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Abstract: As a core element of China’s housing security system, public rental housing (PRH) has
gradually become an effective means of providing low- and moderately low-income groups with
viable housing options and is regarded as the embodiment of housing justice values under the Chinese
socialist system. Affordability for the groups covered by this system is crucial to its sustainable positive
role. By modifying the housing and transportation affordability index (H&TAI) equation proposed
by the Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) and Center for Transit-Oriented Development
(CTOD), United States, this paper establishes a novel rental and transportation affordability index
(R&TAI), introduces transportation-time-cost and comprehensive-transportation-cost concepts and
obtains transportation-time-cost data through accessibility analysis, which are incorporated into
calculations of comprehensive transportation cost with the ArcGIS spatial analysis software. Based
on the ratio of the combined cost of rental housing and transportation to household residual income
(RI), this paper studies and measures the combined affordability for low- and moderately low-income
residents under the PRH system. The burden of high combined rental and transportation costs not
only greatly reduces residents’ ability to cope but also limits sustainable PRH system development,
exacerbating the gaps between social strata. This study and its conclusions provide a reference for the
Chinese government for reforming the macro-housing system and practically regulating the housing
market while providing residents with options to reduce their comprehensive burden and improve
their quality of life.

Keywords: public rental housing system; transportation time cost; low-income households; renting
and transportation affordability index

1. Introduction

Reform of the Chinese housing security system began around 1998 [1]. The initial system mainly
included systems for a housing provident fund, indemnificatory housing and low-rent housing [2].
As China continues to reform its housing security system, public rental housing (PRH) has become
an increasingly core element. PRH is mainly aimed at low-income groups in cities [3]. To a certain
extent, the PRH system is able to avoid several typical housing issues, including rent seeking, an
unfair distribution of housing resources across indemnificatory housing markets, limitations on
household registration and threshold discrimination in low-rent housing [4]. The system tends to
be regarded as upholding fair housing [5] principles and effectively realizing the goal of providing
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low-income residents with a home [5]. This also promotes the gradual upgrade and transformation of
the Chinese housing consumption pattern from a sales-oriented to a rent-oriented pattern, thereby
reflecting the housing justice values of having a home [6] and of housing intended for living rather
than speculation [7,8] under the Chinese socialist system.

The PRH system will continue to be optimized and play a positive role. Affordability for the
targeted groups is the key to whether the system can sustainably play a positive role. The PRH system
should be directly linked to housing affordability for residents (Lu, W.M. and Yao, W.J., 2011) [9]
because only in this way can housing resources be more equitably and rationally allocated. If the
resident groups targeted by the PRH system cannot afford the provided housing options, this policy
will lose its purpose and ability to be sustainably developed.

The concept of affordability originated from a study of household budgets in the 19th century [10].
In 1857, the German statistician and economist Ernst Engel first used the expenditure-to-income ratio
to study the ability of households to afford housing (Engel proposed that housing expenditure did not
change with income) [11]. Housing affordability means that a household can buy or rent a house at a
certain price that will not put an unreasonable burden on the household [12]. Modern discourse on
housing affordability originated in the 1980s and 1990s [13]. As a result, the governments of the United
Kingdom, the United States and Australia, among other countries, all began to consider housing
affordability as a focus of their housing plans [13–16]. Traditional research on housing affordability
has usually measured the ratio of housing prices to income over a certain period [17–19]. Most
such studies have been performed from the perspective of median-income families [20] acquiring
housing property rights but there have been few studies on the affordability of rental housing. More
recently, scholars have proposed looking beyond median income when investigating the affordability
of housing [21]. However, perhaps due to the small number of low-income groups and the relatively
brief developmental history of the PRH system, there is limited academic research on low-income
groups and PRH affordability. The Chinese researchers Hu and Wang (2012) contributed a useful
study on the affordability of rental housing with regard to low-income groups in Shanghai based on
market prices. Their results led them to conclude that low-income groups in large cities experience
major limitations to their ability to pay due to monetary insolvency. As such, it is difficult to resolve
the housing problem by requiring such groups to rely on themselves to purchase rental properties [22].
One possible solution may be to encourage low-income urban groups to rent under the PRH system,
which is a quasi-public good with a notable welfare character. In practice, the rental prices of PRH
options tend to be far lower than those of similar market-based options. Subsequently, research using
market-based rental housing prices in its base measurement of affordability for low-income groups
may misrepresent their true ability to afford housing.

Ernest Uwayezu and Walter T. de Vries focused on housing availability for low-income urban
residents [23] but they ignored the impact of spatial and regional factors on affordability. As
urbanization accelerates, the low-density development mode of the outwardly growing suburban areas
of cities greatly reduces accessibility for many residents and increases their long-distance commuting
and transportation costs [24,25], thus generating problems of spatial justice [26,27]. Therefore,
only considering housing expenditures could largely misrepresent affordability for residents. Such
assessments should fully reflect the total costs these households must pay to realize their basic housing
needs rather than only consider their housing costs. Otherwise, these assessments could be prone
to distortions. Yang et al. (2013) noted the problem of the transportation accessibility of housing
and researched the accessibility of PRH [28]. However, as their research separated affordability
and accessibility, they were unable to provide a comprehensive conclusion, making it difficult to
assess the impact of transportation costs on comprehensive affordability. In 2006, the Center for
Neighborhood Technology (CNT) and Center for Transit-Oriented Development (CTOD) in the United
States simultaneously proposed the idea of assessing housing affordability by considering both
housing and commuting costs and thereby created the housing and transportation affordability index
(H&TAI) [29]. This index assumes that the total cost of a given housing option includes both its
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direct housing costs and its transportation costs, with the final value being the ratio of the sum of
the housing and commuting costs to household income, calculated as follows: H&TAI = (housing
costs + commuting costs)/household income. This research concept proposed by the CNT and CTOD
offers a more realistic and accurate standard for the measurement of housing affordability and has
been gradually recognized by international scholars [30–34]. In practice, the H&TAI has also been
utilized by city managers, with Chicago even adopting this index as a basis for its City 2040 planning
program [35]. However, the housing costs in the CNT and CTOD formulation are based on the
monthly housing expenditure of median-income families. In 2012, the Center for Housing Policy
and CNT collaborated on a new report [36], gauging the housing and transportation cost burdens
of moderate-income households living in the 25 largest metropolitan areas but ignoring the rental
housing demand of low-income residents. Moreover, only direct monetary costs were considered in
their transportation cost variable, which lacks the consideration of any time-cost factor within the true
transportation costs.

