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INTRODUCTION
Purpose of the Study
This comprehensive analysis of housing needs in the town of Mammoth Lakes,
California, was sponsored by Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc., (MLH) a non-profit organization
whose mission is “to cause the creation of workforce housing for a viable and sustainable
community.” A similar Housing Needs Assessment was completed in 2005 covering all of
Mono and Inyo Counties and key survey findings for the Town of Mammoth Lakes were
updated in 2006. This study evaluates the housing needs of residents, employees and
businesses in light of economic and housing market conditions that have changed significantly
in recent years by tracking trends in the demographic characteristics of Mammoth Lakes’
residents and its workforce, the local housing and jobs market, and related shifts in housing
problems and concerns. By comparing the available supply of housing to local housing needs,
this report identifies where housing programs and policies can be most effective in meeting the
needs of the Town. Specifically, this project provides information that can be used to:
1. Recommend new public policies and programs related to housing;
2. Develop new private programs and approaches related to housing;
3. Develop recommendations for the allocation of public resources for housing
development;
4. Plan for future housing impacts connected with anticipated growth;
5. Monitor the effectiveness of public housing programs;
6. Adjust and improve existing housing programs; and
7. Provide market information to private and public housing developers.

Organization of the Report
This study is organized into ten sections as follows:
1. Key Findings and Conclusions, which summarizes the primary findings from this study
and recommends areas in which housing programs and policies could best be focused to
address current and future housing needs.
2. Population and Households, which provides historical and current estimates of the
number of persons and households residing in Mammoth Lakes and Mono County,
examines growth and describes the demographics of characteristics of the population.
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3. Jobs, Employment and Commuting, which includes data on the number of jobs, growth
in jobs, wages paid and commuting.
4. Housing Unit Profile, which provides information on the number, type, occupancy/use,
tenure, size, growth rate and inventory of deed and income/employee restricted units in
Town and estimates of future development.
5. Ownership Market Analysis, which considers the type, location, and price of units
owned by residents; the number of residential sales; historic and current home prices;
the availability of homes by price for both deed restricted and market inventory; and
information from Realtor and lender interviews regarding housing needs and
preferences of local residents and mortgage availability and assistance.
6. Rental Market Analysis, which covers the inventory of rental units by location and
condition, rents charged, and vacancy rates.
7. Housing Problems, which examines resident perceptions and satisfaction levels;
affordability of housing; physical condition of residences; employment-related housing
problems, issues and concerns; and foreclosures and the potential for default.
8. Special Needs Households, which provides information on seniors, Spanish-speaking
residents and persons with disabilities.
9. Housing Demand, which examines the price gaps in both rental and ownership housing
and forecasts housing demand by 2018 based on three scenarios for job growth.
Information is also provided on the housing-related preferences of residents.
10. Housing Strategies and Design, which summarizes comments from key stakeholders
and the general public about housing strategies and provides information on housingrelated preferences of locals for use when planning and designing housing
developments in the future.
11. Survey Trends Analysis, which focuses on primary changes since the 2005 regional
housing needs assessment covering all of Mono and Inyo Counties and the 2006
employee survey update for the Town of Mammoth Lakes.
The appendix contains survey samples; comments received from the employer, in-commuter,
Spanish and household surveys; calculation of affordable purchase prices and rents for all
income levels; and information on state disability trends.

2
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Data Sources and Methodology
Primary research and secondary public data sources were used to collect information
analyzed in this report. Primary research consisted of five distinct surveys and a series of
informational interviews with elected officials and board members, employers, engaged
citizens, Realtors, property managers and mortgage brokers. The surveys included:
1. Household Survey, which was mailed to PO Boxes and street addresses in the 93546 zip
code area, which included residents of the Town of Mammoth Lakes and neighboring
households. A total of 2,342 surveys were mailed, 101 were returned undeliverable and
442 responses were received, for a response rate of 19.7%. Responding households
represent about 750 employees, or roughly 18.5% of the local labor force.
Weighting was applied to the Household Survey data to benchmark the results to the
demographics in Mammoth Lakes to ensure that the surveys are representative of
households in the town. Although care is made to distribute surveys proportionate to
households in the area, lower income households and renters typically have a lower
response rate on surveys than higher income households and owners. As a result, the
household survey was weighted based on the actual distribution of owners and renters
in the Town, as determined from the 2010 Census. Survey results were also weighted by
the area median income distribution of households in Mammoth Lakes, as determined
from 2010 income distribution data provided by the Economic and Social Research
Institute (ESRI), a private firm that provides demographic estimates primarily to
support business location decisions. Finally, household size and tenure data from the
Spanish Survey was merged with the household survey and weighted based on 2010
Census household size data.
2. Employer Survey, which was a web-based survey that employers, covering a mix of
industries, were requested to complete through email notifications by the Mammoth
Lakes Chamber of Commerce. Follow-up phone calls and in person requests were also
made to assist with survey response, particularly from the larger employers in Town. A
total of 15 responses were received, representing a yearly average of about 2,000 jobs, or
about 49% of the yearly average jobs in Mammoth Lakes in 2010.
3. In-Commuter Survey, which was distributed through a combination of email invitations
to employees in Mammoth Lakes, distributed by area employers, and postcard
notifications, delivered to employees by local employers and by the Eastern Transit
Authority to persons commuting into Mammoth Lakes from Bishop. Household survey
responses from locations outside of Mammoth Lakes, but within the 93546 zip code
(primarily from Crowley Lake), were also added to the in-commuter responses. This
resulted in a total of 76 responses.

3
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4. Spanish-Speaking Survey, which was distributed with the assistance of the Mammoth
Lakes Unified School District, local police department, and Mammoth Lakes Housing,
Inc., through a combination of hand-delivered surveys and in-person interviews
conducted on local buses, at group and parent meetings, and at a local restaurant. The
survey sampling focused more on understanding family and long term resident needs of
the Mammoth Lakes community, rather than the transient, seasonally employed
population. A total of 29 surveys were completed and the results are summarized in
Section 8 – Special Needs Households.
5. Key Stakeholder Survey in which elected officials and members of the community who
have an interest in housing provided input through an on-line survey key to the
development of viable solutions to housing needs. Surveys contained a combination of
close-ended (quantitative) questions allowing respondents to elaborate verbatim. These
surveys were emailed to a sampling of individuals with particular interest and
experience with housing issues in the community. A total of 45 surveys were mailed
and 22 were completed for a response rate of 48%.
6. Community Interviews in which a total of 25 interviews were conducted to understand
local housing trends and needs as perceived by various members of the community,
including employers, elected officials, board members, Realtors, property managers,
lenders, and Town, Mono County, and MLH staff.
Publicly available data sources were also used, including:

•

Population, household and demographic data from 2000 and 2010 Census, 2010
estimates and American Community Survey (ACS) data analyses prepared by the
Economic and Social Research Institute (ESRI), ACS 2005-2009 5-year estimates, and
the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) 2005-07 and 2006-08
households by area median income (AMI) data;

•

US Department of Housing and Urban Development and California Department of
Housing and Community Development Area Median Income limits;

•

Jobs and economic data from the California Economic Development Department,
Labor Market Information and Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
(QCEW);

•

Available rental inventory from the Mammoth Times classifieds, Mammoth Lakes
Housing website and property manager interviews;
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•

Past owner housing sales and price information from the Multiple Listing Service
(data supplied by Trademark Properties and Realtor interviews) and Mammoth
Lakes Housing, Inc. (for other deed restricted sales and inventory);

•

Current for-sale inventory from the Multiple Listing Service of the Mammoth Lakes
Board of Realtors; and

•

Town building permit data, inventory of deed and income-restricted properties, and
potential future development from the Community Development Department.

Abbreviations
Abbreviations used in this report include:
ACS – American Community Survey
AMI -- Area Median Income
HUD – US Department of Housing and Urban Development
MLH – Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.
QCEW -- Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
EDD – California Economic Development Department
HCD – California Department of Housing and Community Development
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SECTION 1 – KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This housing needs assessment evaluated various public and primary data sources and
interviews to understand housing conditions in the Town of Mammoth Lakes as they relate to
resident, workforce and employer needs, commuting patterns, future employment growth and
overall housing trends, supply and cost. This section summarizes the key findings and
observations from each section of the report and, where applicable, integrates findings from
different sections to better understand the housing trends and needs observed.
Recommendations for action are then provided based on these findings. The findings and
recommendations from this study will help the Town of Mammoth Lakes evaluate current
housing programs and policies and make strategic decisions that will strengthen the supply of
housing for its residents and workforce.

Summary of Findings
In general, the current housing market in Mammoth Lakes provides some opportunities
for town residents and employees, but also continues to have its challenges. The significant
drop in the sale price of homes in the town has presented some buyers with the opportunity to
purchase homes that would not have been available five years ago. Taking a look at what type
of product is available at the more affordable sale prices within the Town of Mammoth Lakes,
however, shows that the vast majority of single family homes continue to be priced higher than
what local workers can afford. Also, while there are many condominiums at affordable sale
prices in town, high homeowner association fees and special assessments on older properties in
need of significant repairs make many of these properties unaffordable for town residents and
employees; and the design of other projects may not be suitable for year-round occupancy.
Further, other factors of the economy limit the ability for many locals to purchase homes,
including increased unemployment, a decline in average wages and incomes, and a tight
lending market. The rental market is also extremely tight; meaning few units are vacant,
offering little choice or availability for households trying to rent in town. This has contributed
to some employee recruitment and retention problems, as well as some observed housing
problems, such as cost-burdened households and overcrowding. Finally, high monthly energy
bills and renovation costs associated with older housing units in town continues to impact
housing affordability and suitability for residents and employees.
Therefore, while the current housing market has provided opportunities for some, many
residents and employees continue to face problems finding affordable and suitable housing in
town. These and other market trends are discussed in more detail below, followed by some
suggested opportunities through which many of these issues may be addressed.
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Population and Household Trends
Population Growth
•

In terms of percentage population growth, the Town of Mammoth Lakes has been growing
faster than Mono County and the State of California as a whole during the past 20 years.
The fastest growing age segment since 2000 were seniors (persons age 65 and over),
increasing 73%. Persons of Hispanic/Latino descent also increased significantly since 2000
and currently comprise about one-third of the Town’s population.

Tenure
•

There are more renters than owners in the Town of Mammoth Lakes. About 53% of
residents rent their home. The reverse was true in 2000, when only 47% rented.

Household Size and Type
•

The average household size in Mammoth Lakes increased slightly to 2.5 persons since 2000.
Just over half of Mammoth Lakes’ resident households are family households. Renters are
much more likely to have persons living with unrelated roommates than owners, whereas
owners are more likely to be couples with and without children. About 29% of households
have at least one person under 18 in their household. About 12% have at least one senior,
which is relatively high for a mountain resort community.

Household Income
•

The median family income in Mono County in 2011 is $74,500, or about 10% higher than in
2010, as reported by HCD. Owner households responding to the household survey
reported a median household income of $80,000 and renters $45,000, for an overall
household median income of $60,000.

•

Despite the increase reported by HCD, just under 40% of household survey respondents
reported that their incomes have decreased since 2007/08 and only 15% reported an
increase. Compared to similar surveys conducted in 2004 and 2006, incomes for households
with at least one person employed in the Town of Mammoth Lakes are currently only
slightly higher than those reported in 2004 and are lower than those reported in 2006. This
affects the ability for households to cover living expenses, including housing.

•

About 40% of households in Mammoth Lakes are low income, earning under 80% of the
area median income (AMI), including 53% of renters and 24% of owners. This is typically
the group toward which federal housing programs are targeted.
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Employment Trends
Resident Employment
•

About one-third of households in Mammoth Lakes have at least one self-employed resident
and three-fourths have residents that are employed by others. Just over 11% have at least
one person that is unemployed and looking for work. Employed residents hold an average
of 1.28 jobs and working households have an average of 1.7 employed residents.

•

Just under 20% of both owner and renter households reported having at least one employee
holding recreation/ski area jobs in Mammoth Lakes. Regarding other occupations, renter
households are much more likely than owner households to be employed in services, such
as bar/restaurant, retail, and hotel/lodge jobs. Owners are more likely to be in
management and professional positions, education and childcare, and other occupations,
such as property management, information technology and the arts.

Job Trends
•

Jobs in Mono County are about 2.7% lower than they were in 2004, and have declined 6%
since the peak in 2008. Similarly, the percent of unemployed residents has increased,
averaging 10.4% for Mono County in 2010 and 7.2% for Mammoth Lakes. Unemployment
rates in both the county and the town are typically lower than in the state as whole.

•

The largest number of jobs that were lost in Mono County was in the construction, real
estate and finance/insurance, and retail trade industries. Leisure and hospitality and
government added jobs since 2004. Survey results indicate that some government agencies
added employees, while others lost jobs.

•

About 40% of Mammoth Lakes employers responding to the employer survey reported
decreasing their employment since the 2007/08 recession and the same percentage kept
their employment the same. Over the next year, over half of employers expect to maintain
their same number of employees. Most interviewed employers are reorganizing after
having cutbacks in recent years and they are looking to remain relatively stable in their
employment until economic conditions are more certain. Projecting out five years, over half
of employers were unsure whether they will be looking to change their employment levels,
reflecting the uncertainty in the market.

Wages
•

The average wage in Mono County in 2010 was $33,124, showing a slight decline from 2009.
The average wage in the State of California is much higher, at $53,196, and increased since
2009. This disparity in incomes and earning power highlights the problem that locals have
when required to compete with higher wage second homeowners for housing.
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Commuting
•

The large majority (91% to 93%) of employed residents in Mammoth Lakes work in the
town. This shows a decline since the 2005 Eastern Sierra Housing Needs Assessment, in
which between 95% and 98% of employed residents worked in town. This indicates that
more residents are going elsewhere in order to find work.

•

Employers reported about 37% of the workforce commutes into Mammoth Lakes for work,
which is about the same as that reported in the 2005 study. Over one-half of employer
survey respondents provide work commute options for employees.

Housing Unit Profile
Growth and Occupancy
•

The number of housing units in the Town of Mammoth Lakes increased at a faster rate than
Mono County and California as a whole since 2000, and also grew at a faster rate than the
town’s population.

•

The percentage of units occupied by residents decreased slightly since 2000, to just over onethird of all units in the town. About 52% were reported to be vacant for
seasonal/recreational use at the time of the 2010 Census.

•

Resident occupancy rates vary by unit type, where about 67% of single family homes in
town are occupied by residents compared to only 12% of condominiums. The low
condominium occupancy rate is not too surprising given the recreational and short-term
rental focus of many of these projects.

Age of Units
•

The housing stock in Mammoth Lakes is relatively old. Over one-half of homes were built
prior to 1980 and are at least 30 years old. Homes of this age typically require repair,
reinvestment, and sometimes more significant rehabilitation to ensure quality living
conditions are maintained. Older units also tend to be less energy efficient than newer
construction, which contributes to high energy and heating costs. Just over 15% of units
have been built within the last 11 years.

Development of Units
•

Development patterns are reflective of the dominant tourism economy, where over one-half
of the building permits approved since 2001 were for multi-family transient (or vacation)
units. Single family homes and multi-family resident units each comprised about one-fifth
of building permits.
9
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Deed and Income/Occupancy Restricted Units
•

There are a total of about 249 deed/income-restricted residential units in Mammoth Lakes,
equating to about 7.7% of all occupied units in 2010. This includes 42 ownership properties
with deed restrictions, 187 rental units with employment and/or income restrictions and
another 20 units within other developments. Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc., has provided
about 106 (or 42%) of these units.

•

Some employers also provide housing. About one-third of employer survey respondents
reported they offer some type of housing assistance to their employees. According to
household survey results, about 237 of renters (14%) benefit from employer programs.

•

Mammoth Mountain Ski Area provides 541 beds for seasonal workers at various, affordable
price points, and have had a few units occupied by year round workers. Several other
employers in Town own or rent units that can be occupied by short-term contract workers
and new hires while they search for more permanent housing, among others. Employers
providing such housing indicated that the benefits outweigh the costs in terms of helping to
recruit and retain quality employees. One interviewee indicated that employer-provided
housing is seen as part of the natural market cost of doing business in the area.

•

Student housing is also provided by Cerro Coso College, which has 35 units on-site for
students and some staff.

•

About 456 additional restricted housing units have the potential to be added over the next
15 years, although the actual timeline of construction is not known. Approved master plans
for Holiday Haus and Shady Rest account for 185 of these potential units.

Ownership Market Analysis
Owner Households
•

Owners occupy about 1,502 units in town, with about 69% residing in single family homes
and 18% in condominiums. About 44% of homes have three bedrooms. On average, homes
have 3-bedrooms and 2.5 baths, similar to the desired size home for persons looking to
move over the next few years.

Neighborhood of Residence
•

Where owners live provides insight into preferred areas of town for locals to own homes.
The largest percentage of owners reside in Old Mammoth and The Knolls neighborhoods,
followed by Mammoth Slopes. About one-tenth of survey respondents reported living in
Sierra Valley. Very few live in the North Village area, where the primary focus is on visitor
accommodations. Realtors generally felt some of the best deals on the current market for
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locals were in the Old Mammoth and Sierra Valley neighborhoods.
Owner Housing Costs
•

For the three-fourths of owners with mortgage payments, they pay an average of about
$1,900 per month. Utilities average almost $400 per month and homeowner’s association
fees average another $350. Combined, these costs increase mortgage payments by almost
40% per month. Combined with the potential need for home upgrades required for older
homes or special assessments for roof repairs or other needs on older condominiums, these
costs significantly impact the ability for locals to afford monthly payments on these units.
This shows that sale price of homes cannot be the only consideration when evaluating the
relative affordability of homes to locals in the current market.

Housing Sales Trends
•

Just over 80% of all sales between 2004 and 2010 were condominium units. The number of
combined single family and condominium sales peaked in 2005 (749 total) and reached a
low in 2008 (250 total), dropping 67%. This was accompanied by an increase in the number
of days units took to sell on the market and a significant drop in the sale prices of homes.

•

Since 2008, the number of sales each year has been picking up and the number of days on
the market declined slightly in 2010. However, home sale prices have continued to decline.
Single family sale prices declined 30% from their peak in 2007 through 2010; condominiums
(excluding the sale of the new Westin condo-hotel properties in 2007) dropped 60%, with a
42% decline in their average price per square foot. Not all properties declined at the same
rate, with older units decreasing in price more than newer units.

•

The median sale price of homes increased slightly in the early part of 2011 from the prior
year, whereas condominium prices have continued to decline, indicating the bottom may
not have been reached in this market. Sale prices in early 2011 have averaged between 91%
and 95% of the asking price, compared to between 97% and 98% in 2007.

Foreclosures, Real Estate Owned and Short Sales
•

Foreclosure, real estate owned (REO) and short sale properties comprised about one-half of
single family and one-third of condominium sales in 2010, which assist in lowering market
prices of homes. Realtors and lenders felt that foreclosure and REO properties can be good
deals for locals, as long as they are intact. Problems occur when properties need significant
repairs, but are priced as-is by the bank, and the appraised as-is price falls below the sale
price, causing some challenges with financing. Also, locals may not be able to afford the
repairs upon purchase. Short sales can be good deals in theory, but only about one-third of
these sales close and the process can exceed 6 months. The best deals are from owners with
equity that are willing to bargain on their price, but these properties are rare.
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Current Inventory
•

As of July 20, 2011, there were 328 single family homes, condominiums and mobile homes
listed on the MLS, equating to an 8 to 9 month supply of units in Mammoth Lakes. Single
family homes have over one-year’s supply and condominiums just under 8 months. When
the estimated time it will take to sell homes listed is greater than one year, it is generally
considered to be a buyer’s market; an inventory of less than six months is generally a seller’s
market.

•

The median asking price of single family homes is $799,000; $319,000 for condominiums.
The median price of homes sold in 2010 was lower, at about $631,000 and $280,000,
respectively. Households need to earn well over 150% AMI to afford the median priced
single family home on the current market and between 120% and 150% to afford the median
priced condominium. Over one-half of for-sale properties are priced over $360,000,
including 94% of single family homes and 40% of condominiums. These homes would be
affordable to the average 2.5-person household earning over $91,000 (or about 150% AMI).

Deed Restricted Units
•

Several deed restrictions on ownership properties were lost as a result of the housing
market downturn. A total of 61 properties in Mammoth Lakes were originally sold with
deed restrictions, and 42 ownership properties have retained these restrictions. Another
project, San Joaquin Villas, which originally offered 40 deed restricted units, sold only 18
with deed restrictions, 3 of which have since been lost. Restrictions were lost through a
combination of foreclosures and deed restriction language that was not drafted in
anticipation of the large decline in housing prices. This language has since been revised and
10 deed restricted units contain the revised restriction.

•

Tight financing, a decreased pool of buyers, and increased availability of market rate units
with comparable prices all affected the volume and speed of sales of deed restricted units
during and since the downturn. Realtors have generally found that, given a choice between
a deed restricted product and a similarly priced market rate product, buyers will usually
choose the market rate product. Despite this, most Realtors felt that deed restricted
properties offered good options for locals, with new construction, many with garages, and
units designed for resident occupancy, which are hard to find on the market.

•

A total of 2 deed restricted properties were listed on the July 20, 2011, MLS; another 2 units
(1 in escrow) were available in the Aspen Village Condominiums built by Mammoth Lakes
Housing, Inc. There is not a waitlist for ownership properties.

Availability for Locals
•

Local Realtors find locals are mostly interested in single family homes priced below
$500,000. This includes 22 listings on the current market, or less than one-third of the
12
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inventory. These mostly include older, 3-bedroom or smaller homes, built before 1980. If
locals desire garages (which most do), these homes typically start around $500,000 in price.
Most first-time homebuyers are looking at homes below $400,000, which are older and
usually in poor condition, requiring upgrades.
•

Some locals are interested in condominiums and prefer ones with garages. Market prices
are competitive with deed restricted for-sale condominiums, meaning that locals have
options on the market. However, deed restricted units have the advantage of new
construction and many offer garages. Many of the more affordable market units are over 30
years old and need major renovations in the near future. High homeowners association fees
and the potential for high special assessments for upgrades increases the cost for locals to
purchase homes and are considerations for local buyers.

Mortgage Availability
•

Although prices have dropped, so has the purchasing power of locals. Financing is harder
to get, often requiring 20% down and better credit, and debt-to-income ratios have
decreased. The more stringent requirements have kept some homeowners from getting
financing, and have resulted in less financing for others. One lender indicated that a
household that could borrow $300,000 before the housing downturn may only qualify for
$220,000 today. This means that insufficient income compared to the price of housing
remains the chief impediment for most local borrowers.

Down Payment/Homebuyer Assistance
•

About 45 buyers have received homebuyer assistance through Mammoth Lakes Housing,
Inc., for the purchase of market rate or deed restricted homes. Presently about $800,000 is
available. Buyers must qualify for assistance and cannot earn over 80% AMI, or 120% AMI
if purchasing an Aspen Village condominium. The maximum purchase price allowed under
this program is currently $362,790, which is lower than the price of the vast majority of
single family homes in town.

•

Assistance is provided through a deferred second mortgage that is subordinate to the
primary loan at an interest rate of between 0% and 3%. Lenders noted some complications
with this program given that federal guidelines for the assistance program differ from
mortgage underwriting standards and that underwriters have become leery of second
mortgages in today’s market. Buyers are also less likely to want to maximize the amount
they borrow in these uncertain economic times.
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Rental Market Analysis
Rental Inventory
•

Mammoth Lakes has a total of 1,727 renter-occupied units located throughout the
community, with the largest concentration in the Sierra Valley neighborhood. Renters
occupy a variety of unit types, with about one-third in apartments and the rest in singlefamily homes, condominiums, townhomes, mobile homes and rooms without kitchens.

Affordable Rental Housing
•

Four small apartment projects ranging in size from 25 to 48 units each, with a combined
total of 133 units, were financed using Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) and are
restricted for occupancy by households with incomes at 50% and 60% AMI. These projects
are located in four different neighborhoods. Only 30 of the 133 LIHTC units are in Sierra
Valley, which leads to the conclusion that the development of affordable rental housing has
not contributed significantly to the concentration of low income households in that
neighborhood.

Condition of Units
•

Rental units are often in poor condition. Property managers report inadequate insulation,
old and often expensive heating systems, designs that were not intended for occupancy year
round, insufficient parking and snow removal problems. The reason most frequently cited
by renters for dissatisfaction with their housing is that it is poorly maintained and needs
repair.

Rents
•

The median rent for all rentals in Mammoth Lakes is $1,100 per month. The median free
market rent is $1,200 per month; almost twice than the median rates charged for units that
have restrictions limiting occupancy to households that meet employment and/or income
qualifications ($605 per month). While the median rent is apparently affordable to
households earning 80% AMI, utilities add another 23% to rent costs per month on average,
significantly compromising the apparent affordability of these units. Approximately 17% of
renters have utility costs that equal $500 or more per month.

•

Rents decreased 20% to 25% in 2008 and 2009 in response to tough economic times (job
losses, out migration, increases in supply when homes were rented that did not sell), but
have since flattened and, in some cases, have started to increase. Prior to the recession, rents
were increasing about 3% to 5% per year. Most managers expect to be able to resume rent
increases across the board next year.
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There is a mismatch between the incomes of renters and the rents they pay, with higher
income renters in lower priced units and lower-income renters paying far more than they
can afford. This is an indication of tight market conditions, in which lower income
households must compete with higher income households for units. The vacancy rate in
mid-July was estimated at a very low 1.7%, with no LIHTC projects reporting any vacancies.

Amenities
•

Rental properties typically offer few amenities. The LIHTC projects have more than most
free-market apartments. Adequate parking and snow removal, wood stoves and on-site
laundry are the features most often requested by renters when looking for a place to live.

Bedroom Mix
•

There are few one-bedroom rental units, yet there is high demand for one-bedroom rentals
by persons who want to live alone. Among affordable rentals, Mammoth Lakes Housing
offers only three one-bedroom units, and there is only one one-bedroom unit in Glass
Mountain. Apartment projects have little diversity in the mix of households served, where
each project primarily serves either families, singles in studios or roommate households.

Availability
•

The rental market in Mammoth Lakes is very tight, with extremely low vacancies. When
research was conducted in May, typically a time of high turnover, none of the LIHTC units
were vacant and only two out of 260 free market units leased through four property
managers were unoccupied. A total of 30 for-rent listings in the Mammoth Times in July
suggests a vacancy rate of about 1.7%.

Housing Problems
Severity of the Problem
•

The majority of Mammoth Lakes’ residents feel that affordable housing for persons who
work in the region is the most critical or one of the more serious problems facing the
community.

Dissatisfaction
•

Approximately 600 households are somewhat or very dissatisfied with their housing.
Renters are far more likely to be dissatisfied than owners. Among specific reasons given for
dissatisfaction, “needs repairs/poorly maintained” was the most frequently cited, followed
by “high utility bills” and “too expensive.”
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Affordability
•

Approximately 25% of households, or 800 households, spend more than 30% of their income
on housing and are considered to be cost burdened by their housing payments. Lower
income households tend to spend proportionately more of their income on their monthly
housing payment than do residents with higher incomes. Approximately 75% of
households with incomes in the 30% to 60% AMI range are cost burdened. The median
income of households spending between 31% and 40% of their income on housing is about
$44,000, indicating an estimated break point at which finding affordable housing becomes
particularly difficult.

Overcrowding
•

As many as 18% of households (575 total) are overcrowded. Overcrowding is more of a
problem among certain segments of the population, particularly large families and young
single workers who crowd together to share housing expenses, and Hispanic/Latino
households. According to interviews of property managers, many of the rented studios in
Mammoth Lakes are overcrowded.

Forced to Move
•

Just over 11% of Mammoth Lakes’ households (about 75 households) were displaced/forced
to move within the past three years.

Defaults and Foreclosures
•

It appears that the number of defaults and foreclosures is trending downward. During 2010
and the first two quarters of 2011, an average of 60 notices of default and 73 notices of
trustee sales were filed. Both figures were lower for the second quarter of 2011 than the sixquarter averages.

•

Defaults and foreclosures are far from over, however. Approximately 250 households are at
risk of losing their homes due to delinquent rent or mortgage payments. Just over 80% of
homeowners reported that the value of their homes has decreased since the economic peak
of 2007/08. Nearly 15%, or 220, indicated that their debt exceeds the value of their homes.

Housing-Related Employment problems
•

Over one-half of employers responding to the survey felt that affordable housing for local
residents in one of the more serious problems or the most serious problem in the area. Just
under half of employers reported that they do not believe housing issues have affected
employee performance. For the rest, unfilled jobs, employee turnover and unqualified
applicants were the most common problems encountered. About one-half of employers
16
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reported they have unfilled jobs; about one-third reported losing at least one employee or
potential employee due to housing.
•

Interviews revealed that employers were generally not concerned about seasonal workers
being able to find housing, but certain products for year round residents were hard to find.
Employers generally saw a need for affordable year round rentals for new, entry-level
professionals earning $45,000 or less per year and ownership housing for mid- and uppermanagement workers (earning between about $50,000 and $100,000 per year).

•

Specifically, the scarcity of affordable year round rental units, in decent condition,
discourages some new hires; whereas the low availability of single family homes, at
affordable prices and that are in livable condition, discourages mid- and upper-management
employees. Workers that would consider owning condominiums find a scarcity of product
suitable for year-round occupancy that also have reasonable homeowner’s association fees
and non-excessive amenities.

Impacts of Recessionary Measures
•

Employers reported taking several measures as a result of the recession that affect the ability
for local workers to afford housing, including reducing the number of hours worked,
wage/salary freezes, and lay offs. Some offered early retirement programs and then did not
refill the jobs. Employers reported not altering any housing assistance they provide,
although a few have altered their program to fit changed needs, such as by renting rather
than owning units for employee occupancy, or leasing fewer units.

Future Retirees
•

Employers in resort communities often have difficulty filling jobs that have opened due to
long term employees retiring, who are typically fairly established in their housing in the
area. About two-thirds of employer survey respondents expect to have at least one
employee retire within the next 5 years from a position that they will need to refill, equating
to about 92 employees.

Special Needs Households
Spanish-Speaking Households
•

Spanish surveys were received from primarily families and long term residents of the town.
These households have been working in the area an average of almost 11 years, average
almost 5 persons in size and reside in homes with an average of 2.2 bedrooms. About onethird of those surveyed live in deed restricted housing in town.
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•

These households average 2.5 persons per bedroom and are prone to be severely
overcrowded, with over half reporting having more than 2 persons per bedroom. Despite
this, when asked what they would change about their home, only 13% of respondents
indicated that they would change its size.

