefiting from the institutionalization of the 
single-family rental market. With the introduction of lever-
age, investors see single-family rental as a potentially $1.5 
trillion opportunity.109 Given the size of this market opportu-
nity for investors, lawmakers should move to ensure that the 
public more broadly and renters, especially lower-income 
households, also benefit. This should be an especially high 
those of the larger metropolitan area post-crisis rental 
demand has worsened the longstanding rental affordability 
crisis.110 

 
i. Implement a financial transaction fee  
on rental bonds

Rental securitizations continue to be rolled out (there have now 
been four issuances of rental bonds) to strong market recep-
tion, making more such transactions a strong possibility111 
despite a lack of clarity about whether the market will continue 
to grow based on fundamental demographic shifts (e.g. prefer-
ence for rental, stagnant wages, tight mortgage credit, in-
creased labor mobility) or decline as home prices approach nor-
mal levels.112 However, as discussed in Section II, high investor 
demand for returns from rental bonds could have an adverse 
impact on housing affordability, especially for low-income rent-
ers, who already face an affordability crisis. One way to inter-
vene here would be to implement a financial transaction fee 
on rental bonds. Since the financial crisis, many countries have 
debated and/or introduced such fees, and civil society groups 
argue that a small tax of less than half of 1% could help restore 
a frayed social safety net.113 A number of such bills have been 
introduced in the U.S. Congress, but have made little headway 
thus far.114 However, it is critical that the financial sector not be 
allowed to pillage the single-family sector without being held 
to account for how its activities affect the housing security 
of renters (many of whom are former homeowners). Without 
a significant burden on investors, instituting a small tax of 
perhaps 0.1% or 0.2% on rental bond transactions could create 
a significant amount of resources for the National Housing Trust 
Fund, which is targeted to rental housing and extremely low-
income households, but has not been fully funded since being 
established in 2008.115 

 

ii. Develop state and local level requirements for 
corporate landlords to add to affordable housing 
inventory
 
State and local government can also intervene in the single-
family rental market to generate resources for lower-income 
households. While corporate investors currently own only 
a small share of single-family rental properties nationwide, 
their strategy has been highly segmented geographically. 
This means that some investors and their subsidiaries have 
large property holdings in a small number of markets, 
including Atlanta, Los Angeles, Phoenix and Tampa. Law-
makers should work to counterbalance the outsize influence 
investors may have on rental affordability in such markets. 
State and/or local government could explore establishing re-
quirements that investors (and their subsidiaries) with a local 
inventory of 100 or more single-family rental properties set 
aside a portion of their holdings to be affordable to renters 
making below 50% of area median income. 
 
iii. Introduce local and/or state taxes for corporate 
landlords to ensure that the community benefits 
from investments
 
Finally, city, county, and/or state governments should ensure 
that the profits corporate landlords generate through their 
investments in single-family rental housing also serve to 
benefit local communities. Because of the existing rental af-
fordability crisis as well as concerns about how the institu-
tionalization of single-family rental will affect housing secu-
rity, state and local government should institute progressive 
tax measures on corporate landlords’ profits. Such measures 
could apply to investors and associated subsidiaries with 
large local inventories, on profits above a certain threshold, 
with funds generated earmarked for creating or preserving 
permanently affordable housing (such as community land 
trusts) at the local level. In this way, local and state govern-
ment can promote the common good by ensuring that the 
financial benefits associated with the changing face of the 
single-family rental market don’t come at the expense of 
worsening rental affordability concerns. 
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The foreclosure crisis and Great Recession have substantially increased rental 
demand as former homeowners become renters and others are barred from home 
purchase by poor credit and tightened underwriting standards. The communities 
hardest hit by foreclosure have endured years of decline and social and economic 
instability in the wake of the crisis, and today nearly one out of every five home-
owners with a mortgage owes more than their homes are worth.116 Since 2012, 
leaders in the alternative investment industry, such as Blackstone and Colony 
Capital, have poured over $20 billion into purchasing foreclosed properties and 
converting them to rental use. This could appear to be a win-win, providing supply 
for new rental demand and stabilizing local property values. However, the institu-
tionalization of the single-family rental market by private equity funds, aided by 
the same global banking giants implicated in the fraud and excesses that shaped 
the worldwide financial crisis, should be viewed with caution. 

