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Dedication 
Los Angeles is a city full of people who come to the United States with 
nothing, and somehow find a way to build a new life for themselves and their 
families in an unfamiliar place. Their story resembles that of my own 
immigrant ancestors, who similarly struggled a century or more ago so that I 
might enjoy the fulfilling life I lead today. I am inspired by them, and I salute 
their courage, grit, and resourcefulness. This dissertation represents a small part 
of their story.    
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Beyond Ghor there was a city. All its inhabitants were blind. A king with his 
entourage arrived nearby; he brought his army and camped in the desert. He had a 
mighty elephant, which he used in attack and to increase the people’s awe. 
 
The populace became anxious to see the elephant, and some sightless from among 
this blind community ran like fools to find it.  
 
As they did not know the form or shape of the elephant they groped sightlessly, 
gathering information by touching some part of it. 
 
Each thought that he knew something, because he could feel a part. 
 
… 
 
The man whose hand had reached an ear was asked about the elephant’s nature. 
He said: “It is a large, rough thing, wide and broad, like a rug.” 
 
And the one who had felt the trunk said: “I have the real facts about it. It is like a 
straight and hollow pipe, awful and destructive.” 
 
The one who had felt its feet and legs said: “It is mighty and firm, like a pillar.” 
 
Each had felt one part out of many. Each had perceived it wrongly. No mind 
knew all.  

 — “The Blind Ones and the Matter of the Elephant,” ancient Sufi fable.1 







 



 

 





Interviewee type Count 
Homeowner household member 4 
Renter household member 1 
Code enforcement officer 6 
Real estate agent 2 
Real estate lender 1 
Building contractor 1 
Housing or community activist 2 
Attorney 1 
Private Appraiser 2 
City councilperson 2 
City staff 2 
Housing expert 2 
County appraiser staff 1 

Total 27 



















 



What stands out in Los Angeles is the timing [of working-class suburbanization], for 
the process began later there than in the older eastern cities. While Los Angeles was 
developing as a cutting-edge, decentralized metropolis, a paradigm of the new 
twentieth-century city, the persistence of working-class suburbs and the political 



mentalities they fostered resembled a holdover of working-class communities from an 
earlier time and place – transplanted into a thoroughly modern (some might say 
postmodern) urban setting. (Nicolaides 2002, p. 28).            

















Los Angeles seems unique among global cities. In New York, Chicago, even 
London, downtown central business districts have been regenerated by way of 
their mediation of global financial markets supplemented by high-end retail stores 
and low-end service sector jobs. In Los Angeles, by contrast, high-end retail 
consumption is dispersed across the western portion of the city. Low-wage 
manufacturing is to the Latinized workforce of Los Angeles what service sector 
jobs offer other cities in the postindustrial order. 
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Incorporated Cities 
Population 
2010   

Population 
Increase 1960-
2010   

Population 
Density 2010 
(people per 
square mile) 

Bell 35,477  95.7%  14,191 

Bellflower 76,616  70.8%  12,519 

Bell Gardens 42,072  59.0%  17,102 

Compton 96,455  34.3%  9,636 

Cudahy 23,805  111.1%  20,174 

Huntington Park 58,114  94.2%  19,307 

Lynwood 69,772  120.7%  14,416 

Maywood 27,395  87.8%  23,216 

Paramount 54,098  98.5%  11,437 

South Gate 94,396  75.4%  13,038 
      
Unincorporated           
East Rancho Dominguez 15,135  70.8%  18,457 

Florence/Graham 63,387  66.1%  17,706 

Walnut Park 15,966  70.8%  21,345 

Willowbrook 35,983   45.5%   9,565 

City of Gateway Total 708,671  74.1%  13,581 
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Incorporated Cities Latino Black White All Others 
Bell 93% 1% 5% 1%

Bellflower 52% 14% 20% 15% 

Bell Gardens 96% 1% 3% 1% 

Compton 65% 32% 1% 2% 

Cudahy 96% 1% 2% 1% 

Huntington Park 97% 0% 2% 1% 

Lynwood 87% 10% 2% 2%

Maywood 98% 0% 2% 1% 

Paramount 79% 11% 6% 5% 

South Gate 95% 1% 3% 1% 
     
Unincorporated         
East Rancho Dominguez 82% 15% 1% 2% 

Florence/Graham 90% 9% 1% 1% 

Walnut Park 97% 0% 2% 1% 

Willowbrook 64% 34% 1% 1% 

City of Gateway Total 82% 11% 4% 3% 

Latino 1980 White 1980 Black 1980 All Others 1980

S
ha

re
 o

f P
op

ul
at

io
n

  0

 20

 40

 60

 80

100

Latino White

Population

Share (%)

Black

1980

2010

All Others



• 



• 



• 



 Characteristic  
United 
States California 

Los 
Angeles 
Region 
***** 

City of 
Gateway 

Share of family households * 67% 69% 70% 83% 
Average family size 3.2 3.5 3.6 4.3 

Children as share of 
household population 30% 32% 33% 41% 
Share of high school 
graduates ** 85% 81% 78% 52% 
Share of population 65 or 
older 13% 11% 11% 7% 
Mean family income *  $84,422   $94,747   $91,982   $52,402  

Grandparents living with own 
minor grandchildren *** 22 28 32 47 
Births **** 14 14 14 19 
     
* Families are defined by the Census as households in which two or more people related by 
birth, marriage, or adoption live in the same housing unit.  
** Among adults aged 25 or more.    
*** Per 1,000.     
**** Births to women aged 15 to 50 in the past 12 months, per 1,000 people. 
***** Defined as Los Angeles, Ventura, Orange, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties. 



Jobs Held by City of

Gateway Residents per

Square Mile, 2011

Los Angeles County

City of Gateway

Downtown Los Angeles

Vernon

Compton Warehouse/

Industrial District

Lynwood Medical District

Orange County

San Bernardino County

Riverside County

Ventura County

5 to 531

4,747 to 8,433

8,434 to 13,175

5 to 2,112

2,113 to 4,746



Mode of travel to 
work (2007-
2011) 

City of 
Gateway 

Five-county 
Los Angeles 
region 

Driving alone 71% 74% 

Carpooling 14% 12% 

Public transit 8% 5% 

Walking 3% 2% 

Other 2% 2% 

Working at home 2% 5% 

Total 100% 100% 



City of Gateway Jurisdictions 1960 2010 

Incorporated Cities   

Bell 37% 29% 

Bellflower 64% 40% 

Bell Gardens 37% 24% 

Compton 64% 55% 

Cudahy 43% 18% 

Huntington Park 30% 27% 

Lynwood 57% 47% 

Maywood 35% 30% 

Paramount 57% 43% 

South Gate 57% 46% 

   

Unincorporated   

East Rancho Dominguez 67% 55% 

Florence/Graham 39% 37% 

Walnut Park 62% 53% 

Willowbrook 55% 52% 

City of Gateway Total 51% 41% 



Type of Structure 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 
2007-
2011 

1-unit: detached  -   -  54% 52% 50% 58% 

1-unit: attached  -   -  6% 10% 14% 9% 

1-unit: Mobile home, boat, RV, van, etc.  -   -  3% 4% 3% 3% 

1-unit subtotal 80% 70% 63% 67% 67% 70% 
2-4 units 12% 12% 13% 12% 11% 11% 
5+ units 8% 18% 25% 21% 21% 20% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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The phrase “single-family detached” creates a slippage between the building and 
the household, and obscures from view the fact that a family with ten children 
will always be a legal household, no matter how overcrowded the space, whereas 
a perfectly orderly household of six adults will often be in breach of local law” 
(Valverde 2012, p. 118).
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2008

Cudahy Huntington Park

  1966

    and 

   2008 

Overlay



Type of building footprint change on 
residential lot 

Cudahy 
Sample Area 

Huntington Park 
Sample Area 

Front house widened 15% 17% 

Front house extended towards rear 66% 54% 

Existing rear structure enlarged 9% 53% 

One or more new rear structures added 40% 7% 

Number of parcels zoned single-family 
residential 53 90 



Incorporated 
Cities 

# of 
Res. 
Lots (< 
1 acre) 

Avg. 
Lot 
Size 
(sf) 

Avg. 
Lot 
Cov. 

