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Understanding Competition Between
Market-Rate and Affordable Housing

The competitive environment between afford-
able and market-rate properties varies widely
by location, according to a new analysis by Yar-
di Matrix. Some metros contain relatively little
market-rate housing that is competitive with
affordable developments, while others provide
renters with a broad range of similarly priced
market-rate alternatives.

The Matrix study—which draws on a database
of approximately 120,000 multifamily properties
totaling more than 24 million units in 168 mar-
kets, including roughly 27,000 fully affordable
communities encompassing more than 3.6 mil-
lion units—found that just over one-quarter of
market-rate properties are competitively priced
with affordable units nationally.

However, the level of competition varies widely
by market, submarket and metrics such as num-
ber of bedrooms. More than half of market-rate
properties are deemed competitive in metros

including Austin, Indianapolis, Detroit, the Twin
Cities and Dallas, while very little competition ex-
ists in markets that include Boston, San Diego,
Philadelphia, Los Angeles and New Jersey.

Matrix defines affordable properties as those in
which at least 90% of units are income restrict-
ed through government subsidy programs. The
study compares the average maximum net rent
of affordable properties in a market with the av-
erage advertised rent of conventional properties.
The two are considered competitive when the av-
erage rent of market-rate assets falls within 15%
of the average rent for fully affordable housing,
or within 10% in California markets.

Competitive conditions are largely determined
by three market characteristics: the pricing pre-
mium maintained across high-cost coastal mar-
kets, the influence of recent apartment supply on
existing inventory, and the concentration of older
workforce and low mid-range apartment stock.

Percentage of Market-Rate Stock in Competition With Fully Affordable Rents
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Percentage of stock is by number of units. Competing units are defined as a <15% difference in unit rents between market-rate and fully

affordable LIHTC. Data as of July 2026 | Source: Yardi Matrix
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Matrix's findings have numerous implications for
the affordable housing market. One application
is identifying noncompetitive areas that lack af-
fordable housing. That doesn't mean, however,
that areas with high levels of competition lack
demand for affordable housing. Instead, it may
point to a need for certain types of affordable
housing, improved property quality or preserva-
tion of existing stock. For operators, compet-
itiveness levels can determine how much they
can raise rents or how to market their units.

Yardi Matrix has previously published studies
that evaluate competition between market-rate
and affordable housing using AMI-based afford-
ability thresholds. This report examines those
competitive relationships for the first time by
comparing maximum net affordable rents with
the average rents of four market-rate asset
classes (in order of quality, high to low): Discre-
tionary, Upper Mid-Range, Low Mid-Range and
Workforce. The resulting competitiveness score
measures the share of conventional apartment
inventory priced closely enough to compete di-
rectly with affordable housing. While this report
evaluates competition at the asset-class level,
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Matrix maintains the same data at the bedroom
level, providing the methodology and the tools to
support a deeper analysis.

Affordable Demand
In High-Cost Markets

Pricing establishes the baseline for competi-
tion. High-cost coastal markets exhibit the least
competition because conventional rents are ex-
pensive across asset classes. Boston, for exam-
ple, has one of the highest average market-rate
rents among the Matrix Top 30 at nearly $2,900
per month, more than $1,000 above the metro's
average affordable rent, resulting in a 0% rent
competitiveness score. With limited competition
from market-rate properties, Boston's afford-
able occupancy was among the highest in the
nation at 97.3% in July.

Other metros with low competitiveness scores
include Los Angeles, San Francisco and San Di-
ego, where average market-rate rents are well
above those for affordable housing. None of the
four market-rate asset classes fall within the
competitive pricing threshold in those metros.

Another factor in the competitive environment
is the composition of the conventional inventory.
Metros in which market-rate apartment stock is
weighted toward higher-end Discretionary and
Upper Mid-Range properties are less competitive
because rent premiums persist even during peri-
ods of market softening. In Miami, for example,
more than half of market-rate inventory is con-
centrated in the Discretionary and Upper Mid-
Range asset classes, while only about one-quar-
ter of units fall within the Low Mid-Range and
Workforce segments. With relatively little mod-
erately priced inventory available, affordable
housing maintains a level of high demand, with
comparatively few conventional alternatives.
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Apartment Supply
Influences Competition

The level of new supply also plays a role in the
competition between market-rate and afford-
able multifamily. Although many new deliveries
occur at the upper end and rarely compete di-
rectly with affordable housing, they create a rip-
ple effect in the market. With an influx of supply,
pricing adjusts throughout the existing inventory,
expanding the amount of conventional housing
that rents within the competitive threshold.

Austin experienced that transition more than any
other metro in the Matrix Top 30. Largely due to
the robust amount of new supply added over the
last few years, the average market-rate rent de-
clined to approximately $1,593 per month, slightly
below the metro's average maximum net afford-
able rent of $1,622. Renters in Austin can lease
market-rate properties at prices similar to those
of affordable properties. Most market-rate asset
classes are within Matrix's competitive threshold,
producing a rent competitiveness score of 73%.