Since the 20th century, following the rise of metropolitan areas and urban agglomerations, Chinese
city managers have increasingly solely focused on expanding and developing urban fringes [2], while
urban development has generally exhibited polycentricity and suburbanization trends. Noting these
features, Chinese scholars have started to reflect on the completeness and rationality of measuring
affordability in terms of housing costs alone and have researched the comprehensive affordability of
housing and transportation costs for residents in certain major Chinese cities, such as Beijing [37] and
Nanjing [38]. By also considering transportation time costs in these studies, researchers have helped
to greatly advance the current understanding of the comprehensive affordability of transportation
and housing in China. However, there also remains within this research a lack of classification and
stratified analysis; thereby, the distinctions of low-income groups, indemnificatory housing and rental
housing affordability are ignored.

Based on the above review of the existing research, this paper believes that there may be two
limitations of traditional affordability research: one is the lack of consideration of low-income residents
and the rental housing system [39]; the other limitation is the lack of consideration of the impact of
location costs, especially transportation costs, on affordability [19]. This paper selects the PRH system
and low-income residents as research objects, seeking to combine these two aspects to conduct in-depth
and innovative housing affordability research. The housing affordability for PRH system-targeted
residents mainly depends on two factors, namely, rental and commuting costs. Similarly to the studies
of Chinese scholars [37,38], also this paper considers comprehensive travel cost and modifies H&TAI
research framework, the rental and transportation affordability index (R&TAI) of PRH is established,
the R&TAI is investigated for low- and moderately low-income groups covered by the PRH system in
Chinese cities and the factors influencing the sustainable development of the system are examined.
In relation to previous research, this study is novel in the following main aspects:

The first novel aspect is the modification of the H&TAI to create the R&TAI, which is then adopted
as the main metric to examine the combined renting and transportation costs. The index’s value is the
ratio of the household’s comprehensive burden of rental housing (namely, direct rental costs combined
with associated transportation costs) to the household’s residual income (RI).

The second novel aspect is the introduction of the concept of comprehensive transportation costs
due to the residential location, which includes direct monetary costs as well as transportation time
costs and the incorporation of these costs into the calculation of the comprehensive burden of rental
housing. With the use of travel questionnaire surveys and traffic network data [40], this paper analyzes
the transportation time costs for microscale transportation communities as its spatial unit.

The third novel aspect involves the application of the R&TAI model to a case study on low- and
moderately low-income urban households covered by the PRH system, thus helping to bridge the
research gap regarding comprehensive affordability for low- and moderately low-income groups and
indemnificatory housing and thereby advancing the completeness of housing affordability research.
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the case study city and
the study area. Among Chinese cities, Nanjing is very representative and suitable for quantitative
and qualitative analysis. The nine administrative districts located in the main urban area of Nanjing
comprise the research scope. In Section 3, we construct the R&TAI model and the calculation method
of each variable is explained, including the rental cost, transportation cost and household RI and
Section 4 presents the results. The combined renting and transportation affordability for low- and
moderately low-income residents within the PRH system is then measured and analyzed according to
the described methods. On the basis of the quantitative research results, we examine the results and
highlight future research directions in Section 5, drawing conclusions in Section 6.

2. Study Area and Data Sources

2.1. Study Area

This paper selects Nanjing as a case city for the quantitative and qualitative study of the combined
renting and transportation affordability of the Chinese PRH system. Among Chinese cities, Nanjing is
very representative, mainly because of the following characteristics:

Nanjing city has high levels of comprehensive strength and urbanization, as well as a large
scale. As the political center of Jiangsu Province and a core city in the Yangtze River Delta Urban
Agglomeration, Nanjing is an open city with high market activities located on the east coast of China.
In the Yangtze River Delta Urban Agglomeration Development Plan [41] issued by the Chinese
government in June 2016, Nanjing was defined as the only mega-city in the Yangtze River Delta Urban
Agglomeration and within the broader eastern China region, it is second only to the mega-city of
Shanghai (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Nanjing, a city in the Yangtze River Delta Urban Agglomeration, China.

Nanjing’s population is highly mobile and regarded as a high-quality group of moderate scale.
Being in a state of natural growth, the permanent resident population of Nanjing reached 8.5 million in
2019 [42]. Due to its high urban comprehensive strength and superior business environment, Nanjing
has become a major site of population inflow within China, along with which the population’s inelastic
demand for housing continues to expand, while viable housing resources, in turn, become scarcer.

Nanjing’s urban space is expanding and transportation costs are increasing. In recent years, with
the continuous adjustment of Nanjing’s administrative divisions and the expansion of its internal
spatial structure around the city, Nanjing, as a mega-city, has exhibited polycentric development
characteristics. This can be clearly observed upon reviewing the development of many of the city’s
outer districts, which now have developed into distinct city centers such as Jiangning, Jianye Hexi,
Xianlin and Pukou Jiangbei New District. As a result, Nanjing represents a clear case of increasing
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distances between residents’ workplaces and homes, while the increasing urban population has,
in turn, aggravated urban traffic congestion and the commuting times and transportation costs for
Nanjing residents.

The scope of this study primarily includes the nine administrative districts located in the main
urban area of Nanjing (Figure 2). Home to 89% of the city’s population, these combined districts cover
approximately 755.6 square kilometers in total, with a high population density and intensive human
activities. These nine administrative districts can generally be grouped into two main categories: those
in the central area south of the Yangtze River, including Gulou, Xuanwu, Qinhuai, Qixia, Yuhuatai,
Jianye and Jiangning districts and the two outer areas located north of the Yangtze River, namely, Luhe
and Pukou districts (Figure 2).

Figure 2. Overview of Nanjing’s administrative divisions and research scope.

2.2. Data Sources and Processing

This study uses data obtained from three primary sets of sources:

(1) Data from the Nanjing Annual Statistical Bulletin of National Economic and Social Development
(hereinafter referred to as the Statistical Bulletin) and the Statistical Yearbook of Nanjing. In the
course of this study, original data such as per capita disposable income and its hierarchical
groupings, per capita household population and consumer expenditures, were all retrieved from
the Statistical Bulletin and Statistical Yearbook.

(2) Data from official statistics and documents issued by the Nanjing Municipal Commission of
Development and Reform, Nanjing Housing Security and Real Estate Bureau and Nanjing
Transportation Bureau. The rental price data for the PRH system were acquired from the Nanjing
Municipal Development and Reform Commission and the Nanjing Real Estate Administration
Bureau, while the basic data for calculating the direct monetary traffic costs were obtained from
the Nanjing Transportation Bureau.