Share of 
Lots Not in 
Compliance 
with Lot 
Coverage 
Standards 

Footprint of 
Existing  
Res. Bldgs. 
(Millions of 
Square Feet) 

Share of 
Building 
Footprint 
Exceeding 
Lot 
Coverage 
Standards 

Bell * 3,113  6,350  42% 42%  7.9  21% 
Bellflower 3,323  8,206  25% 9% 5.9 2% 

Bell Gardens 1,296  6,109  39% 28%  2.0  8% 
Compton 12,847  5,654  27% N/A 18.8 N/A 
Cudahy 839 7,646 39% N/A  2.4  N/A 
Huntington Park 2,823  6,033  42% 27%  7.0  7% 
Lynwood 8,406 6,513 37% 24%  19.9  4% 
Maywood 2,708  6,160  41% 4%  6.7  1% 
Paramount 11,086  6,436  38% N/A  26.2  N/A 
South Gate 4,620  6,929  37% 33%  10.2  6% 
       
Unincorporated           

East Rancho 
Dominguez 1,219  5,835  40% 45%  1.8  20% 

Florence - 
Firestone 6,402  5,383  40% 49%  8.7  21% 
Walnut Park 1,368  5,796  40% 46%  3.2  13% 
Willowbrook 6,247  6,505  35% 32%  13.1  7% 

Total or 
Weighted 

Average 66,297  6,274 36% 31% **  134.3  9% ** 
 
* Calculated for compliance with FAR standard rather than LCR (Bell only).  
** Total for City of Gateway excluding the cities of Compton, Cudahy, and Paramount. 















De facto rooming houses, many of which are nominally illegal, constitute the 
majority of apartments in Chinatown. Chinese landlords there generally rent to 
other Chinese, whom they pack into illegally divided houses or apartments with 
bedsheet partitions. The tenants live in incredibly crowded conditions, sharing 
kitchens and bathrooms in poorly maintained buildings, but entire families often 
pay only $400 to $500 a month rent. You could see the owners as slumlords, but 
you could also see them as providing a social service. And as I was about to find 
out, if you buy the building, you become your own private nonprofit housing 
agency.  
 
- Gary Kamiya, Cool Gray City of Love (p. 87) 
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Studio (0 BR) 
Apartments      

Building 
Type 

Number of 
observations 

Avg 
size 
(sf) 

Rent (25th 
percentile) 

Median rent 
(50th 
percentile) 

Rent (75th 
percentile) 

Avg 
rent/sq. 
ft. 

5+ 
Amenities 0 - - - - - 
2-4 Onsite 0 - - - - - 
1-4 
Absentee 0 - - - - - 
5+ No 
Amenities 4 415  $625   $661   $709   $1.61  
Extralegal 6 420  $650  $693  $763   $1.65  

0 BR 
Total 10 418  $650   $650   $723   $1.63  

       
1 BR Apartments      

Building 
Type 

Number of 
observations 

Avg 
size 
(sf) 

Rent (25th 
percentile) 

Median rent 
(50th 
percentile) 

Rent (75th 
percentile) 

Avg 
rent/sq. 
ft. 

5+ 
Amenities 10 642  $1,025   $1,045   $1,050   $1.63  
2-4 Onsite 4 606  $938   $950   $963   $1.62  
1-4 
Absentee 4 598  $850   $975   $1,025   $1.66  
5+ No 
Amenities 21 531  $750   $847   $875   $1.61  
Extralegal 10 641  $800   $808   $850   $1.35  

1 BR 
Total 49 588  $850   $891   $970   $1.57  

       
2 BR Apartments      

Building 
Type 

Number of 
observations 

Avg 
size 
(sf) 

Rent (25th 
percentile) 

Median rent 
(50th 
percentile) 

Rent (75th 
percentile) 

Avg 
rent/sq. 
ft. 

5+ 
Amenities 19 895  $1,295   $1,334   $1,395   $1.51  

2-4 Onsite 13 886  $1,200   $1,280   $1,400   $1.46  
1-4 
Absentee 14 944  $1,080   $1,294   $1,513   $1.40  
5+ No 
Amenities 40 829  $1,123   $1,234   $1,309   $1.53  
Extralegal 11 870  $1,150   $1,206   $1,263   $1.39  

2 BR 
Total 97 825  $1,150   $1,225   $1,395   $1.48  
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You will go and buy a car, go to several lots, drive several versions of it, test drive 
everything, take it to a mechanic, yet you put buying a home in the hands of 
someone [a private building inspector typically hired by buyers in home purchase 
transactions] you’ve only met once? This is the most expensive purchase you will 
ever make, and it will hang around your head for thirty years. 
 

 







Jurisdictions with Intervention-Oriented Presale Ordinances 
Incorporated cities 

Bell 

Huntington Park 

South Gate 
 
Jurisdictions with Information-Oriented Presale Ordinances 
Incorporated cities 

Compton 

Cudahy 

Lynwood 

Maywood 

 
Jurisdictions Lacking Presale Ordinances 
Incorporated cities 

Bellflower 

Bell Gardens 

Paramount 

 

Los Angeles County (Unincorporated) 

East Rancho Dominguez 

Florence-Firestone 

Walnut Park 

Willowbrook 





Jurisdiction with Presale 
Ordinances 

Sales in 
Database 

Share of Sales of 
Properties with 
Extralegal Space 

Short Sale 
Share  

Bell city  211  13.3% 23.7% 

Compton city  1,808  5.3% 15.3% 

Cudahy city  47  12.8% 19.1% 

Huntington Park city  266  11.3% 28.6% 

Lynwood city  625  7.7% 22.1% 

Maywood city  156  11.5% 30.1% 

South Gate city  862  4.8% 25.4% 

Total  3,975  6.7% 20.5% 

Jurisdictions Without 
Presale Ordinances    
Bellflower city  800  7.8% 22.0% 

Bell Gardens city  145  10.3% 25.5% 

Paramount city  372  9.1% 25.5% 

East Rancho Dominguez *  211  7.6% 18.0% 

Florence-Firestone *  521  14.2% 21.3% 

Walnut Park *  139  10.1% 23.7% 

Willowbrook *  554  9.2% 14.4% 

Total  2,742  9.7% 20.8% 

        

Overall Total  6,717  7.9% 20.6% 









    
 

1) Any employees of the lender tasked with selecting appraisers for the list are 
independent of the loan production staff; and (2) the loan production staff is not 
involved in selecting appraisers off the list for particular appraisal assignments. 
(Fannie Mae 2009, p. 4.) 
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 Average Min Max SD   
Sale Price (dep. var.)  $255,046   $295   $2,330,000   $86,264   
Case Shiller index 178.7 159.5 214.8 17.5  
Location dummies        
Bellflower city  11.9% 0 1 -  
Bell city 3.1% 0 1 -  