Given the option, many tenants may prefer mar-
ket-rate properties and their less stringent ap-
plication process. As a result, Austin's affordable
occupancy measured only 88.8% in July, the low-
est among Matrix's top 30 metros. Nearly half
of Austin's conventional inventory is classified as
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Upper Mid-Range, allowing pricing adjustments across that segment to substantially expand the amount
of market-rate housing competing with affordable developments.

Another market with a consistently strong delivery pipeline is Dallas, which recorded a 56% rent compet-
itiveness score. Pricing adjustments spread beyond newly completed communities and into the existing
apartment inventory, increasing the amount of market-rate apartment inventory within the competitive
threshold. Unlike high-cost coastal markets, where market-rate rents remain separated from affordable
housing across every quality segment, competition increased in Dallas because more existing apartments

became attainable for income-qualified renters.

Understanding Inventory Composition

Competition between market-rate and affordable housing is also affected by structural factors, such as
the age of conventional stock. The distribution of apartment quality ultimately determines how much of
the existing market is capable of competing directly with affordable housing. For example, competitive-
ness is higher in metros with a preponderance of older stock that is often referred to as naturally occurring
affordable stock because it may not be well-maintained or located in a desirable submarket. Although
many of these conventional communities compete on price, they are typically older properties with fewer
amenities and in need of maintenance.

Markets in which apartment inventory is weighted toward Workforce and Low Mid-Range communities
naturally contain more conventional inventory priced near affordable levels, while a wide gap in pricing
exists in metros dominated by higher-end Discretionary and Upper Mid-Range properties.

An example of the former is Detroit, which achieved a 56% rent competitiveness score despite a develop-
ment pipeline considerably smaller than that in Dallas. Nearly 80% of Detroit's conventional apartment
stock is concentrated within the Workforce (50% of total stock) and Low Mid-Range (28%) segments,
which are priced at rates substantially closer to affordable housing than newer apartment product. That
creates a supply of conventional units that compete directly with fully affordable developments. Another

Average Market-Rate vs. Fully Affordable Rents, by Metro
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example of this dynamic is Indianapolis, where more than half of market-rate inventory is concentrated
in the Low Mid-Range and Workforce segments, contributing to one of the highest rent competitiveness
scores in the Matrix Top 30 (62%) despite relatively modest levels of recent apartment construction.

The contrast in rent competition shows why inventory composition matters. Miami, where approximately
half of conventional apartment inventory is classified as Discretionary or Upper Mid-Range, recorded one
of the nation's lowest levels of competition because much of the market remains concentrated in high-
er-priced apartment communities. Although Miami is a high-cost coastal market, this is also true in some
lower-cost metros such as Las Vegas. At $1,191, Las Vegas has the third-lowest average affordable unit
rent in the Matrix Top 30, behind only Detroit ($1,119) and Columbus ($1,082). Despite the low cost, only
20% of market-rate properties in Las Vegas are competitive with affordable units, putting it in the lower
third of metros in competitiveness. This is largely due to the concentration of inventory in Discretionary
(20% of total stock) and Upper Mid-Range (35%) units, which are priced $400 to $600 more per month
than average maximum affordable rents.

The upshot is that new affordable housing competes on product quality, energy efficiency and long-term
affordability in addition to price. Where the existing inventory already provides relatively inexpensive hous-
ing, the value proposition of new affordable development shifts from simply delivering lower rents to re-
placing aging housing stock with higher-quality commmunities that preserve affordability over the long term.

Development Implications

Affordable housing is traditionally evaluated using measures such as household income, housing cost bur-
den, demographic growth and the availability of subsidized housing. Those indicators remain fundamental
to affordable housing planning, but they do not capture how the conventional apartment market influenc-
es affordable housing performance. The rent competitiveness score complements traditional measures by
quantifying the amount of market-rate inventory competing for the same renter population.

% of Conventional Stock in Competition With Affordable Based on Rent
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Metros with limited competition generally provide
affordable housing with a more distinct position
because relatively few conventional apartments
serve the same households. Boston, Los Angeles
and San Diego—each recording a 0% rent com-
petitiveness score—are markets where rents have
far exceeded incomes and the need for affordable
housing remains high. In these metros, preserv-
ing and expanding affordable housing addresses
demand that is unlikely to be met by the conven-
tional apartment market regardless of broader
apartment market conditions.

Markets exhibiting greater competition present
a different investment environment. In metros
such as Austin (73% rent competitiveness score),
Indianapolis (62%) and Dallas (56%), substantial
portions of the conventional apartment invento-
ry already compete for income-qualified renters.
That shifts, rather than diminishes, the demand
for affordable housing. In markets and submar-
kets where renters have access to a broad range
of competitive market-rate alternatives, afford-
able property operators must emphasize project
location, product quality and long-term operat-
ing performance more than in markets where
affordable housing occupies a distinct compet-
itive position.