(3) Traffic questionnaire data. The basic data adopted to estimate the transportation time costs in this
paper originate from the Nanjing Residents’ Traffic Travel Survey (hereinafter referred to as the
Traffic Survey) conducted by the Nanjing Traffic Development Annual Report Preparation Group
in October 2019. The survey divided respondents into different urban spaces according to their
transportation community and the questionnaire consisted of four sections: (1) basic household
characteristics, including address, family structure, vehicle ownership, annual household income
and vehicle purchase intention; (2) the personal characteristics of the residents, including gender,
occupation, age and educational background and whether the resident held a transportation
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card and driver’s license; (3) residents’ daily travel survey records, including travel sequences,
departure times, departure addresses and their nature, travel purposes, travel modes, destination
addresses and their nature and arrival time; and (4) opinions and suggestions on urban
transportation. A working day (Wednesday) was chosen to conduct a random household
survey of the residents in the nine districts of the main city of Nanjing. The surveys were
performed on 40 streets selected from the city’s seven centrally located districts, including Gulou
District, Xuanwu District, Qinhuai District, Jianye District, Qixia District, Yuhuatai District and
Jiangning District, while five streets were selected from the two outer areas of Pukou District
and Luhe District, resulting in a total of 45 streets. Valid questionnaire data from a total of 1999
households and 5930 individuals were collected, covering 470 distinct transportation communities
and including 15,389 pieces of valid data. In the course of this research, relevant data on the
residents’ one-day travel survey records were extracted from the Traffic Survey database and
then statistically and spatially analyzed with ArcGIS to process the valid data and calculate the
transportation-time costs.

3. Methods

3.1. Research Framework

Based on the empirical analysis of the combined affordability for the PRH system-targeted groups
(including low-income and lower-middle-income residents and their households) in a representative
case study city, this study investigated the impact of the sustainable development of the PRH system
and reached several important conclusions (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Application of the research concept of combined affordability to the public rental housing
(PRH) system.
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3.2. Constructing the R&TAI

In 2006, the CNT and CTOD proposed assessing housing affordability through the combined
consideration of both direct housing costs and associated commuting costs and thereby constructed
the H&TAI.

H&TAI =
HC + TC

HI.
(1)

Under the H&TAI, HC are the housing costs, which are based on the median value of the monthly
expenditures of a certain group of homeowners, including mortgage payments, property taxes, housing
insurance and property rights fees. TC are the transportation costs. Because only such costs for
commuting purposes are calculated, they are also recorded as the commuting costs, the direct monetary
costs of transport for commuting purposes. Finally, HI is the household income, which is the median
annual income of middle-income households [29].

This paper modifies and optimizes the three variables of the H&TAI as follows:

(1) The rental cost (RC) replaces the H&TAI’s housing costs. As this study’s topic is the comprehensive
affordability of the PRH system, housing costs based on ownership costs are no longer relevant
and they are replaced by the direct RCs of PRH.

(2) TCm+t replaces the H&TAI’s commuting costs. This new formulation includes both the direct
monetary costs (TCm) of commuting and transportation time costs (TCt). The time cost, also
known as the time value, refers to the time spent by individual residents in the process of
transportation, including transport, transfer and wait times. The value of this time is derived
from the existence of the individuals’ corresponding opportunity costs [29].

(3) The household RI replaces the H&TAI’s household income. The RI is the household’s total
residual net income after deducting the minimum nonhousing and living expenses over a certain
period of time. Compared to previous research on the comprehensive affordability of housing
and transportation, this paper adopted the RI of low-income households to measure affordability.
This was conducted for several reasons, including aiming to create a more humane and rational
household consumption model, studying the range of affordable rental options for low-income
households that do not affect their basic living standards and emphasizing not only demand for
more appropriate residential housing but also other basic necessities, including food, clothing,
communication, education and medical care. Therefore, low-income households can also apply
this model to better predict whether a certain housing option’s comprehensive affordability value
may risk leading them into poverty.

Following the abovementioned modifications, the revised R&TAI equation is as follows:

R&TAI =
RC + TCm+t

RI
, (2)

where RC is the rental cost, TCm+t is the comprehensive transportation cost and RI is the household RI.
To compare the changes in affordability before and after the incorporation of transportation costs,

this paper also separately calculates the rental affordability index (RAI) and transportation affordability
index (TAI) of PRH.

The RAI and TAI equations are as follows:

RAI =
RC
RI

(3)

TAI =
TCm+t

RI
. (4)

The associated calculations may be divided into two steps. First, the values of the three
variables RC, TCm+t and RI are calculated, after which the RAI, TAI and R&TAI are determined and
comparatively analyzed.
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3.3. Calculating the Household Residual Income (RI)

Assume that over a certain period of time, a low-income household’s expenditures can be divided
into two categories: housing-related expenditures and other nonhousing, basic-necessity expenditures.
The latter category is assumed to include the following expenditure subtypes: food, clothing, household
equipment supplies and services, healthcare, communications, education, cultural entertainment and
recreation and other goods and services. On the premise that these basic-necessity expenditures should
not be compromised for the sake of the housing-related expenditures, the amount remaining they are
deducted from the original net income over this period represents the maximum amount households
should be able to rationally spend on housing.

As such, the RI of the household can be expressed as

RI = Y −
n∑

k=1

PiXi × ε, (5)

where RI is the household RI of residents; Pi is the market price of category I consumer goods over
the given period; PiXi is a certain type of consumption expenditure (i); Y is the average disposable

income of each household; ε is the number of people in the different households; i = 1, 2, · · · , n
n∑

k=1
PiXi

is the total nonhousing, basic-living expenditure of a household over a certain period of time; and

Y −
n∑

k=1
PiXi reflects the RI of households after their consumption expenditure on nonhousing basic

needs, whose surplus can be applied to cover other expenditure needs.
According to the residents’ consumption preferences and trends, this part of the RI could result

in increases in one type or several types of consumption by a certain proportion. However, it is
assumed here that households first consider using this part of their RI for comprehensive expenditure
on rental housing.

3.4. Comprehensive Transportation Costs (TCm+t)

In this paper, the comprehensive transportation costs only consider the commuting costs, rather
than other transportation-related needs and preferences. These commuting costs are calculated on the
basis of 22 working days per month. The equation is as follows:

TCm+t = TCm + TCt, (6)

where TCm are the transportation monetary costs and TCt are the transportation time costs.
The calculation of the transportation monetary costs involves two travel modes for commuting to

work: public transportation and private vehicles. According to the empirical method, the costs for
commuting by public transportation can be calculated according to the median public-transportation
costs in a given city. The costs of commuting with private vehicles include the vehicle purchase,
insurance, fuel and parking costs.

To calculate the transportation-time costs, valid data related to travel for commuting purposes
were retrieved from the residents’ one-day travel survey records and the associated transportation
communities were adopted as spatial units. With the use of the ArcGIS spatial analysis software,
accessibility evaluation was performed for the average travel time for these transportation communities
and the transportation-time costs could thus be calculated.