In just a few years, large investment companies have rapidly developed not 
only the single-family rental market, but also new institutional asset classes like 
single-family REITs and rent-backed securities. The loss of millions of proper-
ties to foreclosure and the possibility of a shift from an “ownership society” to a 
“rentership society” represents an opportunity for investors but may threaten the 
housing security of renters and further undermine communities still struggling 
to recover from the 2008 crisis. As outlined in this report, the institutionalization 
of single-family rental housing could translate to higher housing costs for tenants 
as new corporate landlords strive to deliver returns to shareholders and investors 
in rental bonds, while also raising concerns about the impact financial risks may 
have on housing quality and stability. The implications of having large swaths of 
land under monopoly control by non-local owners, who may be difficult to hold 
accountable, and whose objectives may conflict with those of the community, is a 
greater question still. 

In drawing attention to this paradigm shift in the single-family rental market and 
its potential impacts on renters, this report aims to set an agenda for action by 
housing advocates and policymakers. The transformation of single-family rental 
housing from a local, “mom and pop” industry to a global investment class should 
be closely studied, subject to proactive regulation to promote the common good, 
accompanied by enhanced support for tenants’ rights, and generate resources 
that will benefit lower-income households most vulnerable to housing insecu-
rity. We must recognize that land and housing are not simply financial assets, but 
resources that are fundamental to the well-being of families across the economic 
spectrum, communities and society, and we must act on this insight.

CaLL foR aCTion

23



2524

1 Rahmani, J., George, B. and O’Steen, R. (2013). Single-Family REO: 
An Emerging Asset Class (3rd edition). North America Equity Re-
search: Mortgage Finance Industry Update (September 10). Keefe, 
Buryette and Woods.

2 Rahmani, J., George, B., Tomasello, R. (2014). Securitization of 
Single-Family Rentals. North America Equity Research: Mortgage 
Finance Industry Update (January 14). Keefe, Bruyette and Woods.

3 Samara, T. (2014). Rise of the Renter Nation: Solutions to the 
National Affordability Crisis. Right To The City Alliance. 

4 Gittelsohn, J. and Perlberg, H. (2013, December 20). Wall Street 
Unlocks Profits from Distress with Rental Revolution. Bloomberg. 
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-12-20/wall-street-unlocks-
profits-from-distress-with-rental-revolution.html; Rahmani et al., 
supra note 1. 

5 Corkery, Michael (2014, January 29). Wall Street’s New Hous-
ing Bonanza. The New York Times. http://dealbook.nytimes.
com/2014/01/29/wall-streets-new-housing-bonanza/; Rahmani et 
al, supra note 2. 

6 Gittelsohn, J. (2012, December 14). Silver Bay Raises $245 Million 
in Single-Family REIT IPO. Bloomberg. http://www.bloomberg.com/
news/2012-12-14/silver-bay-raises-245-million-in-single-family-reit-
ipo.html

7 Gittelsohn, J. (2013, October 31). Starwood to Spin Off Rental-
Home Division into New REIT. Bloomberg. http://www.bloomberg.
com/news/2013-10-31/starwood-said-to-plan-reit-ipo-buy-way-
point-management.html 

8 Rahmani, supra note 1.

9 Perlberg, H. and Gittelsohn, J. (2014, February 21). Wall Street 
Landlords Buy Bad Loans for Cheaper Homes. Bloomberg. http://
www.bloomberg.com/news/2014-02-21/wall-street-landlords-buy-
bad-loans-for-cheaper-homes-mortgages.html

10 Call, R., Powell, D. and Heck, S. (2014). Blackstone: Atlanta’s 
Newest Landlord. The New Face of the Rental Market. Occupy Our 
Homes Atlanta. http://occupyourhomesatl.org/blackstone-atlantas-
newest-landlord/

11 Perlberg, H. and Gittelsohn, J. (2013, August 29). Wall Street’s 
Rental Bet Brings Quandary to Housing Poor. Bloomberg. http://
www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-08-29/wall-street-s-rental-bet-
brings-quandary-housing-poor.html