Share of 
units in 1-4 
unit 
buildings 
(2007-2011 
ACS) 

Bell Gardens city 2.2% 0 1 -  11.4% 
Cudahy city 0.7% 0 1 -  5.2% 

Compton city 26.9% 0 1 -  6.0% 
Huntington Park city 4.0% 0 1 -  2.6% 
Lynwood city 9.3% 0 1 -  15.0% 
Maywood city 2.3% 0 1 -  7.0% 
Paramount city 5.5% 0 1 -  8.5% 
South Gate city 12.8% 0 1 -  3.9% 

East Rancho Dominguez  3.1% 0 1 -  6.5% 
Florence-Firestone 7.8% 0 1 -  14.3% 
Walnut Park 2.1% 0 1 -  2.1% 
Willowbrook 8.2% 0 1 -  9.3% 

Subtotal 100.0%      2.5% 
Property and sale 
characteristics        5.7% 
Interior area (sq. ft.) 1,394 384 15,000 653  100.0% 

Bedrooms 3.18 1 23 1.33   
Bathrooms 1.79 1 20 0.93   
Parcel size (sq. ft.) 5,782 1,382 39,600 2,344   
Age (years) 68.3 1 129 18.8   
Parking spaces 2.51 0 20 1.80   
Garage dummy 81.2% 0 1 -   
Single family house 
dummy 81.7% 0 1 -   
Short sale dummy 20.6% 0 1 -   
Extralegal 
characteristics         
Extralegal rooms (not 
included) 0.070 0 9 0.359   
Extralegal rooms 
(included) 0.033 0 4 0.244   
Extralegal bathrooms 
(not included) 0.030 0 4 0.192   
Extralegal bathroom 
(included) 0.011 0 2 0.117   
Separate extralegal unit 
dummy 1.9% 0 1 -   
Converted garage 
dummy 0.8% 0 1 -   
Detached extralegal 
space dummy 1.7% 0 1 -   





 Model 1  
Model 
2  Model 3  Model 4  

Case Shiller index $1,110 *** $1,108 *** $1,199 *** $1,046 *** 

           
Location dummies 
(1)           

Bell city -$58,692 *** -$57,640 *** - *** -$8,543  * 

Bell Gardens city -$57,980 *** -$57,330 *** -$59,225 *** -   

Cudahy city -$78,699 *** -$73,880 *** -  -$24,788 *** 

Compton city -$110,860 *** 
-

$110,100 *** -  -$60,837 *** 

Huntington Park city -$65,489 *** -$63,650 *** -  -$15,840 *** 

Lynwood city -$74,322 *** -$73,770 *** -  -$23,591 *** 

Maywood city -$66,952 *** -$65,710 *** -  -$17,407 *** 

Paramount city -$58,034 *** -$56,850 *** -$55,763 *** -   

South Gate city -$49,489 *** -$48,570 *** -  -   

East Rancho Dominguez  -$106,490 *** 
-

$104,300 *** -$103,140 *** -   

Florence-Firestone -$113,740 *** 
-

$111,700 *** -$111,220 *** -   

Walnut Park -$55,344 *** -$55,360 *** -$53,462 *** -   

Willowbrook -$120,980 *** 
-

$120,400 *** -$119,620 *** -   

           

Property and sale 
characteristics           

Interior area (sq. ft.) $29 *** $31 *** $26 *** $32 *** 

Bedrooms $13,335 *** $13,660 *** $13,597 *** $12,102 *** 

Bathrooms $9,265 *** $9,141 *** $15,915 *** $5,746 *** 

Parcel size (sq. ft.) $5 *** $5 *** $5 *** $3 *** 

Age (years) -$269 *** -$265 *** -$265 *** -$234 *** 

Parking spaces $3,422 *** $3,480 *** $3,374 *** $3,263 *** 

Garage dummy $14,490 *** $16,150 *** $17,567 *** $12,164 *** 

Single family house 
dummy -$13,544 *** -$10,590 *** -$10,367 * -$15,299 *** 

Short sale dummy -$41,439 *** -$41,640 *** -$41,455 *** -$40,437 *** 

Table 6.5 continued on next page 



Table 6.5 continued from previous page 

Extralegal 
characteristics           

Extralegal rooms (not 
included) $3,093  $3,160  $2,667  $3,711   

Extralegal rooms 
(included) -$15,172 *** -$15,560 *** -$16,166 ** -$13,791 *** 

Extralegal bathrooms 
(not included) $342  $725  $1,383  -$894   

Extralegal bathroom 
(included) $2,003  $2,694  -$3,581  $8,230   

Separate extralegal unit 
dummy -$9,871  -$9,378  -$12,982  -$4,005   

Converted garage 
dummy -$8,981  -$9,593  -$3,941  -$13,208 

  
 

Detached extralegal 
space dummy -$671  -$2,112  $1,549  -$4,200   

           

Intercept $24,912 * $17,250 * -$12,042   $220   

(1) Location dummy base case is location within Bellflower city for Models #1, #2, and #3, 
and South Gate city for Model #4 only.      
Significance: ***<0.001; **<0.01; *<0.05 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Type Spatial Error OLS Spatial Error Spatial Error 

       

Observations included All All 

Non-presale 
jurisdictions 
only 

Presale 
jurisdictions only 

       
Model characteristics       
Observations  6,717   6,717   2,742  3,975  

Adjusted R-squared   - 0.695 - - 
Log likelihood -81,822 - -34,042 -47,308 

First quartile residual -$21,391 -$21,814 -$24,916 -$19,090 
Median residual $3,975 $3,604 $2,398 $5,007 

Third quartile residual $23,119 $23,709 $24,250 $22,146 

Lambda 0.25*** - 0.21*** 0.28*** 

Significance: ***<0.001 





































Our cumbersome enforcement process itself is a constraint for us. We send a first 
NOV [Notice of Violation] typically giving 30 days to abate [i.e., for the 
homeowner to remove the offending unauthorized unit.] Next we send a certified 
Final Order giving 15 days to abate plus an additional 15 day appeal period. Now 
the violation has continued [past the original 30 day notice period] for 30+ days. 
We continue to do rechecks and if the vios [violations] remain we send a certified 
Noncompliance Fee notice giving 15 days to pay [the] $704 fee. By the way, 
anytime a certified notice is returned undelivered we have to recreate it and post it 
at the property. More time drag. Now the case has been open for 45+ days. 
Whether or not they [the homeowners] pay, they still have to abate, and if they 
don’t we send a DA Referral notice. But now we have to write a lengthy report to 
the DA and include all the evidence, all the while trying to juggle new complaints, 
other cases, and the multitude of other planning projects we handle. So cases can 
drag on because violators don’t see swift action from DRP. These protocols are 
built into the zoning code so we have no choice but to follow. Violators have the 
advantage. 

















This profession is highly political. I wish that I could speak to you more openly 
but we have been hit hard with layoffs and do not enjoy the same prestige or value 
that public safety has. We are at-will employees that must always remember that 
when carrying out our jobs. The general public does not understand that we ARE 
public safety as well. We enforce building codes, fire codes, health codes and are 
the only department that handles quality of life issues. We must always be aware 
of our public image, sometimes deal with the media, deal with irate citizens and 
inspect potentially dangerous properties alone. We do not receive the same 
training as public safety does.  