It should be noted that private vehicle travel and public transportation (including urban rail
transit) are the main travel modes for residents with regard to the calculation of the transportation-time
costs, while the time costs associated with the walking and cycling transportation modes are included
in the wait time costs, for comparison between the different transportation modes.

Following these calculations, the time costs were converted into an estimated monetary equivalent.
The World Bank’s recommended time-cost coefficients for such calculations are 1.33 for business and
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work trips, 0.15 for school trips and 0.3 for other nonwork trips [43]. As such, the transportation-time
costs in this study were calculated according to a time-cost coefficient of 1.33, as expressed in the
following equation:

TCt = TM× 1.33×HW, (7)

where TCt is the monetary cost equivalent of the transportation time cost; TM is the total transportation
time, namely, the total commuting time; and HW is the commuter’s hourly wage.

3.5. Setting Evaluation Criteria

Current research on affordability usually relies on the ratio of housing expenditures to total
income. Based on historical, institutional and social values, among other factors, most researchers
have assumed 25% or 30% as the standard of what should be considered affordable [16] under such
formulations. Scholars have also adopted 50% as the basis to judge whether a family experiences
a serious housing-expenditure burden [44]. As another point of reference, to control financial risks,
both domestic and foreign banks often apply the standard whereby a monthly loan amount should
not exceed 50% of an individual’s monthly income as the basis for whether to issue loans [18]. In the
study of the CNT and CTOD, 50% was also adopted as the corresponding evaluation standard for
affordability [29].

In this paper, as part of considering both the nonhousing, basic-needs expenditures and housing
expenditure needs of low-income households, the RI involved in the affordability calculation has
already excluded the nonhousing, basic-needs expenditures, so it is assumed that all of the RI may be
used toward housing expenditures. Therefore, the evaluation standard for comprehensive affordability
in this paper is naturally distinct from the traditional standard described above. As such, R&TAI = 1 is
adopted as the standard to evaluate whether a housing burden is unbearable. When R&TAI = 1, this
implies that the household spends 100% of its RI on rental housing and comprehensive transportation
costs, indicating that the overall burden has already reached a critical level. Selecting the above as the
evaluation standard’s primary threshold, the evaluation is further divided into five levels (Table 1).
The larger the R&TAI proportion, the higher the overall burden on the household and, correspondingly,
the lower the comprehensive affordability. Conversely, the smaller the R&TAI proportion, the lower the
overall burden on the household and the higher the comprehensive affordability. When a household
spends more than 100% of its RI on rental housing and total transportation costs (i.e., R&TAI > 1),
there are two likely possibilities. One is that the household is put under pressure and must decrease its
nonhousing, basic-needs expenditures in order to continue to cover the rental housing costs, resulting
in an increasingly smaller share of the living costs relative to the overall expenditure. The other
possibility is that the household increases its household debt burden in order to continue to cover both
its rental housing costs and its normal level of nonhousing, basic-needs expenditures. Both possibilities
suggest that the overall burden on the household is excessive and may lead it into poverty.

Table 1. Evaluation criteria for the rental and transportation affordability index (R&TAI).

R&TAI Below 0.2 0.2–0.4 0.4–0.6 0.6–1 Higher than 1

Burden Status No burden Light burden Medium
burden

Heavy but
bearable burden Unbearable

The individual evaluation of the RAI and TAI is also conducted according to the five levels
mentioned above.
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4. Results

4.1. RI of the Target Groups under the PRH System in Nanjing

The Nanjing Statistics Bureau considers per capita disposable income as an indicator
and divides households into five levels: low-income, lower-middle-income, middle-income,
upper-middle-income and high-income households. According to these, this paper selected low-income
and lower-middle-income households as its quantitative research subjects and their relevant data were
prepared, including the number of households, average number of people per household, per capita
disposable income and basic household consumption. With the use of these data, the two groups’
nonhousing, basic expenditures and RI were calculated (Table 2).

Table 2. Residual income (RI), of the low-income and lower-middle-income households in Nanjing.

Items Low Income (CNY) Lower-Middle Income (CNY)

Average population per household (person) 2.82 2.79
Per capita disposable income 29,732 43,193

Per capita basic expenditures (housing
expenditure excluded) 24,126 26,126

Per capita residual income 5606 17,076
RI per household 15,808.92 47,616.93

4.2. RC and the Rental Affordability Index (RAI) of PRH in Nanjing

According to the stipulations of the Management Measures of Public Rental Housing in Nanjing
and the Implementation Rules of the Parallel Operation of Public Rental Housing and Low-Rent
Housing in Nanjing, PRH, which is funded (raised) and operated by the government, should be 40–60
square meters and priced by the government based on market rent levels at an appropriate level lower
than that of ordinary commercial housing units in the same location and of the same type. In Nanjing,
the government-approved monthly rent for government-funded PRH is 16 yuan per square meter [45].
According to this standard, the RC of a 40–60-square-meter PRH would be CNY 640–960 per month or
CNY 7680–11,520 per year.

From the perspective of housing affordability, the low-income households in Nanjing can afford
40–60-square-meter PRH at an RAI between 0.48 and 0.72, while the corresponding affordability index
for the lower-middle-income households is between 0.16 and 0.24. This implies that before including
any transportation costs, 60-square-meter PRH may be easy to afford and the RI of these households
would still exhibit a considerable surplus on average.

4.3. TCm+t and Transportation Affordability Index (TAI) of the Low-Income and Lower-Middle-Income
Households in Nanjing

4.3.1. Monetary Cost of Transportation (TCm)

TCm is divided into two travel modes: public transportation and private vehicles.
TCm of public transportation: According to the current local regulations implemented since 30

March 2019, Nanjing’s median cost of public transportation is CNY 5 per person per one-way trip and
1.87 persons are employed per household (according to the official data of the Statistical Yearbook
of Nanjing). As such, the TCm of public transportation for commuting purposes per household is
approximately CNY 411.4 per month.

TCm of private vehicles: This research focuses on low-income and lower-middle-income
households, by which it is assumed that for any vehicle purchase, an economical car would be
selected (this is also confirmed by the Nanjing Traffic Trip Survey data). The current purchase price for
a representative vehicle is approximately CNY 100,000 (the price of an economical car in the Chinese
market). Additionally, the annual insurance premium is estimated at CNY 4000–5000 and the fuel
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consumption per hundred kilometers is 8 L. Generally, Nanjing employers provide parking options
to their employees and the parking fees start at approximately CNY 900–1000 per year, much lower
than the market price. Based on these data, the TCm of private vehicle commuting in Nanjing is
approximately CNY 1362 per month per person and CNY 2547 per month per household.

In summary, the annual household TCm values for the public transportation and private vehicle
commuting modes are CNY 4936 and 30,564, respectively.