•

Households were generally satisfied with their neighborhood, but half of respondents
indicated their homes were in need of repairs. Complaints included inattentive landlords
and repairs/upkeep needing to be done, the high price of heat, and trash and disturbances
in the neighborhood.

•

Difficulties finding housing were primarily related to finding housing they could afford.
One-third encountered language barriers. Limitations on the number of people permitted
per unit also affected some respondents.

•

Almost 60% of employers responding to the survey indicated they employ persons who
speak Spanish as their primary language, and that they hold an average of 10% of jobs
during the peak season. Spanish survey respondents indicated they hold an average of 1.4
jobs per worker and average 2.6 workers in their household.

Persons with Disabilities
•

About 11% of Town residents in 2000 had a disability. This would equate to about 880
persons in 2010. Employment disabilities were the most frequently reported, with about
one-third reporting physical and going outside the home disabilities.

•

Survey comments encompass a variety of issues encountered by residents, including Town
service and home amenity/accessibility issues (paving roads, clearing sidewalks and streets
of snow, garages and/or covered parking), as well as home affordability and renovation
constraints. One comment called for modifying affordable housing qualifications such that
disabled residents can qualify even though they are not employed; an option that is
currently available through Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.

Senior Households
•

Households with at least one senior (persons 65 or older) increased from 7% of households
in Mammoth Lakes in 2000 to 12% in 2010, comprising 399 households. This population is
expected to continue to increase, meaning it is important to understand their different
housing needs and preferences.

•

Most senior households have resided in the Mammoth Lakes area for over 20 years; only a
small percentage have arrived within the past 5, indicating few are retiring to the area from
other regions.
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•

Senior households mostly own their homes, yet 37% reside in homes that are at least 30
years old, likely needing repairs. While some may consider home renovation assistance,
senior household incomes are higher than other households, with a median of about
$83,000. Almost half have paid off their mortgage, very few are cost burdened by their
housing payment, and very few are underwater on their homes.

•

Few are looking to move over the next few years, but those that are generally more likely to
consider an attached product than other households; are more likely to want to move out of
Mammoth Lakes and find garages/storage, low maintenance, home size and type, and
proximity to services to be more important than other households.

Housing Demand
Housing Gaps
Rentals
•

Although there is a good mix of rentals at various price points in the Town of Mammoth
Lakes, more rentals are needed. There is a gap in units priced affordable for households
earning under 30% AMI and there are also proportionately more renters earning incomes
over 120% AMI than units priced in this range. This suggests there may be opportunities to
mix some high-end rentals with low income rentals to help subsidize the cost of the low
income units.

•

The scarcity of rentals, with a mid-July vacancy rate of about 1.7%, forces low income
households to compete with higher income households for rentals, pushing the low income
households into units they cannot afford. This is exemplified by the fact that 31% of renter
households are cost burdened by their rent payment, particularly affecting households
earning under $44,000 per year (<80% AMI).

•

The problem of affordability is exaggerated when the cost of utilities is taken into account,
which increases rent payments an average of about 23% per month. This increases the gap
in rentals affordable to households earning less than 60% AMI and reduces the gap for units
serving higher income households. Rehabilitation of older rental units can assist with
lowering these costs, as well as provision of new, energy efficient options for households.

Ownership
•

There are gaps in available units priced for households earning less than 80% AMI based
both on the price point of sales in 2010 and July 2011 listings. These would be units priced
at about $155,000 or less for a 2.5-person household. These households may encounter more
problems procuring financing than higher income households and have been reluctant in
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the current economic environment to stretch their credit by using home purchase assistance
programs. Nevertheless, modestly increasing the availability of homes in this price range
would provide options for households that are able to purchase homes, particularly as
economic conditions improve.
•

Few units affordable to households earning between 80.1% and 150% AMI were on the MLS
as of July 17, 2011. These would be homes priced between about $155,000 and $300,0000 for
a 2.5-person household. Units that are available at these price points are mostly
condominiums, many of them older and facing special assessments, or with high HOA fees
providing amenities not desired by local residents. The few single family homes available
are primarily older and in need of significant repairs. Rehabilitation programs and home
renovation assistance could help some of these households purchase these units and still
afford necessary repairs.

•

The majority of households interested in purchasing homes earn between about 80.1% and
150% AMI, or between $50,000 and $91,000 per year. This includes the group of middle and
upper managers that employers indicated have trouble finding suitable housing product
within their price range to purchase. The fact that these households largely prefer single
family homes presents challenges, given that 96% of currently listed for-sale single family
homes are priced for households earning over 150% AMI.

Need for Additional Units
•

It is estimated that about 170 units are currently needed to meet the demand from workers
needed to fill unfilled jobs, to alleviate severely overcrowded households, and to provide
housing options for in-commuters. Product needed to serve in-commuters and new worker
households are unit type and price sensitive, requiring lower price and/or better home
values than currently exist in town.

•

Depending on the rate of job growth over the next 5 years, between 46 and 159 units will be
demanded by new workers needed to fill these jobs. These estimates are conservative and
do not take into account, for example, the jobs vacated by the 92 employees that employers
expect to have retire over the next 5 years.

•

Current demand (170 units) combined with future demand from anticipated job growth at a
rate of 1% per year (94 units) shows that, by 2015, about 264 additional housing units will be
needed in town. Assuming the incomes of new households are distributed similarly to
existing households, then about 26 units will be needed for extremely low income
households (< 30% AMI), 28 for very low income households (30.1 to 50% AMI) and 51 for
low income households (50.1 to 80% AMI). Assuming a similar percentage of ownership
and rental units are needed as present, then 46.5% should be for ownership (123 units) and
53.5% for rent (141 units); however, near term emphasis on new units should be focused on
increasing the rental stock.
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Estimated New Units by AMI Range: 2010-2015
AMI Range of 2011 Mammoth
Lakes Households
AMI Range!

Own!

Rent!

OVERALL!

# of New
Units!

30% or less
30.1-50%
50.1-60%
60.1-80%
80.1-100%
100.1-120%
120.1-150%
150%+
TOTAL

7%
4%
4%
9%
11%
12%
16%
37%
100%

12%
17%
6%
18%
10%
11%
10%
15%
100%

10%
11%
5%
14%
10%
11%
13%
25%
100%

26'
28'
15'
36'
27'
30'
35'
67'
264'

Source: 2011 Household Survey; HCD AMI limits; Consultant Team

Housing Strategies and Design
Housing Strategies
•

Respondents to the household survey had several requests related to homeownership,
including down payment and home improvement assistance and help with paperwork for
applying for units and assistance. Requests for assistance finding affordable places to rent
were also received.

•

Down payment assistance, low interest rehabilitation loans to make home improvements
and sweat equity are the types of assistance that residents who want to move into different
homes are most likely to consider. Renters were also likely to consider rent assistance to
lower their rent payments.

•

Key stakeholders recognize the accomplishments of housing strategies to date and generally
seem satisfied with the number of affordable owner and rental units that have been
produced. Opinions are divided as to whether future strategies should increase or slow the
pace of development, but most feel that various aspects of affordable housing programs,
including income targeting and dispersal of units, should remain the same. The majority
feel that changes to existing policies and approaches should be evaluated in light of changes
in market conditions.
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Housing Design Preferences
Amenities and Neighborhoods
•

The cost of housing is the primary factor both renters and owners consider when looking for
housing. Storage and parking are the next most important considerations. Energy
efficiency, good heating systems and washers/dryers are also very important.

•

Community amenities, followed by proximity to work, are the most important factors when
considering where to live. Many concerns were expressed about neighborhood
characteristics including noise, concentrations of renters, safety and vacation rentals.

Demand From Residents Who Want to Move
•

Half of Mammoth Lakes’ residents would like to move within the next five years into
housing other than where they now reside. Over three-fourths of renters would like to
move, which is not surprising given their high dissatisfaction levels. Residents who want to
move fall evenly into three categories: 1) those who want to buy; 2) those who want to rent
and 3) those who would consider buying or renting.
o

Only 24% of renters that want to move clearly would like to move into ownership,
which is a significant decrease from preferences in the past. Cost factors and
uncertainty about the economic future are the primary reasons that renters want to
keep renting.

o

The incomes of residents who want to move are wide ranging, but nearly half are
equal to or less than 80% AMI, which would mostly include ownership homes
priced at about $200,000 or less and rentals below $1,200 per month.

o

Nearly 80% of the households that prefer to move into a different home in the next
five years want a single family home. Most prefer a single story design, which is
especially difficult to provide given the low availability of land in Town and the
densities required to achieve affordability.

o

Most residents desire three bedrooms and two baths, although their current
household size could be accommodated by a smaller unit.

o

Just over 80% of residents who want to move consider Mammoth Lakes to be their
first choice for location. Next in terms of location preference are nearby rural
subdivisions and small communities, such as Crowley Lake.
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Recommendations for Action
These recommendations summarize areas in which housing programs and policies
could best be focused to address current and future housing needs that will better serve
residents, employers and the workforce. These suggestions are conceptual in nature and will
require additional research to determine their feasibility, practicality and best method of
application. More in depth consideration through a strategic planning process would likely be
required to establish priorities and assign responsibilities. Implementation of these
recommendations would require a reallocation of resources and, in some cases, additional
resources to those currently allocated to housing efforts.

1. Housing Rehabilitation (ownership and rental)
With high utility costs and widely-reported complaints of poor quality construction,
deferred maintenance and disrepair, MLH’s housing rehabilitation efforts should be expanded.
Acquisition and rehabilitation of units for long-term rentals should be continued, and a new
program should be considered for rehabilitation of owner-occupied units. Potential options for
this program include:
•

Acquiring and renovating condos/townhomes, as is now done with apartments and
multi-family units, then selling them with deed restrictions or with a shared equity
approach. Units could also be rented at affordable rates if the ownership market has not
rebounded.

•

Providing assistance to existing homeowners for improvements and additions if needed
to meet the changing needs of their household.

•

Targeting resources to condominium projects that have a relatively high proportion of
local residents and reasonable HOA dues; FHA approval of these projects for mortgage
insurance should be obtained.

•

Amending CDBG and HOME grant contracts to redirect some of the $800,000 now
available for down payment assistance, for which there is little demand at this time, to
rehabilitation, which is an eligible activity under both grant programs. Assisting
purchasers with rehabilitation costs could help resident households purchase these older
homes and still be able to afford to make needed repairs, or meet special assessment
costs if purchasing a condominium.

•

Allowing sweat equity. Under this approach, owners would do some or all of the
renovation work in an effort to reduce the amount of assistance needed. Given the
number of residents in Mammoth Lakes who work in the construction trades, it seems
this approach could be appropriate for stretching limited resources.
23

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

One drawback to this program is that it does not increase the stock of housing in the
town. Despite this, stepping up rehabilitation efforts would have multiple benefits, particularly
in the current housing and job market, including preserving existing units for occupancy by
locals, which are less expensive than new construction; reducing housing expenses by lowering
utility costs to occupants; and stimulating the economy by creating construction-related jobs.

2. Rental Development
With very low vacancies and rents that are starting to increase, a trend seen in many
market areas around the nation, planning for development of additional rental housing should
be initiated. A modest project similar in size to the LIHTC projects completed in the past (30 to
50 units) appears warranted now and demand should increase within two to three years, which
is how long it will take to finance and construct an apartment project. Specific suggestions
include:
•

Focusing on single employees with primarily one-bedroom units. There are only four
affordable one-bedroom rentals in Mammoth Lakes and market rate property managers
noted they manage few one-bedroom rentals, which rent quickly when available due to
demand. Therefore, single persons searching for affordable housing have few options.

•

Exploring the feasibility of a mixed-income development since there appears to be
demand from renters with incomes greater than 60% AMI to lease well maintained
units. Employers noted units affordable to households earning $45,000 or less (or about
80% AMI) would assist with their retention of new employees; which would also
address a group of renters that are prone to being cost burdened.

•

Considering partnerships with the School District or other major employers who need
housing to recruit new professional employees. While many employers lease or own
units that they then lease to employees, several others do not have the resources or
knowledge to undertake such programs on their own. Partnerships or pooling of
resources may open new opportunities to produce needed workforce rental housing.

3. Hispanic/Latino Housing Needs
Results from the Spanish surveys indicate that many Hispanic/Latino households reside
in severely overcrowded units, units that are in need of maintenance and repair and that they
have difficulty finding suitable housing due to language barriers and housing occupancy
limitations. Opportunities to better serve this population could be explored and help address
many of the problems associated with overcrowded units that result in neighborhood
complaints. Given the different housing requirements and lifestyles of this population, simply
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building larger units is likely not the solution. Research into the community and cultural
housing needs of this population may suggest modest alterations to existing unit amenities and
designs that would better meet their housing needs. To the extent their households are
included in housing rehabilitation efforts, this would help improve the condition of units
occupied.

4. Foreclosure Prevention
Homebuyer counseling efforts should be expanded to provide advice and guidance to
owners who are at risk of losing their homes. Filings of default should be tracked through
Mono County with outreach to owners who are local residents to see if measures can be taken
to cure defaults prior to foreclosure. Efforts could be focused on owners of deed restricted units
in an effort to preserve the affordability restrictions on those properties.

5. Allowing Rental of Deed Restricted Units
Explore relaxing current restrictions on owners of deed restricted properties to provide
them with greater flexibility to rent rooms to roommates or to rent their units if they are either
unable to sell them or if renting makes better financial sense. In the present economy, many
owners of market rate units have rented their homes to reduce their need to sell their homes or,
if unable to sell them, to default. This would provide the same flexibility to owners of deed
restricted properties and help to retain deed restrictions that may otherwise be lost if, for
example, the property enters foreclosure or if the terms of their deed restriction cannot be met
by Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. Limitations on household, as opposed to owner, income will
need to be addressed and, where such limitations are imposed by Federal or State funding, will
likely present significant obstacles to leasing options.

6. Public Relations
While respondents to the Key Stakeholder survey acknowledged accomplishments in
the development of affordable ownership and rental opportunities in Mammoth Lakes, many
members of the community were less informed or had mistaken impressions about efforts to
date and about who was being served by housing units and programs. Educating the public
about the number and type of units produced in a relatively short time, the wide variety of
persons who have been helped with housing, and the resources to be devoted in the future
could improve community relations and, therefore, assist with future policy development by
boosting community support. Firming up and maintaining connections with key players in the
housing arena including Realtors, mortgage lenders and non-profits, like IMACA, is also
recommended to stay on top of market changes as they occur and to identify opportunities for
better utilization of available resources.
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7. For-Rent Listing Service
With very low vacancy rates, rising rents, and for-rent advertising that is dominated by
vacation rentals, a listing service for year-round rentals could help renters find places to live
that they can afford. Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc., provides a listing service on their website;
however it has little oversight and often contains outdated listings. Presently,
landlords/property managers have responsibility to advertise, maintain and remove their
available rental properties; however, they generally are not doing so. The site could be
improved and advertised. A less resource-intensive option would be to, at a minimum, provide
a list on the MLH web site of the names and contact information for property managers who
lease year-round rentals.
Several Spanish speaking renters also encountered language barriers when seeking
housing. Advertising a service that can assist new residents in searching for, locating, and
procuring rentals would help this population locate more suitable housing and broaden their
housing options when seeking housing.

8. Employer Assisted Housing
Consideration should be given to MLH serving as a catalyst and clearinghouse for
Employer-Assisted Housing. While many employers in Mammoth Lakes have provided
housing or housing assistance for some of their employees, these efforts could potentially be
expanded and/or replicated by other employers. Providing a mechanism through which
employers could learn about possibilities, benefit from the experiences of other employers and
develop partnerships for future housing efforts could be a productive use of resources.

9. Affordable Housing Development Standards
Caution should be taken for future affordable housing projects when considering
whether double density and reductions in parking requirements should be implemented.
While some modifications to development standards to reduce development costs for
affordable housing may be necessary, careful consideration should be given to the location and
type of development, the ability for snow storage and removal, available parking, traffic flow,
noise and other impacts on the neighborhood before allowing modifications. Upfront design
considerations to reduce maintenance costs and expensive repairs in the future should also be
considered, such as orienting buildings to take advantage of sun exposure to reduce ice buildup
and lower heating bills and minimizing north-facing entrances, stairs and walk ways to reduce
snow and ice buildup on these important pathways.
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In conclusion, given the large supply of housing on the market at comparatively
affordable prices, developing new ownership housing at this time is not recommended.
However, as the housing market recovers and home prices increase, this trend should be
monitored. The advantage to building units priced affordable to locals when permitted by the
market is that it provides residents with an option to buy new construction and creates units
suitable for year-round occupancy; units which are generally hard for locals to find at market
prices. Instead, the present focus should be on programs that can help locals get into current
market rate units, such as the housing rehabilitation and down payment options discussed
above. When prices again start to rise beyond local affordability, the need for constructing
ownership units can be reevaluated.
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SECTION 2 – POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLDS
Population Characteristics
The population of Mammoth Lakes has grown at a faster rate than Mono County1 and
the state as a whole since 1990. Between 1990 and 2000, the population of Mammoth Lakes
increased 48%, compared to 29% in Mono County and 13.5% in the state of California as a
whole. Population growth rates slowed between 2000 and 2010, with Mammoth Lakes
increasing 16%, compared to 10.5% in Mono County and 10% in the state. Population growth
through 2020 is estimated to occur at a rate of about 22% in Mono County, which appears to be
high given that growth during 8 of the last 10 years occurred during an economic boom and
most economists predict a relatively slow economic recovery.

Change in Population: 2000 through 2020
20,000
18,000

17,310

Number of Persons

16,000
14,000
12,000

14,202

12,853

10,000
8,000
6,000

Mono County

8,234

7,093

Mammoth Lakes

4,000
2,000
0
2000

2010

2020

Year
Source: US Census (2000, 2010); California Department of Finance (DOF) (2020)

Percent Change in Population: 2000 – 2015

% change (1990-2000)
% change (2000-2010)
% change forecast (2010-2020)

Mono
County
29.1%
10.5%
21.9%

Mammoth
Lakes
48.2%
16.1%
-

State of
California
13.8%
10.0%
12.8%

Source: US Census (2000, 2010); DOF (2020)

'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''

Unless otherwise referenced in this report, all references to data for Mono County includes incorporated
and unincorporated areas (including the Town of Mammoth Lakes).
1
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Of potential significance to future housing needs is the large growth in the population of
seniors (persons age 65 and older) between 2000 and 2010. This population increased about
18% in the state as a whole during this period. However, Mammoth Lakes shows a 73%
increase and Mono County a 41% increase. Despite this growth, seniors still comprise a
relatively small percentage of the population in Mammoth Lakes (6.5%) compared to Mono
County (9.7%) and the state as a whole (11.4%), likely reflective of the colder climate in the
Town.
Senior Population (65 and Older): 2000 - 2010
Year
2000
2010
% change

Mono
County
976
1,377
41.1%

Mammoth
Lakes
307
532
73.3%

State of
California
3,595,658
4,246,514
18.1%

Source: US Census (2000, 2010)

The Hispanic/Latino population has also been on the rise at a significantly faster pace
than in the state as a whole. Persons of Hispanic or Latino descent increased by 76% in
Mammoth Lakes and 65% in Mono County since 2000, compared to about 28% in the state as a
whole. Hispanic/Latino persons comprise about 33.7% of the population in Mammoth Lakes
and 26.5% in Mono County, compared to 37.6% in the state as a whole. This population often
fills many of the service and lower paying trade positions in a community, such as
housekeeping, dishwashing, and hard labor, placing pressure on the need for housing at lower
income levels.
Hispanic/Latino Population: 2000 - 2010
Year
2000
2010
% change

Mono
County
2,274
3,762
65.4%

Mammoth
Lakes
1,575
2,772
76.0%

State of
California
10,966,556
14,013,719
27.8%

Source: US Census

Household Characteristics
Number and Tenure of Households
The 2010 Census reports a total of 3,229 households in the Town of Mammoth Lakes.
Only 46.5% of these households own their home, meaning more Town residents rent rather
than own their home. Mono County has a higher ownership percentage of 56.0%. The
percentage of owner-occupied units declined 4 percentage points in Mono County and 6
percentage points in the Town of Mammoth Lakes since 2000, whereas the state as a whole
declined about 1 percentage point (from 56.9% in 2000 to 55.9% in 2010). Realtors in the area
reported that many home owners have offered their places for rent since the recent recession,
likely contributing to the increase in renter-occupied homes. This is a trend seen in other
mountain resort communities.
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'
Owner- and Renter-Occupied Units: 2000 - 2010
Year
2000
2010

# OwnerOccupied
3,084
3,228

Mono County
Mammoth Lakes
# Renter% Owner# Owner# Renter% OwnerOccupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
Occupied
2,053
60.0%
1,485
1,329
52.8%
2,540
56.0%
1,502
1,727
46.5%
Source: US Census (2000, 2010)

Household Size
The average household size remained about the same in Mono County since 2000, at
about 2.42 persons. The average household size in Mammoth Lakes increased slightly to 2.50
persons from 2.44 in 2000, showing a similar pattern as the state as a whole. The increase in the
Hispanic/Latino population is likely a contributing factor given that these households tend to
be larger. In Mammoth Lakes, the average size of renter households (2.67 persons) is larger
than owner households (2.31 persons).
'
Average Household Size: 2000 - 2010
Year
2000
2010
% change

Mono
County
2.43
2.42
-0.4%

Mammoth
Lakes
2.44
2.50
2.5%

State of
California
2.87
2.90
1.0%

Source: US Census (2000, 2010)

'
A significant percentage of households are 1-person (27%) and 2-person households
(35%). About 11% of households report having 5-persons or more, including about 7% of
owner households and 14% of renter households. This includes information from the Spanish
survey results, appropriately weighted based on the 2010 Census.
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'

Source: 2011 Household Survey

'

Household Composition
The composition of households in Mammoth Lakes has shown little change since 2000.
Family households comprised about 53.9% of households in 2000, compared to 53.3% in 2010,
married-couple families comprised about 43% in each year and persons living alone comprised
just under 28%. As shown below, the percentage of family households in Mammoth Lakes
(53.3%) is lower than that in Mono County (59.2%), both of which are significantly lower than
the state as a whole (68.7%). Both the County and the Town are typified by a comparatively
low percentage of single-parent households and high percentage of persons living alone
compared to the state.
'
Household Composition: 2010'
Mono
County
5,768

Mammoth
Lakes
3,229

State of
California
12,577,498

Family households
Married-couple
Male householder, no wife present
Female householder, no husband
present

59.2%
49.5%
4.1%

53.3%
43.4%
4.5%

68.7%
49.4%
6.0%

5.6%

5.5%

13.3%

Non-family households
Living alone
Other

40.8%
27.6%
13.2%

46.7%
27.8%
18.8%

31.3%
23.3%
8.0%

Total households

Source: US Census (2000, 2010)
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'
The 2011 Household Survey shows that renters are, not surprisingly, much more likely
to be comprised of unrelated roommates (20%) than owners (2%). Couples without children
comprise a much higher percentage of owner households (37%) than renter households (22%),
with less difference seen among couples with children (27% of owner households versus 21% of
renter households). Single parent households make up about 4% of both owner and renter
households.
'

Household Composition by Tenure: Mammoth Lakes, 2011
24%
27%

Adult living alone
Couple, no children

37%

23%

Couple, with child(ren)

21%
2%

Unrelated roommates
Single parent with child(ren)

3%
4%

Immediate and extended family members

3%
4%

Family members and unrelated roommates

2%
1%

Other

1%
2%
0%

27%

20%
Own
Rent

10%

20%

30%

40%

Percent of Occupied Units
Source: 2011 Household Survey

Seniors and Children in Households
While the population of seniors (persons 65 and older) increased significantly in
Mammoth Lakes and Mono County since 2000, as discussed above, so have the percentage of
households with at least one senior.

•

Almost 25% of households in the state of California have a person 65 or older, compared
to 17.7% in Mono County and 12.4% in Mammoth Lakes. This is relatively high for a
mountain resort community, and this population will likely continue to grow in the
coming years.

•

In 2000, only 12.6% of Mono County households and 7.1% of households in Mammoth
Lakes had senior occupants. The 2011 household survey results show that 32% of owner
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households and 2% of renter households have at least one senior. This population
demands different housing products than other populations, making this an important
trend to track.
Seniors (age 65 and over) in Households: 2010'
Mono
County
17.7%
1,019

Households with persons 65 and over
TOTAL #

Mammoth
Lakes
12.4%
399

State of
California
24.7%
3,106,433

Source: 2010 US Census

'
Change in Households with Seniors: Mammoth Lakes, 2000 - 2010'
2000
Households with persons 65 and over

#
229

2010
%
7.1%

#
399

%
12.4%

Source: US Census (2000, 2010)

Households with persons under 18 also comprise a lower percentage of households in
the area than in the state as a whole.

•

About 28.5% of households in Mono County and 29.2% in Mammoth Lakes have
someone under 18 in the household, compared to 37.5% in the state as a whole.

•

A slightly higher percentage of households had children in their household in 2000 in
Mono County (30.9%) and Mammoth Lakes (30.4%), which is similar to the trend in the
state as a whole (39.7%). The decline is consistent across both married-couple families
and single-parent families, with a slight increase in non-family households with persons
under 18. Based on the 2011 household survey, a similar percentage of owner (27%) and
renter (29%) households have at least one person under 18.
Children (under 18) in Households: 2010'

Households with one or more persons < 18
Married-couple family
Single parent family
Nonfamily households
TOTAL #

Mono
County
28.5%
20.6%
6.1%
1.7%
1,641

Source: 2010 US Census
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Mammoth
Lakes
29.2%
20.9%
6.6%
1.7%
942

State of
California
37.5%
23.4%
9.6%
4.5%
4,713,016
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Change in Households with Children: Mammoth Lakes, 2000 - 2010'
2000
#
856
620
221
15

Households with one or more persons < 18
Married-couple family
Single parent family
Nonfamily households

2010
%
30.4%
22.0%
7.9%
0.5%

#
942
676
212
54

%
29.2%
20.9%
6.6%
1.7%

Source: US Census (2000, 2010)

Household Income
The following table shows 2011 income limits for households earning from 30 percent of
the area median income (AMI) through 150 percent AMI. Limits are based on the median
family income for Mono County, which is $74,500 in 2011, as provided by the California
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). The median family income is
represented by the income of a 4-person household earning 100% of the AMI. HCD extremely
low (30% AMI), very low (50% AMI) and low (80% AMI) limits are the same as those reported
by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). The HCD limits are applicable
to particular programs. The income limits are adjusted annually.
Area Median Income Limits by Household Size, 2011

30% AMI
50% AMI
60% AMI
80% AMI
100% AMI
120% AMI
150% AMI

1-person
$14,950
$24,900
$29,880
$39,850
$52,150
$62,600
$74,700

2-person
$17,100
$28,450
$34,140
$45,550
$59,600
$71,500
$85,350

3-person
$19,250
$32,000
$38,400
$51,250
$67,050
$80,450
$96,000

4-person
$21,350
$35,550
$42,660
$56,900
$74,500
$89,400
$111,750

5-person
$23,100
$38,400
$46,080
$61,500
$80,450
$96,550
$115,200

Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)

The median family income in 2011 ($74,500) is 26% higher than it was in 2004 ($59,100).
HCD reports little change in the median family income between 2009 and 2010, which is
represented by a family of four earning 100% of the AMI. The median family income increased
about 10% in 2011, to $74,500.2

'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''
HCD adopted the median family income calculated by the US Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). HUD updated 2011 median family incomes based on available 5-year ACS data
(2005-2009), which is available for smaller non-metropolitan areas, such as Mono County. HUD then
trended this figure forward for 2011 based on applicable Consumer Price Index (CPI) values for 2009 and
2
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Change in Median Family Income: Mono County, 2008 – 2011

2008
2009
2010
2011

Mono County
$65,900
$67,000
$67,600
$74,500

Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)

Survey respondents report an average household income of $76,187 and a median
income of $60,000.3 Owners report an average household income of $100,380 and a median
income of $80,000 per year, which are about 78% higher than incomes reported by renters
($56,195 and $45,000, respectively). About 57% of renters report incomes below $50,000 per
year, compared to 25% of owners. A similar 21% of owners and 24% of renters report incomes
between $50,000 and $75,000. A higher 54% of owners have yearly incomes over $75,000
compared to 20% of renters.
Household Income Distribution: Mammoth Lakes, 2011
Own
10%
15%
21%
18%
15%
2%
7%
2%
10%
100%
$100,380
$80,000

Less than $25,000'
$25,000 - $49,999'
$50,000 - $74,999'
$75,000 - $99,999'
$100,000 - $124,999'
$125,000 - $149,999'
$150,000 - $174,999'
$175,000 - $199,999'
$200,000 or more'
TOTAL
Average Household Income
Median Household Income

Rent
22%
34%
24%
7%
7%
2%
1%
1%
2%
100%
$56,195
$45,000

OVERALL
16%
25%
23%
13%
11%
2%
4%
1%
5%
100%
$76,187
$60,000

Source: 2011 Household Survey

''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''
a 3% per year increase. Specifics on this calculation are available at
http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il2011/2011MedCalc.odn.
The HCD median family incomes are not directly comparable to survey household incomes because
family income only takes households with two or more person related through blood, marriage or
adoption into account, whereas the survey includes incomes from all households. The surveys provide a
good understanding of the income range of all households within the community.
3
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Although HCD reports an increase in the median family income in Mono County in
2011 from prior years, about 39% of household survey respondents reported a decrease in their
income since 2007/08. This includes about 45% of renters and 34% of owners. Another 46% of
households in total report no change and only 15% reported an increase in income.
Changes in Household Income Since 2007/08: Mammoth Lakes
!

Own!

Rent!

OVERALL!

Stayed the same
Increased
Decreased
TOTAL

49%
17%
34%
100%

42%
13%
45%
100%

46%
15%
39%
100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

On average, owner households reporting a decrease in income make $17,410 less in 2011
than in 2007/08. Renters report a larger average drop of $22,907. This affects the ability for these
households to afford both rental and ownership housing.
Decreases in Household Income Since 2007/08: Mammoth Lakes
!

Own!

Rent!

OVERALL!

Under $1,000
$1,000 - $4,999
$5,000 – $9,999
$10,000 - $49,999
$50,000 or more
TOTAL
Average decrease

0%
40%
12%
39%
9%
100%
$17,410

6%
21%
6%
46%
21%
100%
$22,907

3%
34%
9%
42%
13%
100%
$19,199

Source: 2011 Household Survey

HCD’s 2011 AMI limits were applied to the household survey results to generate estimates of
the percentage of households in Mammoth Lakes that fall within specified AMI categories. As shown
below, renters are much more likely to have incomes in the lower ranges than are owners. The AMI
distribution is discussed in more detail in Section 9 – Housing Demand of this report.
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Households by AMI: Mammoth Lakes, 2011
AMI Range!