Type of department 
Share of survey 

responses (n=98) 
Building 5% 
Development Services 8% 
Economic/Community Development 40% 
Housing 1% 
Housing and Neighborhood Development 1% 
Planning 28% 
Public Safety 4% 
Public Services 2% 
Public Works 3% 
Quality of Life 6% 

Resource Management 2% 
Total 100% 



Reason for less code enforcement activity than 
respondent would prefer Share (n=53) 
Lack of staff capacity 81% 

Pressure from elected officials or their staff 30% 
Pressure from department leader 13% 
Prefer not to say 8% 

Pressure from staff from other departments 2% 

Other 25% 





Median Family Income 
quintile of respondent's 
Jurisdiction (2007-2011 
ACS) 

Average residents per Full 
Time Equivalent (FTE) code 
enforcement employee 
(thousands) 

Number of 
jurisdictions 

Lowest  27,200  10 
2nd  17,900  20 
3rd  28,000  14 
4th  23,500  17 

Highest  18,400  14 
 Total 75 





As the economy worsens [the planning and code enforcement departments] will 
continue to be excessively busy gaining control of [code violations] … Many 
[financially strapped homeowners] are walking away from [their houses] because 
they say they have no money since we now have interrupted their means to pay 
the mortgage [i.e., by forcing them to remove unpermitted units]. Adding 
structures and garage conversions are old news. Property owners are now 
subdividing their homes to rent the front half to a tenant and the back half to 
another. Or they are subdividing the rooms and adding multiple kitchens and 
restrooms. A home that [has] 3 bedrooms and 2 baths is now a subdivided home 
with 2-3 kitchens with closets converted to bathrooms, all in order to pay their 
mortgage. It will get worse.   





Jurisdiction-level attribute 

Pearson's r correlation with 
estimated percentage of 1-
4 unit properties with at 
least one unauthorized unit p value 

Average family size +0.54 < 10-8 

Percentage Hispanic +0.55 < 10-8 

Percentage of occupied units owner occupied -0.25 < 0.05 

Percentage of units built before 1960 +0.38 < 0.001 

Percentage foreign born +0.31 < 0.01 

Percentage of population linguistically isolated +0.47 < 10-5 

Median family income (MFI) -0.34 < 0.001 





Row Value Quantity  Formula/Source 
A Housing units in City of Gateway  181,613   (1) 

B Estimated 1-4 unit properties in the City of Gateway  69,713   (2) 

C Unauthorized unit prevalence rate 38.6%  (3) 

D 
Estimated number of unauthorized housing units on 1-4 
unit properties 26,909   B*C   (4) 

E Population in the City of Gateway  708,671   (1) 

F Residents per one code enforcement officer  27,175   (5) 

G 
Hypothetical number of code enforcement officers in City 
of Gateway 26.1  E÷F 

H 
Assumed number of street-level code enforcement 
officers per manager 10  (6) 

I Hypothetical number of managers 2.61  G÷H 

J 
Hypothetical number of street-level code enforcement 
officers in City of Gateway (street level), rounded down 24  G-I 

K 
Rate at which code enforcement officers are assumed to 
address unauthorized units, per month 30  (7) 

L 

Rate at which hypothetical City of Gateway code 
enforcement officers could close down unauthorized 
units, per year  8,640   J*K*12   (8) 

M 
Number of years needed to close down all 
unauthorized units in the City of Gateway 3.1   

     
 Sources/Justifications    
 1. Chapter 4.    
 2. GIS analysis using LA County geospatial data.    

 

3. Average estimated by code enforcement officers for jurisdictions in first median family income 
quintile. Within the City of Gateway, the City of Bellflower is the only locality that is above the lowest 
quintile, and only by about $3,000. 

 4. Conservatively assumes no properties with more than one unauthorized unit. 

 5. Average staffing level for jurisdictions in first MFI quintile from Code Enforcement Survey. 

 6. Conservative estimate based on interviews with code enforcement officers. 

 7. Rough middle point between two estimates provided by Code Enforcement Survey respondents. 

 
8. Assumes that 1) no additional unauthorized units are created during the crackdown period; and 2) 
all enforcement efforts are directed solely to closing down unauthorized units. 







Formally, the police are supposed to have almost no discretion: by law in many 
places and in theory everywhere, they are supposed to arrest everyone whom they 
see committing an offense or, with regard to the more serious offenses, everyone 
whom they have reasonable cause to believe has committed an offense. In fact, as 
all police officers and many citizens recognize, discretion is inevitable—partly 
because it is impossible to observe every public infraction, partly because many 
laws require interpretation before they can be applied at all, … and partly because 
the police believe that public opinion would not tolerate a policy of full 
enforcement of all laws all the time. 
-- James Q. Wilson, Varieties of Police Behavior (pg. 7)  









The patrolman is neither a bureaucrat nor a professional, but a member of a craft. 
As with most craft, his has no body of generalized, written knowledge nor a set of 
detailed prescriptions as to how to behave—it has in short, neither theory nor 



rules. Learning in the craft is by apprenticeship, but on the job and not in the 
academy” (Wilson 1978, p. 283). 













 

 

 



















I have lived on my street 28 years, and when my widowed neighbor moved out, a 
family of five adults and six children moved into the same small house. That's the 
pattern on every block, and frankly we've lost the battle on uncontrolled growth. 
We don't have any strategy for the future (J. Stewart 1990). 



hat it comes down to is, which Paul do you rob to pay Peter. We're getting 
down to just trying to deliver the most basic, essential, maintenance-of-life 
services. I've got to deal with dollars and cents. I'm really very skeptical that we're 
going to be able to take strides on this (Wilgoren and Gordon 1996).

Even if there were enough inspectors to survey every structure, politicians and 
experts said the shadow market of illegal dwellings presents a more complicated 
challenge: If enforcement were stepped up, where would garage-dwellers already 
teetering on the brink of homelessness go? (Wilgoren and Gordon 1996).















Latino Majority White Majority African American Majority 
Bell Bellflower Compton 

Bell Gardens Paramount East Rancho Dominguez * 

Cudahy  Florence-Firestone * 

Huntington Park Willowbrook * 

Lynwood   

Maywood   

South Gate   

Walnut Park *     

* unincorporated jurisdiction  





Anita Bennett, a communications consultant working for the city, said that charge 
[that code enforcement crackdowns are the result of anti-Latino animus by the 
city’s African American elected officials] is baseless. "If you look at the 
demographics, it might look like that" because there are more Latino residents and 
therefore more Latinos facing questions about their garages, she said (Garrison 
2009). 



While [resistance theorists] attempt to challenge the essentialism of such 
perspectives as “passive poor,” “submissive Muslim women, “ and “inactive 
masses,” they tend to fall into the trap of essentialism in reverse—by reading too 
much into ordinary behavior, interpreting it as necessarily conscious or 
contentious acts of defiance. (Bayat 2000, p. 544-545.) 



Once [the] real expansion and impact [of encroachments] are revealed, when the 
cumulative growth of the actors and their doings passes beyond a tolerable point, 
the state crackdown becomes expected. Yet in most cases, the crackdowns fail to 
yield much result, since they are usually launched too late when the encroachers 
have already spread, becoming visible and passing the point of no return. (Bayat 
2000, p. 550.) 