4.3.2. Transportation Time Cost (TCt)

The data for the 282 transportation communities with valid data were obtained from the Traffic
Survey as the source objects and their accessibility for the two travel modes of public transportation
and private vehicles was calculated. Using the Grid Data Statistics function in ArcGIS, the average
time from each source object to all other transportation communities was determined, producing 564
datasets. The results reveal that the average one-day commuting time for Nanjing residents is 48 min
via public transportation and 45 min via private vehicles (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Nanjing residents’ one-day commuting time with public transportation (left) and private
vehicles (right).

As the time cost of waiting and transferring under the public transport mode was not considered in
the accessibility analysis, to more reasonably calculate the actual commuting time costs for residents, a 5
min wait and transfer time was considered in the calculation when converting the public transportation
time cost into its monetary equivalent. As such, the average commuting time of residents with public
transportation is 53 min and the average commuting time with private vehicles remains 45 min.

Based on the per capita disposable income of the low-income and lower-middle-income residents
in Nanjing in 2019, the transportation time cost was estimated as its monetary equivalent. Informing
this calculation were the per capita hourly wages of the low-income and lower-middle-income residents,
which were CNY 14.07 and 20.45, respectively (according to the official data of the Statistical Yearbook
of Nanjing, 1.87 persons were employed per household in Nanjing in 2019). The resulting annual TCt

values for the four different groups of households in terms of income and travel mode—low-income
households using public transportation, low-income households using private vehicles, middle-income
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households using public transportation and middle-income households using private vehicles—are
CNY 4363, 3705, 6343 and 5385, respectively.

4.3.3. TCm+t and Transportation Affordability Index (TAI)

According to the two control variables, income (low-income and lower-middle-income households)
and travel mode (public transportation or private vehicles), four sets of index data on TCm+t and the
traffic affordability index were obtained (Table 3).

Table 3. Transport affordability index (TAI) of PRH in Nanjing.

Household
Classification Travel Mode TCt

(CNY)
TCm

(CNY)
TCm+t
(CNY) TAI

Low-income
Households

Public
Transportation 4363 4936 9299 0.59

Private Vehicles 3705 30,564 34,269 2.16

Lower-Middle-income
Households

Public
Transportation 6343 4936 10,979 0.42

Private Vehicles 5385 30,564 35,949 0.75

Regarding low-income households, if they choose to commute by public transportation, the annual
comprehensive transportation burden is approximately CNY 9299, exceeding the average estimated
PRH rental house burden of CNY 7680. If they instead choose to commute by private vehicles, the
annual transportation cost is approximately CNY 34,269. Notably, compared to the average household
RI of CNY 15,808, the transportation burden for private vehicles alone would be unbearable.

For the lower-middle-income households, the TAI is 0.42, which is below 0.5 and 0.75 and the
commuting choice of either public transportation or private vehicles appears affordable in relation to
the estimated average RI of these households.

4.4. R&TAI of the PRH System-Targeted Groups in Nanjing

According to the classification of the low-income and lower-middle-income households, the
assumed 40–60-square-meter PRH options and the possibility of commuting by either public
transportation or private vehicles, the affordability indices under the eight possible scenarios can be
calculated and compared (Table 4).

Table 4. R&TAI of the PRH system in Nanjing under the eight scenarios.

Income Classification Travel Mode RI
(CNY)

RC + TCm+t
(CNY) R&TAI

Low-income households

Public
transportation

15,808.92

16,979
(40 m2 + public transportation) 1.07

20,819
(60 m2 + public transportation) 1.32

Private vehicles
41,949 (40 m2 + private vehicles) 2.65

45,789 (60 m2 + public vehicles) 2.89

Lower-middle-
income households

Public
transportation

47,616.93

18,659
(40 m2 + public transportation) 0.39

22,499
(60 m2 + public transportation) 0.47

Private vehicles
43,629 (40 m2 + private vehicles) 0.91

47,469 (60 m2 + public vehicles) 0.47

By including the transportation cost data, the final combined affordability results indicate important
findings. Most notably, the data indicate that if a typical low-income Nanjing household chooses the
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40-square-meter PRH option, its R&TAI under the public transportation-based commuting scenario is
1.07, which already slightly exceeds the previously defined unbearable standard of unaffordability.
If the same household either chooses the 60-square-meter PRH option or commutes with private
vehicles, its R&TAI is either 1.32 or 2.65, respectively, indicating that the household would obviously
be overburdened. In other words, a low-income household, at best, could most likely only bear the
scenario involving the 40-square-meter PRH option and commuting by public transportation; it clearly
could not afford the 60-square-meter PRH option or commuting with private vehicles.

By contrast, the situation of typical lower-middle-income households appears to be much better.
If they choose the 60 square-meter PRH option and rely on public transportation, the R&TAI is only
0.47, indicating that the burden is not very heavy. The same households could also choose to commute
by private vehicles and likely experience a certain degree of financial pressure but with an R&TAI of
0.99, the burden would probably remain bearable. However, these households would be left without
any surplus income.

5. Discussion and Limitations

If only rental housing expenditures are considered, the study’s results reveal that the rental
pricing of the PRH system set by Chinese city managers appears to be reasonable, implying that
the cost of renting itself is not the main factor influencing the sustainable development of the PRH
system. The Nanjing case study herein demonstrates that after excluding basic living expenses, the
RI of low-income households is CNY 15,808 and that of lower-middle-income households is CNY
47,616. Without considering the transportation costs of the residents’ commutes to work, the RC of
the lower-income households in Nanjing is between CNY 7680 and 11,520 and the RAI is between
0.16 and 0.72, so a typical household should easily be able to afford the 60-square-meter PRH option.
As the calculated average number of residents per household in Nanjing was 2.83 in 2019, the per
capita housing area is approximately 21 square meters. This meets the well-off living standard set by
the Chinese government and the data indicate that the RI of these households would still result in
a surplus.

While we focused on the combined affordability for the low-income groups, placing more emphasis
on their associated transportation costs, the results of this study reveal that the combined cost burdens
on the low-income households are very high, with the average R&TAI ranging from 1.07 to 2.89 and
these households could probably only afford the 40-square-meter PRH option, even while relying
on public transportation for all their commuting needs. This indicates that when considering the
city’s spatial layout and transportation costs, the living quality of a typical low-income household in
Nanjing exhibits a downward trend. In this case, the per capita housing area would be approximately
14 square meters and such a household would find it difficult to maintain any RI surplus with which
to expand their consumption beyond basic needs. Choosing the 60-square-meter PRH option or the
private vehicle commuting mode would lead to household poverty. Rising transportation costs have
reduced affordability for the low-income residents and households. From this perspective, the PRH
policy has not truly alleviated the comprehensive burden on low-income households.