Own!

Rent!

OVERALL!

30% or less
30.1-50%
50.1-60%
60.1-80%
80.1-100%
100.1-120%
120.1-150%
150%+
TOTAL #

7%
4%
4%
9%
11%
12%
16%
37%
1,502

12%
17%
6%
18%
10%
11%
10%
15%
1,727

10%
11%
5%
14%
10%
11%
13%
25%
3,229

Source: 2011 Household Survey; HCD AMI limits
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SECTION 3 – JOBS AND EMPLOYMENT
This section evaluates recent job and employment trends. It includes information from
the household survey on the employment of residents, the average number of employees per
household in Mammoth Lakes, and the average number of jobs held by local workers. Job and
labor force trends and estimates are evaluated for Mono County and the Town of Mammoth
Lakes, as well as changes in employment by industry, seasonal fluctuations in the number of
jobs, and average wages paid in Mono County. State projections of future job growth are
provided, along with employer expectations of their future employment needs. Finally,
resident and local worker commute patterns are evaluated, as determined from the household
and employer surveys, to understand where residents work and where Town workers live.
This information is used to understand changes in job opportunities, wages, and the
employment patterns of locals, which affects the need for housing in the area.

Resident Employment Profile
Type of Employment
Household survey respondents were asked to describe the type of employment held by
household members. Most household members are employed by others (73%) and 33% are self
employed. About 12.5% of households have at least one retired person. A fairly high 11.5% of
households have at least one resident that is unemployed and looking for work.
Type of Employment: Mammoth Lakes Households, 2011

Employed by others
Self employed
Retired
Unemployed and
looking for work
Student
Homemaker
Unemployed by choice
TOTAL

Percent of
Households
73.0%
33.2%
12.5%
11.5%
7.1%
5.4%
0.8%
144%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Occupation of Residents
The largest percentage of household survey respondents reported working in the
recreation and ski area fields (17% overall). Occupations show some variation by whether
respondents own or rent their homes, with owners holding a larger percentage of management
38
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and professional (15%), education and child care (11%), and other types of occupations (19%)
than renters. “Other” occupations include primarily artists, natural science and energy
professionals, property managers, information technology, and fitness and outdoor
professionals, among others. Renters are much more likely to be employed in services, such as
bar/restaurant (16%), retail (11%), and hotel/lodge (11%) jobs, as well as positions in civil
services (8%) and sales and administration (8%).
Occupations of Mammoth Lakes Residents: 2011
17.6%
16.2%

Recreation/ski area
Management, professional, legal, banking, real estate

14.8%

9.7%

12.3%
11.8%

Construction, maintenance, repair
Education & child care (teacher, day care provider)

Own
Rent

11.2%

5.3%
8.5%
7.4%

Health care & emergency services (police, fire, nurse, etc.)

7.7%

Bar/restaurant

7.3%

Retail sales

5.9%

Civil servant (town, county, state, federal, etc.)

4.6%

Sales and administration

10.9%

8.4%
8.4%

3.0%

Hotel/lodge

16.3%

11.4%

Other

19.3%

12.3%
0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Percent of Employed Residents

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Employees per Household
In Mammoth Lakes, about 10% of households have no employees. These include
primarily retiree households, but also households with unemployed residents searching for
work. Households with at least one employed resident have an average of 1.7 employees living
in the household. This is consistent for both owner and renter households.
'

39

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

Employees per Household:
Employed Mammoth Lakes Households, 2011
TOTAL
38.0%
1
54.6%
2
7.4%
3 or more
1.7
Average
Source: 2011 Household Survey

Of households with at least one employed person, about 33% indicated that at least one
employee in the household is underemployed. Of these, about 48% want to work additional
hours, 42% are overqualified for their present job and 28% indicated they are overqualified for
other reasons.

Jobs per Employee
Many employed residents in the Mammoth Lakes area hold multiple jobs, which is
typical of most mountain resort communities. About 22% of employed residents hold two or
more jobs, including 17% of those who own their homes and 25% of those who rent. On
average, Mammoth Lakes residents who work hold 1.28 jobs, which includes both full- and
part-time jobs. This figure, combined with the average number of employees per household, is
used to estimate how changes in the number of jobs affect demand for housing in a community.
'
Average Number of Jobs Held:
Mammoth Lakes Employed Residents, 2011'
TOTAL
Owners
Renters
1.28
1.21
1.33
Year-round
1.29
1.22
1.34
Winter season
1.27
1.20
1.32
Summer season
Source: 2011 Household Survey

Job and Employment Trends
The California Economic Development Department (EDD) reports labor force estimates
for Mono County and the Town of Mammoth Lakes. EDD also reports the number of jobs in
Mono County, but not for the Town. The civilian employed labor force reports the number of
working people by where they live and includes business owners, the self-employed, unpaid
family workers, private household workers, and wage and salary workers. Jobs are reported
based on where the job is located and reports wage and salary employment, which does not
include business owners, the self-employed, unpaid family workers nor private household
workers. It also includes jobs held by in-commuters. Therefore, these numbers are not directly
comparable.

40

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

'
As shown below, the number of jobs in Mono County peaked in 2008 at 7,330 jobs. This
number fell by about 280 jobs in 2009 (3.8% decline). Jobs declined by another 180 jobs in 2010
(2.6% decline). Although jobs declined in 2009 from the prior year, the local labor force lagged
this decline, showing a slight increase in 2009 before dropping in 2010. A drop in labor force
indicates out migration of working residents when jobs are scarce, as may be expected during
the recessionary period. However, it also represents persons removing themselves from the
labor force by retiring or otherwise choosing not to work. '

Change in Jobs and Labor Force: Mono County, 2000 through 2010
11,000
Civilian Labor Force
Total Jobs

Labor Force and Jobs

10,000
9,000
8,000
7,000

7,400

7,610

8,320

8,360

8,260

8,150

7,080

7,060

7,160

7,170

7,050

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

7,920

6,400

6,560

6,720

2000

2001

2002

8,610

8,330

7,330

8,730

7,050

8,620

6,870

6,000
5,000
2008

2009

2010

Year
Source: California Economic Development Department (EDD), Labor Market Information (LMI)

As shown below, the percentage of Mono County’s total labor force residing within the
Town of Mammoth Lake has generally been declining since 2004. In 2004, about 60% of Mono
County’s local labor force was located in Mammoth Lakes, compared to 57.7% in 2010. The
percentage of Mono County’s employed labor force residing in Mammoth Lakes, however, has
remained more consistently near 60% during this period.
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Labor Force and Jobs: 2004 - 2010
Mono County
Year
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
# change
(2004-2010)
% change
(2004-2010)

Town of Mammoth Lakes
% of Mono
% of Mono
Civilian
County’s
County’s Total
Labor Force
Employed Labor
Labor Force
Force
5,000
60.1%
60.3%
4,920
58.9%
59.9%
4,870
59.0%
59.9%
4,800
58.9%
59.9%
5,050
58.7%
59.9%
5,060
58.0%
59.9%
4,970
57.7%
59.8%

Civilian
Labor Force

Total
Jobs

8,320
8,360
8,260
8,150
8,610
8,730
8,620

7,060
7,160
7,170
7,050
7,330
7,050
6,870

300

-190

-30

-

-

3.6%

-2.7%

-0.6%

-

-

Source: California EDD, LMI

An evaluation of unemployment rates shows that Mammoth Lakes has historically fared
better than Mono County and the State as a whole in employing its residents. A higher
percentage of the labor force in Mono County has been unemployed than in the Town of
Mammoth Lakes. The unemployment rates in both areas are typically below that of California
as a whole. Based on this information and the above labor force trends, it is possible that
unemployed residents of Mammoth Lakes may be quicker to leave the area due to its high cost
of living, which would decrease the total local labor force and also result in lower
unemployment figures.
Overall, the number of unemployed persons in Mammoth Lakes in 2010 is 59% higher
than in 2004, rising from 220 to 350 persons. The lowest unemployment rate occurred in 2006,
at 3.0%, and has generally increased through 2010; a similar pattern followed by both Mono
County and the state of California. The year 2010 shows the highest unemployment rate since
2004, at 7.2% in Mammoth Lakes, 10.4% in Mono County and 12.4% in the state as a whole.
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Unemployment Rate: 2004 – 2010

Year
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010

Mono County
Unemployment
#
%
420
5.1
410
4.9
360
4.4
390
4.8
500
5.9
790
9.0
900
10.4

Mammoth Lakes
Unemployment
#
%
220
4.7
160
3.3
140
3.0
140
3.1
200
4.2
310
6.1
350
7.2

State of
California
%
6.2
5.4
4.9
5.3
7.2
11.3
12.4

Source: California EDD, LMI

Employers were asked whether they increased or decreased their number of persons
employed since the peak of the boom in 2007/08. About 40% responded that they kept their
employment about the same, 20% increased employment, and 40% decreased their
employment.
How has your employment changed since the 2007/08 peak?
Mammoth Lakes Employers
'
Stayed about the same'
Decreased employment'
Increased employment'
'

All
Respondents!
40%'
40%'
20%'
100%'

Source: 2011 Employer Survey

The California EDD estimates reported in the Mammoth Lakes Housing Element 20072014 shows that about 59.2% of Mono County jobs in 2007 were located within the Town of
Mammoth Lakes, equating to an average of 4,172 jobs based on current data. Conservatively
assuming this ratio has remained consistent, this would equate to 4,065 jobs in 2010, or a 2.6%
decline in jobs since 2007.4

'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''
?

Jobs in Mammoth Lakes were also calculated from estimates of the local employed labor force and
locally employed workers and in-commuters from the household and employer surveys, which shows
about 62.5% of Mono County jobs are located in the Town of Mammoth Lakes, or about 4,300 jobs. The
differences between this figure and the estimated 4,065 jobs reported above are within the margin of error
of the surveys. For purposes of this analysis, we are using the more conservative figure.'
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Estimated Jobs in Mammoth Lakes: 2010
'
Jobs in 2007'
% of Mono County jobs'
Estimated jobs in 2010'

All
Respondents!
4,172'
59.2%'
4,065'

Source: Mammoth Lakes Housing Element 2007-2014 (EDD estimates); EDD;
2011 Employer Survey; Consultant team

Jobs by Industry
As discussed above, Mono County lost about 280 jobs between 2008 and 2009, and
another 180 jobs in 2010. Since 2004, a total of 190 jobs have been lost. This change has not been
consistent across industries. The California EDD Labor Market Information (LMI) provides
estimates for the types of industries that supply jobs in a region. As shown below:

•

In 2010, jobs in Mono County were dominated by leisure and hospitality (45.2%),
government (24.1%); and retail trade (9.2%). These industries also dominated in 2004.

•

Since 2004, a few sectors have declined as a percentage of all jobs in Mono County,
including retail trade, professional and business services, real estate and
finance/insurance, and construction, with construction showing the largest percentage
decline.

•

Sectors that have increased as a percentage share of jobs in Mono County include
primarily leisure and hospitality and government.
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Change in Jobs by Industry: Mono County, 2004 - 2010
45.2%
42.1%

Leisure & Hospitality
24.1%
21.3%

Government
9.2%
10.2%

Retail Trade
Professional & Business Services

5.6%
6.2%

Real Estate & Finance/Insurance

4.7%
6.2%
4.5%
7.7%

Construction, Natural Resources/Mining

3.9%
3.4%

Other Private Service Providing
Transportation, Warehousing & Utilities

2010
2004

1.2%
0.4%
1.6%
2.4%

Other*
0%

10%

20%

30%

Percent of Jobs

40%

50%
'

Source: California EDD, LMI
*Other: includes Education and Health; Manufacturing; and Wholesale Trade, each of which comprise
less than 1% of jobs in 2010.
NOTE: The Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW) shows that over 90% of “construction,
natural resources/mining” jobs are construction jobs.

Since 2004, jobs have declined about 2.7%. Jobs generally increased between 2004 and
2008 before losses occurred in 2009 and 2010. The largest number of jobs was lost from the
construction and natural resources/mining sectors, followed by real estate and
finance/insurance and retail trade. A few sectors showed some increase in jobs, including other
private service providing; wholesale, transportation, warehousing & utilities; leisure &
hospitality; and government. This is generally consistent with employer survey responses
regarding sectors that increased or decreased employment since 2007; however, some
government respondents reported adding jobs, whereas others lost jobs.

45

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

Change in Jobs by Industry: Mono County, 2004 – 2010
Industry
Construction, Natural Resources/Mining
Real Estate and Finance/Insurance
Retail Trade
Professional & Business Services
Educational & Health Services
Manufacturing
Other Private Service Providing
Wholesale Trade, Transportation,
Warehousing & Utilities
Leisure & Hospitality
Government
TOTAL - All Industries

Change in #
of Jobs
-230
-120
-90
-60
-30
-20
30

% Change
in Jobs
-42.6%
-27.3%
-12.5%
-13.6%
-37.5%
-28.6%
12.5%

40

80.0%

120
150
-210

4.0%
10.0%
3.0%

Source: California EDD, LMI

Wages
Evaluating the average wage paid by various industries shows the extent to which
changes in different jobs affects the ability for persons to earn a living. In 2010, the average
yearly wage paid by jobs in Mono County was $33,124.

•

Industries adding jobs since 2004 pay wages that are both higher and lower than the
County average. This includes government and wholesale, transportation, warehousing
& utilities, which pay more than the average wage ($56,455 and $40,057, respectively)
and leisure & hospitality, which pays among the lowest average yearly wages in the
County ($22,360).

•

Construction jobs show the largest loss in jobs, and pay wages that are about 19% higher
than the average in the County, at $39,572 per year.

•

Real estate and finance/insurance jobs declined and pay just under the average wage
($33,136). Retail jobs are also down and pay about 22% less than the average wage, at
$25,792.
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Average Wages by Industry: Mono County, 2010
2010 Average
Yearly Wage

Industry
Education and Health Services

$56,836

Government

$56,455

Wholesale Trade, Transportation, and Utilities

$40,057

Construction

$39,572

Professional and Business Services

$33,332

Real Estate & Finance/Insurance

$32,136

Manufacturing

$30,524

Information

$29,692

Other Services

$29,120

Retail Trade

$25,792

Leisure and Hospitality

$22,360

Natural Resources and Mining

$21,060

TOTAL all industries

$33,124

Source: Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW)

•

The average wage in Mono County increased about 17.1% between 2004 and 2010, an
average of about 2.8% each year. This was slower than the 19.2% increase in wages in
the state of California as a whole during the same period, or about 3.2% per year.

•

The annual average wage in Mono County increased from 2004 through 2009, then
decreased about 0.5% in 2010, or by $156. Wages decreased in the education and health
services, construction, information, leisure and hospitality industries. In contrast, wages
for the state of California increased about 3.1% between 2009 and 2010, or by $1,612.

•

In 2010, the average yearly wage in Mono County was about $33,124. Wages in the state
of California are much higher, averaging about $53,196 in 2010. Given that low paying
leisure and hospitality and retail jobs in the area comprise over 50% of jobs in Mono
County, this difference is not surprising and highlights the problem that locals have
when required to compete with higher wage second homeowners for housing.
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Average Annual Wage: 2004 - 2010
Mono
County
$28,288
$33,124
$31,668
$32,292
$33,020
$33,280
$33,124
17.1%

Year
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
% change: 2004-2010

State of
California
$44,616
$46,228
$48,360
$50,544
$51,480
$51,584
$53,196
19.2%

Source: QCEW

Seasonality of Jobs
Typically, the number of jobs in Mono County peaks in January of each year and the
lowest number of jobs occur in October. In 2010, peak jobs occurred in February and the lowest
number occurred in May. Peak summer jobs typically occur in August. Since 2006, seasonal
needs have provided between 1,500 to 1,800 jobs in the winter and between 450 to 550 in the
summer. Leisure and hospitality is the largest contributor to seasonal jobs in both the winter
and summer, which would include many of the seasonal jobs provided by Mammoth Mountain
Ski Area.

Seasonal Jobs: Mono County, 2010
8,000
7,000
Number of Jobs

6,000
5,000

Total jobs
Leisure & Hospitality

4,000
3,000
2,000
1,000
0
Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

Month
Source: California EDD, LMI
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Several other industries show changes by season, including:

•

Construction jobs, which increased over 70% in the summer from the low in the harsh,
winter months in 2010;

•

Retail trade, which adds jobs in both the summer and winter; and

•

Finance/insurance and real estate, which peak in the winter months with the visitor and
seasonal worker activity.

Seasonality of Jobs: Mono County, 2010
Retail Trade
Construction, natural resources/mining
Finance/Insurance and Real Estate

900
800
Number of Jobs

700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0
Jan

Feb

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Jul

Aug

Month
Source: California EDD, LMI

Sep

Oct

Nov

Dec

'

Length of Employment
The length of employment of workers in the area can be an indicator of the ability for
workers to get established in the community and in their profession. Some employers reported
having problems attracting and retaining new hires due to the difficulty new workers have with
getting established in housing and adjusting to the cost of living in the area. To understand the
longevity of workers in the area, employers were asked how long their year-round workers
have been employed with them and, if they hire seasonal workers, what percentage return to
work for them from prior seasons.

•

Year-round. Employers reported an average of 16% of workers have been with them for
less than 1 year, 21% for between 1 to 2 years, 27% for between 3 to 5 years, and 36% for
over 5 years. This shows that about the same percentage of workers have been
employed at their current job for less than 2 years (36%) and greater than 5 years (36%).
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Seasonal. Respondents to the employer survey that hire seasonal workers reported that
68% return to work for them from prior seasons. One employer reported having no
repeat seasonal workers, whereas the others reported anywhere between 20% and 100%
of their seasonal employees have worked for them in prior seasons. Though not probed
in the survey, many workers will work for the same company on both a summer and
winter seasonal basis, and are referred to as “key seasonal” employees.
Length of Employment
Year-round workers:
% that have been employed with you for:
< 1 year
16%
1-2 years
21%
3-5 years
27%
6-10 years
23%
> 10 years
13%
100%
Seasonal workers:
% that return to work for you
from prior seasons (average)
68.7%
Source: 2011 Employer Survey

Job Projections
The California EDD provides job projections for 2018 for the Easter Sierra Region, which
includes jobs in Mono, Alpine and Inyo Counties. Mono County has comprised between 45%
and 46% of jobs in the region as a whole since 2006. Assuming this ratio continues, jobs in
Mono County would increase to about 7,778 by 2018, or an average of about 0.8% per year.
These figures may be high given that the projections use March 2009 jobs as a benchmark and
there were fewer jobs in March 2010. To reach 7,778 by 2018 in Mono County, jobs will have to
increase at an average rate of 1.7% per year. Assuming that jobs in Mammoth Lakes continue to
comprise about 59% of Mono County jobs in 2018, this would result in 4,594 jobs in Town.
Estimated Jobs: Mono County, 2008 and 2018

2008
2018
Yearly % change

Eastern Sierra
Region
15,760
17,050
0.8%

Mono County
7,330
7,778*
0.6%

Source: California EDD, LMI
*Mono County 2018 estimated by assuming jobs comprise 45.6% of Eastern Sierra jobs, which is the
average ratio of Mono County to Eastern Sierra jobs over the past 5 years.
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Employers were asked whether they plan to increase or decrease the number of persons
they employ in the future. The majority reported that they expect employment to stay about
the same for the next year (53%), 13% expect to increase their employment, 13% expect to
decrease employment, and 20% were unsure. Interviews with employers indicated that most
are reorganizing after having cutbacks in recent years and they are looking to remain relatively
stable in their employment until economic conditions are more certain. Employer responses
regarding their employment plans in 5 years reflect this uncertainty, with 54% being unsure
whether they will alter their employment.
Future Employment Plans
In 1 Year!
Increase # of employees'
Reduce # of employees'
Stay about the same'
Don’t know!
'
In 5 Years!

All
Respondents!
13%'
13%'
53%'
20%!
100%'
'

Increase # of employees'
Reduce # of employees'
Stay about the same'
Don’t know!
'

23%'
0%'
23%'
54%!
100%'

Source: 2011 Employer Survey

Commuting
Respondents to the household survey with employed residents were asked to report
where employees in their household work. About 91% of employed households have at least
one employee that works in the Town of Mammoth Lakes in the summer, and 92.7% in the
winter. Only between 2 and 3 percent commute down to Bishop for employment. The
percentage of residents employed in Mammoth Lakes shows a slight shift downward from
survey results conducted in 2004 as part of the Eastern Sierra Housing Needs Assessment, in
which between 95 and 98% of employed households in Mammoth Lakes had at least one
employee employed in Town and between 1 and 2 percent commuted to Bishop.
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Where Residents Work: Mammoth Lakes, 2011
93%
91%

Mammoth Lakes
5%
7%

Other Mono
County

4%
5%

Other

2%
3%

Bishop
Other Inyo County

1%
1%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Percent of Resident Workers
Source: 2011 Household Survey

Employers were asked to report where their employees live in order to understand incommuting patterns into Town. About 63% of employees holding year-round jobs in
Mammoth Lakes reside within the Town and 37% commute in from other areas, such as Bishop
(17%), Walker/Coleville (4%), June Lake (2%) and other areas, including Crowley Lakes (14%).
The 2005 survey conducted for the Eastern Sierra Housing Needs Assessment also showed that
about 37% of the workforce commuted into Town from residences in other areas.
The seasonal workforce follows similar patterns, with about 61% residing within Town
and 20% in Bishop. About 19% reside in other areas.
Where Mammoth Lakes Employees Live: 2011
!
Mammoth Lakes'
Bishop'
Walker/Coleville'
June Lake'
Other'

Year-round
employees!
63%'
17%'
4%'
2%'
14%'

Seasonal
employees!
61%'
20%'
0%'
0%'
19%'

Source: 2011 Employer Survey

About 53% of employers in Mammoth Lakes stated that they provide some work
commute options to employees, including car/van pooling (38%), company vehicles (38%),
telecommuting (38%) and a stipend to cover commuting costs (25%). Other methods mentioned
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by employers include vehicles issued to employees and company vehicles available for
transport to employee homes.
According to the household survey, about 13% of households have at least one
employee whose transportation is subsidized or provided by their employer. Another 21% of
household survey respondents have at least one worker that telecommutes occasionally. These
workers telecommute an average of 3.8 days per week.
Work Commute Options Provided by Mammoth Lakes’ Employers: 2011

Provide some work commute options
Car/van pooling
On-site company vehicle for employee errands
Telecommuting
Travel stipend for commuting costs
Bus/shuttle service (operated by your business)
Other
TOTAL
Source: 2011 Employer Survey
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All
Respondents
53%
38%
38%
38%
25%
13%
25%
175%
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SECTION 4 – HOUSING UNIT PROFILE
This section of the report provides information on the housing inventory in Mammoth
Lakes, including:

•
•
•
•
•

Total number of housing units;
Resident occupied units;
Mix of single family and attached units;
Age of housing; and
Deed/income restricted inventory of units.

Total Housing Units
The growth in housing units since 2000 was slightly higher in Mammoth Lakes (20.9%)
than in Mono County (18.3%), and both areas outpaced growth in the state as a whole (12.0%).
Assessor records for the Town estimate that there are fewer residential units than reported by
the census, at about 9,227, based on different assumptions as to what constitutes a residential
unit. Relying on the Assessor figures, the growth since 2000 in Mammoth Lakes and the
County would have been slower, at a respective 15.9% and 14.9%, which is still faster than the
state as a whole.
Total Housing Units: 2000 – 2010

2000
2010
% change

Mono
County
11,757
13,912
18.3%

Mammoth
Lakes
7,960
9,626
20.9%

State of
California
12,214,549
13,680,081
12.0%

Source: US Census

The percentage of occupied housing units decreased in both Mono County and the
Town of Mammoth Lakes by a couple of percentage points between 2000 and 2010, which was
largely due to a reported increase in vacant units available for rent during this period. The
reported percentage of units vacant for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use declined
slightly in both Mono County (from 49.1% in 2000 to 45.9% in 2010) and Mammoth Lakes (from
57.5% in 2000 to 51.7% in 2010). In calculating these units, even if second home owners or shortterm renters were in the units at the time that the Census was conducted, the units were not
classified as occupied, unless they were occupied by local residents.
The percentage increase in the number of occupied units in Mammoth Lakes between
2000 and 2010 (14.7%) was lower than the rate of population growth (16.1%), a trend which is
reflected by the increase in household size during this period (from 2.44 to 2.50 persons per
household).
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Occupied Housing Units: 2000 – 2010
Year
2000
2010
% change

Mono County
%
% Vacant for
Occupied Seasonal Use
43.7%
49.1%
41.5%
45.9%
-

#
Occupied
5,137
5,768
12.3%

#
Occupied
2,814
3,229
14.7%

Mammoth Lakes
%
% Vacant for
Occupied Seasonal Use
35.4%
57.5%
33.5%
51.7%
-

Source: US Census (2000, 2010)

Housing Units by Type
Assessor records show that about 23% of all residential units in Mammoth Lakes are
single-family homes. Another 59% are condominiums, 6% are apartments and just over 1% are
mobile homes. Housing units occupied by residents show a different mix. A much larger
percentage of occupied housing units are single family homes (45%), followed by
condominiums (20%), apartments (17%), townhomes/duplexes (8%), mobile homes (4%) and
other types of units, including duplexes and townhomes (5%). Based on this information, it is
estimated that about 98% of mobile homes, 93% of apartments, 67% of single family homes, and
12% of condominiums that are in the Town are occupied by locals.
Units by Type: Mammoth Lakes, 2011

Type of Unit
Single Family
Condominium
Apartments
Mobile Homes
Other
TOTAL

Resident Occupied
Units
#
%
1,453
45%
646
20%
549
17%
129
4%
452
14%
3,229
100%

Total Units
#
%
2,153
23%
5,459
59%
592
6%
132
1%
891
10%
9,227
100%

Total %
Occupied by
Residents
67%
12%
93%
98%
51%
-

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes Assessor Records; 2010 US Census; 2011 Household Survey;
RRC/Rees Consulting, Inc.

Age of Units
The housing stock in Mammoth Lakes is relatively old. About 51% of homes were built
prior to 1980 and are at least 30 years old. Homes of this age typically require repair,
reinvestment, and sometimes more significant rehabilitation to ensure quality living conditions
are maintained. Many advances in energy efficiency have been made since this time as well,
lending to the high energy and heating costs in the Town. Just over 15% of units have been
built within the last 11 years.
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Age of Housing Stock: Town of Mammoth Lakes, 2011
Total Units
2006 to 2010
2.5%
1999 to 2005
12.9%
1990 to 1998
11.5%
1980 to 1989
22.0%
1970 to 1979
40.4%
1960 to 1969
8.5%
Before 1960
2.3%
TOTAL
100%
Source: 2000 Census; Town of Mammoth Lakes
Building Permit data; Consultant Team
Building permit activity peaked in 2004 and 2005 and has shown very little activity since
the recession in 2008. The 454 units approved in 2005 includes the Westin Monache Resort
Hotel, comprised of 230 condominium-hotel units, which are primarily suited to transient (i.e.,
non-resident/vacation) occupancy.

Building Permits: Mammoth Lakes, 2001 - 2010
500

454

450

Approved Permits

400
350
300
250

202

200
150
100

120

115
72

50

98

39

0
2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

5

5

8

2008

2009

2010

Year
Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes Building Permit data

Overall, 1,118 residential building permits have been approved between 2001 and 2010,
comprised mostly of multi-family transient (or vacation) units (54%), single family homes
(23%), multi-family non-transient units (21%), and units within mixed use developments (2%).
Transient units include condominium-hotel and other properties that are primarily suitable for
vacation accommodations; non-transient units include products suitable for year-round,
resident occupancy. Not surprisingly, development patterns are reflective of the dominant
tourism economy in the Town.
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Building Permits by Type: Mammoth Lakes, 2001 - 2010
Mixed use
2%

Single family
23%

Multi-family
(transient)
54%

Multi-family (not
transient)
21%

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes Building Permit data

Deed and Income/Occupancy Restricted Inventory
There are a total of about 249 deed/income-restricted residential units in Mammoth
Lakes, equating to about 7.7% of all occupied units in 2010. This includes 42 units for
ownership with deed restrictions, 187 rental units with employment and/or income restrictions
and another 20 units within other developments. While 61 ownership properties were
originally sold with deed restrictions, 19 deed restrictions have been lost since the economic
downturn, resulting in a total of 42 properties with deed restrictions. This is discussed in more
detail in Section 5 – Ownership Market Analysis of this report.
Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc., (MLH) has provided 106 (42%) of these restricted units,
as indicated in the below tables. Other units were provided as a result of mitigation
requirements, including most of the scattered 20 units and Grayeagle and San Joaquin Villas
ownership units. Of the rental units, Sherwin Apartments and The Chutes are used to house
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MMSA) seasonal employees, the Nordica unit was rehabilitated
and restricted by a developer for housing mitigation, and the other units were constructed
through tax credits, Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) and/or other forms of
public subsidy and are restricted for occupancy by low income households. The rental and
ownership units are discussed in more detail in “Section 6 – Rental Market Analysis” and
“Section 5 – Ownership Market Analysis” of this report.
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Inventory of Restricted Ownership and Rental Units:
Town of Mammoth Lakes, 2011

Ownership
Grayeagle
Meridian Court
Chateau De Montagne
Nordica
San Joaquin Villas
Aspen Village Condos
TOTAL

Year
Built
2005
2006
2006
2007

How Built
Mitigation
MLH
Mitigation
Mitigation

Total Deed
Restricted
Units
1
16
1
1

2008

Mitigation

15

2009
-

MLH
-

8
42

AMI Level
120%+
80%; 120%; 150%; 200%
80%
50%
80%; 100%; 120%; 150%;
200%
100%; 120%
-

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes; Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.