12 Call et al., supra note 10. 

13 Khouri, A. (2014, May 5). Blackstone Unit Invitation Homes Sued 
Over Rental House’s Condition. Los Angeles Times. http://www.
latimes.com/business/la-fi-blackstone-lawsuit-20140506-story.html

14 Gilani, S. (2013, April 4). Are “Wall Street Buyers” Like Blackstone 

Group Creating Another Housing Bubble? Money Morning. http://
moneymorning.com/2013/04/04/are-wall-street-buyers-like-
blackstone-group-creating-another-housing-bubble/; Goldstein, 
M., & Ablan, J. (2012, October 18). Some Hedge Funds Throwing in 
Keys as “Landlords.” Reuters. http://blogs.reuters.com/unstructured-
finance/2012/10/18/some-hedge-funds-throwing-in-keys-as-land-
lords/; Bristor, A. (2013). REO Declines are Not Always a Good Thing. 
The MarketPulse, 2(3), CoreLogic.

15 Joint Center for Housing Studies. (2011). Rental Market Stresses: 
Impacts of the Great Recession on affordability and multifamily 
lending. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University.

16 Dreier, P., Bhatti, S., Call, R., Schwartz, A. and Squires, G. (2014). 
Underwater America: How the So-called Housing “Recovery” is By-
passing Many American Communities. Haas Institute for a Fair and 
Inclusive Society, University of California, Berkeley. 

17 Joint Center for Housing Studies. (2013). The State of the Na-
tion’s Housing. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University; Samara, supra 
note 3.

18 Dreier et al., supra note 16.

19 Samara, supra note 3.

20 Callis, R. and Kresin, M. (2014). Residential Vacancies and Home-
ownership in the Fourth Quarter 2013. U.S. Census Bureau News, 
CB14-09. U.S. Department of Commerce.

21 Joint Center for Housing Studies, supra note 17.

22 Ibid.

23 Kurth, Ryan (2012). Single-family Rental Housing: The fastest 
growing component of the rental market (data note). Economic 
and Strategic Research, 2(1), 1-5. Fannie Mae.

24 Rahmani, et al, supra note 1.

25 Molloy, R. and Zarutskie, R. (2013). Business Investor Activity 
in the Single-Family Housing Market. FEDS Notes (December 5). 
Federal Reserve Bank.

26 Brennan, M. (2013, June 4). Wall Street Buying Adds to Housing 
Boom. Is a New Bubble on the Way? Forbes. http://www.forbes.
com/sites/morganbrennan/2013/06/04/wall-street-buying-leads-
to-housing-boom-is-a-new-bubble-on-the-way/ 

27 Gittelsohn, J. (2012, January 31). Foreclosures Draw Private Eq-
uity as U.S. Sells Homes. Bloomberg. http://www.bloomberg.com/
news/2012-01-31/foreclosures-draw-private-equity-as-u-s-selling-
200-000-homes-mortgages.html

28 Federal Housing Finance Agency (2012). Fannie Mae SFR REO 
2012-1: Highlights of the REO Pilot Transactions. Accessed March 
10, 2014 at www.fhfa.gov/webfiles/24720/SFREO2012dealtermF0.
pdf (Link no longer live as of April 21, 2014.)

endnoTes



2524

endnoTes
29 Burns, M. (2012). Statement to the House, Committee on Finan-
cial Services, Subcommittee on Capital markets and Government-
Sponsored Enterprises. An Examination of the Federal Housing 
Finance Agency’s Real Estate Owned (REO) Pilot Program, Field 
hearing, May 7, 2012 (Serial no. 112-120). Accessed May 13, 2014 at: 
http://financialservices.house.gov/uploadedfiles/112-120.pdf 

30 Burns, supra note 29; Stegman, M. (2012). Statement to the 
House, Committee on Financial Services, Subcommittee on Capital 
markets and Government-Sponsored Enterprises. An Examination 
of the Federal Housing Finance Agency’s Real Estate Owned (REO) 
Pilot Program, Field hearing, May 7, 2012 (Serial no. 112-120). Ac-
cessed May 13, 2014 at: http://financialservices.house.gov/upload-
edfiles/112-120.pdf 