State

Control









The big question is how to get people out of overcrowded garages and into homes 
or apartments of their own. But the more urgent and more manageable question is 
how to make sure those living in garages now are safe. … We support the task 
force as a good first step. Among the issues it needs to tackle: How to bring some 
well-built apartments in line with zoning rules; how to get marginal units up to 
safety standards; and where to place residents of dangerous units. The effort 
requires flexibility and commitment. The rigid zoning laws that segregate land 
uses are outdated. A city changing at the pace of Los Angeles needs zoning that 
reflects how residents live today, not how a much smaller city lived 50 years ago. 
(Los Angeles Times Editorial Board 1997).  





Council members at last week's meeting correctly pointed out that living in a 
garage apartment is far from ideal. Yet even as they preached compassion, the 
committee members turned their backs on thousands of residents for whom the 
only choice is between a garage apartment and the streets. The line for public 
housing is years long, and the supply of affordable apartments is not nearly as 
plentiful as the council would like to believe (Los Angeles Times Editorial Board 
1997c). 

We have accepted the fact that people are living in garages in the city of Los 
Angeles. That, I think, is part of the problem. . . . I don't think . . . rehabilitating 
the garages is an answer to the problems of a lack of housing. . . . If the city is 
going to assist to fix garages to bring them into code, I can't understand why they 
don't use that same money to build more affordable housing (Bond 1997). 









Unit overcrowding is caused by the combined effect of low earning and high housing 
costs in a community, and reflects the inability of households to buy or rent housing 
that provides a reasonable level of privacy. However, cultural factors may also play a 
role in overcrowding (Page H3-21). 

There are a number of other census indicators that are useful in identifying potential 
dilapidated units. These indicators include units without heating, units lacking 
conventional plumbing, or units lacking complete kitchen facilities. The latter 
variable may also be an indicator of bootleg units constructed illegally or legal second 
units. According to the most recent census, 2,166 units (38.3% of the city's total) did 
not use any form of heating fuel (Page 32). (Emphasis added.) 

Unlike many urbanized communities, single-family homes have increased in relative 
proportion and number over the past two decades, from 34 percent (5,361 units) in 
1980 to nearly 50 percent (7,656 units) in 2007, with the most dramatic increase 
being in attached single-family units. In comparison, multi-family units now comprise 
just half of the housing stock, decreasing from 64.5 percent in 1980. (Page II-28.) 



 The actual South Gate population is thought to be significantly larger than 
reported by the Census or State Department of Finance. An ongoing UCLA study 
found that the 2000 Census undercounted many Los Angeles County communities, 
especially low income minority communities. Based on observations by City staff, 
severe overcrowding is an issue as evidenced by illegal garage conversions as living 
space in the community. As a result, the number of residents in the City has far 
exceeded the carrying capacity of the current housing stock. Using utility usage as an 
estimate of household size further supports the population undercount. Based on 
utility usage, the City estimated its 2006 population at between 115,000 and 125,000, 
almost 13 to 25 percent above the official estimate by the State. (Page 2-2.) 

The Let's Get Paramount Neighborhoods Lookin' Good program [in operation 
between 1987 and 1989], a code enforcement effort designed to clean up the 
residential neighborhoods in Paramount, was also implemented over a two-year 
period while there had been a major effort in Paramount in redeveloping the central 
business district and promoting new housing stock within the City. In addition, much 
attention was given to preventing the further deterioration of the existing housing 
stock through code enforcement programs. In early efforts, the City targeted areas 
throughout the community for specific code enforcement activity, only to find that this 
type of action often alienated the residents and encouraged them to complain to 
elected officials. Recognizing the difficulty of this comply or else approach to code 
enforcement, the City implemented a number of programs to provide financial 
assistance to the community in improving their homes. (Page 8.) (Emphasis added.) 





























  





This corner, almost two decades after the riots, has become something else 
altogether. Its tiny bungalows nowadays tend to be freshly painted and well 
maintained, with neat gardens and flower-beds surrounded by new wrought-iron 
fences in the front and thriving vegetable patches in the back. Its boulevards are 
now more active and colourful, with many more shops, small industries and lively 
markets and eateries, decorated with exuberant, colourful signs and displays. This 
will never be a beautiful neighbourhood and is not a completely safe one, but it 
has become a much neater, happier, more optimistic one. 

—Doug Saunders, Arrival City, p. 77.  
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General information

Thank you for taking the time to respond to this online survey. It should take about 10 minutes of your time.
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Benefits

There is no direct benefit to you from taking part in this study; however, I hope that the research will benefit society by providing information about how
zoning, building and other applicable codes are enforced on secondary units. At present, very little is known on this topic in the planning field.
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Some of the research questions may make you uncomfortable or upset. You are free to decline to answer any questions you don’t wish to, or to stop
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below) to minimize this risk.
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Confidentiality

I will handle the data I collect from you as confidentially as possible. If results of this study are published or presented, personally identifiable information
such as job title and jurisdiction will not be used.

To minimize the risks to confidentiality, I will not share survey data with anyone other than Prof. Chapple that will make it possible to identify you or
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Your rights and consent

contact information, which I will keep on file so that I have the information I need to contact you. In this case, however, I will absolutely not reveal your
name or address to anyone else other than Prof. Chapple. If your words are quoted in any presentation or publication, it will be impossible for anyone to
tell who wrote them.

When I complete this survey, I may save all of the collected survey data for use in my future research. Any resulting data files will be kept only on my
personal home computer and on an external drive that I use solely to backup my personal home computer. My home computer is protected by a
password at login that only I know. I will not transmit these files to any other person or computer, by e-mail or by any other means.

If I collaborate with anyone else on this future research, I will not grant him/her access to information that would allow you to be identified.
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Compensation

There is no compensation for participating in this study.
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project, there will be no penalty to you or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled.
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*

General questions

*

jagw@berkeley.edu.

If you have any questions about your rights or treatment as a research participant in this study, please contact the University of California at Berkeley’s
Committee for Protection of Human Subjects at (510) 642-7461, or e-mail subjects@berkeley.edu.

Split Page Here

1. If you agree to take part in the research, please print a copy of this page to keep for future reference if you so
choose, then click on the “Accept” button below.
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2. What jurisdiction (i.e., county or incorporated city) do you work for? (For example, “County of San Bernardino”
or “City of Pasadena.”)

Split Page Here

3. What is the name of the department or division that you work for? (For example, “Department of Community
Development, Code Compliance Division,” or “Department of Public Works.”)

Accept
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Split Page Here

4. What is your job title? (For example, "Senior Code Enforcement Officer.")

Split Page Here

5. What approximate neighborhoods/districts/sections of your jurisdiction do you or your staff cover as part of your
inspection/enforcement duties? (For example, “The north side of the city,” or “the Elm Park and Cedar Heights
neighborhoods,” or “the area west of the I-5 freeway,” etc.)

Split Page Here

6. Do your enforcement duties primarily cover zoning, building codes, both, or something else? (Select the best
answer.)

Split Page Here

7. Approximately how many Full Time Equivalent (FTE) employees work in code enforcement (in any capacity) in
your division/department? (Type “I don’t know” if you do not know.)

Mostly or only zoning enforcement

Mostly or only building code enforcement

Both zoning and building code enforcement

Other
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Conditions on residential properties
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8. In the neighborhoods where you and/or your staff conduct inspections, what percentage of residential (1-4 unit)
parcels do you estimate have at least one additional dwelling unit (i.e. converted garage, back house, partitioned
unit within main structure, etc.) that is not compliant with building, zoning, or other applicable codes? Select the
choice that is closest to your ballpark estimate, or "I don't know" if you don't have one.