Rental
Bristlecone
Sherwin Apartments
Glass Mountain
The Chutes
463 Mono St.
Aspen Village Apts (MLH)
Mammoth Apts (MLH)
(Jeffries, duplex, Manzanita)
Star Apartments
(1829 Old Mammoth Rd)
TOTAL

Year Built
1996
1998
1999
2004
2006
2007

How Built
Tax Credit
MMSA
Tax Credit
MMSA
Mitigation
MLH

Total
Restricted
Units
30
24
24
24
3
48

2007, 2008

MLH

30

50%; 60%

MLH

4

80%

-

187

-

Under
Construction,
Rehab
-

AMI Level
50%; 60%
50%; 60%
120%
50%; 60%

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes; Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.; Property Manager Interviews

Other Units
200 Sierra Park Rd
1401 Tavern Rd
19 Center Street
Shadowwood
Sierra Manors Condos
Meridian Commons
19 Center Street
Tosca Townhomes
1401 Tavern Road
TOTAL

Year
Built
2003
2003
2004
2004
2004
2004
2006
2007
2007
-

Total Restricted
Units
3
5
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
20

< 50%
0

51% 80%
1
2
2
1
2
8

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes, Community Development Dept.

58

81120%
2
5
2
1
1
1
12

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

Seasonal Worker Housing
Mammoth Mountain Ski Area (MMSA) provides 541 beds for its workforce within 175
units. Beds are rented for between $9 and $21 per night, depending on the level of the
accommodation, such as whether the employee has a private or shared bedroom or if the unit
has a kitchen. The majority of units provided are dorm-style, suitable for the typically younger
(age 18-22) and single seasonal workforce. A few properties provide some private bedrooms,
including Sherwin Apartments and The Chutes, but most units have shared bedrooms. The
most popular projects have either private locking bedrooms or very low rents. MMSA does
own between 6 and 8 condominiums that they will rent to older seasonal workers and couples.
While most of their units serve seasonal employees, 16 apartments have been occupied for two
years by year-round families.
MMSA will rent their seasonal housing to others in the off-season. However, because
their units are on a license rather than lease system, meaning that tenants can be kicked out at
any time, many potential off-season tenants will look elsewhere for housing.
MMSA reports occupancy rates typically range between 50 to 80%. In the 2020/11 ski
season, 425 beds were rented at the peak, for an occupancy rate of 79%. MMSA has decided not
to renew a lease on 75 beds that expires at the end of September. Although operating seasonal
housing costs the mountain money, the benefit of providing such housing outweighs the cost.
'

Employer-Assisted Housing
Because the high cost and limited availability of housing impacts the ability of
employees to hire and retain employees, many employers provide some type of housing
assistance for their employees. This includes the Town of Mammoth Lakes, Mammoth
Hospital, a local appraisal and real estate company, and many others. More specifically:

•

About 33% of employers responding to the employer survey conducted as part of this
study provide some type of housing assistance for their employees. The assistance
provided helped house an average of 4.3% of year-round workers employed by these
businesses.

•

About 14% of renters responding to the Household Survey reported that their employer
provides or subsidizes their housing, which equates to about 237 renters. No owners
indicated that they had assistance from their employer.

•

The Town of Mammoth Lakes owns a couple of condominium units for new hires to live
in while they search for housing in the area. One unit is currently vacant. The other unit
has been occupied for 3 years by one employee who was hired just prior to the economic
downturn.

•

Mammoth Hospital owns 5 condominium units and rents 4 to 5 others which it uses for
transitional housing for new hires, doctors rotating in to fill short-term needs,
contractors, and candidates being interviewed for jobs. The typical length of occupancy
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averages about 3 months. The Hospital used to own more units, but sold some over the
last couple of years when hiring slowed down and it became more cost effective to rent.

•

Condominiums are also owned by a local appraisal company to use for their employees
and assist with the transition into more permanent housing.

•

Employers providing such housing indicated that the benefits outweigh the costs in
terms of helping to recruit and retain quality employees. One interviewee indicated that
employer-provided housing works well for their company and is seen as part of the
natural market cost of doing business in the area.

Student Housing
To support the enrollment goals of Cerro Coso College in Mammoth Lakes, student
housing was built on land owned by the Mammoth Lakes Foundation, called South Gateway
Apartments. The 35 fully furnished units, of which 11 are studios and 24 are one-bedroom units
intended for double occupancy, primarily serve students, although college staff currently
resides in four of the units. In the summer months, high school and college students from
outside the area live in the units while attending athletic camps. The studios rent for $900 per
month while the one bedroom units are $750 per person. These rates include utilities and one
dinner per week. The project is in good condition and offer attractive amenities including
wireless internet, a ski/snowboard tuning area, gym, and community room with fireplace and
jumbo TV. The highest occupancy rate the project has achieved thus far is 90%.
'

Planned Units
Over the next 15 years, the Town estimates that about 456 additional restricted housing
units have the potential to be added by developments in the pipeline, although an actual
timeline for construction of these units is not known. Based on approved master plans for
Holiday Haus and Shady Rest, about 185 of these units will be affordable units, ranging
between less than 50% AMI and 120% AMI. The affordable housing mix for other projects,
including Clearwater and Snowcreek, are presently not known.
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Estimated Restricted Housing Production: 2011 – 2025 (estimated)
Name
Holiday Haus
Shady Rest Master Plan
Clearwater Specific
Plan
MMSA Arrowhead
Road
Sierra Star 4A Site
Other Intrawest
Development Units
Snowcreek 8 MP
TOTAL

Very Low
(< 50%)
0
50

Low
(51% to 80%)
0
70

Moderate
(81-120%)
13
52

Total
13
172

0

0

0

32

0

0

0

15

0

0

0

24

0

0

0

120

0
50

0
70

0
65

80
456

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes Community Development Department
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SECTION 5 – OWNERSHIP MARKET ANALYSIS
This section of the report provides a detailed examination of owner households and
ownership housing in Mammoth Lakes to understand the effect of recent market changes on
housing prices and availability. This section examines:

•

The characteristics of housing currently owned by locals, including the type of unit
occupied, number of bedrooms, neighborhood of residency, and housing costs;

•

Housing sales trends, properties listed for sale, and deed restricted residential sales
and inventory. Sales trends in the market overall and for deed restricted properties
in particular are evaluated to understand the relative affordability of units available
to locals, the condition and suitability of lower priced units for local occupancy, and
the effect changes in the housing market have had on the inventory and demand for
deed restricted products. Housing sales trends are evaluated beginning in 2004 to
understand changes since the 2005 Eastern Sierra Housing Needs Assessment, which
included an evaluation of housing conditions in the Town of Mammoth Lakes; and

•

Information from interviews with Realtors and lenders to understand the
opportunities and challenges facing locals who are looking to buy housing in the
current market, including the type and condition of units available in their price
range and their ability to procure mortgages and available assistance.

Owner Households
Occupied Unit Type
There area about 1,502 owner-occupied units in the Town of Mammoth Lakes, for an
ownership rate of about 46.5%. Results from the 2011 Household Survey show that about 69%
of owners occupy single family homes, 18% condominiums, 6% multi-family units, and 5%
mobile homes. Homes have an average of 3.0 bedrooms and 2.5 baths.
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Owner-Occupied Units by Type and Size:
Mammoth Lakes, 2011

Single Family
Condominium
Townhouse/duplex
Mobile home
Other
TOTAL
Average bedrooms
Average bathrooms

Total
Units
68.8%
17.7%
5.6%
4.9%
3.0%
1,502
3.0
2.5

Source: 2010 US Census; 2011 Household Survey

'

Number of Bedrooms
Household survey respondents were asked how many bedrooms are in their homes. As
shown below, the largest percentage of owned homes are 3-bedroom units (44%), followed by 4bedrooms (25%), and 2-bedrooms (18%).

Owned Units by Bedroom Size: 2011

4-bedrooms
25%

1-bedroom
9%

5+ bedrooms
4%

2-bedrooms
18%

3-bedrooms
44%
Source: 2011 Household Survey

'
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Occupancy by Neighborhood
The 2011 Household Survey asked respondents to indicate within which neighborhood
they reside. Of homeowners that live in Mammoth Lakes, the largest percentage report living
in Old Mammoth (18%) and the Knolls (17%) neighborhoods. This is followed by Mammoth
Slopes (13%), Majestic Pines (11%) and Sierra Valley (11%) neighborhoods. The lowest
percentage of owners reside in Sierra Star (4%), North Village (3%) and Gateway (3%)
neighborhoods. These results are generally consistent with Realtor interviews, in which it was
noted that some of the best deals for locals are available in the Sierra Valley and Old Mammoth
neighborhoods, and areas such as The Village, which focus primarily on visitor
accommodations, are generally not desired by local owners for residency.

Where Owners Live: Mammoth Lakes, 2011
Old Mammoth

18%

The Knolls - including area behind Post Office

17%
13%

Mammoth Slopes
Majestic Pines

11%

Sierra Valley

11%

North Old Mammoth Road

8%

Snowcreek

8%

South Old Mammoth Road

4%

Sierra Star

4%

North Village

3%

Gateway - The Trails and Cerro Coso housing

3%
0%

5%

10%

15%

Percent of Respondents That Own
Source: 2011 Household Survey

20%
'

Ownership Housing Costs
Respondents to the household survey were asked to report their present monthly
mortgage payment, utility payment and Homeowner’s Association fees. When purchasing a
unit, households must consider all of these costs in determining whether a particular unit is
affordable to their household. As reported in the survey:
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•

About 26% of owners report that they have paid off their mortgage. Of those that have a
mortgage, owners pay an average of $1,909 per month and a median of $1,600 per
month. Single family homeowners have average mortgage payments of $2,139 per
month; condominium owners’ payments average $1,400 per month.

•

Utilities run an additional $391 per month on average, with 28% of owners stating they
pay $500 or more per month. Single family homes average $451 per month for utilities;
condominiums average $222 per month. Therefore, utilities add about 21% to the
monthly mortgage cost on average for single family home owners and 16% for
condominium owners. Renovating older, less energy efficient units, can help lower this
expense.

•

Finally, 35% of owners report that they pay Homeowner’s Association (HOA) fees,
including 14% of single family home owners and 100% of condominium owners. The
average fee paid is $348 per month, including $125 for single family homes and a much
higher $417 for condominiums. This adds a respective 6% and 30% to the average
monthly mortgage cost for these units. While condominiums can be comparatively
affordable to purchase on the current market, high association fees and the potential for
high special assessments to repair older units (E.g, roof repairs, etc.), can significantly
affect the ability for locals to afford monthly payments on these units.

Average Monthly Ownership Housing Costs: 2011
$3,000

Average monthly payment

$2,500
$2,000
$1,500
$1,000
$500
$0
HOA fee
Utilities
Mortgage

Single Family Home

Condominium

All Units

$125
$451
$2,139

$417
$222
$1,400

$348
$391
$1,909

Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Housing Sales Trends
Between 2004 and 2010, a total of 3,230 properties were sold through the MLS. This
includes 511 single family homes, 2,730 condominiums, 38 multi-family properties (duplexes,
triplexes, etc.) and 44 mobile homes. Overall, condominium sales accounted for about 82% of
units sold during this time. Unless otherwise reported, all sales data reported below includes
sales of market rate and deed restricted properties recorded on the MLS.

Total Sales by Type: 2004 - 2010

Multi-family
1% Mobile homes
1%

Single Family
16%
Condominiums
82%

Source: MLS from Trademark Properties Real Estate; Consultant team

Number of Sales and Days on Market
Two indicators of the health of the housing sale market are the number of sales and
number of days it takes to sell properties. Seller’s markets often show a high number of sales
and fewer days on the market; buyer’s markets typically have fewer sales with longer days on
the market. As shown below,

•

The number of sales peaked in 2005, with 130 single family home sales and 619
condominium sales. The number of sales declined through 2008 and were accompanied
by an increase in the number of days it took to sell properties. Single family homes took
about 23% longer to sell between 2006 and 2010 than in 2004 and 2005; and
condominiums increased from about 100 days on the market in 2006 and 2007 to
between 150 and 160 in more recent years, or a 50% increase.
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•

While the number of single family home sales was lowest in 2007 (42 total),
condominium sales reached their lowest in 2008 (206 total). Condominium sales in 2007
were boosted by completion of the Westin Hotel, which placed 230 condo-hotel units on
the market, comprising 103 of 278 total sales in that year.

•

Since 2008, the number of sales each year have been picking up and the number of days
on the market declined slightly in 2010. However, home sale prices and comparison of
sale prices to asking prices, as discussed below, show that the housing market is still
struggling to recover.

Source: MLS from Trademark Properties Real Estate; Consultant team
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Source: MLS from Trademark Properties Real Estate; Consultant team

Sales Price
Home prices flattened in 2007 before starting to decline in 2008, roughly two years after
the number of sales started to drop.

•

The median price of single family homes peaked in 2007 at $900,000 and dropped 30% to
$631,190 in 2010.

•

The average price per square foot has also declined about 31% since 2007, from $453 to
$311 per square foot. Prices on a per-square-foot basis5 provide the most direct
evaluation because variation by unit type and size is eliminated.

•

Sales through July 18, 2011, reflect 37 single family home sales and a slightly higher
median sale price than in 2010 of $680,000, indicating potentially some improvement in
the single family market.

'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''
@

NOTE: Price per square foot was not available for all MLS properties. However, sample sizes were
adequate to denote trends in pricing.'
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Source: MLS from Trademark Properties Real Estate; Consultant team

Condominiums show a slightly different trend, with the median price per unit peaking
in 2006 and the average price per square foot spiking in 2007. This is due to the sale of 103
small, but relatively expensive, condo-hotel properties at the Westin in 2007 for an average of
$970 per square foot, both increasing the average price per square foot and decreasing the
overall median price of units sold in this year. Extracting the Westin property from 2007 sales
shows that the median sale price of other properties was higher than in 2006, at $575,000 and
the average price per square foot was lower, at $535 per square foot.
Overall, condominium properties declined in price more than single family homes
between 2007 and 2010, showing a 48% drop in the median sale price and a 58% drop in the
price per square foot. Removing Westin properties from the 2007 evaluation, as noted above,
results in a 60% decline in the median sale price and a 42% decline in the average price per
square foot. Sales through July 18, 2011, reflect 149 condominium sales and a lower median sale
price than in 2010 of $245,000, indicating the bottom may not have been reached in this market.
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Source: MLS from Trademark Properties Real Estate; Consultant team

Not all properties declined at the same rate. As shown below, older single family homes
generally saw a larger decline in price between 2007 and 2010 than newer homes. This follows
general observations of some local Realtors that were interviewed.
Change in Sale Price per Square Foot:
Single Family Homes, 2007-2010

Year Built
2000 or later
1990-1999
1980-1989
1970-1979
Before 1970*

Average
Price per Square Foot
2007
2010
$532
$407
$486
$338
$439
$274
$448
$264
$276

% change
2007-2010
-23.5%
-30.4%
-37.5%
-41.0%
-

Source: MLS from Trademark Properties Real Estate; Consultant team
*Small sample size in 2007 (only 2 properties): data not reported

Condominiums follow the same trend, where older units generally decreased in price
more than newer units. One exception is that new units show a 56% decline in the average
price per square foot between 2007 and 2010. Again, this is largely due to the sale of Westin
condo-hotel properties, which were completed in 2007. Extracting the sale of these properties
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shows a decline of about 39% between 2007 ($605 average price per square foot) and 2010 ($370
average price per square foot).
Change in Sale Price per Square Foot:
Condominiums, 2007-2010

Year Built
2000 or later
1990-1999
1980-1989
1970-1979
Before 1970

Average
Price per Square Foot
2007
2010
$832*
$370
$589
$361
$428
$272
$427
$239
$434
$178

% change
2007-2010
-55.5%
-38.7%
-36.6%
-44.0%
-59.0%

Source: MLS from Trademark Properties Real Estate; Consultant team

Sale Price vs. Asking Price
Another indicator of the market is the ratio of sale prices to asking prices. Sale prices
that are close to 100% of the asking price (or higher) are typically seen in seller’s markets. When
there are more properties on the market than buyers available, sellers are usually more willing
to negotiate, resulting in sale prices that are lower than the asking price. As shown below,
between 2007 and 2009, sellers were receiving a lower percentage of their asking price (between
92% to 93% in 2009), compared to sales prior to 2007, when the sale price comprised 97% to 98%
of the asking price. After some recovery in 2010, sales through April 22, 2011, show that sale
prices have been between 91% and 95% of the asking price on average in 2011.
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Single Family and Condominium Sales: Mammoth Lakes, 2004 - April 22, 2011
100%

Ratio of Sale Price to Ask Price

98%
96%

99%
97%

98%
97%

98%
97%

98%

98%
95%

94%

95%
93%

92%

95%
93%

94%

92%

Condominium

91%

Single Family

90%
88%
86%
2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Year
Source: MLS from Trademark Properties Real Estate; Consultant team

Foreclosures and Short Sales
One element of the decrease in sale prices of homes in the current market is the
availability of foreclosure, real estate owned (REO), and short sale properties. As shown below,

•

About 50% of single family sales in 2010 were REO or short sales. About 35% of
condominium sales were REO or short sales and 19 were sold in foreclosure at auction.

•

Interviews with area Realtors and lenders indicated that, provided the properties are
intact, foreclosure and REO properties can be good deals for locals. These properties are
sold as-is by the bank and, depending on repairs needed, sale prices may be higher than
the appraised as-is price, causing some challenges with financing. Banks tend to be rigid
in their price and unwilling to negotiate regardless of the condition of the property.
Also, depending on the improvements needed, locals may be able to purchase the unit,
but not be able to afford necessary repairs.

•

Short sales can also be good deals for locals, in theory. However, interviews revealed
that only about 1/3 of short sale properties actually close and the process requires
significant patience because it can take 6 months or more.

•

One Realtor felt the best deals came from owners with equity in their homes who are
willing to negotiate down in price as a result, although there are few of these on the
market. Also, in terms of value, newly constructed units that have stagnated in sales
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during the downturn. These units have dropped in price to comport with the current
market.
Real Estate Owned (REO) and Short Sale Sales:
Mammoth Lakes, 2007 - 2010

Year
2007
2008
2009
2010

Single Family Homes
Short
REO
Sales
Auction
0
0
5
0
24
11
26
11
-

Condominiums
Short
REO
Sales
Auction
0
0
0
21
3
0
47
35
0
69
63
19

Source: Mammoth Lakes Board of Realtors (data at: http://www.remaxmammoth.com/html/mammoth_residential_sales_data.html)

Properties Listed for Sale
There are currently 328 single family homes, condominiums and mobile homes listed for
sale on the MLS in the Town of Mammoth Lakes. Based on the total number of sales in 2010,
this is about an 8 to 9 month inventory of units. There are comparatively more single family
homes listed (a 13.5 month inventory) than condominiums (a 7.7 month inventory). When the
estimated time it will take to sell homes listed is greater than one year, it is generally considered
to be a buyer’s market. An inventory of less than six months is generally a seller’s market.
While the trends since 2006 show a drop in prices and units sitting on the market for
longer periods of time, the median asking price of units presently listed on the market, at
$799,000 for single family homes and $319,000 for condominiums, is higher than for those sold
in 2010. The fact that single family homes and condominiums that sold through April 22, 2011,
sold for between 91% and 95% of the asking price (discussed above) indicates that asking prices
are optimistic given current market conditions.
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Residential Units Listed for Sale by Unit Type:
Town of Mammoth Lakes, 7/20/2011

Median Price
Average price per square foot
Total #
Under $100,000
$100-149,999
$150-199,999
$200-249,999
$250-299,999
$300-349,999
$350-399,999
$400-499,999
$500-749,999
$750-999,999
$1,000,000 or more

Single Family
Home
$799,000
$400
81
1
1
1
0
1
1
7
10
15
18
26

Condominium
$319,000
$320
243
6
9
29
35
36
33
18
31
19
17
10

Mobile home
$46,750
$36
4
4
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Source: MLS, Mammoth Lakes Board of Realtors, http://mlbor.com

Evaluation of available homes by age of unit shows that the more affordable homes tend
to be older. This is an important consideration when evaluating the available housing stock for
locals, given that older homes are often in need of costly repairs, effectively increasing their
price of occupancy. The average price per square foot of single family homes built in the 2000’s
is 84% higher than those built before 1970. The average price per square foot of condominiums
built in the 2000’s is 129% higher than those built before 1970.
Residential Units Listed for Sale by Age of Unit:
Town of Mammoth Lakes, 7/20/2011

Year Built
Before 1970
1970-1979
1980-1989
1990-1999
2000+
TOTAL

Single Family Homes
Average
Median
#
price per
sale price
sq. ft.
14
$422,000
$291
12
$475,000
$291
15
$860,000
$308
18
$934,450
$473
21
$1,780,000
$535
80
$799,000
$400

Condominiums
Average
Median
#
price per
sale price
sq. ft.
9
$149,900
$173
94
$269,700
$257
29
$349,500
$301
32
$464,500
$371
79
$369,900
$396
243
$320
$319,000

Source: MLS, Mammoth Lakes Board of Realtors, http://mlbor.com
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Sale price by number of bedrooms also shows what is generally affordable to locals in
the area, when compared with area median incomes, below. Current single family homes
priced below $500,000 are mostly older 3-bedroom or smaller homes built before 1980.
Condominiums priced around $350,000 or less will largely include 2-bedroom or smaller units,
and units built before 1990. This table evaluates the sale price only and does not account for the
added monthly cost of HOA fees.
Residential Units Listed for Sale by Number of Bedrooms:
Town of Mammoth Lakes, 7/20/2011
Single Family Homes
# Bedrooms

#

0/1
2
3
4
5+
TOTAL

2
5
27
31
16
81

Median sale
price
$244,000
$389,000
$530,000
$899,900
$1,249,500
$799,000

Condominiums
#
81
101
52
9
0
243

Median sale
price
$225,000
$349,500
$599,000
$425,000
$319,000

Source: MLS, Mammoth Lakes Board of Realtors, http://mlbor.com

Realtor Observations
Interviews with local Realtors noted that while units affordable to locals can be found in
Town, these properties often present challenges to potential buyers, similar to those noted
above.

•

Locals searching for housing are typically in their mid-20’s to mid-30’s, young
professionals with stable employment, and usually couples or couples with a young
child. Although some singles have also been looking to buy.

•

Locals often prefer single family homes over condominiums. While some single family
homes can be found beginning in the $300,000 to $350,000 range, these homes are older,
usually in poor condition and need upgrades, requiring additional monetary investment
from the buyer after purchasing. Garages are strongly desired by locals, and single
family homes with garages typically start around $500,000. Most first time homebuyers
in the area are looking for homes priced under $400,000.

•

Some locals will purchase condominiums. Those offering garages are preferred, which
few properties in the Town offer.

•

With many condominiums able to compete with deed restricted unit pricing, Realtors
are finding locals evaluating all options in the market. While some Realtors have found
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buyers to prefer non-deed restricted units, other Realtors have found buyers attracted to
the newer construction and garages offered by some deed restricted properties. While
there are good market rate condominium deals to be found, many of the lower priced
properties are 30 and 40 years old and need major renovations in the near future (new
roofs, etc.). High homeowners association fees and the potential for high special
assessments for upgrades increases the cost for locals to purchase homes and are
considerations for local buyers.

•

Realtors noted there are some great deals to be found in nearby Crowley Lake, which
compete with deed restricted and market units in the Town. Many Realtors find locals
opting for properties outside of Town when comparing price points and home
condition.

•

Finally, although prices have dropped, so has the purchasing power of locals. Financing
is harder to get, often requiring 20% down and better credit. The more stringent
requirements have kept some homeowners from getting financing. For those that
qualify for financing, they are approved for less today than a few years ago because
debt-to-income ratios have declined. Mortgage availability is discussed in more detail
below.

Affordability by Area Median Income
To determine the affordability of homes to the average resident homebuyer in
Mammoth Lakes, the price of homes were compared to the amount that a 2.5-person household
could afford to purchase. Each price shown represents the maximum price for each AMI range,
meaning, for example, that homes priced for a 2.5-person household earning between 80.1 and
100% of the AMI would need to range between $149,500 and $195,700. Other assumptions used
include:

•

Mortgage principal, insurance, taxes, interest and HOA payments combined equals 30%
of gross household income. Based on 2011 Household Survey results, it was assumed
that HOA fees average 15.4% of the combined monthly mortgage and HOA payments
for households in Mammoth Lakes.

•

The interest rate for home loans is 6% on a 30-year fixed rate mortgage.

•

The down payment is 10% of the home price.

Given today’s tough lending market, households at each income range may or may not qualify
for the home prices shown below depending on their credit ratings, household debt and other
factors.
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The below table shows that the average size 2.5-person household in Mammoth Lakes
would need to earn well over 150% AMI to afford the median priced single family home that
was sold in 2010 ($631,190) and close to 150% AMI to afford the median priced condominium
sold in 2010 ($280,000). Median asking prices for single family homes ($799,000) and
condominiums ($319,000) that were for sale on 7/20/2011 are higher and would require
households to earn over 150% AMI to afford.
Affordable Purchase Price by AMI: Mono County, 2011

AMI Range
<= 30% AMI
30.1-60% AMI
60.1-80% AMI
80.1-100% AMI
100.1-120% AMI
120.1-150% AMI
> 150% AMI

Yearly Income
(2.5 person
household)
$18,175
$36,270
$48,400
$63,325
$75,975
$90,675
> $90,675

Max
Purchase
Price
$58,100
$116,000
$154,700
$200,200
$242,900
$290,000
> $290,000

Source: California HCD; http://www.mortgage101.com/affordability-calculator; Consultant team

The 2010 sales and MLS listings shown in the below table include condominiums
(excluding time shares), single family and mobile home properties. This shows that a slightly
higher percentage of units that sold last year were priced for households earning between 30
and 150% of the AMI than are presently available on the market. Almost two-thirds of the units
are priced for households earning over 150% AMI, or $90,675 for a 2.5-person household. This
includes 96% of single family homes on the market and about 57% of condominiums. All of the
units priced for households earning under 30% AMI listed on the MLS are mobile homes built
in the 1980’s.
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Residential Sales and MLS Listings by AMI: Town of Mammoth Lakes

AMI Range
<= 30% AMI
30.1-60% AMI
60.1-80% AMI
80.1-100% AMI
100.1-120% AMI
120.1-150% AMI
> 150% AMI
TOTAL

Max Purchase
Price
$58,100
$116,000
$154,700
$200,200
$242,900
$290,000
> $290,000
-

2010 sales
#
2
14
13
67
56
50
249
451

%
0.4%
3.1%
2.9%
15.0%
12.5%
11.2%
55.7%
100%

MLS 7/20/2011
#
4
9
10
28
30
30
217
328

%
1.2%
2.7%
3.0%
8.5%
9.1%
9.1%
66.2%
100%

Source: MLS 2010 sales from Trademark Properties Real Estate; current listings from Mammoth Lakes
Board of Realtors, http://mlbor.com

Deed Restricted Sales
Since 2004, a total of 61 residences have been sold with deed restrictions from newly
developed and redeveloped properties. This includes 24 units in Meridian Court, 18 in San
Joaquin Villas, 8 in Grayeagle, 8 in Aspen Village Condominiums, 1 in Nordica, 1 in Chateau de
Montagne and 1 in Bigwood. As reflected in the below table, 42 of these deed restrictions
remain. This section describes these properties, their sales and deed restriction status, and
current listings.

78

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

Deed Restricted Ownership Inventory: Mammoth Lakes, 2011

Year Built
2005

Units
Originally
Sold with
Deed
Restrictions
8

Existing
Deed
Restricted
Units
1

Meridian Court

2006

24

16

Bigwood
Chateau de Montagne, Unit 37
Nordica

2007
2006
2007

1
1
1

0
1
1

San Joaquin Villas

2008

18

15

Aspen Village Condos
TOTAL

2009
-

8
61

8
42

Project Name
Grayeagle Condominiums

Existing AMI
Level
120%+
80% - 6 units
120% - 3 units
150% - 2 units
200% - 5 units
80% - 1 unit
50% - 1 unit
80% - 4 units
100% - 4 units
120% - 4 units
150% - 2 units
200% - 1 unit
120% - 8 units
-

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes; Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.

Property Description and Sales
Grayeagle Condominiums

•

These units were built in 2005, a portion of which were deed restricted as mitigation for
development. Sales of these units occurred between 2005 and 2011, with an average
price per square foot of $326 for all sold units.

Meridian Court

•

Meridian Court was the first ownership project developed by Mammoth Lakes Housing,
Inc. The project consists of 24 condominiums, including 8 1-bedroom units, 6 2-bedroom
units and 10 3-bedroom units. The units have some private and some shared garages.
Occupancy began in June 2006.

•

These units were marketed for sale beginning in spring 2006. Many of these units presold. Nineteen of the 24 units sold within 4 months and all but one sold by the end of
2006. The last unit sold in June 2007. All 24 were sold with deed restrictions and 16
deed restrictions remain, as discussed below.
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Sale prices ranged from an average $212 per square foot to $437 per square foot, much
lower than the average market price for condominiums that were sold in 2006 ($552 per
square foot).

Sale Price of Meridian Court Condominiums

Deed restricted
200% AMI
150% AMI
120% AMI
80% AMI

1-br Unit
$299,775
$224,832
$209,865
$149,894

2-br Unit
$359,602
$269,692
0
$173,937

3-br Unit
$399,486
0
$269,692
$189,859

Average Sale Price
per Square Foot
$328
$437
$413
$319
$212

Year of
Sale
2006/07
2006/07
2006
2006
2006

Chateau de Montagne, Unit 37

•

Chateau de Montagne is a condominium project that was originally built in 1971. Unit
37 was rehabilitated by a developer and sold with the old deed restriction to meet
housing mitigation requirements in 2006. This 4-bedroom unit sold for $101,000 with an
80% AMI deed restriction in July 2006.

San Joaquin Villas

•

San Joaquin Villas is a 40-unit condominium project that was completed by Intrawest
Resorts as mitigation for the Westin Hotel in 2007. It consists of 14 3-bedroom and 26 4bedroom units. Some units have private 2-car garages. These units were built to comply
with the housing code, implementing minimum bedroom sizes and other specifications.
Opinions from Realtor and community interviews were mixed, with some feeling the
units were generally not very well designed, and others feeling they offer good
alternatives for locals in the housing market.

•

The units were marketed beginning in March 2007; however, not all buildings were online at this time. Originally, all units were to be sold with deed restrictions; however,
this requirement lifted for unsold units beginning in December 2008, as discussed below.
It is estimated that 8 of the original 18 deed restricted units sold within one to four
months of marketing; another 9 sold by spring 2008; and one sold in the fall of 2008.
Once the deed restriction requirement lifted, most remaining properties sold by the end
of 2009.