From the point of view of spatial layout optimization, improving accessibility could help to
greatly reduce the transportation costs. Therefore, when formulating policies related to PRH and other
indemnificatory housing systems, the government should not only pay attention to pricing but also
pay more attention to spatial layout optimization and improving the accessibility of transportation
around such housing systems. On the one hand, it is recommended that the government establish a
master construction plan when executing new indemnificatory housing projects that includes planning
the construction of supporting infrastructure nearby and selecting areas with high transportation
accessibility, to avoid or gradually reduce the emergence of areas with a high comprehensive burden
due to associated transportation costs. On the other hand, according to the comparative results for
the housing and transportation burdens, the Transportation Bureau and related departments could
also adjust and optimize the current construction planning for urban transportation infrastructure to
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improve its accessibility for the outer areas of large cities or increase mixed living and working areas to
enhance the comprehensive affordability for residents and households.

From the perspective of the residents’ housing choices, it is strongly suggested that when designing
housing plans, households should improve their consumption and risk awareness and reasonably
consider their renting and house purchasing options, as well as their spatial locations. With the
continuous progress of urbanization, different Chinese cities have adopted polycentric or single-center
development models to expand their urban space and enhance the population-bearing capacity of
their urban areas. Regarding urban commuters, both direct monetary costs and transportation time
costs are increasing. As such, when formulating housing plans, residents will often need to consider
trade-offs between their housing costs (purchase or rental prices) and transportation costs, especially
those of low- and middle-income households, as they possess more-limited total disposable income. It
is also necessary to comprehensively consider factors such as the actual needs and expectations of
families, changes in household income levels, the spatial distribution of the different housing types and
comprehensive burdens with the different commuting modes. Only through such a comprehensive
approach can families choose the most appropriate housing plan, best reduce their comprehensive
burden and improve their quality of life.

This paper attempted to develop a research model and examine new methods by applying the
study of comprehensive affordability to the Chinese PRH system and selected a representative city for
a meaningful empirical study. The research has been fruitful. However, certain limitations remain
in the current research. First, this study only focuses on low-income residents and does not consider
all types of residents. Second, the methods and models in this study could be further extended to
all types of cities. In the future, our research team will continue this line of study in at least three
aspects. First, in terms of the research depth, the study subjects should be expanded to include more
types. Research on comprehensive affordability for low-income and lower-middle-income resident
households in Nanjing should be extended to different types of urban residents and households,
such as newly employed university graduates, rural migrant workers and start-up entrepreneurs, to
analyze their different social stratification characteristics and examine their respective comprehensive
affordability conditions. University graduates and start-up entrepreneurs are sources of innovation
and vitality in a city and migrant workers are an important source of labor in cities. They remain in a
state of financial hardship for a certain period of time when beginning to work, starting a business
or just arriving in a city. In China, they are referred to as the social sandwich layer. Research on
affordability for this urban sandwich class could provide a more detailed basis for city managers to
develop rational housing security policies, satisfy the needs of residents in different social strata and
provide appropriate indemnificatory housing options to all people experiencing various economic
difficulties. This may be the key to effectively enhancing a city’s attraction of talent and promoting the
sustainable development of the economy and society. Housing affordability is a major factor for the
mobility of talent [46–48]. This will probably be the most important direction for future research in this
field. Second, in terms of the breadth of the study, we should continue to expand the number and type
of sample cities. Beijing, Shanghai, Guangzhou, Shenzhen and other megacities should be included
in the scope of the survey, as should medium-sized cities such as Yangzhou, Hefei and Zhengzhou.
Influencing factors at deeper levels may be uncovered through the comparison of the different types of
cities. Third, we also aim to continuously track the changes in the combined R&TAI of the low-income
households in a city for many years to monitor the effectiveness of the PRH system and other policies
to reform the affordable housing system. These studies are challenging, interesting and expected to be
further strengthened in the future.

6. Conclusions

With the deepening reform of the Chinese housing security system and progress of urbanization,
certain problems and deficiencies in the implementation of indemnificatory and low-rent housing
policies have become increasingly visible, such as rent seeking, the unfair distribution of housing
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resources, limitations on household registration and threshold discrimination. To help resolve these
problems, since 2010, certain cities across China have begun to reform the PRH system. In 2012, the
Chinese government promulgated the Measures for the Management of Public Rental Housing, which
attempted to integrate indemnificatory housing, low-rent housing and PRH systems into a unified
PRH management framework. Reform was gradually enacted throughout China via the three types of
affordable-housing-merger-policy program. As such, renting, rather than selling, via the PRH system
has become the core element of the Chinese housing security system.

And in practice, the management of PRH has been faced with a series of problems [49]. What is
the affordability for residents under the PRH system? To what extent does the PRH system alleviate
household residential stress and what problems does the PRH system encounter in the process of
implementation that may prevent it from sustainably playing a positive role? This paper aimed to
address these questions through quantitative and empirical research and the research concept of
combined affordability was applied to the PRH system.

The placement of lower-cost housing in areas located far from job centers, remote suburbs or
new towns may not represent a truly affordable housing solution. With the deepening reform of
housing and land systems and the continued expansion of the urban space, due to the phenomenon
of paid land use and land rent, housing (especially indemnificatory housing) in many cities across
China—especially megacities such as Beijing, Shanghai, Nanjing and Guangzhou—continues to be
planned and constructed along the urban fringes. Hence, people move to the suburbs. The general
public facilities in these areas are not ideal and the costs of transportation to most central workplaces
are relatively high. In fact, the trend of the suburbanization of the housing supply exerts the greatest
impact on the low-income class in a city, who are the most profoundly affected by the consequent
increase in costs. The lower the affordability for a low-income household, the more likely it is to choose
low-cost housing, which is often accompanied by increased commuting distances and transportation
costs. In many cases, low- and moderately low-income groups choose lower-cost housing but their
resulting transportation costs may be much higher, even exceeding their housing costs, which results
in a high financial burden. The continuous expansion of modern cities and distance between residents’
workplaces and homes, the unreasonable spatial layout of indemnificatory housing and the resulting
increase in associated transportation costs not only greatly impacts comprehensive housing affordability
for urban low-income groups but also impacts the sustainable development of the PRH system itself;
the spatial layout and transportation factors of the PRH and other indemnificatory housing systems
will become the main factors influencing the ability of these systems to play a sustainable, positive role.

Furthermore, our results also demonstrate that only providing living spaces to low-income groups
(such as PRH) does not reduce or eliminate the differences between the various social strata. According
to our study, public transportation is vital for low-income groups due to their limited family surplus
income; they heavily depend on it and have no other choices. Therefore, their transportation costs
account for a large or even dominant proportion of their comprehensive expenses, thus aggravating the
comprehensive burden on these groups; these families are left without any surplus income and either
decrease their consumption of essentials or accrue debt. Hence, the social strata of these groups and
their descendants become gradually solidified, which is obviously not conducive to the sustainable
development of society. City managers should consider these factors when formulating urban
development policies, promoting the fair use of urban space elements, balancing the indemnificatory
housing supply [27] and ensuring true affordability [50].