31 Whelan, R. (2011, August 4). Big Money Gets Into Landlord 
Game. The Wall Street Journal. http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/
SB10001424053111904292504576484571234105448; Gittelsohn, 
J. (2012, June 13). Private Equity Has Too much Money to Spend 
on Homes. Bloomberg. http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-
06-13/private-equity-has-too-much-money-to-spend-on-homes-
mortgages.html

32 Gittelsohn, J. and Perlberg, H. (2013, September 17). Starwood 
Said to Buy Waypoint Homes Management. Bloomberg. http://
www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-09-17/starwood-property-said-
to-plan-to-buy-waypoint-management.html; Sichelman, L. (2013, 
November 6). How Long Will Single-Family Rentals Stay Viable? 
Urban Land: Market Trends. http://urbanland.uli.org/news/how-
long-will-single-family-rentals-stay-viable/

33 Fleming, M. (2013). Slow Money is Replacing Fast Money: The 
single-family residential rental asset class is maturing quickly. The 
MarketPulse, 2(12), 4-6. CoreLogic.; Rahmani et al., supra note 1.

34 Brennan, M. (2013, March 18). Wall Street Institutions Behind 
Home Price Surges in Markets Like Phoenix. Forbes. http://www.
forbes.com/sites/morganbrennan/2013/03/18/wall-street-institu-
tions-behind-home-price-surges-in-markets-like-phoenix/; Khater, 
S. (2013). The Rise of Institutional Investors and the Decline of REOs. 
The MarketPulse, 2(3), 4-5. CoreLogic.

35 Gittelsohn, supra note 27; Brennan, M. (2012, April 3). Investors 
Flock to Housing, Looking to Buy Thousands of Homes in Bulk. 
Forbes. http://www.forbes.com/sites/morganbrennan/2012/04/03/
investors-flock-to-housing-aspiring-to-own-thousands-of-homes/; 
Harwell, D. (2013, March 24). Land Rush: Blackstone, other inves-
tors snap up thousands of Tampa Bay rental homes. Tampa Bay 
Times. http://www.tampabay.com/news/business/realestate/
blackstone-other-investors-snap-up-thousands-of-tampa-bay-
rental-homes/2110744

36 Ibid.

37 Molly and Zarutskie, supra note 25.

38 Gittelsohn and Perlberg, supra note 4; Samara, supra note 3; 
Rahmani et al, supra note 1.

39 Gittelsohn, J., & Banerjee, D. (2013, June 7). Apollo Said to get 
$200 Million Deutsche Bank Loan to Buy Homes. Bloomberg. 
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-06-07/apollo-said-to-get-
200-million-deutsche-bank-loan-to-buy-homes.html; Gittelsohn, 
J. and Perlberg, H. (2013, October 23). Blackstone Funding Largest 
U.S. Single-Family Rentals. Bloomberg. http://www.bloomberg.
com/news/2013-10-23/blackstone-creating-rental-home-bonds-
after-buying-spree.html

40 Gittelsohn, J., & Perlberg, H. (2013, April 25, 2013). Blackstone 
Buys Atlanta Homes in Largest Rental Trade. Bloomberg. http://
www.bloomberg.com/news/2013-04-25/blacktone-buys-atlanta-
homes-in-largest-bulk-rental-trade.html

41 Gittelsohn, supra note 6. 

42 Hoak, A. (2014, March 3). Investing in Farm, Single-family 
Home REITs. MarketWatch: The Wall Street Journal. http://www.
marketwatch.com/story/investing-in-farm-single-family-home-
reits-2014-03-03 

43 Corkery, supra note 5; Rahmani et al, supra note 2.

44 Tempkin, A. and Williams, C. (2014, March 19). Colony Capital 
Markets Industry’s Second-Ever REO-to-rental bond. Reuters. http://
www.reuters.com/article/2014/03/19/colony-rmbs-reo-idUSL2N-
0MG1UG20140319

45 Gittelsohn, J. and Perlberg, H. (2014, May 6). American Homes 4 
Rent to Start Offer of Rental-Home Bonds. Bloomberg. http://www.
bloomberg.com/news/2014-05-06/american-homes-4-rent-to-
start-offer-of-rental-home-bonds.html 

46 Rahmani et al, supra note 2.

47 Ibid.

48 Financial Crisis Inquiry Commission (2011). The CDO Machine. 
In: The Financial Crisis Inquiry Report (p. 127-155). New York: Public 
Affairs; Taibbi, M. (2013, June 19). The Last Mystery of the Financial 
Crisis. Rolling Stone. http://www.rollingstone.com/politics/news/
the-last-mystery-of-the-financial-crisis-20130619 

49 Morningstar Credit Ratings (2014, May 1). Morningstar Single-
Family Rental Securitization Frequently Asked Questions. Research 
reports. 