•

As shown in the below table, some non-deed restricted units sold on the market for less
than the deed restricted price; a symptom of the downturn in the housing market and
desire for Intrawest to sell the units.
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Sale Price of San Joaquin Villas

No deed restriction
(average sale price)
High price
Low price
Deed restricted
200% AMI
150% AMI
120% AMI
100% AMI
80% AMI

3-br ADA
Unit

3-br
Unit

4-br
Unit

Average Sale
Price per
Square Foot

Year of
Sale

-

$297,000

$272,544

$234

2009/10

$224,291
-

$330,000
$259,000
$383,574
$287,681
$230,145
-

$329,000
$245,000
$248,675
$207,229
$165,783

$193
$323
$242
$193
$175
$140

2007/08
2007
2007/08
2007/08
2007
2007/08

Source: Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.; MLS; Consultant team

Aspen Village Condominiums

•

Aspen Village Condominiums were completed by Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc., in
2009. It consists of 24 total condominiums, including 12 2-bedroom units and 12 3bedroom units, with under-structure parking.

•

Mammoth Lakes Housing began marketing the condominiums for sale in the spring of
2009. A total of 22 units have been sold, 8 of which carry deed restrictions. Only 5 units
were required to be sold with deed restrictions.

•

Deed restricted 2-bedroom units sold for 10% less than those without a restriction; 3bedroom deed restricted units sold for 24% less. The average sale price per square foot
of Aspen Village Condominiums, whether deed restricted or not, were well below the
sale price of other market rate products in Town in 2009 ($325 per square foot) and 2010
($306 per square foot).

•

The remaining 2 units have been on the market since the spring of 2009; one of these
units is in escrow. Most area Realtors attributed the slow sale of these units to factors
that affected all properties at this time – tight financing, a decreased pool of buyers, and
increased availability of units with comparable prices on the market. Generally, but not
always, given a choice between a deed restricted product and a similarly priced market
product, buyers will choose the market product.
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Sale Price of Aspen Village Condominiums

No deed restriction
Deed restricted
120% AMI

2-br
Unit
$224,500

3-br
Unit
$328,000

Average Sale Price
per Square Foot
$234

Year of
Sale
2009/10

$199,000

$250,000

$181

2009/10

Source: Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.; MLS; Consultant team

Deed Restricted Status
As noted above, 42 ownership properties in Mammoth Lakes retain deed restrictions
from 61 properties that were originally sold with deed restrictions. The downturn in the
economy, combined with other factors, has contributed to this loss. Several have been lost
through foreclosure. Others have been lost through deed restriction language that was drafted
while housing prices were appreciating and was not drafted in anticipation of a large decline in
housing prices. More specifically:

•

Deed restrictions in California cannot be permanent. The original deed restriction used
in Mammoth Lakes gave Mammoth Lakes Housing a 30-day right of first refusal. This
means that when the buyer decides to sell the deed restricted property, Mammoth Lakes
Housing has 30-days within which to purchase the property. If Mammoth Lakes
Housing does not purchase the property within this timeframe, the buyer can sell it on
the market at market rate (i.e., without a deed restriction) and retain the profits from the
sale. This was put into place during the boom time of the housing market. Pursuant to
this restriction, prior to the drop in condominium prices, 1 Meridian Court property was
bought and resold by Mammoth Lakes Housing; 1 was bought by MLH, is currently for
sale and is being rented; and MLH found a buyer and helped to facilitate the transfer for
a third. Repurchasing deed restrictions greater than 80% AMI often does not make
sense since the downturn, given the low market price of units. Properties deed
restricted prior to the fall of 2008 are under this old deed restriction.

•

In the fall of 2008, the deed restriction was revised. First, Mammoth Lakes Housing was
given a longer period of time in which to purchase the property. Second, if the
restriction is lifted and the property is sold at a market price higher than the deed
restricted purchase price, the owner can retain a defined amount of equity in the
property, with excess equity going back to the Town. This is a shared-equity system.
Finally, the deed restriction attaches at the time of sale of the property as an agreement
between Mammoth Lakes Housing and the buyer. This last change avoids one problem
encountered with the sale of San Joaquin Villas, discussed below.
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Of the 19 deed restrictions that have been lost, 8 were in Meridian Court, 7 in Grayeagle
Condominiums, 3 in San Joaquin Villas, and 1 in Bigwood Condominiums. Also, another 22
condominiums in San Joaquin Villas, which were intended to be deed restricted, were never
sold with deed restrictions. Because these properties did not sell within a defined timeframe,
the deed restriction expired. The decline in both the number of sales and sale prices in 2007 and
2008 were significant factors that led to the expiration of the deed restrictions.
Finally, it is important to note that, of the properties that retain deed restrictions, most
are encumbered by the old deed restriction language, which are more easily lost than the deed
restrictions that were put into effect in the fall of 2008, as noted above. Only Aspen Village
Condominiums, one unit in Meridian Court and one unit in San Joaquin Villas are under the
new deed restriction.
Deed Restricted Ownership Inventory: Mammoth Lakes, 2011

Project Name
Grayeagle Condominiums
Meridian Court
Bigwood
Chateau de Montagne, Unit 37
Nordica
San Joaquin Villas
Aspen Village Condos
TOTAL

Units
Originally
Sold with
Deed
Restrictions
8
24
1
1
1
18
8
61

Existing
Deed
Restricted
Units
1
16
0
1
1
15
8
42

Restrictions Lost
7
8
1
0
0
3*
0
19

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes; Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.
*This does not include the 22 properties in San Joaquin Villas that were never sold with a deed restriction.

The following table shows the inventory of units within deed restricted properties by
bedroom size for the larger projects. Mammoth Lakes Housing does not have any locals on a
wait list for deed restricted ownership properties.
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Deed Restricted Ownership Units by Bedroom Size: 2011

1 BR
No restriction
200% AMI
150% AMI
120% AMI
80% AMI
2 BR
No restriction
200% AMI
150% AMI
120% AMI
100% AMI
80% AMI
3 BR
No restriction
200% AMI
150% AMI
120% AMI
80% AMI
3 BR – ADA
No restriction
200% AMI
150% AMI
120% AMI
80% AMI
4 BR
No restriction
200% AMI
150% AMI
120% AMI
100% AMI
80% AMI
Total restricted
TOTAL (all units)

Meridian
Court

San Joaquin
Villas

Aspen Village
Condos

3
1
1
1
2

-

-

3
1
1
0
0
1

-

11
0
0
0
1
0

2
3
0
2
3

5*
1
3
1
0

5
0
0
7
0

-

0
0
4
0

-

16
24

17
0
0
1
4
4
18
40

8
24

Source: Town of Mammoth Lakes; Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc.
*The 5 non-restricted 3-br San Joaquin Villas units may include 3-br ADA also.
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Current For Sale Inventory
Only 2 deed restricted properties were listed on the MLS, including:

•

A 2-bedroom, 750 square foot unit in Meridian Court for $185,000 and

•

A 2-bedroom, 960 square foot unit with a one-car attached garage in Mono Street for
$185,000.

There is also one 2-bedroom property in Aspen Village that is advertised on the market
for $202,000. Mammoth Lakes Housing will lower the price if the buyer will purchase the unit
with a deed restriction.

Mortgage Availability
Multiple local lenders provide a full array of mortgage products including conventional
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, FHA, VA, USDA - Rural Development, jumbos and, in limited
cases, portfolio loans. Tougher lending standards and file documentation requirements have,
however, made application processing much more time consuming. In general, it is much
harder to obtain home loans now than prior to the 2007 crisis in the mortgage industry.
Applications by first-time homebuyers are especially scrutinized. One lender described the
underwriting process as “an ordeal.” Specifically:
Loan products
•

Roughly 90% of the loans made to local residents are conventional Fannie Mae/Freddie
Mac products.

•

FHA mortgage guarantees are rarely utilized since spot loans are no longer allowed for
condominiums and none of the condominium projects in Mammoth Lakes are FHA
approved. One lender who was interviewed is under the impression that FHA will not
finance deed-restricted units. The FHA maximum mortgage amount for Mono County is
currently $529,000.

•

USDA - Rural Development direct loans are also infrequently used since funding
availability varies; annual appropriations are not sufficient to meet demand and are
often fully allocated.

•

Deed restrictions are approved by individual lenders for Fannie and Freddie
conventional loans. It appears this process has functioned reasonably well with most
lenders being willing to approve loans after review of the restrictions by their legal
department.
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Loans for condominiums
•

To be eligible for a conventional mortgage to purchase a free-market condominium,
mortgage originators must prove that the property is not a condo-hotel or resort
condominium. There are also limits on long-term rentals. The latest rule requires that
51% of units must be owner occupied as a primary residence. Many of the
condominium projects in Mammoth Lakes cannot pass this test.

•

The first few loans in any condominium project are the most difficult. As more units are
sold and closed, higher loan-to-values mortgages are often allowed.

Financing challenges
•

Insufficient income compared to the price of housing remains the chief impediment for
most local borrowers. Lenders can usually get approvals for seasonal variations in
employment, but often find that home prices are still not low enough for many residents
to afford.

•

Debt ratios are more restrictive so, while home prices have declined, so has the amount
that buyers can borrow. One lender indicated that a household that could borrow
$300,000 before the housing downturn may only qualify for $220,000 today based on
more restrictive debt ratios.

•

Equity is very important. Lenders look for low loan to value ratios. Down payment
assistance is not often utilized, however, since buyers are less likely in these uncertain
economic times to want to leverage as much as possible and maximize the amount they
borrow. Younger borrowers are more likely to obtain gifts from parents. Some
employers provide down payment assistance for key employees. With tougher
underwriting criteria, lenders are leery of second mortgages, especially when the
amount of debt increases over time.

•

With declining property values, appraisals may not conclude that purchase prices are
justified. With lengthy loan processing, this problem is exacerbated.

Changes in the lending market
•

Lenders vary in terms of the extent to which the volume of loans they process has
changed as a result of the recession and softening of the real estate market. Initially
there was an abrupt slow down in loans to purchase free market units but loans for deed
restricted projects completed in 2007 through 2010 (SJV and Aspen Village) and
refinances kept lenders busy. With the drop in market prices to levels that are more
affordable, the number of loans made to local residents has now increased. Calls from
locals inquiring about mortgage availability are now on the rise.
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Business is not brisk, however. Few new residents are moving into the area and looking
to buy a home. Existing homeowners are unable to sell their residences and are
therefore unable to move up into other homes.

Expectations for the future
•

The future of mortgage availability is uncertain. While some requirements are
loosening, others are tightening. In general the industry is more stable now than two
years ago but, as one lender stated, “The new constant is change.” Lenders anticipate
that underwriting criteria will moderate from the two extremes of the past five years
when short sales and foreclosures wind down.

•

Title XIV of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act, which
was signed into law on July 21, 2010, contains provisions that call for significant changes
in the mortgage industry. A primary purpose is to establish national underwriting
standards. Lenders are uncertain as to how this act will be applied. The future of
Fannie Mae and Freddie is uncertain.

•

Most agree that interest rates will increase from their sustained very low levels. No one
wants to predict how much and how soon but housing affordability will be impacted.

Down Payment/Homebuyer Assistance
Mammoth Lakes Housing operates a homebuyer assistance program through which gap
financing is provided to qualified buyers for the purchase of deed restricted or free market
homes. The program is funded by grants awarded to the Town of Mammoth Lakes. Grant
sources include both State of California programs (BEGIN and CalHome) and federal programs
(HOME and CDBG). To date, 45 buyers have received homebuyer assistance with
approximately $800,000 now available for home purchases in Mammoth Lakes.
•

Assistance can only be provided to applicants who meet HUD’s definition of first time
buyers with incomes that do not exceed 80% AMI or, if buying a unit at Aspen Village
Condominiums, 120% AMI. Buyers must provide a down payment of at least 1%. The
program is intended to fill the gap providing the remainder of the 20% down payment
requirement or more if needed to make the primary mortgage affordable; 100%
financing is not allowed.

•

The maximum purchase price allowed under this program is currently $362,790, which
is updated annually. The maximum amount of homebuyer assistance is $200,000
although specific grants may have different maximums. The assistance is provided
typically through a deferred second mortgage that is subordinate to the primary loan.
An interest rate of 0% to 3% is charged (usually 0%). If greater than 0%, interest charges
accrue during the period that the loan is deferred. MLH has used a shared equity
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approach in several instances, but shared equity is not allowed with funds provided
through the federal HOME program.
•

All program participants must complete a homebuyer education program, which can be
provided by MLH staff.

•

Lenders reported familiarity with Homebuyer Program operated by MLH through
which assistance is provided from one or a combination of funding sources. The
difficulties they reported include complexity associated with the different sources and
varying availability:
o

Federal guidelines for the Homebuyer Assistance Program differ from mortgage
underwriting standards. For example, the CDBG and HOME funding requires
that the household income of all household members including non-related
roommates be counted when considering income eligibility. Mortgage lenders,
however, do not consider roommates and may consider the income of only one
member of a couple if the other has credit issues.

o

Lenders report that underwriters have become leery of second mortgages in
today’s tougher lending climate. They prefer a lower overall debt to value ratio
with down payments that are not in the form of debt. They are especially
concerned about second mortgages when an interest rate is charged and accrues
such that the amount of debt owed increases over time, which leads to the
possibility of owners getting underwater in flat or declining market conditions.
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SECTION 6 – RENTAL MARKET ANALYSIS
This section of the report examines rental housing in Mammoth Lakes, including unit
type, neighborhood of residency, rents, the affordability of rents, and availability. While the
free market is examined, emphasis is given to rental projects that have been financed through
the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) or Federal grants and are restricted of occupancy
by low income households. This was done to support future applications for assistance to
acquire and rehabilitate or develop affordable apartment properties.

Rental Inventory
The 2010 Census estimates that 1,727 units in Mammoth Lakes are renter occupied. The
units included in this estimate generally fall within four categories:
•

Free-market rentals managed by property management companies, real estate offices or
individual owners. According to the household survey, 82% of renters live in freemarket units. Three property managers were interviewed who manage approximately
260 units for information to supplement the data generated by the household survey on
free-market rentals.

•

Apartment properties financed with tax credits, Community Development Block Grants
(CDBG) and/or other forms of public subsidy that are restricted for occupancy by low
income households. Approximately 18% of the renters surveyed indicated they live in
units with employment or income qualifications.

•

Units owned or master leased and managed by Mammoth Mountain for their
employees, as described in more detail in Section 4 – Housing Unit Profile of this report.

•

South Gateway Apartments, which provides housing for Cerra Coso Community
College, as also described in more detail in Section 4 – Housing Unit Profile of this
report.

Units not included in the estimate of renter-occupied units are those that are defined by
the Census as “vacant – for seasonal, occasional and recreational use.” This includes rentals
that are not occupied by local residents, such as nightly and weekly rentals that function as
vacation accommodations; units leased for the ski season; and units leased year-round by nonresidents (primarily families from southern California), or second-home renters. Second-home
renters contribute to the demand for rental units and help drive up rents, but they typically rent
homes that are priced higher than those affordable to local employees.
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Income-Restricted Rental Inventory
'
A total of 133 apartment units located in Mammoth Lakes were financed using Low
Income Housing Tax Credits. These units are in four small projects that range in size from 25 to
48 units.
•

Bristlecone, which was developed by the Affordable Housing Development
Corporation, is the oldest LIHTC project in the community.

•

Aspen Village Apartments, the largest of the four projects, was developed by MLH
adjacent to an ownership project, Aspen Village Condominiums.

•

Mammoth Apartments, which is a combination of new construction (Jefferies and
Manzanita) and rehabilitation of an existing duplex on three nearby but separate sites.

•

Glass Mountain, a motel that was acquired and converted into housing. Except for two
units that house on-site managers and one that is used for storage, all of the units are
income restricted at 50% or 60% AMI.

•

MLH is currently working on a fifth project, Star Apartments. This four-unit building
was acquired by MLH and is undergoing extensive rehabilitation, financed in part with
CDBG funds. Units will be restricted at 80% AMI.
General Description -- Income-Restricted Apartments

Name of Project:!

Bristlecone!

Mammoth Apts!

Contact Phone'

760.709.4056'

Address'

3072 Chateau Rd'

760.709.4056'
312 Lupin
44 Manzanita
129 Dorrance'

AHDC'

MLH'

Owner/Manager'
Property Type'

stick built, 2 story' modular, 2 story'

Aspen Village
Apts!

Glass Mountain!

Star Apts!

760.709.4056'

760.873.8667'

1700 Old
Mammoth Rd'

25 Mammoth
Rd.'

760.932.5536'
1829 Old
Mammoth
Rd'

MLH'

IMACA'

MLH'

modular, 2 story'

converted motel'

rehab'

Unit Type'

flats'

flats'

flats'

flats'

flats'

Year Built'

1996/97'

2006/08'

2007'

1999'

UC 2011/12'

Total Units'

30'

30'

48'

25'

4'

# Inc. Restricted'

30'

30'

48'

24'

4'

50% AMI'

6'

6'

5'

5'

'

60% AMI'

23'

24'

42'

19'

'

80% AMI'

'

'

'

'

4'

Manager Unit'

1'

'

1'

2'

'
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Occupied Unit Type
While nearly one-third of renters reside in apartments (30%), the majority live in units
that are individually owned and that were intended for second owner or visitor occupancy
when originally built. Slightly more renters live in single-family homes than condominiums.
This is likely due in part to the large inventory of homes that were listed for sale but have now
been rented as a result of soft ownership market conditions. Economists and market analysts
refer to these units as the “shadow market,” an elusive, shifting inventory with hard-to-predict
influences on the more permanent supply of rental units.
A small, but still significant, number of year-round renters (6% or about 104 households)
live in rooms without kitchens. Seasonal employees are more likely to reside in dormitorystyle housing without kitchens and often have meals provided at work.

Rental Units by Type

Room without kitchen
6%

Other
6%

Single family house
26%

Condo
21%

Townhouse/duplex
11%

Apartment
30%

'
Source: 2011 Household Survey

Location
All of the neighborhoods in Mammoth Lakes include renters. The largest percentage of
survey respondents that rent reside in Sierra Valley (32%). Property managers report there is no
clear preference for location when renters seek housing. Some would prefer to live closer to the
slopes, while others prefer to live away from the heavy snow loads and wind. Proximity to
transit is important to most renters, although they typically have cars and consider availability
of parking to also be a key factor when considering location.
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Where Renters Live: 2011
Neighborhood!
Sierra Valley'
Old Mammoth
Mammoth Slopes - Between Lake Mary Road & upper
Forest Trail
The Knolls - including area behind Post Office
North Old Mammoth Road
Snowcreek
South Old Mammoth Road
Majestic Pines
Sierra Star
Gateway - The Trails and Cerro Coso student housing
TOTAL'

% Renter
Households!
35.0%'
19.4%
14.1%
9.2%
8.3%
4.9%
4.3%
2.5%
1.4%
0.9%
100%'

Source: 2011 Household Survey

The four LIHTC projects are dispersed around the community in four neighborhoods.
Aspen Village is in the south-central part of town in the Snowcreek neighborhood near its
boundary with the Old Mammoth neighborhood. The three sites that together comprise the
Mammoth Apartments are all in the Sierra Valley neighborhood. Bristlecone is on the east side
of town near the southern edge of the Old Mammoth Road neighborhood. Glass Mountain is
located north of Sierra Valley neighborhood, on the north side of Main Street. Based on
comments received from the household survey, some residents have the perception that low
income housing is concentrated within the community. While Sierra Valley has a concentration
of units that are poorly maintained and rent to lower-income households, the LIHTC projects
are dispersed and have not contributed to a concentration.

Condition of Rental Units
Property managers report that rental units are often not in good condition. General
wear and tear from years of occupancy by young employees with high turnover or large
families, often in overcrowded conditions, is common. Many were designed and intended for
vacation accommodations and are not well suited for year-round occupancy. Insulation is poor,
heating systems are old and expensive (often electric or propane, since natural gas is not
available in Mammoth Lakes) and damage from ice and heavy snow loads has taken its toll.
The property manager for Bristlecone, Mammoth Apartments and Aspen Village
Apartments felt that the overall condition of all the properties is fair. Even though Mammoth
Apartments and Aspen Village are relatively new, the projects have ice buildup and snow shed
problems. The interior condition of the units should be good.
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In Section 7 – Housing Problems, more detailed information is provided on reasons why
renters are dissatisfied with their housing. “Needs repair/poorly maintained” is the number
one reason cited by renters who are dissatisfied.

Rents
Household survey respondents report that the median rent paid in Mammoth Lakes is
$1,100 per month. An income of approximately 70% AMI is needed to afford this amount.
•

The largest percentage of renters report paying between $1,000 and $1,250 per month
(27%), followed by $1,500 to $1,750 (20%) and $750 to $999 (19%).

•

Free market rents are much higher than the rates charged for units that have restrictions
limiting occupancy to households that meet employment and/or income qualifications.
Based on household survey responses, the median rent paid for free market units is
$1,200, which is generally affordable for households with incomes at 80% AMI, while the
median for restricted rentals is approximately half that amount, at $605. This median is
lower than the rates charged for the majority of the LIHTC units, which is likely due to
the inclusion of MMSA employee housing units in survey results.

Rent Distribution, Average and Median: 2011
!
Under $500'
$500 - $749'
$750 - $999'
$1,000 - $1,249'
$1,250 - $1,499'
$1,500 - $1,749'
$1,750 - $1,999'
$2,000 - $2,499'
$2,500 - $2,999'
TOTAL'
Average'
Median'

Overall!
6%'
12%'
19%'
27%'
7%'
20%'
4%'
3%'
2%'
100%'
$1,159'
$1,100'

Free
Market! Restricted!
-'
42%'
12%'
12%'
18%'
24%'
32%'
11%'
6%'
5%'
22%'
-'
4%'
-'
4%'
-'
2%'
5%'
100%'
100%'
$1,237'
$751'
$1,200'
$605'

Source: 2011 Household Survey
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LIHTC Rents by Project, Unit Type and AMI
Mammoth
Aspen Village
Glass
!
Bristlecone!
Apts!
Apts!
Mountain*!
Studio'
'
'
'
'
50%'
A'
A'
A'
$590'
60%'
A'
A'
A'
$640'
1 BR'
'
'
'
'
50%'
A'
A'
A'
$649'
2 BR/1 BA'
'
'
'
'
50%'
$621'
$621'
$652'
A'
60%'
$774'
$774'
$805'
A'
3 BR/2 BA'
'
'
'
'
50%'
$707'
$707'
$745'
A'
60%'
$884'
$884'
$922'
A'
4 BR'
'
'
'
'
60%'
$959'
A'
A'
A'
*Utilities are included at Glass Mountain but not at the other LIHTC projects.

The amount of rent charged varies by the size of the unit:
•

The household survey indicates rents range from about $800 per month for a studio to
$1,600 per month for a three-bedroom unit.

•

Property managers report that rents can reach $2,200 for three-bedroom units that are
leased for one year (winter season second home rentals tend to be even higher). The
rates reported by property managers for one-bedroom units ranged from $700 to $900
per month, which were somewhat higher than that reported by the household survey,
likely due to the small sample of one-bedroom units.

•

One property manager reported setting rents on a per-bedroom basis, a practice
common in high-cost resort communities when vacancy rates are low and units with
multiple bedrooms are often leased to unrelated roommates. In such cases, the rent for
three bedroom units is almost triple the rent for a one-bedroom unit. This practice is not
common when vacancies are high or in urban areas. Because rents are driven up by
roommate households with as many incomes are there are bedrooms, this practice
makes it difficult for single parents and large families to find rental housing that they
can afford.
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Average and Median Rent by Number of Bedrooms: 2011
# of
Bedrooms!
0'
1'
2'
3'
4'

Average!
$910'
$752'
$1,085'
$1,584'
$1,532'

Median!
$800'
$726'
$1,050'
$1,600'
$1,500'

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Rents also vary by unit type:
•

It is common to see apartments rent for about ! the price of a single family homes. In
Mammoth Lakes, the median rent for an apartment is about 56% of the median for a
single-family home.

•

Although the sample of mobile homes is small, it appears that they rent for almost as
much as a condominium or townhome.

•

Property managers reported that rents were lowered in 2008 and 2009 in response to
tough economic times, but have since flattened and, in some cases, have started to
increase. The drop in rents was sharp, averaging 20% to 25%. The combination of job
losses, out migration of employees and an increase in the supply from units being rented
when they could not be sold contributed to the downward movement in rent rates.
Prior to the recession, rents were steadily increasing in the 3% to 5% per year range.
Most managers expect to be able to resume rent increases across the board next year.
Rents by Unit Type: 2011
Average! Median!
!
Single family house'
$1,514'
$1,600'
Townhouse/duplex' $1,198'
$1,200'
Condo'
$1,235'
$1,150'
Mobile home'
$1,052'
$1,100'
Apartment'
$965'
$900'
Source: 2011 Household Survey

Affordability of Rents
Rents are typically considered to be affordable if contract rents paid are equal to or less
than 30% of a household’s gross income. There are exceptions. The Section 8 rent subsidy
program is based on rent and utilities equaling 30% of income. The Low Income Housing Tax
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Credit (LIHTC) program bases maximum gross rent rates (rent and utilities) on 40% of
household income. For this report, affordability is examined based on 30% of income equaling
contract rent (no utilities). There are multiple reasons for this:
1. Information is needed to support applications for LIHTC financing by Mammoth Lakes
Housing, Inc., for acquisition and rehabilitation of rental properties and possibly new
rental construction.
2. The Section 8 program allocation is fully subscribed; the ability to increase the allocation
is very limited if not impossible.
3. In resort and other high-cost communities, few renter households are able to live in the
community and spend only 30% of their income on rent and utilities combined. In such
communities, the 30% standard for gross rent is unrealistic.

To determine the affordability of existing rents, the rates charged were compared to the
amount that a 2.5 person household could afford at various AMI levels. This was done because
the average size of households in Mammoth Lakes is 2.5 persons per unit. Based on this
approach, the majority of rents in Mammoth Lakes (59%) are affordable for households with
incomes at 60% and 80% AMI. Nearly 30% of units rent for amounts that should be affordable
for households with incomes in the 30% to 60% AMI range. These estimates include both free
market and income/employment restricted units.
Affordability of Rents by AMI: 2011
AMI!
30% or less AMI'
30.1% - 60% AMI'
60.1% - 80% AMI'
80.1 to 100%'
100.1 to 120% AMI'
120.1% - 150% AMI'
More than 150% AMI'

Max.
Income!
$18,175'
$36,270'
$48,400'
$63,325'
$75,975'
$90,675'
> $90,675'

Max.
Rent!
$454'
$907'
$1,210'
$1,511'
$1,814'
$2,267'
>$2,267'

% of Rental
Units!
5.6%*'
29.4%'
29.5%'
15.0%'
14.3%'
3.2%'
3.1%'

Source: 2011 Household Survey
*All units priced for households earning 30% or less AMI are income/employment restricted units.

Comparing the incomes of renter households to the rents they are paying, expressed in
terms of AMI affordability ranges, reveals that many low income renters live in units that are
priced higher than they can afford, while many upper income renters spend less than they can
afford. In Mammoth Lakes, 57% of renters with incomes in the 30% to 60% AMI range reside in
units that are affordable for households with incomes greater than 60% AMI. These households
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are the target market for the LIHTC program. In contrast, the vast majority of renters with
incomes in the 100% to 120% AMI range (92%) live in units that rent for amounts affordable for
households with incomes less than 100% AMI. This affordability mismatch often occurs when
market conditions are tight and renters have few opportunities to choose among a variety of
available units for one that matches their ability to pay.
Comparison – Incomes and Rents: 2011
!
Rents!
60% or less
AMI'
60.1% - 80%
AMI'
80.1 to 100%'
100.1 to 120%
AMI'
More than
120% AMI'
'

!30%!
50%'
A'
A'
50%'
A'
100%'

30.1% 60%!

Household AMI!
60.1% 80.1 to
100.1 to
80%!
100%!
120%!

120.1% 150%!

>150%!

43%

35%

50%

15%

14%

16%

29%

59%

38%

54%

21%

16%

19%

-

6%

23%

50%

28%

10%

6%

6%

8%

7%

20%

-

-

-

-

7%

20%

100%'

100%'

100%'

100%'

100%'

100%'

Utilities
Utilities in Mammoth Lakes add significantly to the cost of living. The average cost of
utilities paid by renters is $268 per month, adding about 23% to their average monthly rent of
$1,159. According to the household survey, 17% of renters have utility costs that equal $500 or
more per month. Property managers report that utilities are often the number one concern of
persons looking for a place to rent. They often request units with woodstoves to reduce their
outlay on electricity.

97

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

Average Monthly Cost of Utilities
20%
18%
16%
Percent Renter Households

17.1%

16.5%
14.1%

14%

15.0%
11.1%

12%
10%
8%

8.1%

7.6%

4.9%

6%

3.4%

4%
2%

2.1%

0%
$50 $99

$100 $149

$150 $199

$200 $249

$250 $299

$300 $349

$350 $399

$400 $449

$450 $499

$500 or
more

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Utility costs vary according to the type of unit rented by survey respondents. Mobile
home occupants, although the sample size is small, report the highest average utility costs
($414), followed by single family homes ($369). Renters of apartments ($218) and
condominiums ($226) reported similar average utility costs and those in townhomes/duplexes
reported the lowest, at $192 on average.
Utility Costs by Unit Type: 2011
Average! Median!
!
Single family house'
$369'
$400'
Apartment'
$218'
$200'
Townhouse/duplex'
$192'
$170'
Condo'
$226'
$190'
Mobile home'
$414'
$425'
Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Amenities
According to property managers, most rental units have few amenities. The items that
renters most often request when looking for rentals include:
•

Wood stoves since utilities are expensive in the older units where most of them live.

•

Washers and dryers in the unit or a central on-site laundry. Many will opt for a central
laundry over in-unit appliances if the rent is lower.

•

Adequate parking, since parking is limited and often inadequate at many apartment and
condominium projects.

•

Adequate snow removal.

The LIHTC projects in Mammoth Lakes offer more amenities than free-market rentals.
With the exception of Glass Mountain, which is a converted motel, the projects offer exterior
storage, a playground, dishwashers and in-unit washers and dryers or hookups. The two
newer projects, Mammoth Apartments and Aspen Village Apartments also have balconies or
patios and microwaves. Aspen Village Apartments is the only project that has a community
building with a fitness center, meeting/living room, computer lab and community kitchen.