Split Page Here

9. In the neighborhoods where you and/or your staff conduct inspections, what percentage of residential (1-4 unit)
parcels do you estimate are overcrowded according to zoning or other applicable standards? Select the choice that
is closest to your ballpark estimate, or "I don't know" if you don't have one.
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Split Page Here

10. In the neighborhoods where you and/or your staff conduct inspections, what percentage of residential (1-4 unit)
parcels do you estimate have at least one non-code compliant condition of any sort? (For example: unpermitted
dwelling units, overcrowding, unpermitted structures or house additions, unauthorized auto repair, excessive
debris, etc.) Select the choice that is closest to your ballpark estimate, or "I don't know" if you don't have one.
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Volume of enforcement action
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11. On approximately how many residential (1-4 unit) properties with unpermitted dwelling units, overcrowded
occupancy or other noncompliant conditions did you and/or your staff initiate enforcement actions in the last 30
days? (“Enforcement action” refers to any contact you and/or your staff made with the property owner, ranging
from a written notice, to verbal communication, to the issuance of a citation, etc.) If you don't have a ballpark
estimate, write "I don't know."
Number of residential
properties:
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12. What percentage of all of the residential (1-4 unit) properties with unpermitted dwelling units, overcrowded
occupancy or other noncompliant conditions that exist in your inspection territory would you estimate that you
and/or your staff were able to address via enforcement action during the past 12 months? Select the choice that is
closest to your ballpark estimate, or "I don't know" if you don't have one.

Split Page Here

13. Please select the statement below that best represents your opinion about the volume of enforcement actions
taken by your department or division on residential (1-4 unit) properties with unpermitted dwelling units,
overcrowded occupancy or other noncompliant conditions in your inspection territory.
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Additional comments

The volume of enforcement actions carried out by my department/division is about right.

I would prefer that my department/division carry out more enforcement actions than we currently do.

I would prefer that my department and/or my staff carry out fewer enforcement actions than we currently do.

Additional comments
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Volume of enforcement action

*

Volume of enforcement action
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14. Why does your department/division carry out more enforcement actions than you would prefer? (Select the
best answer.)
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15. Why does your department/division carry out fewer enforcement actions than you would prefer? (Select all that
apply.)

Pressure from the leadership of my department/division

Pressure from staff from other departments/divisions in my jurisdiction

Pressure from local elected officials from my jurisdiction and/or their staff

Other

I prefer not to say

Other (please specify)

Pressure from the leadership of my department/division.

Pressure from staff from other departments/divisions in my jurisdiction

Pressure from elected officials and/or their staff

Lack of staffing capacity within my department/division

I prefer not to say

Other (please specify)
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Staff capacity

Wrap-up
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16. Imagine that the elected officials in your jurisdiction were to make a political decision to take enforcement
actions sufficient to address most or all of the 1-4 unit residential properties with unpermitted dwelling units,
overcrowded occupancy or other noncompliant conditions within your jurisdiction’s boundaries. Roughly how
much do you estimate that code enforcement officer staffing capacity in your department would need to be
increased? (100% increase means a doubling of staff capacity, 200% increase means a tripling of staff capacity, etc.)
If your answer is "None" or "I don't know," you can write these in the answer box.

% increase
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17. While I expect that the results of this survey will be informative, there is also a great deal that I can only learn by
doing in-person interviews. Would you be willing to have me contact you to schedule an interview at a later date? If
so, please leave your contact information in the box designated below. As is the case with this survey, strict
anonymity would be maintained.

Yes

No

Name and contact information
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Split Page Here

18. While I tried to be comprehensive in selecting the questions to include in this survey, there may be issues that I
have not considered. If there is anything else about your experience as a code enforcement officer that you would
like to share, please write it below.

Split Page Here

You have now completed the survey. Thank you.

If you know of any colleagues, whether in your division/department or in any other jurisdiction in Ventura, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside,
Orange, or San Diego Counties, who might be willing to fill out this survey, please send them a link to www.enforcementsurvey.com.

Thanks again for filling out this survey. I appreciate your time.
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Dear code enforcement officer/supervisor,

You and/or your staff and colleagues are invited to participate 
in a survey as part of a research study by Jake Wegmann, a PhD 
candidate in the Department of City and Regional Planning at 
the University of California, Berkeley.  This study looks at the role 
that secondary units (also known as “mother-in-law units,” 
“ADUs,” and by other names) play in the Southern California 
housing market. 
      
Responding to this survey takes about 10 minutes.  It asks a 
series of questions about your work, specifically the enforce-
ment of building, zoning and other applicable codes and 
ordinances on residential properties with unpermitted 
secondary units, overcrowding, or other non-compliant 
conditions. The anonymity of all survey respondents is strictly 
protected.

To begin the survey, please go to:  

www.enforcementsurvey.com

NAME 
(or other responsible official)

TITLE

Department of Building 
Inspection and Enforcement, 

Code Compliance Section

City of Southern California City
1234 Main Street

Suite 5
Southern California City, CA 

99999





Place 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 
2007-
2011 

Increase 
from low 
point to 
2007-
2011 

High level of 
informalization        
Bell 78% 61% 48% 57% 60% 71% 50% 
Huntington Park 60% 51% 34% 47% 50% 52% 50% 
Maywood 65% 59% 47% 56% 59% 67% 43% 
Bell Gardens 90% 72% 75% 66% 70% 77% 17% 
South Gate 75% 66% 61% 66% 65% 71% 17% 
Cudahy 86% 61% 54% 58% 60% 62% 16% 
        
Medium level of 
informalization        
East Rancho Dominguez 85% 78% 76% 84% 84% 85% 12% 
Florence-Firestone 87% 81% 68% 79% 76% 76% 11% 
Walnut Park 78% 81% 75% 79% 79% 82% 10% 
Lynwood 72% 68% 63% 66% 67% 69% 10% 
Compton 83% 77% 73% 78% 78% 80% 9% 
        
Low level of informalization        
Bellflower 92% 71% 63% 61% 62% 63% 2% 
Paramount 95% 78% 73% 66% 66% 64%  -  
Willowbrook 96% 91% 79% 83% 79% 79%  -  





Incorporated City 

Increase in single-
family units*, 
1980 to 2007-
2011  

Permits 
issued for 
single-family 
units*, 1980 
to 2010  

Single-family 
unit* permits 
issued as share 
of increase in 
single-family 
units, 1980 to 
2007-2011 

Bell  2,155   211  10% 
Maywood  1,322   316  24% 
Lynwood  1,344   331  25% 
South Gate  2,786   695  25% 
Paramount  898   297  33% 
Bell Gardens  591   259  44% 
Huntington Park  2,453   1,088  44% 
Cudahy  667   309  46% 
Compton  2,916   1,458  50% 
Bellflower  1,476   1,123  76% 
* Note: in this table, “single-family units” includes detached and attached single-
family units, but excludes trailers, mobile homes, RVs, vans, etc. 