Author Contributions: H.W. conducted the primary work of conceptualization, research design, methodology,
literature review, research data collection and formal analysis and wrote the original manuscript; G.Z. mainly
contributed to the methodology and project administration; W.C. assisted in the literature review, design for data
collection, formal analysis and chart generation. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by a project of the National Social Science Foundation of China, that is,
Theoretical Construction and Empirical Research of Urban Residential Justice in the New Era in China, under
project number 18BZZ080.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 8771 16 of 18

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Xiao, L.; Qiu, Q.; Gao, L. Chinese Housing Reform and Social Sustainability: Evidence from Post-Reform
Home Ownership. Sustainability 2016, 8, 1053. [CrossRef]

2. Guo, Y.K. Research on Urban Housing Security System in China. Master’s Thesis, Southwest University of
Finance and Economics, Chendu, China, 2006.

3. Zou, J.S. Pricing Mechanism of Public Rental Housing: A Case Study of Beijing. J. Cent. Univ. Financ. Econ.
2017, 5, 118–128.

4. Hu, J.Y. Research on Optimal Development Path of Public Rental Housing in China. J. Shanghai Jiaotong Univ.
2020, 28, 57–70.

5. Chen, Y.M. Housing Equity and Government Responsibility. Ph.D. Thesis, Wuhan University of Science and
Technology, Wuhan, China, 2019.

6. Chen, Y.Q. Housing Development: Let All People Live. Employ. Secur. 2019, 20, 8–9.
7. Li, K.Q. Government Service Report. 2020. Available online: http://www.gov.cn/zhuanti/2020lhzfgzbg

(accessed on 22 May 2020).
8. Chen, T. Persisting in Housing Speculation and Effectively Guiding Market Expectations. Economic Information

Daily, 23 June 2020. [CrossRef]
9. Lu, W.M.; Yao, W.J. A Comparative Study on Rent pricing Mechanism of Public Rental Housing between

China and Foreign Countries. Urban Issues 2011, 5, 5–9.
10. Hulchanski, D. The Concept of Housing Affordability: Six Contemporary Uses of the Housing Expenditure

-to-Income Ratio. Hous. Stud. 1995, 10, 471–491. [CrossRef]
11. Ho, M.H.; Chiu, R.L. Impact of Accessibility on Housing Expenditure and Affordability in Hong Kong’s

Private Rental Sector. J. Hous. Built Environ. 2002, 17, 363–383. [CrossRef]
12. Robinson, M.; Scobie, G.M.; Hallinan, B. Affordability of Housing: Concepts, Measurement and Evidence.

NZ Treas. Work. Pap. 2006, 1, 1–46.
13. Anacker, K.B. Introduction: Housing Aaffordability and Affordable Housing. Int. J. Hous. Policy 2019, 19,

1–16.
14. Linneman, P.; Megbolugbe, I.F. Housing Affordability: Myth or Reality? Urban Stud. 1992, 29, 369–392.

[CrossRef]
15. Stone, M.E. A Housing Affordability Standard for the UK. Hous. Stud. 2006, 21, 453–476. [CrossRef]
16. Yates, J. Australia’s Housing Affordability Crisis. Aust. Econ. Rev. 2008, 6, 200–214.
17. Wu, G. A Study on the Housing Affordability of Urban Residents-based on the Empirical Data of 10 cities in

China from 2000 to 2008. Urban Dev. Res. 2009, 9, 20–25.
18. Chen, J.; Hao, Q.J.; Zheng, L.Y. Dynamic Price-to-Income ratio-a New Way toJudge the Housing Affordability

of Chinese Residents. China Real Estate 2008, 1, 25–28.
19. Saberi, M.; Wu, H.; Amoh-Gyimah, R.; Smith, J.F.; Arunachalam, D. Measuring housing and transportation

affordability: A case study of Melbourne. Australia. J. Transp. Geogr. 2017, 65, 134–146. [CrossRef]
20. National Association of Realtors, NAR. Housing Affordability Index Methodology. 2015-03-31. NAR Put

Forward the Concept and Method of Housing Affordability Index (Housing Affordability Index, HAI), Which
Is Used to Investigate the Affordability of Households with Median Income in the Housing Market through
Mortgage Loans. Available online: http://www.realtor.org/topics/housing-affordability-index/methodology
(accessed on 22 May 2020).

21. Gan, Q.; Hill, R.J. Measuring Housing Affordability: Looking Beyond the Median. J. Hous. Econ. 2009, 18,
115–125. [CrossRef]

22. Hu, X.L.; Wang, X.Z. A Study on the Affordability of Sandwich Group Renting in Big Cities. Soc. Sci. 2012,
10, 63–65.

23. Uwayezu, E.; De Vries, W.T. Access to Affordable Houses for the Low-Income Urban Dwellers in Kigali:
Analysis Based on Sale Prices. Land 2020, 9, 85. [CrossRef]

24. Anderson, W.P.; Kanaroglou, P.S.; Miller, E.J. Urban form, Energy and the Environment: A Review of Issues,
Evidence and Policy. Urban Stud. 1996, 33, 7–35. [CrossRef]

25. Horner, M.W. Extensions to the Concept of Excess Commuting. Environ. Plan. 2002, 34, 543–566. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su8101053
http://www.gov.cn/zhuanti/2020lhzfgzbg
http://dx.doi.org/10.28419/n.cnki.njjck.2020.002794
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02673039508720833
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1021153911692
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00420989220080491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02673030600708886
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jtrangeo.2017.10.007
http://www.realtor.org/topics/housing-affordability-index/methodology
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jhe.2009.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/land9030085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00420989650012095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/a34126


Sustainability 2020, 12, 8771 17 of 18

26. Yin, S.; Ma, Z.; Song, W.; Liu, C. Spatial Justice of a Chinese Metropolis: A Perspective on Housing
Price-to-Income Ratios in Nanjing, China. Sustainability 2019, 11, 1808. [CrossRef]

27. Liu, C.; Song, W. Perspectives of Socio-Spatial Differentiation from Soaring Housing Prices: A Case Study in
Nanjing, China. Sustainability 2019, 11, 2627. [CrossRef]

28. Yang, Z.; Zhang, W. A study on the affordability and accessibility of public rental housing: A case study of
Beijing. Urban Dev. Res. 2013, 10, 69–74.