Amenities in LIHTC Projects
!
balcony/patio'
dishwashers'
exterior storage'
microwave'
W/D hookups'
W/D in units'
central laundry'
exercise equip'
garage $'
playground'
onsite manager'
other'

Bristlecone!
'
x'
x'
'
'
x'
'
'
'
x'
x'

Mammoth Apts!
x'
x'
x'
x'
'
x'
'
'
'
x'
'
fireplace in duplex'

'
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Aspen Village
Apts!
x'
x'
x'
x'
x'
'
x'
x'
'
x'
x'
Community
bldg w/ rec
center, kitchen &
computer lab'

Glass
Mountain!
'
'
'
'
'
'
x'
'
'
'
x'
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Bedroom Mix
Very few rental units have one bedroom. Since most of the free market units are
condominiums, townhomes or single-family homes rather than apartments, most have two or
three bedrooms. There are also many studios, most of which were originally built for use as
vacation accommodations rather than for year-round occupancy.
The unit mix among LIHTC properties is atypical. None of the properties offer onebedroom units, except for Glass Mountain, which has one. Most of the LIHTC units have two
or three bedrooms, which are hard to rent to multiple income-earning roommates since their
incomes often exceed the 50% and 60% AMI restrictions. The projects, therefore, primarily
serve families. Although 24 out of 25 units at Glass Mountain are studios, all but four units are
occupied by families. IMACA often has requests to exceed their limit on occupancy to three
persons. When renovation is completed, MLH will have three one-bedroom units and one
three-bedroom unit at Star Apartments.
Unit Mix – LIHTC Projects
!
Studios'
1 BR'
2 BR/1 BA'
3 BR/2 BA'
4 BR/2 BA'

Bristlecone!
A'
A'
12'
17'
1'

Mammoth
Apts!
A'
A'
10'
20'
A'

Aspen Village
Apts!
A'
A'
24'
24'
A'

Glass
Mountain!
24'
1'
A'
A'
A'

Property managers report that the properties they manage tend to serve either families
or singles/roommates, depending largely on unit type. Few projects have a diverse resident
population. One-bedroom units are very popular and rent quickly since they are in high
demand by persons who want to live alone, yet there are few in the inventory. Studios also
tend to be popular because they are the least expensive. Units with three-bedrooms, and
particularly the more expensive single-family homes, are the most difficult to rent.

Availability and Wait Lists
The rental market in Mammoth Lakes is very tight with extremely low vacancies.
Among the 260 free-market units leased through the property managers who were interviewed,
only two were vacant as of May, a time which usually has high turnover and the highest
vacancies of the year. This equates to a vacancy rate of 0.8%.
Vacancies among LIHTC projects are even lower. As of May, none of the 133
apartments in the four LIHTC projects units were vacant. The properties all remained at or near
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100% occupancy even during the height of the recession. Turnover among these properties has
been historically very low, generally two to four units per year at Bristlecone, Mammoth
Apartments and Aspen Village Apartments.
Mammoth Lakes Housing maintains a wait list for their rental properties. As of mid
May, the list included 86 applicants. Of the total, approximately 80% are large families and 20%
are singles. Separate lists are not kept for each income category. New applicants are placed at
the bottom of the list regardless of their income. When units become available, the property
manager works through the list from the top until an income qualified and interested applicant
is found. The single applicants just remain on the list since MLH has very few one-bedroom
units. Usually once a year, MLH advertises for rental applicants.
MLH also has a free rental listing service on their web site. Landlords and property
managers are allowed to list available rentals and are responsible for removing the listings
when the units are no longer available. MLH does not maintain the listing service. There are
typically about 35 listings on the site but, as of mid July, there were only 20. Based on the
identified date of listing and discussions with property managers, most did not appear to be
current.
IMACA maintains a wait list for Glass Mountain, which had four applicants as of mid
May. The property remains 100% occupied during the ski season, but has turnover during the
summer months when residents are not able to find enough work to afford rent.
As of mid July, the Mammoth Times classifieds listed a total of 30 units for rent in
Mammoth Lakes, as follows:
•
•
•
•

Apartments unfurnished – 9 with an average rent of $1,087 per month.
Condominiums – 15 with an average rent of $1,102 per month.
House furnished – one listing for a three bedroom home at $1,950 per month.
Houses unfurnished – five listings for an average $1,438 per month.

The 30 listings equate to a vacancy rate of approximately 1.7%.

Section 8 Vouchers
IMACA manages the Section 8 rent subsidy voucher program for Mono County. They
have less than 20 vouchers in Mono County, with a long wait list. The wait list is now closed
with no new applications being accepted.
'
'
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SECTION 7 - HOUSING PROBLEMS
This section of the report examines and quantifies multiple indicators or housing
problems including:
•
•
•

Opinions about the extent to which workforce housing is a problem;
Satisfaction with housing;
Affordability;

•
•
•

Overcrowding;
Have moved or plan to move;
Foreclosures, rent delinquencies and declining property values; and

•

Housing-related employment problems.

Opinions About the Affordability of Housing
The majority of residents feel that the ability for those who work in Mammoth Lakes to
find housing they can afford in the area is a problem. Approximately 54% indicated it is either
the most critical or one of the more serious problems in Mammoth Lakes. Only 7% responded
that they do not believe housing for the workforce is a problem.

Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Renters are more likely than homeowners to feel that housing affordable to the
workforce is a problem. Nearly 30% feel it is the most critical problem in Mammoth Lakes and
another 40% feel it is one of the more serious problems the community is facing.

Source: 2011 Household Survey

'

'
There does not appear to be a significant difference in opinions about the extent to
which housing affordable for the workforce is a problem based on the length of residency in
Mammoth Lakes. There is, however, a correlation between household composition and
responses about the housing problem. Fewer couples with no children are likely to feel that
affordable housing for workers is the most critical or one of the more serious problems than
couples with children or single parents. Households consisting of unrelated roommates are also
likely to feel that such housing is a critical or serious problem.
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Severity of Housing Problem by Household Composition
The ability for those who work in
Mammoth Lakes housing to find
housing they can afford is:
It is the most critical problem
One of the more serious problems
A problem among others
One of our lesser problems
I don't believe it is a problem
TOTAL

Adult
living
alone
16%
35%
28%
6%
14%
100%

Single
parent
w/
child
23%
54%
18%
6%
100%

Couple
no
children
12%
29%
43%
9%
7%
100%

Couple
w/
child
30%
33%
24%
8%
5%
100%

Unrelated
roommates
15%
45%
36%
3%
100%

Extended
family
34%
13%
39%
9%
5%
100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Satisfaction with Housing
Most residents are satisfied with their current residence – 46% are very satisfied and 35%
are somewhat satisfied. Approximately 490 households (15%), however, are somewhat
dissatisfied and 115 (4%) are very dissatisfied.

'''Source: 2011 Household Survey
'
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Satisfaction levels are much higher among homeowners than among renters.
Approximately 29% of renters (500 renter households) compared with only 7% of owners (105
households) are dissatisfied.
Satisfaction by Own/Rent

Very satisfied
Somewhat
satisfied
Somewhat
dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Total Dissatisfied

Overall
46%

Own
67%

Rent
28%

35%

26%

44%

15%
4%
100%
19%

6%
2%
100%
7%

23%
5%
100%
29%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

'
Satisfaction levels are by far the lowest among occupants of mobile homes – nearly 55%
are dissatisfied. Nearly one-third of apartment dwellers are also dissatisfied. Residents living
in single-family homes have the highest satisfaction levels – only 7% are dissatisfied.
Satisfaction by Type of Residence

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Total Dissatisfied

Single
family house
66%
27%
6%
1%
100%
7%

Apartment
19%
48%
22%
11%
100%
33%

Townhouse/
duplex
37%
46%
14%
3%
100%
17%

Condo
46%
42%
10%
1%
100%
12%

Mobile
home
4%
41%
41%
14%
100%
55%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

'
Interestingly, the highest percentage of dissatisfied residents resides in newer homes
built since 2005 (32%). Residents of old homes built before 1970 are the next most likely to be
dissatisfied.
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Satisfaction by Age of Home
Year Built:
Very satisfied
Somewhat
satisfied
Somewhat
dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Total Dissatisfied

Before
1960
43%

1960 1969
33%

1970 1979
55%

1980 1989
53%

1990 1999
84%

2000 2004
69%

2005 or
later
51%

42%

45%

37%

38%

10%

21%

17%

15%
0%
100%
15%

20%
3%
100%
22%

5%
3%
100%
8%

7%
2%
100%
9%

6%
0%
100%
6%

4%
6%
100%
11%

26%
6%
100%
32%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

There is a correlation between satisfaction with current residence and incomes. In
general, the satisfaction is higher, the higher the income. The average household income for
residents who are very satisfied is approximately $85,000 while the average is slightly less than
$40,000 for residents who are very dissatisfied. There are exceptions, however. There are a few
very dissatisfied residents with high incomes, such that the average income in that category
exceeds $80,000.
Satisfaction with Current Residence by Income
Household Income
Average
Median
$98,763
$80,000
$61,905
$50,000
$40,296
$34,000
$80,047
$46,061

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

Source: 2011 Household Survey

There also appears to be a correlation between satisfaction levels and length of
residency, though it is not consistent with typical patterns. In mountain resort communities,
newcomers tend to be more dissatisfied than others. The first year of residency is usually the
most difficult in terms of finding housing that meets needs and desires. After the first year,
residents tend to have similar satisfaction levels. In Mammoth Lakes, however, dissatisfaction is
highest among residents who have lived in the community for five to 10 years (32% are
dissatisfied). Dissatisfaction levels are only slightly lower among newcomers to the
community.
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Satisfaction with Current Residence by Length of Residency

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Total Dissatisfied

6 months
up to 1
year
33%
38%
29%
0%
100%
29%

1 up to
5 years
37%
45%
17%
2%
100%
19%

5 up to
10 years
38%
30%
25%
7%
100%
32%

10 up to
20 years
57%
32%
8%
4%
100%
11%

More
than 20
years
53%
33%
11%
3%
100%
14%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Satisfaction levels vary considerably by neighborhood. Sierra Valley has by far the
highest percentage of residents who are dissatisfied while North Village in combination with
Sierra Star have the lowest dissatisfaction levels.
Satisfaction by Neighborhood

Very satisfied
Somewhat
satisfied
Somewhat
dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Total Dissatisfied

Sierra
Valley

Majestic
Pines &
Mammoth
Slopes

Gateway
& North/
South Old
Mammoth
Road

The
Knolls

Other

54%

12%

65%

65%

58%

36%

44%

32%

50%

29%

24%

21%

41%

6%
100%
5.6%

12%
3%
100%
14.4%

30%
9%
100%
38.3%

4%
1%
100%
5.5%

7%
3%
100%
10.7%

21%
100%
21.2%

20%
3%
100%
23.0%

North
Village
& Sierra
Star

Snowcreek
& Old
Mammoth

51%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Among specific reasons given for dissatisfaction, “needs repairs/poorly maintained”
was the most frequently cited followed by “high utility bills” and “too expensive”. Among
various other reasons cited by respondents, inadequate parking, snow removal and size were
the most often mentioned.
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Reasons for Dissatisfaction by Own/Rent
Needs repairs/poorly maintained
Other
High utility bills
Too expensive
Overcrowded
Disturbance from nearby short-term
rentals
In undesirable location
Too far from work

OVERALL
50%
46%
43%
41%
31%

Own
28%
32%
54%
25%
21%

Rent
56%
47%
41%
46%
34%

25%
20%
3%
257%

22%
11%
193%

26%
23%
3%
276%

Source: 2011 Household Survey. Multiple response question; totals exceed 100%.

The majority of residents report that their satisfaction with their residence has stayed
about the same in the last three years. Renters, however, were more likely than owners to
report that they have become less satisfied.
Changes in Satisfaction in Past Three Years
Increased - I am more satisfied
Decreased - I am less satisfied
Stayed about the same

OVERALL
21%
25%
55%
100%

Own
20%
19%
61%
100%

Rent
21%
30%
50%
100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Affordability
The affordability of housing is typically assessed based on the percentage of household
income that it takes to cover the monthly rent or mortgage payment. As a general rule, housing
is considered to be affordable when the cost is no more than 30% of income.
•

In Mammoth Lakes, approximately 25% of households, or 800 households, spend more
than 30% of their income on housing and are considered to be cost burdened.

•

Renters are more likely to be cost burdened by their housing payment than are owners,
which is typical. Approximately 19% of owners and 31% of renters spend more than
30% of their income on housing (not including utilities).
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Affordability of Housing by Own/Rent
20% and Under
21 - 30%
31 - 40%
41 - 50%
51% or more
Total Cost
Burdened

Overall
45%
30%
10%
6%
9%
100%

Own
58%
23%
10%
3%
6%
100%

Rent
31%
38%
10%
9%
12%
100%

25%

19%

31%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Lower income households tend to spend proportionately more of their income on their
monthly housing payment than do residents with higher incomes. Approximately 75% of
households with incomes in the 30% to 60% AMI range are cost burdened.
Affordability by AMI
% of Income
Spent on
Housing
Under 20%
21-30%
31-40%
40-50%
Over 50%
Total cost
burdened

30% or
less
33%
33%
33%
100%

30.1% 60%
14%
10%
19%
31%
26%
100%

60.1% 80%
16%
52%
24%
2%
6%
100%

80.1 to
100%
47%
28%
15%
3%
8%
100%

100.1 to
120%
32%
51%
16%
2%
100%

120.1% 150%
47%
48%
3%
1%
1%
100%

> 150%
80%
14%
4%
2%
1%
100%

33%

75%

32%

26%

18%

5%

6%

Source: 2011 Household Survey
Note: Small sample size for 30% or less AMI category.

Another way to examine this relationship is by calculating the median income of
households according to the percentage of income they spend on housing. The median income
of households that spend 20% or less of their income on housing is $89,556, whereas households
that are severely cost burdened (spend over 50% of their income on rent) have a median income
of only $24,000.

109

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

Affordability by Median Household Income
% of Income Spent
on Housing
Under 20%
21-30%
31-40%
40-50%
Over 50%

Median Household
Income
$89,556
$55,603
$43,599
$30,994
$24,000

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Including monthly utilities with housing payments significantly increases the burden on
these households to cover living expenses. As noted in Section 5 and Section 6 of this report,
utilities add an average of 20% to monthly mortgage costs and 23% to the monthly rents paid by
households. About 47% of households pay more than 30% of their income and 28% pay over
40% of their income for housing payments plus utilities.
Affordability of Housing + Utilities by Own/Rent
20% and Under
21 - 30%
31 - 40%
41 - 50%
51% or more
Total Paying
>30%

Overall
23%
30%
19%
12%
16%
100%

Own
26%
34%
17%
10%
13%
100%

Rent
21%
28%
20%
13%
18%
100%

47%

40%

51%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Overcrowding
Employees not willing to tolerate living in over crowded conditions, particularly as they
age, often leave their jobs and the community. This adds to the difficulty for local employers to
retain employees and skilled workers. Of the 19% of households that reported they were at
least somewhat dissatisfied with their current residence, discussed above, 31% indicated
“overcrowded” was one of the reasons.
There is no hard rule as to when units are overcrowded since household circumstances
vary widely, as do unit configuration and cultural norms. For example, young children could
comfortably share a bedroom, while this generally would be inappropriate for teenagers of the
opposite sex. In general, units with over 2 persons per bedroom are considered clearly
overcrowded, while those with between 1.51 and 2 persons per bedroom can be overcrowded
depending on the living situation.
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•

Approximately 5% of Mammoth Lake’s housing units are clearly overcrowded, and
another 13% are likely overcrowded, depending upon household composition. This
suggests that as many as 575 households in Mammoth Lakes live in overcrowded
conditions.

•

Overcrowding is much more prevalent among renters than owners. About 6% of
owners and 28% of renters live in potentially overcrowded conditions.

•

Overcrowding is more of a problem among certain segments of the population,
particularly large families and young single workers who crowd together to share
housing expenses. According to interviews of property managers, many of the rented
studios in Mammoth Lakes are overcrowded. Overcrowding is also particularly
prevalent among the Hispanic/Latino population, which is covered in greater detail in
Section 8 – Special Needs Households section of this report.
Number of Persons per Bedroom
Persons per Bedroom
1 or less
1.01 - 1.50
1.51 - 2.00
2.01+ persons

OVERALL
69%
13%
13%
5%
100%

Own
83%
11%
5%
1%
100%

Rent
57%
15%
19%
9%
100%

1.2

1.1

1.3

Average persons per
bedroom

Source: 2011 Household Survey (includes Spanish Survey respondents)

Have Moved or Plan to Move
One indication that housing is not affordable or satisfactory is the frequency with which
residents move. When residents cannot find places to live that meet their needs and incomes,
they often have to find an alternative place to live. Of the households surveyed, approximately
21% or 670 households had moved from one area in the region to another within the past three
years. The most frequently cited reason for moving was “to find less expensive housing”
followed by “to live in a community which I prefer.” Just over 11%, or 75 households, were
displaced/forced to move. Among the “other” reasons cited for moving within the region,
moving to be near family, moving away from snow, foreclosures, noise, traffic, proximity to
schools and to find employment were common.
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Source: 2011 Household Survey. Multiple-response question; total exceeds 100%.

'

'
Owners were more likely to move to live in the community they prefer, while finding
less expensive housing was the primary reason given by renters. Renters were also more often
motivated/forced to move due to employment.
Reasons for Moving by Own/Rent

To find less expensive housing
To live in a community which I prefer
Other
To find the type of home I desire
To live closer to work
To live in a more rural location
For employment
Displaced/forced to move

Own
25%
44%
42%
22%
12%
5%
4%
2%
146%

Rent
41%
24%
18%
21%
17%
11%
22%
12%
166%

Source: 2011 Household Survey. Multiple-response question; total exceeds 100%.
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The majority of residents in both counties plan to continue to live in the area for a long
time, at least 10 years. Owners are more committed to living in Mammoth Lakes long term
than are renters.
Plan to Move

Less than 6 months
6 months up to 1 year
1 up to 5 years
5 up to 10 years
10 up to 20 years
More than 20 years

OVERALL
2%
2%
23%
17%
22%
35%
100%

Own
1%
1%
17%
16%
22%
44%
100%

Rent
4%
3%
28%
16%
21%
28%
100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Foreclosures, Rent Delinquencies and Declining Property Values
Data from Realty Trac, a web-based subscription service that provides information on
foreclosed properties primarily for persons shopping for homes, provides a point-in-time
summary of defaults and foreclosures in Mammoth Lakes. As of May 20, 2011:
•
•

58 homes were in pre-foreclosure default;
Auction dates were scheduled for 50 Trustee sales;

•
•

130 properties were bank owned (REO); and
108 bank-owned properties were listed for sale.

Information from Realty Trac for the 93546 zip code, which was provided courtesy of
Resort Property Realty, shows that the number of defaults and foreclosures is trending
downward. While the number of notices of default in the first quarter of 2011 (73 notices)
almost equaled the number from the same period in 2011 (71 notices), the general trend in
default notices was down during the past six quarters, with only 43 reported for the second
quarter of 2011. Also, the number of notices of trustee sales has been higher than the number of
default notices. Since many defaults are cured or withdrawn for other reasons, the number
actually scheduled for trustee sale is typically lower. When sales outnumber defaults, it is
generally an indication that the number of defaults are declining. No lenders or Realtors who
were interviewed seemed particularly alarmed by the foreclosure situation.
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Defaults and Foreclosures, 2010 – 2nd Quarter 2011: Zip Code 93546
Notices of
Notices of
Trustee
Default
Sales
1st Qtr 2010
73
94
2nd Qtr 2010
57
76
3rd Qtr 2010
51
80
4th Qtr 2010
67
83
1st Qtr 2011
71
48
2nd Qtr 2011
43
47
Source: Realty Trac provided courtesy of Resort Property Realty

The household survey asked respondents to indicate if they were behind in their
mortgage or rent payments. The situation is similar among both owners and renters – about 8%
were in default/behind in rent payments or at risk. This equates to a total of approximately
250 households that are at risk of losing their homes due to delinquent payments.
At-Risk Households

Yes-I am in default on my mortgage or behind on my rent
Yes-I am at risk of default on my mortgage/behind on rent
No

OVERALL
3%
5%
92%
100%

Own
2%
6%
92%
100%

Rent
3%
4%
92%
100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

When asked if their property increased, decreased, or stayed the same since the
economic boom of 2007/08, about 87% of owners stated their property declined in value. The
average decrease was 38%. Single family owners report an average decline of 36% and
condominium owners, an average decline of 44%, which is larger than the actual declines
shown by the MLS in Section 5 – Ownership Market Analysis.
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Source: 2011 Household Survey

The extent to which home values declined varied somewhat by neighborhood from an
average of 43% in Gateway and North/South Old Mammoth Road to 31% in The Knolls.
Decline in Home Values by Neighborhood

Average
Median

North
Village
& Sierra
Star
33%
33%

Snowcreek
& Old
Mammoth
37%
34%

Sierra
Valley
38%
38%

Majestic
Pines &
Mammoth
Slopes
38%
30%

Gateway
& North/
South Old
Mammoth
Road
43%
43%

The
Knolls
31%
30%

Other
36%
35%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

The survey also asked homeowners if the amount they owe on their mortgage is greater
than the current value of their home. Nearly 15% indicated that their debt exceeds their value.
These 220 homeowners are considered to be under water and the most likely to default since
they are unable to sell their homes for what they owe. Of no surprise, owners who purchased
homes within the past five years were more likely to indicate that their debt is greater than their
home’s value.
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Does Mortgage Debt Exceed Value?
Time Lived in Mammoth Lakes

Yes
No

OVERALL
15%
85%
100%

1 up to 5
years
26%
74%
100%

5 up to 10
years
21%
79%
100%

10 up to 20
years
19%
81%
100%

More than 20
years
10%
91%
100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Condominium owners are more likely to be underwater on their mortgage than are
single family home owners. Approximately 25% of condominium owners compared with 10%
of single family home owners reported that they owe more than the current value of their
homes. This is not surprising given the larger drop in condominium prices.
Owners who are Underwater on Their Mortgage:
Town of Mammoth Lakes, 2011
Single Family Home

Condominium

All Units

10%

25%

15%

Underwater
(owe more than value of home)

Source: 2011 Household Survey
'

Housing-Related Employment Problems
Because workforce housing is a key component of economic sustainability and
employers are valuable sources of information when understanding both current and future
housing demand, information from employers was sought through a combination of surveys
and interviews. The employer survey probed employer perceptions regarding the importance
of having housing available and affordable for local workers. This included observed work
performance issues related to housing and commutes, as well as recessionary measures taken
by employers that may affect the ability for locals to pay for housing. This part of the report
summarizes the results from the employer survey and interviews.

Perceptions
Most employers responding to the survey feel that affordable/employee housing for
local residents is either one of the more serious problems (47%) or the most serious problem
(7%) in the area. Another 27% place it among other problems which also need attention. About
20% feel it is one of the lesser problems (7%) or not a problem (13%).
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Employer Perceptions about Housing Problems

The most critical problem in this region

All
Respondents
7%

One of the more serious problems

47%

A problem among others which also need
attention
One of our lesser problems

27%

I don’t believe it is a problem

13%

7%

Source: 2011 Employer survey

Interviews revealed that employers were not generally concerned about seasonal
workers being able to find housing in the area. However, certain housing products for year
round residents were harder to find. This includes affordable year round rentals for new, entrylevel professionals and ownership housing for mid-management (earning between $50,000 and
$70,000) and upper-management (earning between $70,000 and $100,000 per year). More
specifically:

•

Those interviewed that hire seasonal or temporary employees on a regular basis
typically provide housing options for this population, such as that provided by MMSA,
or transitional units owned or rented by the employer. One employer noted that more
units tend to be available in the summer in recent years in the past, likely due to a
decrease in summer seasonal construction jobs and other occupations hit by the
recession.

•

New year-round hires have trouble getting established in the area due to the scarcity of
housing, particularly if hired during the winter or summer peak employment periods.
Transitional housing is provided by many employers, as either owned or rented units, in
which new hires can reside until they can locate suitable housing in the community.
Even so, the scarcity of affordable year round rental units, in decent condition,
discourages some new hires. These would be units affordable to households earning
less than about $45,000 per year. As noted in this section, above, the median income of
households paying between 30 and 40% of their income on housing (i.e., cost burdened)
is just under $44,000.

•

Persons in mid- and upper-level management positions are typically looking for product
to purchase, and most desire single family homes, which are scarce in Mammoth Lakes.
Several look to Crowley Lakes, Sunny Slopes, Bishop, and other areas. While there is
product on the market at price points affordable to these households, one home searcher
indicated that the single family homes he finds are in poor condition and need
significant renovations. Condominiums are available, but often have high homeowner’s
fees and provide amenities that are of no interest to locals. A challenge in Mammoth
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Lakes is that providing single family homes requires land, and most of the remaining
land in Town is zoned for resort development and densities.

•

Employers also noted different experiences based on from where they recruit their
employees. Those coming from areas, such as the Midwest, often do not stay due to
sticker, product and location shock. Recruits from southern California and other areas
familiar with the region are more inclined to try to get established.

Impacts of Recessionary Measures
Employers were asked about measures they have taken in the past two recessionary
years that could have impacted the ability of their employees to afford housing. The results
suggest that the recession has hard hit many employers and their employees.

•

Overall 50% of respondents have reduced the hours their employers work, frozen
wages/salaries and/or gone through layoffs/eliminated jobs.

•

Another 14% have cut back their benefits and/or reduced wage rates paid.

•

Although no employers indicated they have reduced housing assistance programs,
based on interviews, a few have altered their programs to fit their changed needs. As
mentioned in Section 4 – Housing Unit Profile, MMSA is not going to renew a lease on
75 beds that expire in September. Another employer noted that the change in the
economy and decreased level of hiring made it more economical to sell some of their
transitional units and instead rent units for this purpose.

•

Eliminating regular pay increases and having employees pay more for health benefits
due to rising health benefit costs were “other” measures employers took due to the
recession.
Impacts of Recession
Reduction in hours employees work
Wage/salary freezes
Lay offs/elimination of jobs
Cut backs in benefits - insurance, vacations, etc
Reduction in wage rates paid
Other
Reduction/elimination of transportation subsidies
Reduction/elimination of housing assistance
TOTAL
Source: 2011 Employer survey
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Work Performance
When asked about how the cost or lack of housing has affected the performance of their
employees, about 47% of respondents stated they don’t believe housing has affected employee
performance. Of the 53% reporting problems, unfilled jobs (27%), employee turnover (20%) and
unqualified applicants (20%) were the most common. Only 7% reported problems of tardiness
due to long commutes, which, given the high snow season this past year, seems surprisingly
low.
Some employers noted in interviews that recruiting for certain positions and retaining
those hired improved somewhat during the recession given less competition for workers (due
to a lower availability of jobs locally and in other areas) and fewer options for workers to
transition into other employment.
How Housing Has Affected Work Performance

I don't believe housing has affected employee performance
Unfilled jobs
Employee turnover
Unqualified applicants
Absenteeism
Tardiness (from long commutes)
Other
TOTAL

All
Respondents
47%
27%
20%
20%
7%
7%
7%
133%

Source: 2011 Employer survey. Multiple response question; totals exceed 100%.

Unfilled Jobs
One measure of unmet housing demand is unfilled jobs. If employers cannot recruit
employees to fill positions, housing is often a primary reason when housing costs are high
relative to income. About 47% of survey respondents indicated they had unfilled jobs. About
29 jobs were vacant, equating to about 1.0% of peak winter jobs provided by survey
respondents.
Estimate of Unfilled Jobs
Employers with unfilled jobs
# Unfilled jobs
# peak winter employees of surveyed
employers
Total jobs available
% of jobs

All respondents
47%
29
2,745

Source: 2011 Employer survey
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Employers were also asked how many employees either left their employment or could
not accept a job because of housing. About 33% of respondents encountered such problems,
losing an average of about 4% of their employees or potential employees.

Employees Lost During the Past Year Because of Housing
All respondents
67%
33%

No employees left because of housing
Lost at least one employee or potential
employee due to housing

100%
Source: 2011 Employer survey

Future Retirees
'
Employers in resort communities often have difficulty filling jobs that have opened due
to long term employees retiring, who are typically fairly established in their housing in the area.
Interviews with employers revealed that some offered early retirement incentives to some
employees as a result of the recession, in lieu of laying persons off, and have chosen not to refill
these positions. However, the survey asked employers to report the number of employees they
expect to have retire within the next 5 years from positions that they will need to refill. Twothirds of respondents expect to have at least one employee retire from such positions within the
next five years, equating to about 2.9% of employees. Based on an estimated 3,170 employees
filling an average of 4,058 jobs in Mammoth Lakes in 2010, this equates to 92 retiring employees
over the next 5 years.
Employees Retiring Over Next 5 Years From Jobs That Need to be Refilled
No retiring employees
At least one retiring employee
% of all employees retiring
# of employees retiring

All respondents
33%
67%
100%
2.9%
92

Source: 2011 Employer survey

'
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SECTION 8 – SPECIAL NEEDS HOUSEHOLDS
This section examines Spanish-speaking households, persons with disabilities, and
households with seniors. These are populations that may have different housing design
requirements or need for on-site assistance that other households may not require.

Spanish-Speaking Households
The 2010 US Census reports that about 34% of the population of Mammoth Lakes is of
Hispanic/Latino descent. Spanish surveys were distributed (as discussed in the Introduction)
to better understand family and long term resident needs of the Mammoth Lakes community,
rather than the transient, seasonally employed population. As shown below:

•

About 72 percent of respondent households include a couple with children. Another
17% include extended family members living together, 10% were couples without
children, and 7% were other types of households. Note that these figures total over
100% given that households could be comprised of both a couple with children and
extended family members, or other combination.

•

Households are large and average about 4.8 persons in size, with about 32 percent
having 6 or more persons in the household. No respondents had fewer than two people
in their household.

•

Spanish household respondents are severely overcrowded, averaging 2.5 persons per
bedroom. A very high 72 percent of respondent households are overcrowded (have
more than 1.5 persons per bedroom). Despite this, when asked what they would change
about their accommodations, only about 13% of respondents indicated they would
change the size.

•

About 64% of respondents indicated they had difficulty finding housing. Of those that
had difficulty, all respondents indicated housing was too expensive, 33% encountered
language barriers, 22% found little availability of housing, and 17% found housing in
areas where they did not want to live. Another 17% stated other reasons, such as
limitations on the number of people permitted per unit.

•

Respondents were generally satisfied with the neighborhood in which they lived, but
were less satisfied with the quality and condition of their residences. About 85% like
their neighborhood. About 79% stated they have adequate heat. However, 50% of
respondents indicated their homes are in need of repairs. Complaints included
inattentive landlords and repairs/upkeep needing to be done, the high price of heat, and
trash and disturbances in the neighborhood.