50 Rahmani, supra note 1.

51 Gittelsohn, supra note 27.

52 Perlberg and Gittelsohn, supra note 9. 

53 Federal Housing Finance Agency, supra note 28.

54 Gittelsohn, supra note 31; Gopal, P., & Gittelsohn, J. (2012, 
October 17). Phoenix Picked Clean, Private Equity Descends on At-
lanta. Bloomberg. http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-10-17/
private-equity-in-atlanta-after-picking-phoenix-clean-mortgages.
html; Call et al, supra note 10.

55 Perlberg and Gittelsohn, supra note 9.



2726

56 Starwood Waypoint Residential Trust (2014, March 13). Star-
wood Waypoint Residential Trust Acquires Pool of Approximately 
500 Non-Performing Loans. http://investors.starwoodwaypoint.
com/file.aspx?IID=4423541&FID=22532194

57 Perlberg and Gittelsohn, supra note 9.

58 Klein, M. (2014, February 25). Bubble to Bust to Recovery. Bloom-
berg View. http://www.bloomberg.com/dataview/2014-02-25/
bubble-to-bust-to-recovery.html

59 Rahmani et al., supra note 1.

60 Ibid.

61 Gopal and Gittelsohn, supra note 54; Brennan, supra note 26; 
Khater, supra note 34.

62 Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta (2013). A Cottage Industry Goes 
Big: Institutional Investors Flock to Single-Family Homes. Econ-
South, Second Quarter 2013, 6-11. http://www.frbatlanta.org/docu-
ments/pubs/econsouth/13q2_institutional_investors.pdf

63 Dobbyn, K. (2013, November 9). Institutional Investing: The Race 
for the Next Big Deal. CoreLogic. http://www.corelogic.com/blog/
authors/kathryn-dobbyn/2013/11/institutional-investing-the-race-
for-the-next-big-deal.aspx#.U1QkOOZdUY8

64 Molloy and Zarutskie, supra note 25.

65 Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta, supra note 62.

66 Klein, supra note 58.

67 Joint Center for Housing Studies, supra note 17.

68 Eckholm, E. (2010, February 18). A Sight All Too Familiar in 
Poor Neighborhoods. The New York Times. http://www.nytimes.
com/2010/02/19/us/19evict.html?pagewanted=all; Saegert, S. and 
Evans, G. (2003). Poverty, Housing Niches and Health in the United 
States. Journal of Social Issues, 59(3), 569-589; Rolnik, R. (2010). Report 
of the Special Rapporteur on adequate housing as a component of 
the right to an adequate standard of living, and on the right of non-
discrimination in this context. Addendum: Mission to the United States 
of America. United Nations General Assembly: Human Rights Council, 
Thirteenth session. http://daccess-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/
G10/107/39/PDF/G1010739.pdf?OpenElement; Shaw, M. (2004). Hous-
ing and Public Health. Annual Review of Public Health, 25, 397-418.

69 Pfeiffer, D. and Tumpson-Molina, E. (2013). The Trajectory of 
REOs in Southern California Latino Neighborhoods: An uneven ge-
ography of recovery. Housing Policy Debate, 23(1), 81-109; Fields, D. 
and Uffer, S. (forthcoming). The Financialization of Rental Housing: 
A comparative analysis of New York and Berlin. Urban Studies.