Competition also provides additional context
for acquisition and preservation strategies. Af-
fordable housing located in markets with limit-
ed competition may represent an especially im-
portant component of the local housing stock
because conventional substitutes remain scarce.
Markets where competition is driven by older
Workforce and Low Mid-Range inventory present
a different opportunity. Preserving affordability
remains critical, but redevelopment and rehabili-
tation can simultaneously improve housing qual-
ity while maintaining long-term affordability for
future residents.

Competition Informs
Operational Strategy

Differences in pricing, apartment supply and
inventory composition create fundamentally
different competitive environments in markets
around the country. High-cost coastal metros
remain the most insulated from competition be-
cause conventional rents exceed affordable rents
even at the lower end of the market. Competi-
tion is higher in supply-driven markets where a
large volume of deliveries puts downward pres-
sure on market-rate pricing. Markets with aging
inventory derive competition from the composi-
tion of their apartment stock, as a larger share
of conventional housing already rents closer to
affordable levels.

The methodology presented in this report intro-
duces another lens for evaluating those compet-
itive relationships. By comparing average rents
across market-rate asset classes with fully aof-
fordable housing, the rent competitiveness score
measures how much conventional apartment
inventory competes directly with affordable
housing rather than relying solely on traditional
affordability metrics. Competition is shaped not
simply by cost but by how pricing, apartment
supply and inventory composition determine
where conventional apartment rents overlap with
affordable housing.

As affordable housing resources become increas-
ingly constrained, understanding those competi-
tive relationships provides additional perspective
for developers, investors and policymakers. Rec-
ognizing that markets facing similar affordabil-
ity challenges can operate within very different
competitive environments serves to strengthen
underwriting, improve capital allocation and sup-
port more informed development decisions.

—Paul Fiorilla, Director of Research,
and Jacob Gonzalez, Senior Analyst, Yardi Matrix

Matrix Affordable Housing National Report | August 2026 | 7



M

Yardi Matrix R

Power your business
with the industry's
leading data provider

AFFORDABLE HOUSING KEY FEATURES

e Dual Market Data Access: Subscribers e Comprehensive Data Coverage: Gain insights
enjoy a comprehensive view with access on supply, actual expenses, revenues, lease
to both affordable and market rate data, trade outs, rent, occupancy, turnover, renewal
including market outlooks and trends rents, capex and more

e Customize Segmentation Options: Access
tailored insights with segmentation options
including LIHTC, non-profit, PHA, senior living
and more

Yardi Matrix Affordable Housing
provides extensive coverage with
detailed data on over 28,000

affordable properties totaling

3.7 million units.

Y YARDI

(800) 866-1144
Learn more at yardimatrix.com/affordable

©2026 Yardi Systems, LLC. All Rights Reserved. Yardi, the Yardilogo, and all Yardi product names are trademarks of Yardi Systems, LLC.


https://www.yardimatrix.com/Contact-Us
https://www.yardimatrix.com/Property-Types/Affordable-Housing

Contacts

Jeff Adler Doug Ressler

Vice President & General Media Contact

Manager of Yardi Matrix Doug.Ressler@Yardi.com
Jeff.Adler@Yardi.com (480) 695-3365

(303) 908-5242
JR Brock

Paul Fiorilla Industry Principal
Director of Research Jr.Brock@Yardi.com
Paul.Fiorilla@Yardi.com (480) 318-0345
(800) 866-1124 x15849

Authors

Jacob Gonzalez
Senior Research Analyst Paul Fiorilla
Jacob.Gonzalez@Yardi.com Director of Research

(800) 866-1124 x31795
Jacob Gonzalez

Senior Research Analyst

Disclaimer

Although every effort is made to ensure the accuracy, timeliness and completeness of the information
provided in this publication, the information is provided "AS IS" and Yardi Matrix does not guarantee, warrant,
represent or undertake that the information provided is correct, accurate, current or complete. Yardi Matrix
is not liable for any loss, claim, or demand arising directly or indirectly from any use or reliance upon the
information contained herein.

Copyright Notice

This document, publication and/or presentation (collectively, "document”) is protected by copyright, trademark
and other intellectual property laws. Use of this document is subject to the terms and conditions of Yardi Sys-
tems, LLC dba Yardi Matrix's Terms of Use (http://www.yardimatrix.com/Terms) or other agreement including,
but not limited to, restrictions on its use, copying, disclosure, distribution and decompilation. No part of this
document may be disclosed or reproduced in any form by any means without the prior written authorization of
Yardi Systems, LLC. This document may contain proprietary information about software and service processes,
algorithms, and data models which is confidential and constitutes trade secrets. This document is intended for
utilization solely in connection with Yardi Matrix publications and for no other purpose.

Yardi®, Yardi Systems, LLC, the Yardi Logo, Yardi Matrix, and the names of Yardi products and services are trade-
marks or registered trademarks of Yardi Systems, LLC in the United States and may be protected as trade-
marks in other countries. All other product, service, or company names mentioned in this document are claimed
as trademarks and trade names by their respective companies.
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