•

About 34% of respondents indicated they live in income or deed restricted housing.
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Spanish Speaking Household Characteristics
Household Composition

%

Did you have difficulty finding housing?

Couple without children

10%

Yes

Couple with children

72%

Why did you have difficulty?

Extended family members living together

17%

Too expensive

100%

Other

7%

Language barrier

33%
22%

1-person

0%

Not much housing is
available
Not where I want to live

17%

2-people

11%

Other

17%

3-people

18%

TOTAL

189%

4-people

11%

Satisfaction with where you live

5-people

29%

Like the neighborhood

85%

6+ people

32%

Home needs repairs

50%

Average household size

4.8

Home has adequate heat

79%

Household size

# of bedrooms in your home

64%

Number of occupants per bedroom

One

21%

Less than or equal to 1

11%

Two

41%

1.01 to 1.5

18%

Three

34%

1.51 to 2.0

18%

Four

3%

2.01 or more

54%

Average # of bedrooms

2.2

Average

2.5

Reside in deed restricted housing

34%

Respondents have largely been working in the Town for longer than they have resided
in their current residence, indicating some turnover in their place of residence. Respondents
have been employed in Mammoth Lakes an average of 10.9 years, with about 50% having been
employed in the Town for 10 or more years. However, these same households have been in
their present residence an average of 4.6 years, with only 15% having resided in their current
home for 10 or more years.
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How Long Have You:
Worked in Mammoth Lakes; Lived in Your Current
4%

Less than 1 year

Worked in Mammoth Lakes
Lived in current home

11%
11%

1 up to 3 years

29%
4%

3 up to 5 years

32%
32%

5 up to 10 years

14%
21%

10 up to 15 years

11%
29%

15 or more years

4%
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

Percent of Respondents

Source: 2011 Spanish survey and interviews

Regarding employment, about 57 percent of employers responding to the employer
survey stated they hire persons in which Spanish is their primary language and that they hold
an average of 10% of all jobs during the peak season. In addition,

•

Spanish-speaking respondents that are employed held about 1.4 jobs on average. There
is an average of 2.6 employees per household, with 21% having 4 or more workers.

•

About 78 percent of respondents noted that they are employed in year-round positions
and 22% held a seasonal winter job. About 59% of all respondents, including 57% of
year-round job holders, stated that they pick up summer seasonal employment, mostly
in Mammoth Lakes (88%), but also in June Lake and areas outside the valley.

•

About 31% of households have had a household member leave the area recently due to
lack of employment. Households with a member leaving include couples with children
and ones with extended family members living together. Such households have been
living in their current home for a range of time periods.
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Spanish-Speaking Household Employment Characteristics
Employment

%

% of employers hiring Spanish speaking employees

57%

% of jobs held by Spanish speaking employees

10%

Number of employees per household
One

24%

Two

31%

Three

24%

Four or more

21%

Average employees per household

2.6

Average number of jobs held per employee

1.4

Job status:
Currently hold a year-round job

78%

Current job is for the winter season only

22%

I pick up summer seasonal work in the area

59%

A household member recently left the area due to lack of
employment

31%

Additional information was received through interviews with the property manager of
Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc., rental units, including:

•

Many occupants of the income-restricted rentals are Hispanic or Latino and employed in
the service industry.

•

Most households are families with young children, and a few units are occupied by
single parents.

•

Overcrowding can be a problem and is continually monitored.

•

Finally, turnover in these units is very low – only 3 units opened up so far this year. In
2009, about 9 units became available, largely due to the economy and loss of jobs. These
units are typically 100% full and, given the wait list, vacancies are quick to fill.

Persons with Disabilities
The most recent information on the percentage of the population in Mammoth Lakes
with disabilities is from the 2000 US Census. The 2000 Census defines five different types of
disabilities, including:
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•

Mobility, which affects the ability for persons to go outside of the home for shopping
and doctor’s visits, for example;

•

Self care, in which persons have difficulty taking care of their own personal needs, such
as dressing, bathing, or getting around the home;

•

Mental, in which the person has trouble learning, remembering, or concentrating;

•

Employment, in which a physical, mental, or emotional condition makes it difficult to
work at a job or business;

•

Sensory, in which the person is blind, deaf, or has a severe vision or hearing impairment;
and

•

Physical, in which a person’s condition substantially limits basic activities such as
walking, climbing stairs, reaching, lifting, or carrying.

In 2000, about 11.4% of Mammoth Lakes residents over the age of 4 had at least one
disability, or 762 persons. This is a smaller percentage than both Mono County (13.8%) and the
state of California (19.2%). Assuming the percentage of persons with disabilities in Mammoth
Lakes has remained at about 11.4%, this would equate to about 880 persons in Mammoth Lakes
in 2010 with disabilities.6
Persons Age 5 Years and Older With a Disability: 2000

With a disability
No disability

State of California
#
%
5,923,361
19.2%
24,929,702
80.8%

Mono County
#
%
1,641
13.8%
10,238
86.2%

Town of
Mammoth
Lakes
#
%
762
11.4%
5,920
88.6%

Source: 2000 US Census

Because persons with disabilities often have more than one disability, the number of
disabilities reported exceeds the number of persons with disabilities. In 2000, a total of 1,263
different types of disabilities were reported. Of persons with disabilities, 60.6% reported having
an employment disability, 31.6% a physical disability, 31.5% a disability affecting their ability to

'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''
6

The American Community Survey (ACS) is sponsored by the U.S. Census Bureau and publishes
disability data for all areas with populations of 65,000 or more. Analysis of this data (see Appendix)
supports that there has likely been little change in the percentage of the population age 5 and over
reporting disabilities in the state as a whole.
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go outside of the home, and 21.4% a mental disability. Only 3.9% reported having a disability
that makes self care difficult.
'
Type of Disability for Persons Age 5 Years and Older With a Disability:
Mammoth Lakes, 2000

With a disability
Employment disability
Physical
Going outside the home
Mental
Sensory
Self-care
TOTAL types of disability

#
762
462
241
240
163
127
30
1,263

%
11.4%
60.6%
31.6%
31.5%
21.4%
16.7%
3.9%
165.7%

Source: 2000 US Census

Home modifications that may be needed to make homes accessible to persons with
disabilities depends upon on the nature and extent of one’s disability. Making a home
accessible means enabling an individual to do what he or she needs and desires to do as
independently as possible. A person with sensory disabilities (E.g., blind or deaf) require
different modifications than one with mobility or self-care disabilities. Accessibility may be
achieved through initial development of accessible housing, which meets specific requirements
for accessibility specified in state building codes. Also, many existing homes may be modified
to meet the needs of disabled residents. To ensure accessibility, the Town of Mammoth Lakes
requires that all new developments and rehabilitations of housing units meet the requirements
of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (Building Code).
A few comments from the 2011 Household Survey illustrate some accessibility issues
that have been encountered by residents in Mammoth Lakes and other areas, as follows:

•

Pave the roads in Sunny Slopes. More housing needs garages. Difficult for an older,
single woman with disabilities to shovel out cars.

•

We would love to be able to buy a mobile home, but we don't have down payment or
way to get one. If we could it would be for my daughter. I'm disabled and on Social
Security, can have nothing on paper to own. The state would take it.

•

Can't sell my 2 bedroom 2 bath mobil home to upgrade to our better 3 BR handycap
mobil home where we live now for my family which my wife is disabled (sic).
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These comments encompass a variety of issues, including Town service and home
amenity issues (paving roads, clearing sidewalks and streets of snow, garages and/or covered
parking), as well as home affordability and renovation constraints. A comment from the
Stakeholder surveys, discussed in Section 10 – Housing Strategies and Preferences, also called
for modifying affordable housing qualifications such that disabled residents can qualify even
though they are not employed; which is an option that Mammoth Lakes Housing offers.

Senior Households
In 2010, there were 399 households (12.4%) in the Town of Mammoth Lakes that have at
least one person age 65 or older in the household, an increase from 7.1% of households in 2000.
The 2011 Household Survey asked respondents to indicate whether they had anyone over the
age of 65 residing in their household. Given the unique housing needs of seniors, this section
evaluates the characteristics of this fast growing population.

Household Demographics

•

Seniors are much more likely to own their homes (89%) than rent (11%). About 2% own
a deed restricted home in Town and no seniors reported living in a restricted rental.
About 11% were seasonal residents, defined as someone living in the area less than 8
months out of the year.

•

Senior households are small, averaging 1.7 persons. About 55% are comprised of
couples and 36% are adults living alone. About 6% reside with extended and immediate
family members.

•

Despite their small household size, 43% of seniors reside in 3-bedroom homes and 32%
have 4 or more bedrooms. Extra bedrooms help accommodate grown children and
other family members when they visit. However, some seniors are hoping to move
within the next 5 years, as shown below, and many with 4-bedroom or larger homes are
looking to downsize.

•

About 37% of seniors reside in homes that were built before 1980 and are at least 30
years old. Homes of this age typically need repairs and maintenance, if not more
significant renovations.

•

Most seniors live in single family homes (67%). About 22% reside in condominiums or
townhomes or duplexes, and 11% live in apartments.

•

One fourth of senior household respondents residing in Town live in Old Mammoth,
followed by the Knolls (17%) and Mammoth Slopes (13%). Senior households are more
likely to reside in Sierra Star (6%) than other households (2% respondents residing in
Town), and only 6% of senior households are in Sierra Valley, compared to 23% of all
Town respondents.
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Most senior household respondents are long term residents of the area. About 51% have
lived in Mammoth Lakes for at least 20 years. Another 30% have been in the area for
between 10 and 20 years and 13% for between 5 and 10 years. Only 6% report having
lived in the area for less than 5 years.

Demographics of Senior Households: Mammoth Lakes, 2011
Total households (2010)

399

Housing tenure

Year home built
2000 or later

15%

Own

89%

1990 to 1999

17%

Rent

11%

1980 to 1989

23%

Own a deed restricted unit

2%

1970 to 1979

27%

Rent an income restricted unit

0%

Before 1970

10%

Seasonal resident
Average #of persons in household

11%

Type of housing unit

1.7

Single family home

67%

Condo/townhouse/duplex

22%

Household type
Couple, no children

55%

Apartment

11%

Adult living alone

36%

Other

0%

Household with children

2%

Neighborhood reside in

Immediate and extended family

6%

Old Mammoth

25%

The Knolls

17%

# of bedrooms in your home
One or less

12%

Mammoth Slopes

13%

Two

13%

Majestic Pines

11%

Three

43%

Snowcreek

9%

Four or more

32%

Sierra Star

6%

Sierra Valley

6%

How long have you lived in Mammoth Lakes?

South Old Mammoth Road

4%

Less than 5 years

6%

Gateway

2%

5 up to 10 years

13%

North Village

2%

10 up to 20 years

30%

Over 20 years

51%

Average # of bedrooms

2.9

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Household Income and Housing Costs

•

Senior households in Mammoth Lakes have higher average ($112,207) and median
incomes ($83,117) than residents as a whole ($76,082 and $60,000, respectively). No
survey respondents reported having incomes below 50% AMI and 44% earn over 150%
AMI.
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•

About 46% of senior households stated that they have paid off their mortgage. Of the
54% with a mortgage, their average payment is $1,568 per month, which is 7.7% higher
than the average payment for all respondents ($1,456).

•

Utilities paid by senior households are slightly higher on average each month ($392)
than reported by all respondents ($327), mainly due to the fact that a higher percentage
occupy single family homes than respondents as a whole.

•

Senior households also report slightly higher homeowner fees on average ($378) than all
survey respondents ($348).
Household Income and Monthly Housing Expenses
Total
Respondents
Household Income
Average

$112,207

Median

$83,117

Mortgage/rent
Utilities (average)

$1,568
$392

HOA fee (average)

$378

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Housing Preferences

•

About 13% of senior household respondents indicated that they are looking to move
within the next five years. This would equate to about 50 households in Mammoth
Lakes.

•

Although the sample size of senior households looking to move is small, general trends
indicate respondents prefer a one-story single family home or a townhome/duplex and
are more likely to consider an attached product than respondents as a whole. Senior
respondents occupying 4 bedroom or larger homes that are looking to move reported
wanting homes with fewer bedrooms.

•

About ! of senior respondents looking to move prefer to not live in Mammoth Lakes as
their first choice community.

•

Home amenities of more importance to senior household respondents compared to
respondents as a whole include: garages, storage for equipment/vehicles, home size,
low maintenance, home type, and proximity to services.

Senior Households Looking to Move: Mammoth Lakes, 2011
Looking to move in the next 5 years: 13%
First preferred housing type

First choice of place to live

Single-family, one story home

34%

Town of Mammoth Lakes

50%

Townhome/duplex

27%

Bishop

25%

Single-family, multi-story home

21%

Other Mono County

25%

Apartment

19%

Average desired # of bedrooms

2.4

*small sample size of senior household looking to move; interpret with caution
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Source: 2011 Household Survey

Employment Status

•

About 64% of senior household respondents have at least one retired person in the
household and 56% of all senior households have no employed persons in the
household.

•

Of senior households with at least one employed person, the largest percentage are
employed in recreation/ski area (18%); management or other professional occupation
(17%); construction, maintenance, or repair (14%); education and child care (11%) and
sales and administration (11%).

Housing Satisfaction and Concerns

•

About 99% of senior households are satisfied with their current residence, with 82%
indicating they are “very satisfied” and 17% stating “somewhat satisfied.”

•

About 21% of senior households stated that Mammoth Lakes is not their first choice
community in which to live. Preferred areas to live include other areas in Mono County
(11%), Bishop (6%), or outside the Eastern Sierra area (4%).
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Seniors were slightly less likely to feel the cost of housing is a serious (32%) or critical
(10%) problem for workers in the area then respondents as a whole (35% and 19%,
respectively). However, 42% still perceive housing as a problem.
Housing Satisfaction of Senior Households: 2011

Satisfaction with current residence

First choice community to live

Very satisfied

82%

Mammoth Lakes

79%

Somewhat satisfied

17%

Bishop

6%

Somewhat dissatisfied

1%

June Lake

4%

Very dissatisfied

0%

Other Mono County

6%

Wheeler Crest/Round Valley/
Swall Meadows/Paradise
Other

1%
4%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Housing Problems

•

About 8% of senior households (32 total) are cost burdened, meaning they pay more
than 30% of their income for housing. This includes 46% of seniors that have no rent or
mortgage payment. Of those that pay rent or mortgage, about 14% are cost burdened,
which is lower than the average for all survey respondents (25%).

•

About 3 percent of senior household respondents indicate they are at risk of default on
their mortgage or rent and none are currently behind on their payments. This is lower
than the 8% of respondents overall reporting they are either in default or at risk of
default.

•

Despite 83% of senior households that own their home reporting that their homes have
lost value, only 3% report that they currently owe more on their homes than their home
is worth.
Housing Problems of Senior Households: 2011

At risk of default on rent/mortgage

% of income spent on rent/mortgage

Currently in default on rent/mortgage

3%
0%

<= 15%

66%

Underwater on mortgage

3%

15.1 – 30%

26%

Over 30%

8%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

'
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SECTION 9 – HOUSING DEMAND
This section of the report consists of two parts:'
1.

Housing Gaps, which compares rents and sale prices of existing housing to the incomes
of residents in Mammoth Lakes, expressed in terms of affordability by AMI. This
provides information on whether the mix of price points offered within the town is
meeting the needs of residents based on their ability to pay for housing.

2. Need for Additional Units, which generates estimates of the current short fall in
available housing units for the local workforce and the number of additional units which
will be demanded by the year 2015. This identifies how many additional housing units
are and will be demanded by local workers based on the number of unfilled jobs,
overcrowded units, incommuters that want to move to Mammoth Lakes, and future
increase in jobs.

Housing Gaps
This part of the report compares housing costs to resident incomes to determine whether
the current mix of price points offered within the town provides residents with affordable
housing options. Rents, sale prices and incomes are all expressed as AMI’s. Section 6 – Rental
Market Analysis and Section 5 – Ownership Market Analysis of this report explain how housing
costs are equated to AMI. All household income limits and affordable housing costs are based
on the average 2.5-person household in Mammoth Lakes.

Rental Gaps
There is a good distribution of rental units at various price points within the town;
however, more of them are needed. As shown below:
•

There are proportionately more renter households earning less than 30% AMI than there
are units available. This indicates more units affordable for extremely low income
households would be in demand.

•

The distribution of units priced for households earning between 30.1 and 120% AMI
appear to be well matched to renter household incomes; however, this does not mean
that these renters live in housing that is affordable given their income or that is
appropriate given their household composition and size. This is supported by the fact
that significantly more low income households are cost-burdened by their rent payment
than higher income earners. With an extremely low 1.7% vacancy rate, persons with
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lower incomes must compete with higher income households for available rentals,
forcing them into housing payments they cannot afford or overcrowded conditions to
make their payments. More units affordable to renter households earning under 80%
AMI could help address these cost burdened households.
•

Of note is that there are proportionately more renter households with incomes greater
than 120% AMI than there are rental units priced at levels they can afford. This suggests
that there may be opportunities to mix some high-end rentals with low income rentals as
a way to subsidize the cost of the low income units.
Gaps in Rental Housing Based on Affordability of Rent

AMI!
30% or less '
30.1% - 60% '
60.1% - 80% '
80.1 to 100%'
100.1 to 120% '
120.1% - 150% '
More than 150% '

Max.
Income
(2.5-person
household)'
$18,175'
$36,270'
$48,400'
$63,325'
$75,975'
$90,675'
> $90,675'

Max.
Rent!
$454'
$907'
$1,210'
$1,583'
$1,899'
$2,267'
> $2,267'

% of
Rental
Units*!
6%'
29%'
30%'
15%'
14%'
3%'
3%'

Incomes of
% Cost
Renter
burdened
Households! Gap**! (renters)***
12%
-6%'
50%
23%
6%'
82%
18%
12%'
28%
10%
5%'
24%
11%
3%'
0%
10%
-7%'
0%
15%
-12%'
0%

Source: 2011 Household Survey
*Includes rent payment only
**A negative value means there is a gap
***Small sample size, interpret with caution (for trend reference only)

Another strong consideration for renters is the extent to which utilities add to their
monthly housing cost. As noted in Section 6 – Rental Market Analysis, utilities add an average
of 23% to the monthly rent for these households. Adding utility costs to rents changes the
distribution of affordable rentals, showing a gap for renter households earning less than 60%
AMI and showing a smaller deficiency in units for high income renter households. These tables
support that renovating older, energy inefficient rentals and providing new developed units
designed for energy efficiency can have a significant impact on the affordability of rentals in the
town for resident households.
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Gaps in Rental Housing Based on Affordability of Rent + Utility Payments

AMI!
30% or less '
30.1% - 60% '
60.1% - 80% '
80.1 to 100%'
100.1 to 120% '
120.1% - 150% '
More than 150% '

Max.
Income!
$18,175'
$36,270'
$48,400'
$63,325'
$75,975'
$90,675'
> $90,675'

Max.
Rent!
$454'
$907'
$1,210'
$1,583'
$1,899'
$2,267'
> $2,267'

% of Rental
Units*!
6%'
16%'
19%'
24%'
12%'
15%'
7%'

Incomes of
Renter
Households!
12%
23%
18%
10%
11%
10%
15%

Gap!
-6%'
-7%'
1%'
14%'
1%'
5%'
-8%'

Source: 2011 Household Survey
*Includes rent + utility payment

Ownership Gaps
Home prices in Mammoth Lakes have been and, based on residential sales in 2010 and
July 2011 for-sale MLS listings in Mammoth Lakes, will continue to be beyond the price that is
affordable for low income residents. Because there is an 8 to 9 month inventory of units on the
market, building new units is not recommended at this time; however, other programs, such as
home rehabilitation, renovation assistance for owners and down payment programs can help
bring homes within reach of locals looking to buy. As shown below:
•

There are gaps in available units priced for households earning less than 80% AMI based
both on the price point of sales in 2010 and July 2011 listings; however, these low income
households often find it more difficult than higher income households to procure
financing and down payments even if affordable units are available. Despite this,
modestly increasing the availability of units priced affordable to households earning
80% AMI could provide needed options for households that are able to purchase homes.

•

The percentage of sales in 2010 track owner incomes fairly well between 80.1% and 120%
AMI; however, the present availability of units on the MLS show a slight deficiency
compared to household incomes in this range. Although units at these price points may
be on the market, this does not necessarily mean that the available product meets local
buyer needs in terms of design, amenities and condition. As noted in Section 5 –
Ownership Market Analysis, locals looking for single family homes under $500,000 will
likely be looking at older, 3-bedroom or smaller homes, many of which have been built
before 1980. Likewise, condominiums priced around $350,000 or less will largely
include 2-bedroom or smaller units, and units built before 1990. Renovation costs, the
potential for special assessments in condominium projects and high homeowners
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association fees, which have particular impact on condominiums, all factor into the
ability for locals to afford housing, which may otherwise be priced within reach.
•

Sales in 2010 and available units in July 2011 both fall short of meeting the distribution
of owner incomes in the 120.1% to 150% AMI range, or earning between about $76,000
and $91,000 per year. This would include the middle and upper management
households that have difficulty finding suitable, affordable housing in the area.
Gaps in Homeownership

AMI Range
<= 30% AMI
30.1-60% AMI
60.1-80% AMI
80.1-100% AMI
100.1-120% AMI
120.1-150% AMI
> 150% AMI
TOTAL

Maximum
Purchase
Price*
$58,100
$116,000
$154,700
$200,200
$242,900
$290,000
> $290,000
-

Owner
Incomes
7%
8%
9%
10%
11%
16%
37%
100%

2010
Sales
0%
3%
3%
15%
13%
11%
56%
100%

Gap -Sales to
Income**
-7%
-5%
-6%
5%
1%
-5%
18%

July 2011
Listings
1%
3%
3%
9%
9%
9%
66%

Gap -Listings
to
Income**
-6%
-6%
-6%
-2%
-2%
-7%
29%

100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey; MLS 2010 sales from Trademark Properties Real Estate; current listings
from Mammoth Lakes Board of Realtors, http://mlbor.com
*Assumes mortgage payment does not exceed 30% of income, where payment includes mortgage
principal, interest, insurance, taxes and HOA fee; 10% down payment; and 6% interest rate.
**Negative value means there is a gap

About 64% of households that responded on the Household Survey that they would like
to purchase a home earn incomes between 80.1% and 150% AMI – or between about $50,000 to
$91,000 per year. This includes the group of middle and some upper managers that employers
indicated have trouble finding suitable housing product within their price range to purchase.
The fact that these households largely prefer single family homes presents additional
challenges, given that 96% of currently listed for-sale single family homes are priced for
households earning over 150% AMI.
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Incomes of Residents Who Want to Move into Different Homes
Household Income
30% or less AMI
30.1% - 60% AMI
60.1% - 80% AMI
80.1 to 100%
100.1 to 120% AMI
120.1% - 150% AMI
More than 150% AMI

Max. Income!
$18,175'
$36,270'
$48,400'
$63,325'
$75,975'
$90,675'
> $90,675'

Prefer to Buy
4%
12%
20%
25%
19%
21%
100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Need for Additional Units
This section estimates the number of additional housing units that are and will be
demanded by local workers based on the number of unfilled jobs, overcrowded units,
incommuters that want to move to Mammoth Lakes, and the number of jobs that will be created
over the next 5 years.

Current Shortfall
The factors used to determine the number of additional housing units needed to address
existing shortfalls is the number of unfilled jobs, households in severely overcrowded
conditions, and the number of commuters who want to move to be closer to their jobs.
Although other housing problems exist in Mammoth Lakes, including households that are cost
burdened by their housing payment or otherwise dissatisfied with their housing, building
additional units to address all of the existing problems is not necessary. If enough units are
available to adequately accommodate the workforce and bring housing supply in line with
housing demand, in theory, market forces and competition should serve to correct some of
these problems.
Unfilled Jobs
In Mammoth Lakes, employees needed to fill vacant positions create demand for 18
units. Employers reported that about 1% of their jobs were currently unfilled. This equates to
about 40 jobs based on an estimated 4,065 jobs in the Town in 2010. The number of unfilled jobs
was adjusted by the average number of jobs held per employee and the average number of
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employees per household. Employees needed to fill the 40 vacant positions generate demand
for 18 housing units.
Demand from Unfilled Jobs
Mammoth Lakes!
!
Unfilled Jobs!
40 (1%)'
Jobs per employee'
1.28'
Additional employees needed'
31'
Employees per household'
1.7'
Additional housing units needed'
18'
Source: 2011 Household Surveys, consultant team calculations

Severely Overcrowded Units
A portion of households in Mammoth Lakes are living in overcrowded conditions.
About 5.2% of these are considered severely overcrowded, having over 2 persons per bedroom.
This also approximates the percentage of persons that stated they are at least somewhat
dissatisfied with their housing because of overcrowded conditions (5.6%). As local workers
become intolerant of living in overcrowded conditions, they are likely to leave their jobs and the
area, causing problems for employers in retaining qualified employees and filling jobs. While
households with between 1.5 and 2-persons per bedroom may be overcrowded, these severely
overcrowded households are likely the most at risk for leaving the area if alternative, affordable
housing is not available. It is likely not necessary to create an additional unit for every
overcrowded household in town, but enough units are needed to provide some options for and
more movement among these households. Therefore, it has been assumed that demand for
additional units to alleviate overcrowding is equal to one-third of the severely overcrowded
units. This equals about 56 units.
Demand from Severely Overcrowded Units
Mammoth Lakes!
!
Severely Overcrowded Units
(2+ persons per bedroom)'
168 (5.2%)'
Demand for additional units (1/3)'
56'
Source: 2011 Household Surveys, consultant team calculations

In-commuters that Want to Move
In Mammoth Lakes, in-commuters generate demand for 96 units. Employers reported
that about 37% of their employees commute into Mammoth Lakes for work, or 1,175 employees.
About 56% of in-commuters responding to the in-commuter survey stated they could be enticed
to move into Town; however, 73% would move if they could find a single family home they can
afford. Given the scarcity of single family homes in Mammoth Lakes, it was assumed those
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interested in a condominium, townhome or rental they could afford could be enticed to move to
Mammoth Lakes, which equates to about 14% of in-commuters. The number of employees who
commute into Mammoth Lakes for work was adjusted by the percentage that could be enticed
to move into Town (14%), and also by the average number of employees per household (1.7).
This results in demand for 96 units in Town.
Demand from In-Commuters
Mammoth Lakes!
!
In Commuters!
1,173'
% Want to move'
14%'
# Want to move'
164'
Employees per household'
1.7'
Additional housing units needed'
96'
Source: 2011 Household and In-Commuter Surveys, consultant team calculations

Total Current Need
It is estimated that about 170 units are needed to address the current demand from
workers needed to fill unfilled jobs, households in severely overcrowded units, and incommuters that want to move to Mammoth Lakes. It should be noted that estimates of units for
unfilled jobs and demand from in-commuters are product and price sensitive. Development of
additional units priced similarly to units that are currently available would not be responsive to
this demand or else the jobs would be filled and the commuters would have moved into town.
Lower prices and/or better home values than currently exist would likely be required. Section
10 – Housing Strategies and Design provides information on unit design, price points and
amenities that would be needed.
Total Current Demand
!
Unfilled jobs'
Severely overcrowded units'
In-commuters'
TOTAL current demand!

Mammoth Lakes!
18'
56'
96'
170!

Demand from Job Growth by 2015
Future job growth will generate demand for additional units to house the workforce.
The rate at which new jobs will be created over the next five years, however, is an unknown and
difficult to forecast based on the volatility in jobs and employment during the past five years.

140

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

As such, three scenarios have been developed based on three different annual rates for job
growth -- 0.5%, 1.0% and 1.65%. A growth rate of 1.65% per year equates to the rate of growth
needed to meet the number of jobs projected for Mono County by the California Economic
Development Department by 2018 (see Section 3 – Jobs and Employment). Job growth will
likely fall within the range bracketed by these scenarios. This shows that between 46 and 159
additional units would be needed by 2015 to house growth in the workforce in Mammoth
Lakes.
Employee Housing Demand Forecasts for 2015

!
Annual Growth in Jobs!
Jobs 2010!
Jobs 2015!
Difference = New Jobs!
'
Jobs per Employee!
Additional Employees!
'
Employees per Household!
Additional Housing Demand!
Avg Units per Year!

1)

2)

3)

0.50%
4,065
4,165
100

1.00%
4,065
4,270
205

1.65%
4,065
4,410
345

'
1.28
78

'
1.28
160

'
1.28
270

'
1.7
46
9

'
1.7
94
19

'
1.7
159
32

Source: 2011 Household Survey and Consultant Team

These estimates should be considered conservative since they are based solely on new
job creation. Employees recruited to fill existing jobs now held by residents who will retire in
the next five years (estimated to be about 92 employees) and continue to reside in their homes
will also generate demand for additional units. These estimates do not include demand created
by persons who move into the area but do not work, nor demand for vacation/second homes.

Estimated Total Demand
'
Combining current demand from unfilled jobs, severely overcrowded units and incommuters (170 units) with future demand from anticipated job growth at a rate of 1% per year
(94 units) shows that, by 2015, about 264 additional housing units will be needed. Assuming
that the incomes of new households are distributed similarly to existing households across AMI
ranges, then about 26 units will be needed for extremely low income households (< 30% AMI),
28 for very low income households (30.1 to 50% AMI) and 51 for low income households (50.1
to 80% AMI). Assuming a similar percentage of ownership and rental units are needed as
present, this means 46.5% should be for ownership (123 units) and 53.5% for rent (141 units).
The current shift toward preferences for rentals in today’s economy places emphasis on the
provision of new rental units in the near term.
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Estimated New Units by AMI Range: 2010-2015
AMI Range of 2011 Mammoth
Lakes Households
AMI Range!

Own!

Rent!

OVERALL!