Housing stock in 

Time Period 1 TIME PERIOD 1

TIME PERIOD 2

Housing stock in 

Time Period 2 that 

existed in Time 

Period 1

A

B C

E

F

G

H

Net unit loss due

to conversion or

merger

Components 
included in
“loss rate” ratio

   A

Loss rate   =           

    E + F + G + H

D

Units lost due

to physical

removal elsewhere

Units converted

to nonresidential

use

Units lost to 

demolition or

disaster

Units badly 

damaged or

condemned

Units lost via

other means







Year 

Actual 
Housing 
Units* 

Modeled Housing 
Units* (Excluding 
Permitted 
Construction) 

Modeled 
Housing 
Units* 

Assumed 
Annualized 
Loss Rate 

Building 
Permits 
Issued 

1980 
(Census)  136,654   136,654   136,654  0.751%  668  

1981   135,627   136,295  0.751%  626  

1982   134,608   135,897  0.751%  302  

1983   133,597   135,178  0.751%  555  

1984   132,594   134,718  0.751%  935  

1985   131,598   134,641  0.751%  817  

1986   130,609   134,447  0.751%  1,580  

1987   129,628   135,017  0.751%  1,772  

1988   128,654   135,774  0.751%  1,686  

1989   127,688   136,441  0.751%  1,443  

1990 
(Census)  137,356   126,729   136,859  0.751%  1,030  

1991   125,777   136,861  0.757%  682  

1992   124,824   136,506  0.763%  345  

1993   123,872   135,810  0.769%  313  

1994   122,920   135,079  0.775%  343  

1995   121,967   134,375  0.781%  292  

1996   121,015   133,618  0.787%  271  

1997   120,063   132,838  0.793%  135  

1998   119,111   131,920  0.799%  228  

1999   118,160   131,094  0.804%  164  

2000 
(Census)  143,129   117,209   130,204  0.810%  170  

2001   116,260   129,319  0.816%  321  

2002   115,311   128,584  0.822%  207  

2003   114,362   127,734  0.828%  318  

2004   113,415   126,994  0.834%  264  

2005   112,469   126,199  0.840%  526  

2006   111,525   125,665  0.846%  292  

2007   110,581   124,894  0.852%  279  

2008   109,639   124,109  0.858%  285  

2009   108,699   123,329  0.864%  109  

2010 
(Census)  145,462   107,760   122,373  0.870%  

* “Housing Units,” as used here, excludes trailers, RVs, 
boats, etc. Total  16,958  



Year 

Actual 
Housing 
Units* 

Modeled 
Housing Units* 
(Excluding 
Permitted 
Construction) 

Modeled 
Housing 
Units* 

Assumed 
Annualized Loss 
Rate 

Building 
Permits 
Issued 

1980 
(Census)  136,654   136,654   136,654  0.751%  668  

      

1981   135,627   136,295  0.751%  626  

1982   134,608   135,897  0.751%  302  

1983   133,597   135,178  0.751%  555  

1984   132,594   134,718  0.751%  935  

1985   131,598   134,641  0.751%  817  

1986   130,609   134,447  0.751%  1,580  

1987   129,628   135,017  0.751%  1,772  

1988   128,654   135,774  0.751%  1,686  

1989   127,688   136,441  0.751%  1,443  

1990 
(Census)  137,356   126,729   136,859  0.751%  1,030  

    1981-1990 Subtotal 10,746 
      

1991  136,324  137,354 0.757%  682  

1992   135,292   136,996  0.763%  345  

1993   134,260   136,296  0.769%  313  

1994   133,227   135,561  0.775%  343  

1995   132,195   134,854  0.781%  292  

1996   131,163   134,093  0.787%  271  

1997   130,131   133,309  0.793%  135  

1998   129,100   132,387  0.799%  228  

1999   128,069   131,558  0.804%  164  

2000 
(Census)  143,129   127,038   130,204  0.810%  170  

    1991-2000 Subtotal 2,943 
      

2001  141,970   142,140  0.816%  321  

2002   140,811   141,300  0.822%  207  

2003   139,653   140,345  0.828%  318  

2004   138,496   139,501  0.834%  264  

2005   137,341   138,602  0.840%  526  

2006   136,188   137,963  0.846%  292  

2007   135,036   137,088  0.852%  279  

2008   133,885   136,200  0.858%  285  

2009   132,737   135,316  0.864%  109  

2010 
(Census)  145,462   131,590   134,257  0.870% 73 

* Excluding trailers, RVs, boats, etc. 2001-2010 Subtotal 2,674  
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Jurisdiction 

Minimum required off-
street parking spaces 
for single-family 
residence 

Spaces that must 
be covered or 
enclosed 

Minimum 
standard: 
covered or 
enclosed 
parking 
spaces? 

Bell Gardens 2 1 Covered 

Bell 2 2 Enclosed 

Bellflower Off-street parking standards not available online 

Compton 2 2 Enclosed 

Cudahy 2 2 Enclosed 

Huntington Park 2 2 Enclosed 

Unincorporated Los 
Angeles County 2 2 Covered 

Lynwood 2 2 Enclosed 

Maywood 2 2 Covered 

Paramount 2 2 Enclosed 

South Gate 2 2 Enclosed 



Jurisdiction 

Parking 
standards 
reference Zoning or parking standards URL 

Bell Gardens Chapter 9.38 http://www.codepublishing.com/ca/bellgardens.html 

Bell Chapter 17.76 http://www.cityofbell.org/home/showdocument?id=716 

Bellflower Chapter 17.88 http://qcode.us/codes/bellflower 

Compton Chapter 30-21 
http://www.comptoncity.org/index.php/municipal-
code.htm 

Cudahy Chapter 20.80 http://www.cityofcudahy.com/media/Parking.pdf 

Huntington Park Chapter 9-3.8 http://qcode.us/codes/huntingtonpark/ 

Unincorporated Los 
Angeles County Chapter 22.20.130 https://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16274 

Lynwood Article 65 http://www.codepublishing.com/ca/lynwood/ 

Maywood Section 4100 https://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16480 

Paramount Chapter 44, Article II 
http://www.paramountcity.com/code.cfm?task=detail2&I
D=20 

South Gate Chapter 11.08 http://codepublishing.com/CA/southgate/ 





Jurisdiction Zoning and Lot Sizes of Included Parcels 

Bell * 
SINGLE-FAMILY; MIXED SINGLE-FAMILY; MULTI-FAMILY (< 
11,500 sf only) * 

Bellflower R-1; R-2 (< 16,750 sf only) 

Bell Gardens R1; R2; R3 (< 7,500 sf only) 

Compton RL; RM (< 7,500 sf only) 

Cudahy LDR; MDR; HDR (< 15,000 sf only) 

Huntington Park R-L; R-M (< 12,500 sf only) 

Lynwood R1; R2; R3 (< 12,100 sf only) 

Maywood R3 (< 11,000 sf only) 

Paramount R1; R2 (<18,750 sf only); RM (< 20,000 sf only) 

South Gate R1; R2 (<12,100 sf only) 

Los Angeles County 
(Unincorporated) R1; R2; R3 (< 7,260 sf only) 

* General Plan designation rather than zoning used for the City of Bell because of missing data. 