70 Call et al., supra note 10; Strategic Actions for a Just Economy, 
forthcoming.

71 Dewan, S. (2014, April 14). In Many Cities, Rent is Rising Out of 
Reach of Middle Class. The New York Times. http://www.nytimes.
com/2014/04/15/business/more-renters-find-30-affordability-ratio-
unattainable.html

72 Joint Center for Housing Studies (2013). America’s Rental 
Housing: Evolving Markets and Needs. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University

73 Edelman, S., Gordon, J. and Sanchez, D. (2014). When Wall 
Street Buys Main Street: The implications of single-family rental 
bonds for tenants and housing markets. Center for American 
Progress. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/housing/re-
port/2014/02/27/84750/when-wall-street-buys-main-street-2/

74 Harwell, supra note 35.

75 Call et al, supra note 10.

76 Strategic Actions for a Just Economy, supra note 70.

77 Takano, M. (2014). Rent on the Rise in Riverside. U.S. House of 
Representatives. Accessed on March 15, 2014 at: http://takano.
house.gov/sites/takano.house.gov/files/Riverside_Rental_Re-
port_-_FINAL.pdf; Medina, J. (2014, May 9). Hardship Makes a New 
Home in the Suburbs. The New York Times. http://www.nytimes.
com/2014/05/10/us/hardship-makes-a-new-home-in-the-suburbs.
html?hpw&rref=us 

78 Edelman et al, supra note 73; Rahmani et al, supra note 2.

79 Perlberg, and Gittelsohn, supra note 11.

80 Ibid.

81 Pfeiffer, D. and Lucero, J. (2014). Low-income Renters in the 
Phoenix Foreclosure Crisis. Paper presented at the annual meeting 
of the Urban Affairs Association, San Antonio, TX.

82 Cao, B. and Alan, B. (2013). Pre-sale Report: Invitation Homes 
2013-SFR1. Morningstar Rating Agency. https://ratingagency.morn-
ingstar.com/PublicDocDisplay.aspx?i=wCk8Sv3HLVs%3D&m=i0Pyc
%2Bx7qZZ4%2BsXnymazBA%3D%3D&s=LviRtUKXqs8kml5dHt7FT
eE2SZmY0Fvqd4iX49Mk%2F9UapyiFTEO6TA%3D%3D

83 Richman, V. (2002). Landlords Blacklist Activist Tenants. Shelter-
force, Issue 124. http://www.shelterforce.com/online/issues/124/
blacklist.html

84 Bundrick, H. (2014, January 27). How Lenders Use Your Hidden 
Credit Score. U.S. News and World Report. http://money.usnews.
com/money/blogs/my-money/2014/01/27/how-lenders-use-your-
hidden-credit-score

85 Snyder, K. (2012). Experian RentBureau to Receive Rental Pay-
ment History from Riverstone Residential Group. Experian News 
Blog. http://www.experian.com/blogs/news/2012/05/30/river-
stone/ 

86 Neumann, J. (2012, September 16). Boost for Foreclosure Mar-
ket. The Wall Street Journal. http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB
10000872396390443720204578000570020723746

87 Edelman et al., supra note 73.

88 Moody’s Investors Service (2012, August 23). Moody’s Identifies Key 
Risk Factors in Securitizations of Single-Family Rental Properties. Divi-
sion of Global Credit Research. https://www.moodys.com/research/



2726

Moodys-identifies-key-risk-factors-in-securitizations-of-single-family-
-PR_253840; Rich, M. (2012, April 2). Investors Are Looking to Buy 
Homes by the Thousands. The New York Times. http://www.nytimes.
com/2012/04/03/business/investors-are-looking-to-buy-homes-by-
the-thousands.html?pagewanted=all; Brennan, supra note 26.

89 Call et al., supra note 10.

90 Khouri, supra note 8. 

91 Immergluck, D. and Law, J. (2013). Speculating in Crisis: The 
intrametropolitan geography of investing in foreclosed homes 
in Atlanta. Urban Geography, 35(1), 1-24; Fisher, L. and Lambie-
Hanson, L. (2012). Are Investors the Bad Guys? Tenure and neigh-
borhood stability in Chelsea, Massachusetts. Real Estate Economics, 
40(2), 351-386.