# of New
Units!

30% or less
30.1-50%
50.1-60%
60.1-80%
80.1-100%
100.1-120%
120.1-150%
150%+
TOTAL

7%
4%
4%
9%
11%
12%
16%
37%
100%

12%
17%
6%
18%
10%
11%
10%
15%
100%

10%
11%
5%
14%
10%
11%
13%
25%
100%

26'
28'
15'
36'
27'
30'
35'
67'
264'

Source: 2011 Household Survey; HCD AMI limits; Consultant Team

'
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SECTION 10 – HOUSING STRATEGIES AND DESIGN
This section presents community opinions regarding current housing programs, their
effectiveness, and considerations for the future. Housing preferences of residents are also
explored with regard to types of units, locations, prices, amenities and other features to help
guide local housing strategies and development. This section of the report is divided into three
parts:
1. Public Opinion, which includes survey results and comments received from open-ended
questions on the household survey, as well as input received from community
interviews regarding existing housing programs and developments, their effectiveness,
and considerations for the future;
2. Key Stakeholder Input, which summarizes responses to a web-based survey, conducted
at the beginning of the needs assessment process, from elected officials and members of
the community who have an interest in housing; and
3. Housing preferences of Mammoth Lakes’ residents, which is provided to support
housing design and development decisions. It includes household survey respondent
preferences regarding amenities and neighborhood features; location considerations,
including proximity to services and facilities; demand from existing residents who want
to move into different home and the desire to own versus rent; rents and purchase
prices; unit type; and location preferences.
'

Public Opinion
The household survey ended with the following question, “Do you have an additional
comments or suggestions concerning the availability of housing in the Inyo/Mono County
region to meet your household’s needs?” A total of 122 respondents took the time to write a
response. A mix of positive and negative statements regarding the community, housing
availability, housing cost and condition, among other issues were received. Several
respondents also provided some well thought out suggestions for improvement. These
comments are provided in full in the appendix. In summary:
•

Design Issues. Design-related issues received the most comments. While there were
several positive comments about affordable housing projects that have been built in
recent years, they were outweighed by negative comments, primarily regarding project
quality and location. Specific suggestions for improvement include providing more
parking, improving the quality of units, designing for snow storage and removal,
improving energy efficiency, including garages and not allowing density bonuses or
concessions in development standards.
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•

Ownership Opportunities. Homeownership opportunities and efforts received the next
highest number of comments. Some respondents were excited for and had used the
present opportunities provided by Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc. Suggested areas of
improvement included requests to provide counseling services, help with the
paperwork, expand down payment assistance for moderate and middle income
households, and offer funds to fix up and repair homes since units listed for sale in the
lower price ranges are in poor condition. Several respondents suggested buying older
homes rather than building new ones; fixing them up then reselling them.

•

Rental Opportunities. Rental-related issues received almost as many comments.
Suggestions included providing rent subsidies, rent controls, one-bedroom and
affordable two-bedroom apartments for singles, more rentals in the $1,000 to $1,200
range, and better communication so that persons looking to rent can locate available
units. Some of the most negative comments received were about the poor quality, old
age, and lack of maintenance of rental units.

•

Affordable Housing. Concerning the need for additional affordable housing, those who
feel it is needed outweighed those who felt that the need is sufficiently addressed. Two
respondents indicated government should not be involved in housing, but about a
dozen wrote positive statements about Mammoth Lakes Housing, Inc., and their efforts
to date.

•

Housing Occupants. Of the 122 comments, 11 total (or 9%) were about Hispanic/Latino
members of the community. Some were directed at “illegals” while others were broader
or referred to Hispanic/Latino “transient workers.” The message of these few
respondents was consistent – affordable housing should not serve this population.

•

Deed Restrictions. A few comments were made about the removal of deed restrictions
and concern that the units would just become second homes. One suggested allowing
rental of deed restricted units to local residents as an alternative to losing the restriction,
or rent-to-buy options.

•

Vacation Homes and Short-Term Rentals. Many negative comments were received
about second/vacation homes and how they should not be located where locals live.
Some felt no more second homes should be built or that they should be assessed at a
higher tax rate. Comments received about allowing nightly rentals of single family
homes were all in opposition; however, some comments called for an improved ability
to advertise and rent such homes to year-round occupants.
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Property Taxes. Multiple comments were also received about property taxes, how high
they are and how they help make housing unaffordable.

Housing Assistance
Respondents to the household survey who indicated a desire to move into housing other
than where they now reside within the next five years were asked to indicate which types of
housing assistance they might consider. The question called for a numerical rating from “1 –
would not consider” to “5 – would definitely consider.”
•

All of the six options offered received average ratings that were higher than 2.5,
indicating that most residents would at least consider the assistance. The highest overall
rating (3.8) was given to down payment assistance to buy a home. The lowest rating
(2.7) was given to buying a home at a below market price with a deed restriction,
limiting future appreciation.

•

Among renters, assistance to lower rent payments received almost as high a score as
down payment assistance. Among persons who now own but would like to move,
building a home with sweat equity (labor provided by the buyer and volunteers)
received the same average rating as down payment assistance.
Type of Housing Assistance to Consider:
Average Rating from “1 – would not consider” to “5 – would definitely consider”
OVERALL
3.8
3.6

Own
3.3
2.1

Rent
3.9
3.8

3.4

3.6

3.4

3.4

3.3

3.4

2.7
3.2

2.2
3.1

2.8
3.2

Down Payment Assistance To Buy A Home
Rent Assistance To Lower Rent Payment
Low Interest Rehabilitation Loan To Make Home
Improvements
A Home I Could Own, Built With Sweat Equity (Built
In Part By Yourself, Volunteers And Family)
Buying A Home At A Below Market Price With A
Limitation On Future Appreciation (Deed Restrictions)
Programs To Keep Out Of Foreclosure
Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Community Interviews
Suggestions from Realtors, employers, lenders, and other community members have been
discussed in other sections. Additional comments include:
•

Pay more attention to the upfront design of housing projects to reduce maintenance
costs and repairs. Suggestions include to:
o

Orient buildings to take advantage of solar exposure to reduce ice buildup and
lower heating bills;

o

Minimize north-facing entrances, stairs and walkways to reduce snow and ice
buildup on these important pathways;

o

Plan adequately for snow storage and parking needs and ensure project design
does not compromise on these necessary components;

o

Evaluate programs to assist homeowners associations to improve water and
energy efficiency of units; and

o

Explore and plan for opportunities for solar and geothermal power, or other
alternatives.

•

Build for the permanent population that lives here rather than for peak visitor days.
Locals do not want to live in mostly empty space much of the year.

•

Take advantage of the down market and increase home rehabilitation efforts to improve
unit condition and lower costs for locals. There are a lot of vacant units in town that
would benefit from being occupied by locals. Local Realtors can help to find the best
deals and hire local construction workers who need the jobs.

Key Stakeholder Input

Significant Accomplishments
Most responded in general terms about the fact that affordable housing has been
developed, that it exists and is not just talked about. Increased awareness about the importance
of affordable housing, the number of units that have been built and their availability for both
owners and renters were cited. Obtaining grant funds for down payment assistance and
rehabilitation of existing units were also specifically referenced accomplishments.
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Pace of Affordable Housing Development
When asked about the pace at which affordable housing should be developed in the
future, responses were divided. Approximately 44% indicated it should be increased to take
advantage of lower construction costs and stimulate the economy by providing construction
jobs while 38% felt is should be slowed to match the rate of construction of free-market homes.
The remaining 19% indicated it should be at the same rate as in the past decade. Comments on
this issue tended to be toward a conservative approach that responds to need but does not end
up with an oversupply.

Changes to Existing Programs/Projects
When asked whether six aspects of affordable housing efforts to date should be changed
or stay the same, over half of respondents indicated programs should stay the same for each
category. The largest percentage of respondents calling for change referenced “location of
units” and “size of units produced,” at 47% each. Comments referring to size of units largely
stated to “match market demand and need,” and provide various sizes for different needs.
Comments calling for change to location and dispersal were similar, citing smaller complexes,
dispersed throughout town, convenient to services, and in areas where locals want to live. All
comments are provided in the Appendix.
Which Aspects of Affordable Housing Efforts to Date Should
Remain the Same or be Changed?
Housing Program/Policy
Broad dispersal of units
throughout the town
Income levels served
Location of units
Owner/renter mix
Size of units produced
Type of units produced

Stay the Same

Change

65%
59%
53%
53%
65%
59%

35%
41%
47%
47%
35%
41%

Source: 2011 Stakeholder Survey

Underrepresentation
When asked which segments of the population are missing or under-represented in the
existing housing stock, responses were varied, but more comments were received about midlevel professionals and essential employees, like teachers, with moderate to middle incomes
than any other group.
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Changes in Needs, Policies and Approaches
The vast majority of the stakeholders interviewed (88%) felt that housing needs have
changed as a result of recent/current economic and market conditions. However, somewhat
fewer (71%) felt that changes to existing policies and approaches should be evaluated in
response to these market conditions. Specific suggestions for change included:
•
•

More specific regulations for green building/energy efficiency.
Development of housing specifically for new teachers.

•
•

To stop building additional units, if possible.
No new development of poor quality housing and no more use of grant funds for
housing that competes with the private sector.

•

Modifying qualifications to make disabled residents eligible for housing even though
they are not employed.

•
•

Focus only on rehabilitation of existing units; no new construction.
Give greater consideration to snow storage and removal.

Housing Preferences
The household survey asked respondents to rate certain housing amenities and
neighborhood features on a scale from “1 = not at all important” to “5 = extremely important.”
This provides information on the features of units that are most demanded by locals and can
help guide the design of housing products suitable for residents.

Amenities and Neighborhood Features
•

The cost of housing is the most important consideration for both owners and renters
when looking for a place to live. The cost of housing received an overall rating of 4.6.

•

Storage for equipment and vehicles and a garage/covered parking received the next
highest ratings. Although the survey did not ask specifically about adequate parking,
multiple respondents indicated that parking was extremely important when looking for
a place to live.

•

Renters and owners varied little in their responses. They both indicated that new
construction is the least important of the various amenities tested.

•

About 18% of respondents selected “other” as an option. Among the “other” features
rated as important by survey participants, energy efficiency, good heating systems and
washers/dryers were commonly cited.
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Source: 2011 Household Survey

'

Location Considerations
•

Among 6 considerations related to location, community amenities such as parks and
libraries were rated highest both overall and by owners. Proximity to place of
employment was rated highest by renters, however, and second highest by owners.
Both owners and renters rates proximity to services such as shopping and transportation
as their third most important location consideration.

•

The quality of schools is more important to owners than renters but both gave about the
same rating to proximity to child care, which received the lowest overall score of 1.6.

•

Many comments were received on other location-related considerations. Many were
about neighborhood character with residents looking to live in areas that are quiet, safe,
and have low traffic. They also are concerned about who they live near requesting
privacy, distance from neighbors, no rentals in the area, and more year-round residents
living nearby.
149

'

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

'
Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Demand from Existing Residents Who Want to Move
About half of the households in Mammoth Lakes (49.7%) would like to move into a
different home within the next five years. While the majority of owners would prefer to stay in
the homes where they now reside (79%), an estimated 314 owner households would rather
move into a different home. Most renters, 76% or 1,313 total households, would rather move.
This finding is not surprising given the low satisfaction levels reported in Section 7 – Housing
Problems.
Desire to Stay in Home or Move

Total # of households
Stay in current home
Move into different home - %
Move into different home - #

Own
1,502
79.1%
20.9%
314

Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Rent
1,727
24.0%
76.0%
1,313

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

Residents who want to move fall evenly into three categories: 1) those who want to buy;
2) those who want to rent and 3) those who would consider buying or renting. Nearly 75% of
owners who want to move would only consider other ownership options, but 8% (about 25
estimated households) would prefer to rent. Among renters who want to move, 39% want to
continue to rent and 37% would consider either renting or owning. Only 24% would clearly
prefer to buy. This marks a downward shift in long-standing preferences for renters to want to
move into homeownership.
Desire to Buy vs. Rent

Buy only
Rent only
Both buy and rent

OVERALL
34%
33%
34%
100%

Own
74%
8%
17%
100%

Rent
24%
39%
37%
100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Persons who want to rent were asked to indicate why renting is their choice. The top
three most cited reasons were all related to cost – total cost, housing in price range not available
where they want to live and it is cheaper to rent, closely followed by concern over the uncertain
economic future. Refusal to buy a home with a deed restriction was selected the least often
among the 10 specific reasons offered for wanting to rent.
Reasons for Renting
Why do you prefer to rent?
Total cost
Housing in my price range not available where I
want to live
Cheaper to rent
Uncertain economic future
Can't qualify for a loan/mortgage
High down payment requirement
Not planning on staying in area over the long term
Lack of housing choice available where I want to live
Prefer to rent
I will not buy a home with a deed restriction
Other

% who want
to rent
47%
47%
46%
46%
39%
37%
27%
21%
17%
15%
10%
352%

Source: 2011 Household Survey. Multiple choice question; responses exceed 100%.
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The incomes of residents who want to move into different homes within the next five
years were examined since they provide insight into how new homes should be priced. Nearly
46% of the residents who want to move have household incomes in the low income range ("
80% AMI). Another 27% have incomes between 80% and 120% AMI and 27% have incomes
greater than 120%, which suggests the opportunity for mixed-income developments.
Incomes of Residents Who Want to Move into Different Homes

Household Income
30% or less AMI
30.1% - 60% AMI
60.1% - 80% AMI
80.1 to 100%
100.1 to 120% AMI
120.1% - 150% AMI
More than 150% AMI

OVERALL
7%
18%
21%
12%
16%
12%
14%
100%

Buy only
4%
12%
20%
25%
19%
21%
100%

Do you prefer to:
Rent only
Buy or rent
21%
29%
21%
31%
22%
10%
7%
21%
4%
16%
6%
13%
100%
100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Among renters who would like to buy a home in the next five years, the median
maximum price they would like to pay is $250,000. Owners who would like to buy a different
home indicated their desire for a maximum median of $300,000.
Desired Maximum Purchase Price
Purchase Price
Under $100,000
$100,000 - $199,999
$200,000 - $299,999
$300,000 - $399,999
$400,000 - $499,999
$500,000 - $599,999
$600,000 - $699,999
$700,000 - $799,999
$800,000 - $899,999
$1,000,000 or more
Average
Median

Own
2%
3%
27%
24%
11%
13%
11%
4%
2%
3%

Rent
1%
21%
39%
20%
9%
7%
1%
1%

100%
$390,056
$300,000

100%
$273,285
$250,000

Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Renters who would like to continue to rent want to do so for a median rent not to exceed
$1,000 per month. Owners who would like to sell their homes and become renters would like to
pay no more than $1,233.
Desired Maximum Rent
Rent Range
$250 - $499
$500 - $749
$750 - $999
$1,000 - $1,249
$1,250 - $1,499
$1,500 - $1,749
$1,750 - $1,999
$2,000 - $2,249
$2,500 or more

Own
6%
18%
30%
36%
10%
-

Rent
11%
19%
17%
33%
3%
10%
5%
2%
2%

Average
Median

100%
$1,268
$1,233

100%
$1,016
$1,000

Source: 2011 Household Survey

'

Unit Type Desired
Most residents who want to move want to move into a single-family home. Nearly 80%
indicated that either a one story or multi-story single-family home would be their top
preference. Interestingly, more chose a single-story design over a multi-story design, which
results in a larger building footprint and consumes more land and thus is typically a more
expensive design option.
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Source: 2011 Household Survey

A comparison of first and second choices suggests that many residents who want to
move into a different home would consider a condominium or townhome/duplex if they
cannot buy or rent a single-family home.
Unit Type Desired – 1st and 2nd Choices Compared

Single-family one story home
Single-family multi-story
home
Manufactured home
Condominium
Townhome/duplex
Apartment
Employee/accessory dwelling

1st
Choice
45%

2nd
Choice
25%

33%
0%
6%
8%
8%
1%
100.0%

20%
8%
21%
20%
4%
2%
100.0%

Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Bedrooms and Bathrooms
•

The majority of Mammoth Lake’s residents who would like to move into a different
unit indicated they would need units with three or more bedrooms. Approximately
78% of owners and 50% of renters who would like a different home indicated they
would need three, four or five bedrooms.

•

Most who want to move into a different home would like two bathrooms. About
one-third of owners, however, said that they would need three bathrooms.
Number of Bedrooms and Bathrooms Needed
Bedrooms
1
2
3
4
5

Own
2%
20%
47%
30%
2%

Rent
14%
37%
43%
7%
-

100%

100%

Average
Bathrooms
1
1.5
2
2.5
3
3.5
4

3.1
Own
4%
2%
50%
7%
33%
3%
2%

2.5
Rent
18%
5%
64%
2%
10%
-

Average

100%
2.4

100%
1.9

Source: 2011 Household Survey

A comparison of the number of bedrooms that survey respondents indicated they need
to the number of persons in the household reveals that many residents who would like to move
into a different home want more bedrooms than they currently need. For example, only 16% of
persons who live alone indicated they need one bedroom. Another 63% stated two bedrooms
while 21% want three or four bedrooms. Among two-person households, half want three or
more bedrooms. The desire for larger units than currently needed is likely influenced by plans
to have children in the future, have room for visitors, or similar considerations.
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Household Size Compared to Bedrooms Needed
Persons in Household
Bedrooms
Needed
One
Two
Three
Four
Five

1
16%
63%
19%
2%
100%

2
16%
34%
47%
2%
1%
100%

3
17%
61%
23%
100%

4
9%
56%
35%
100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

While residents who want to live in a home other than where they now reside seem to
want more bedrooms than they might need, and for prices that might be lower than feasible,
there is a relationship between the desired price/cost and the bedrooms and bathrooms
specified. In general, the higher the desired price, the larger the number of bedrooms and
bathrooms desired. This holds true for both residents who want to buy and those who want to
rent.
Bedrooms and Bathrooms by Desired Purchase Price
Desired Purchase
Price
Under $100,000
$100,000 - $199,999
$200,000 - $299,999
$300,000 - $399,999
$400,000 - $499,999
$500,000 - $599,999
$600,000 - $699,999

Average #
Bedrooms
Needed
2.0
2.5
2.7
3.0
3.0
3.1
3.3

Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Average
#Bathrooms
Needed
1.5
1.8
2.1
2.2
2.2
2.5
2.5
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Bedrooms and Bathrooms by Desired Rent

Desired Rent
$250 - $499
$500 - $749
$750 - $999
$1,000 - $1,249
$1,250 - $1,499
$1,500 - $1,749
$1,750 - $1,999

Average #
Bedrooms
Needed
1.3
1.9
2.0
2.7
3.5
2.7
3.0

Average #
Bathrooms
Needed
1.1
1.5
1.8
2.0
2.0
2.2
2.0

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Location
While Mammoth Lakes is clearly where most of the community’s residents most want to
live, some would rather move to other nearby towns or rural subdivisions. Approximately 77%
of homeowners and 82% of renters who now reside in Mammoth Lakes indicated it is their first
choice for place to live. The second most popular choice was “other Mono County,” which was
most often Crowley Lake, the closest area to Mammoth Lakes.
1st Choice of Where to Live

Mammoth Lakes
Other Mono County
Wheeler Crest/Round Valley/Rovanna/
Swall Meadows/Paradise
Bishop
Other
June Lake
Benton/Chalfant
Bridgeport or north of Bridgeport
Other Inyo County
Lee Vining
Walker/Coleville area
Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Own
77%
7%

Rent
82%
4%

6%

3%

4%
3%
2%
1%
1%
0%
0%

4%
3%
3%
1%
1%
-

100

100
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A comparison of first and second choices reveals that most residents would prefer to live
in the small communities and rural subdivisions nearest to Mammoth Lakes if they cannot live
in town.
Where Want to Live – 1st and 2nd Choices Compared

Mammoth Lakes
Other Mono County
Wheeler Crest/Round Valley/Rovanna/
Swall Meadows/Paradise
Bishop
Other
June Lake
Benton/Chalfant
Bridgeport or north of Bridgeport
Other Inyo County
Lee Vining
Walker/Coleville area

1st
Choice
78%
6%

2nd
Choice
11%
22%

4%

17%

4%
3%
2%
1%
0%
0%
0%
0%

16%
5%
23%
2%
3%
0%

100%

100%

Source: 2011 Household Survey

Isolating the responses of survey participants who indicated they would like to move
into a different home within the next five years found that 81% want to live in Mammoth Lakes.
Bishop, followed by other areas in Mono County, were the second and third top choices.
1st Choice of Where to Move – Residents Who Want to Move
What is your first choice of where to live?
Mammoth Lakes
Other Mono County
Bishop
Wheeler Crest/Round Valley/Rovanna/
Swall Meadows/Paradise
June Lake
Other
Lee Vining
Source: 2011 Household Survey
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Want to
Move
81%
5%
5%
4%
3%
2%
<1%
100%
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SECTION 11: SURVEY TRENDS ANALYSIS
This section of the report evaluates trends in changes in housing conditions and
perceptions of households in the Mammoth Lakes area that have at least one employee that
works in the town. Data from the 2011 Household Survey for local employee households is
compared to like data obtained in 2004 for the Eastern Sierra Housing Needs Assessment and in
2005/06 for the Mammoth Lakes Housing Update. Households include those living in or
nearest to Mammoth Lakes, which are primarily residing Mammoth Lakes, Crowley Lake,
Sunny Slopes and other neighboring areas, with at least one employee that works in Mammoth
Lakes. As a result, 2011 results reported below may be different from the results presented
earlier in the report, which incorporate all household survey respondents. As shown below:
•

The median income of households with at least one employee that works in town was
lower among 2011 respondents then in 2006, and only slightly higher than that in 2004.
This trend corresponds to the relatively high percentage of households in 2011 that
indicated their income had declined during the recent recession.

•

Despite the decline in median incomes, the median rent paid was higher in 2011 than in
prior years and the median mortgage payment for town employee households was the
same as that reported in 2006 – both of which were higher than in 2004. The median
homeowner’s association payment also increased during this time.

•

There were a larger percentage of low income households earning 80% AMI or less in
2011 than in prior years. Again, likely an impact of the recent recession.
Household Incomes
2011
Median Household Income
Median Rent Payment
Median Mortgage Payment
Median Homeowner’s Association Payment
Households by AMI

$60,000
$1,100
$1,600
$361

2006

2004

$70,000 $55,200
$1,000
$900
$1,600 $1,200
$300
$283

<=30%

10%

4%

4%

30.1-60%

15%

5%

14%

60.1-80%

16%

9%

12%

80.1-120%

22%

23%

28%

120.1-150%

14%

16%

15%

Over 150%

24%

43%

27%

Source: 2011 Household Survey; 2006 and 2004 Employee Surveys

159

!"##$%&'(")*+',$-+./0'1**2+'3++*++#*/%'4566'

'

778'3++$9."%*+:';/9<='7**+'8$/+->%./0:';/9'

•

A significantly lower percentage of households in 2011 felt the ability for people who
work in the Town of Mammoth Lakes to find housing they can afford is a problem than
in prior years. In 2011, 55% feel it is one of the more serious or the most critical problem
compared to about 90% in both 2006 and 2004. The decline in housing prices and
concern about jobs and the economy have likely impacted recent responses to this
question. Importantly, even with the recessionary changes, over half of employee
households feel it is a problem.

•

The percentage of households that would consider different types of help with housing
has remained fairly consistent for down payment assistance (61% to 62%) and rent
assistance (52% to 57%). The percentage of households that would consider a low
interest rehabilitation loan declined about 10 percentage points to 49% in 2011, likely
related to the reluctance for households to take on more debt in the current economy. A
lower percentage of households would also consider sweat equity ownership (50%) or
purchasing a deed-restricted home (26%) in 2011 than in prior years.
Housing Perceptions and Housing Assistance

The issue of people who work in the Town of Mammoth Lakes
being able to find housing they can afford is:

2011

2006

2004

The most critical problem

20%

56%

49%

One of the more serious problems

35%

34%

42%

A problem among others needing attention

32%

7%

8%

One of our lesser problems
I don’t believe it is a problem

8%
5%

1%
2%

0%
1%

Types of help with housing you would consider (% responding 4 or 5 on a scale
from “1 – would not consider” to “5 – would definitely consider”)

Down payment assistance

62%

61%

62%

Rent assistance

57%

56%

52%

Low interest rehabilitation loan

49%

59%

59%

Sweat equity ownership

50%

58%

62%

Purchase deed-restricted home

26%

36%

45%

Source: 2011 Household Survey; 2006 and 2004 Employee Surveys

•

A significantly higher percentage of households looking to move in 2011 would like to
rent (33%) than in prior years (16% to 18%).

•

Of households looking to move, 100% of owners and about 77% of renters in 2004 and
2006 indicated a preference to buy. In 2011, a much lower 73% of owners and 24% of
renters indicated a preference to buy only. Another 19% of owners and 37% of renters
would consider renting or buying and about 7% of owners and 39% of renters indicated
they would prefer to rent.
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Single family homes have been the predominant first choice home among those looking
to move. Respondents in 2006 were much more likely than in other years to prefer a
condominium (21%). Only 5% of 2011 respondents selected “condominium” as their
preferred residence.
Housing Preferences

If you are looking to move, would you want to rent or buy

2011

2006

2004

Buy

33%

82%

84%

Rent

33%

18%

16%

Rent or buy*

34%

-

-

77%

63%

80%

Condominium

5%

21%

10%

Townhome/duplex

8%

6%

3%

Rented Apartment

8%

5%

3%

Other

2%

5%

4%

What type home would be your first choice
Single family home

Source: 2011 Household Survey; 2006 and 2004 Employee Surveys
*Respondents in 2004 and 2006 were not given the option to select “rent or buy,” but were asked to
choose their preference between owning or renting.

•

Respondents were asked to rate on a scale from “1-not at all important” to “5-extremely
important” various considerations when searching for housing.
o

o
o

o

The cost of housing to buy/rent has consistently been the most important
consideration, with 90% or more of employee households rating it 4 or 5. Storage
for equipment/vehicles and home size are also consistently important factors.
“Low maintenance” has increased in importance over time, with 63% rating it 4
or 5 in 2011, compared to 55% in 2004.
Proximity to employment and size of lot have been declining in relative
importance over time, along with quality of schools, proximity to employment
for others, proximity to services, and proximity to day care.
New construction has been rated 4 or 5 by a consistent 23% to 26% of
respondents in each survey year.
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Important Housing Factors
How important are the following factors when look for a place to live?
(% responding 4 or 5 where “1=not at all important” and “5=extremely important”)
Cost of housing to buy/rent

90%

93%

92%

Storage for equipment/vehicles

69%

74%

65%

Home size

67%

66%

70%

Low maintenance

63%

57%

55%

Home type

49%

60%

58%

Community amenities

48%

42%

49%

Proximity to my place of employment

45%

63%

61%

Size of lot

39%

47%

50%

Quality of schools

34%

44%

55%

Proximity to place(s) of employment for others

33%

53%

48%

Proximity to services (shopping, transportation, etc.)

30%

34%

43%

New construction

26%

23%

26%

Proximity to day care

8%

16%

29%

Source: 2011 Household Survey; 2006 and 2004 Employee Surveys

•

Respondents in 2011 were more likely to want to live in Mammoth Lakes as their first
choice community (80%) than in prior years, although Mammoth Lakes has been the
predominant choice in all survey years.
Community Preference

Which community would be your first choice of where to live

2011

2006

2004

Mammoth Lakes

80%

72%

68%

Other Mono County

5%

6%

16%

Bishop

4%

8%

9%

3%

3%

2%

3%

4%

1%

2%

4%

2%

3%

3%

2%

Wheeler Crest/Round Valley/Rovanna/Swall
Meadows/Paradise
Other
June Lake
Other Inyo County

Source: 2011 Household Survey; 2006 and 2004 Employee Surveys
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APPENDIX
Survey Forms
BC1D;1E'

Survey Comments
BC1D;1E'

Additional Research Calculations
Affordable Purchase Prices by AMI
The below table shows affordable purchase prices for households of various sizes at
different AMI levels. Each price shown represents the maximum price for each range, meaning,
for example, that homes priced for 2-person households earning between 80.1 and 100% of the
AMI would need to range between $179,675 to $235,096. Other assumptions used include:
•
•
•

Affordable housing payments on mortgages and calculated rents equal 30% of gross
household income.
The interest rate for home loans is 6% on a 30-year fixed rate mortgage.
The down payment is 10% of the home price.

Given today’s tough lending market, households at each income range may or may not qualify
for the home prices shown below depending on their credit ratings, household debt and other
factors.
Affordable Purchase Price by AMI and Household Size
AMI Range!

1-person!

2-person!

3-person!

4-person!

5-person!

< 30% '

$59,004

$67,452

$75,967

$84,269

$91,148

30.1 - 60% '

$117,929

$134,667

$151,540

$168,381

$181,823

60.1 - 80% '

$157,278

$179,675

$202,251

$224,587

$242,667

80.1 - 100% '

$205,823

$235,096

$264,603

$294,055

$317,441

100.1 - 120% '

$247,066

$282,036

$317,485

$352,866

$380,968

120.1 - 150% '

$294,822

$336,668

$378,851

$441,082

$454,558

Source: California HCD; &%%FGHHIII<#$J%0"0*656<9$#H"KK$J2"L.>.%MA9">9->"%$J; Consultant team
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Affordable Rents by AMI
The following table provides the maximum affordable contract rents for each AMI
category by number of persons in the household. For example, the maximum affordable rent
for a couple with one child, with an income between 30% and 60% AMI, would be $960 per
month, not including utilities.
Affordable Rents by AMI and Household Size
Persons in
Household

1person

2person

3person

4person

5person

30% AMI

$374

$428

$481

$534

$578

60% AMI

$747

$854

$960

$1,067

$1,152

80% AMI

$996

$1,139

$1,281

$1,423

$1,538

100% AMI

$1,245

$1,423

$1,600

$1,863

$1,920

120% AMI

$1,494

$1,707

$1,920

$2,133

$2,304

150% AMI

$1,868

$2,134

$2,400

$2,794

$2,880

Source: California HCD; Consultant team

State Disability Trends
The only American Community Survey (ACS) data presently available for the Town of
Mammoth Lakes is the five-year average 2005-09. Census survey questions regarding
disabilities have changed twice – once in 2003 and again in 2008 – meaning that data between
years is not comparable. As a result, because the survey questions for disabilities changed
during the 2005-09 period, disability data is not reported for this data set.
Data for California as a whole (and communities with at least 65,000 persons) is
available for every year of the ACS. This shows very little change in the percentage of persons
age 5 and older reporting disabilities between 2000 and 2002. Data between 2003 and 2007 were
based on consistent survey questions, which shows a very slight trend upward during this
period (about 0.3% change). Data between 2008 and 2009 again are based on comparable
survey questions, showing a very slight drop in 2009 from the prior year (0.2%). Based on this
information, there appears to be little shift in the percentage of the population reporting
disabilities over time.
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Percentage of Population Age 5+ With Disabilities: State of California
Year

Survey 1

Year

Survey 2

Year

Survey 3

2000
2001
2002

14.2%
13.5%
14.1%

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

12.6%
12.3%
12.7%
12.9%
12.9%

2008
2009

11.0%
10.8%

Source: American Community Survey (ACS)
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