29. CNT. H+T Index Methods. Available online: http://htaindex.cnt.org/about/ (accessed on 31 March 2020).
30. Hall, T. Urban Geography, 3rd ed.; Routledge Contemporary Human Geography: New York, NY, USA, 2006;

pp. 241–252.
31. Kellett, J.; Morrissey, J.; Karuppannan, S. The Impact of Location on Housing Affordability. In Proceedings of

the 6th Australasian Housing Researchers’ Conference, Adelaide, South Australia, 8–10 February 2012.
32. Mulliner, E.; Smallbone, K.; Maliene, V. An assessment of sustainable housing affordability using a multiple

criteria decision making method. Omega 2013, 41, 270–279. [CrossRef]
33. Isalou, A.A.; Litman, T.; Shahmoradi, B. Testing the Housing and Transportation Affordability Index in a

Developing World Context: A Sustainability Comparison of Central and Suburban Districts in Qom, Iran.
Transp. Policy 2014, 33, 33–39. [CrossRef]

34. Chung, R.Y.; Chung, G.K.K.; Gordon, D.; Mak, J.K.-L.; Zhang, L.-F.; Chan, D.; Lai, F.T.T.; Wong, H.; Wong, S.Y.-S.
Housing Affordability Effects on Physical and Mental Health: Household Survey in a Population with the
World’s Greatest Housing Affordability Stress. J. Epidemiol. Community Health 2019, 74, 164–172. [CrossRef]

35. CNT. Driving: A Hard Bargain. Available online: http://htaindex.cnt.org/ (accessed on 31 August 2020).
36. Center for Housing Policy, CNT. Losing Ground: The Struggle of Moderate-Income Households to Afford the Rising

Costs of Housing and Transportation; Center for Neighborhood Technology(CNT): Washington, DC, USA, 2012.
37. Zheng, S.Q.; Liu, K.J. Design and Application of Comprehensive Affordability Index of Housing and

Transportation-A case study of Beijing. Urban Dev. Res. 2011, 2, 54–61.
38. Wan, B.L.; Zhai, G.F. Study on the Spatial Characteristics of Housing and Transportation Affordability. Econ.

Geogr. 2016, 2, 87–94.
39. Schwartz, A. Future Prospects for Public Housing in the United States: Lessons from the Rental Assistance

Demonstration Program. Hous. Policy Debate 2017, 27, 789–806. [CrossRef]
40. Qi, Y. Planning Support System and Urban Public Transport; Nanjing University Press: Nanjing, China, 2010;

pp. 89–97.
41. National Development and Reform Commission: “Urban Agglomeration Development Planning of the

Yangtze River Delta”. Available online: https://www.ndrc.gov.cn/xxgk/zcfb/tz/201606/t20160603_963084.htm
(accessed on 19 May 2020).

42. Nanjing Statistics Bureau Nanjing Annual Statistical Bulletin of National Economic and Social Development.
2019. Available online: http://tjj.nanjing.gov.cn/njstjj/202004/t20200407_1828581.html (accessed on 19 May
2020).

43. Qi, T.Y.; Liu, D.M.; Liu, Y. A Study on the Travel Time Cost of Residents in Beijing. Highw. Traffic Sci. Technol.
2008, 06, 144–146.

44. Bogdon, A.S.; Can, A. Indicators of local housing affordability: Comparative and Spatial Approaches. Real
Estate Econ. 1997, 25, 43–80. [CrossRef]

45. Nanjing Municipal Commission of Development and Reform and Nanjing Housing. Security and Real Estate
Bureau. Notice on the Standard Rent of Public Rental Housing. It Is Determined That the Standard Rent of
Public Rental Housing of Dingjiazhuang Phase II is 16 Yuan/Month·m 2. The Market Rent of the Same Type
of Ordinary Commercial Housing around the Public Rental Housing is 26 to 31 Yuan/Month·m 2. Available
online: http://fgw.nanjing.gov.cn/njsfzhggwyh/201908/t20190809_1621984.html (accessed on 19 May 2020).

46. Gan, X.L.; Zuo, J.; Wen, T.; She, Y.J. Exploring the Adequacy of Massive Constructed Public Housing in
China. Sustainability 2019, 11, 1949. [CrossRef]

47. Cui, C.; Geertman, S.; Hooimeijer, P. The Mediating Effects of Parental and Peer Pressure on the Migration
Intentions of University Graduates in Nanjing. Habitat Int. 2016, 57, 100–109. [CrossRef]

48. Jin, D.Y.; Cui, B.S.; Pu, J.Y.; Zhao, R.S.; Yin, Y.H. A Study on the Enactment of Planning and Management
Guidelines of ‘Shared Public Support Private Rental Housing’ for the Young People. J. Korean Hous. Assoc.
2020, 6, 33–47.

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11061808
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11092627
http://htaindex.cnt.org/about/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.omega.2012.05.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2014.02.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/jech-2019-212286
http://htaindex.cnt.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2017.1287113
https://www.ndrc.gov.cn/xxgk/zcfb/tz/201606/t20160603_963084.htm
http://tjj.nanjing.gov.cn/njstjj/202004/t20200407_1828581.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1540-6229.00707
http://fgw.nanjing.gov.cn/njsfzhggwyh/201908/t20190809_1621984.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11071949
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2016.05.010


Sustainability 2020, 12, 8771 18 of 18

49. Luo, D.; van der Heijden, H.; Boelhouwer, P.J. Policy Design and Implementation of a New Public Rental
Housing Management Scheme in China: A Step Forward or an Uncertain Fate? Sustainability 2020, 12, 6090.
[CrossRef]

50. Hamidi, S.; Jahan, J.; Moazzeni, S. Does Location Matter? Performance Analysis of the Affordable Housing
Programs with Respect to Transportation Affordability in Dallas Fort Worth (DFW) Metropolis. Transp. Res.
Rec. 2018, 2672, 194–205. [CrossRef]

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional
affiliations.

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12156090
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0361198118790838
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Study Area and Data Sources 
	Study Area 
	Data Sources and Processing 

	Methods 
	Research Framework 
	Constructing the R&TAI 
	Calculating the Household Residual Income (RI) 
	Comprehensive Transportation Costs (TCm+t) 
	Setting Evaluation Criteria 

	Results 
	RI of the Target Groups under the PRH System in Nanjing 
	RC and the Rental Affordability Index (RAI) of PRH in Nanjing 
	TCm+t and Transportation Affordability Index (TAI) of the Low-Income and Lower-Middle-Income Households in Nanjing 
	Monetary Cost of Transportation (TCm) 
	Transportation Time Cost (TCt) 
	TCm+t and Transportation Affordability Index (TAI) 

	R&TAI of the PRH System-Targeted Groups in Nanjing 

	Discussion and Limitations 
	Conclusions 
	References