Incorporated Cities Lot Coverage or FAR Standards for Residential Zones 
Bell * 0.5 FAR up to a maximum of 2,800 sf 

Bellflower 45% (R-1 zone only) 

Bell Gardens 45% 

Compton No specific lot coverage or FAR standard 

Cudahy No specific lot coverage or FAR standard 

Huntington Park 45% (R-L zone) and 55% (R-M zone) 

Lynwood 40% (R-1 zone), 50% (R-2 zone) and 60% (R-3 zone) 

Maywood 65% 

Paramount No specific lot coverage or FAR standard 

South Gate 40% (R-1 zone) and 50% (R-2 and R-3 zones) 

  

Unincorporated   

East Rancho Dominguez 40% maximum for second units 

Florence/Graham 40% maximum for second units 

Walnut Park 40% maximum for second units 

Willowbrook 40% maximum for second units 
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Identifier Description Location 
Extralegal 
mode** Characteristics 

Monthly 
Rent 

City of Gateway     

COG #1 
Converted 
garage Bell Gardens 

Conversion: 
inhabitation of 
nonresidential 
space No BA 

$400 to 
$500 

COG #2 

Unit carved 
out of single 
family house Compton 

Conversion: 
creation of 
extra units by 
partitioning a 
house 

2 BRs, makeshift 
kitchen, BA, separate 
entrance $900  

COG #3 
Converted 
garage 

Florence-
Firestone * 

Conversion: 
inhabitation of 
nonresidential 
space 

Kitchen, BA, living 
room $600  

COG #4 
Various 
trailers 

Florence-
Firestone * 

Addition: 
emplacement of 
a habitable 
vehicle 

Parked on residential 
property; utilities 
hooked up 

$400 to 
$500 

COG #5 

Various 
converted 
garages South Gate 

Conversion: 
inhabitation of 
nonresidential 
space  

$800 to 
$1,200 

COG #6 
Inhabited 
storage sheds South Gate 

Addition: 
construction or 
emplacement of 
a separate 
backyard 
structure 

12' x 12'; four of them; 
electrical service but no 
plumbing; BA attached 
to main house. $1,500  

COG #7 
Converted 
garage Willowbrook * 

Conversion: 
inhabitation of 
nonresidential 
space  $500  

COG #8 
Bunk in a 
bunkhouse Willowbrook * 

Conversion: 
transformation 
of a house into 
a dormitory 

Created from large 
house built as a single-
family residence during 
boom. Up to 3 double-
decker bunks beds per 
BR (LR converted too), 
so up to 6 people per 
room. One communal 
kitchen. 40 people 
sharing 3-4 bathrooms.   

$400 to 
$450 per 
bed 

COG #9 
Inhabited 
site-built shed Willowbrook * 

Addition: 
construction or 
emplacement of 
a separate 
backyard 
structure 

Just a place to sleep, 
nothing more. I 
witnessed this myself. 

$200 
(max.) 

COG #10 

Room in a 
3BR unit. 
(Two houses 
on lot, the 3 Willowbrook * 

Addition: 
construction or 
emplacement of 
a separate 

BR, sharing BA and 
kitchen $700  



BR unit is one 
of the two.) 

backyard 
structure 

COG #11 
Freestanding 
backhouse Willowbrook * 

Addition: 
construction or 
emplacement of 
a separate 
backyard 
structure 

1 BR, 1 BA, kitchen. 
Middle house of three 
on the lot.  

$700 
(negotiate
d down 
from 
$750) 

Identifier Description Location 
Extralegal 
mode ** Characteristics 

Monthly 
Rent 

Non-City of Gateway 
jurisdictions         

NCOG #1 Backhouse 
East Los 
Angeles * 

Addition: 
construction or 
emplacement of 
a separate 
backyard 
structure 

Caught fire; discovered 
by fire department. $500  

NCOG #2 

Separate unit 
created from 
rear house 
enlargement 

A city in 
north Orange 
County 

Addition: 
enlargement of 
a house 

Created by extralegally 
infilling a permitted 
patio. 

$400 to 
$600 

NCOG #3 
Bunk in a 
bunkhouse 

A city in 
north Orange 
County 

Conversion: 
transformation 
of a house into 
a dormitory  

$400 to 
$500 per 
bed 

NCOG #4 

Various 
converted 
garages 

Harbor 
Gateway, Los 
Angeles City 

Conversion: 
inhabitation of 
nonresidential 
space BA is in main house. $500  

NCOG #5 

Various 
converted 
garages Westmont * 

Conversion: 
inhabitation of 
nonresidential 
space 

Kitchen, bathroom, 
living quarters 

$900 to 
$1,200 

* Unincorporated Los Angeles County. 

** As defined in Chapter 5. 
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Jurisdiction 

Median 
Family 
Income 

MFI 
Margin of 
Error 

MFI 
Rank 

Coefficient 
Rank Coefficient 

Coefficient 
Standard 
Error 

Bellflower  $54,247 +/- $3,180 1 1 - - 

East Rancho 
Dominguez  $50,590 +/- $4,683 2 11 -$106,490 $4,430 

South Gate  $44,347 +/- $1,605 3 2 -$49,489 $3,121 

Paramount  $44,246 +/- $2,222 4 5 -$58,034 $3,921 

Compton  $44,653 +/- $2,041 5 12 -$110,860 $2,676 

Lynwood  $42,717 +/- $1,661 6 9 -$74,322 $3,319 

Walnut Park  $41,267 +/- $4,946 7 3 -$55,344 $5,636 

Bell Gardens  $38,554 +/- $2,016 8 4 -$57,980 $5,656 

Cudahy  $38,288 +/- $3,166 9 10 -$78,699 $8,841 

Huntington Park  $37,165 +/- $2,130 10 7 -$65,489 $4,392 

Maywood  $37,094 +/- $2,364 11 8 -$66,952 $5,468 

Bell  $36,247 +/- $1,737 12 6 -$58,692 $4,820 
Florence-
Graham  $36,138 +/- $1,780 13 13 -$113,740 $3,672 

Willowbrook  $35,695 +/- $3,236 14 14 -$120,980 $3,454 



Jurisdiction 

Date of 
Most 
Recent 
Version 
Online as 
of April 
14, 2014 

City 
Council 
Approval 
Status of 
Most 
Recent 
Version 
Online 

HCD Review 
Status as of 
March 24, 
2014 * URL as of April 14, 2014 

Bell 
December 
1996 Adopted 

Not yet 
submitted to 
HCD 

http://www.cityofbell.org/hom
e/showdocument?id=714 

Bell Gardens 
January 
2014 Adopted 

Approved by 
HCD 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hr
c/plan/he/he_documents/bell_
gardens_5th_adopted012114.
pdf 

Bellflower 
September 
2003 Draft 

Approved by 
HCD 

http://www.bellflower.org/ho
me/index.asp?page=131 

Compton April 2011 Draft 

Not yet 
submitted to 
HCD No longer available online 

Cudahy March 2013 Draft 

Found to be 
noncompliant 
by HCD 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hr
c/plan/he/he_documents/cuda
hy_5th_draft100813.pdf 

Huntington Park 
February 
2009 Adopted 

Not yet 
submitted to 
HCD 

http://ca-
huntingtonpark2.civicplus.com
/documents/7/8/Housing%20E
lement_February%202009_we
b.PDF 

Lynwood 
August 
2013 Adopted 

Approved by 
HCD 

http://lynwood.ca.us/sites/def
ault/files/City%20of%20Lynw
ood%20Adopted%202014-
2021%20Housing%20Element
.pdf 

Maywood 
January 
2014 Draft 

Received after 
deadline; 
under review 
by HCD 

http://www.cityofmaywood.co
m/images/NegDecIniStudy_Dr
aft_HEU.pdf 

Paramount 
August 
2013 Draft 

Found to be 
noncompliant 
by HCD 

http://www.paramountcity.co
m/download.cfm?ID=2255 

South Gate May 2009 Draft 

Found to be 
noncompliant 
by HCD 

http://www.sogate.org/sgcms
/media/File/housing_Element_
Public_Review_Draft.pdf 

Los Angeles 
County 

October 
2013 Draft 

Received by 
deadline*; 
under review 
by HCD 

http://planning.lacounty.gov/a
ssets/upl/official/official_2013
1203_housing-element.pdf 