92 Immergluck, D. (2013). The Role of Investors in the Single-family 
Market in Distressed Neighborhoods: The case of Atlanta. Joint 
Center for Housing Studies. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University. 
http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/412743-The-Role-of-Inves-
tors-in-the-Single-Family-Market-in-Distressed-Neighborhoods.pdf; 
Edelman, S. (2013, September 5). Cash for Homes: Policy implica-
tions of an investor-led housing recovery. Issue brief. Center for 
American Progress. http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/hous-
ing/report/2013/09/05/73471/cash-for-homes-policy-implications-
of-an-investor-led-housing-recovery/

93 Molloy and Zarutskie, supra note 25.

94 Ibid.

95 see supra note 14.

96 Gittelsohn and Perlberg, supra note 45.

97 Call et al, supra note 10.

98 Office of Inspector General (2013, September 27). Additional 
FHFA Oversight Can Improve the Real Estate Owned Pilot Program. 
Audit report: AUD-2013-012.

99 Perlberg and Gittelsohn, supra note 11; Pfeiffer and Lucero, 
supra note 81.

100 Logan, T. (2014, March 26). Single-family Rental Home Gi-
ants Form Trade Group in Washington. Los Angeles Times. http://
www.latimes.com/la-fi-mo-rental-giants-plant-flag-in-washing-
ton-20140326,0,7368877.story#axzz2zj8BZQKD

101 National Home Rental Council (2014). The trade group states it 
is non-partisan, and enhances this framing by providing download-
able infographics, links to academic research, and a “.org” domain 
name: www.rentalhomecouncil.org

102 See, for example, reviews from Woodland Hills, CA http://www.
yelp.com/biz/invitation-homes-woodland-hills and Alpharetta, GA, 
Yelp, 2014 http://www.yelp.com/biz/invitation-homes-alpharretta-2

103 See, for example, thread “Is American Homes 4 Rent a Scam”, 
Zillow, 2013. http://www.zillow.com/advice-thread/is-american-
homes-4-rent-a-scam/498040/

104 Ceraso, K. (1999). Whatever Happened to the Tenants Move-
ment? Shelterforce, Issue 105. http://www.nhi.org/online/is-
sues/105/ceraso.html

105 Bundrick, supra note 84.

106 Riepenhoff, J. and Wagner, M. (2012, May 6). Credit scars: Credit 
reporting agencies’ failure to address damaging errors plaguing 
thousands of Americans prompts call for action. The Columbus Dis-
patch. http://www.dispatch.com/content/stories/local/2012/05/06/
credit-scars.html; Bernard, T. (2013, August 2). An $18 Million Les-
son in Handling Credit Report Errors. The New York Times. http://
www.nytimes.com/2013/08/03/your-money/credit-scores/credit-
bureaus-willing-to-tolerate-errors-experts-say.html

107 Harris, E. and Perlroth, N. (2014, March 14). Target Missed 
Signs of a Data Breach. The New York Times. http://www.nytimes.
com/2014/03/14/business/target-missed-signs-of-a-data-breach.
html

108 Stable Home Ownership in a Turbulent Economy: Delinquen-
cies and foreclosures remain low in community land trusts. Working 
Paper: WP11ET1. Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

109 Rahmani et al, supra note 2.

110 Joint Center for Housing Studies, supra note 15.

111 Goodman, L. (2014). Single-Family Securitized Financing: A 
Blueprint for the Future? The Urban Institute. http://www.urban.
org/url.cfm?ID=412992&renderforprint=1 

112 Raymond, E. (2014, May 16). Are Single-Family Rental Securiti-
zations Here to Stay? Real Estate Research. Federal Reserve Bank of 
Atlanta. http://realestateresearch.frbatlanta.org/rer/2014/05/are-
single-family-rental-securitizations-here-to-stay.html 

113 Robin Hood Tax (2014). How it Works. The Robin Hood Tax. 
www.robinhoodtax.org 

114 Scott, J. (2013, September 19). The Faltering Financial Transac-
tion Tax and the Future of Wall Street. Forbes. http://www.forbes.
com/sites/taxanalysts/2013/09/19/the-faltering-financial-transac-
tion-tax-and-the-future-of-wall-street/ 

115 National Low-Income Housing Coalition (2014). National Hous-
ing Trust Fund. http://nlihc.org/issues/nhtf 

116 Dreir et al, supra note 16.



PB28


