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Forsword

As a publlc servlce to esslst 1ocal houslng activltles through
clearer understandlng of Ioca1 housing narket corrdltlons, FllA
lnlt1ated publlcatlon of lts conprehenslve houslng market analyses
carly ln 1965. Whlle each report ls deslgned speclflcally for
FllA use ln adnlnistering its nortgage lnsurence operatlons, lt
fu expected that the factual lnformation and the flndings ard
concluslons of these reports wlIL be generally useful also to
bullders, mortgagees, and others concerned rrith locaI houslng
problens and to others having an lnterest in local eeononlc con-
dltions ard trends.

Slnce market enelysls ls not an exact sctenee, the Judgmentalfactor lc lnportent ln the developnent of flrdlngs and conclusions.
fhere utll be dlfferences of oplrdon, of course, 1n the lnter-
pretation of avallable factual tnforrnatlon ln determlnlng the
absorptLve capaclty of the narket ard the rcqulrenents for ualn-
tenance of a reasonable balance ln denard-supply relatlonshlps.

Ttre factual frarnenork for each analysis ls developed as thoroughly
as posslble on the basls of lnformetlon available from both local
and natlonal sources. Unless speciflcally ldentlflod by source
reference, al1 estinates and Judgrrents in the analysls are those
of the authoring analyst and the FHA Harket Analysls and Research
Sectl.on.
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ANALYSIS OE THE
DENVER. COLORADO HOUSING MARKET

AS OF MARCH 1. L967
(A supplement to the June 1, 1965 analysis)

Su4qary and Conclusions

Substantial employment gains have occurred in the Denver Housing
Market Area (HMA) in recent years. Preliminary data indicate an
average of 388,200 wage and salary workers employed in 1966, up
15,2O0 (four percent) over the 1965 level. Wage and salary em-
ployment had increased by 5,400 (two percent) from 1964 to 1965.
Differences in the two periods result, in part, from the establish-
ment of a new employer (the area's third largest) in the Boulder
area whlch resulted in the employment of over 41000 persons in the
past 1| years. During the next two years, nonagricultural wage
and salary employment is expected to increase by 11r0O0 jobs a
year.

Unemployment in the Denver HMA averaged 15,2O0 persons in 1966,
equal t.o 3.3 percent of the civilian work force, the lowest level
since 1960.

As of March 1967, the median annual income of all families in the
area, after deduction of Federal income taxes, was $7r750; the
median annual after-tax income of renter households of two persons
or more was $5,850. By March L969, the median after-tax incomes
are expected to rise to $7r875 and $61125, respectively.

The population of the HMA as of March 1, L961 was about 11180,0OO
persons, a gain which averaged 461850 a year since June 1,1965.
By March 1, 1969, total population is expected to reach 1.'24L,OOO,
a gain of 30,5OO a year during the twc-year period.

There were an estimated 364110O households in the HMA on March 1,
1967, representing an average increase of 13r700 annually since
June 1965. An estimated gain of 9,3OO households a year is fore-
cast for the next two years.

There were 3881500 hcusing units in the Denver HMA in March L96-/,
an increase of 171600 since June 1, L965. Unlike most other major
metropolitan areas, building permit authorizations for private
housing units in the Denver area were about six percent higher
in 1966 than during the previous year. Since L964, single-family
houses authorized have accounted for slightly over two-thirds of
all privately-financed units authorized. About 750 single-family
houses and 212O0 multifamily units were under construction in the
HMA on March 1, L967.
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Vacancies in the Denver HMA total about 4,1OO units available
for sale and 1O,450 available for rent. Both the current sales
vacancy ratio of 1.7 percent and the rental vacancy ratio of
7.3 percent are below the ratios of 1.8 percent and 12.O percent
in June 1955.

Demand for new housing units in the Denver HMA during the March
1967-l4arch 1969 forecast period is estimated at 8,650units a
year, including 5,650 single-family units and 3,OOO multifamily
units at rents achievable with market-interest-rate financing,
includtng 150 units of condominium or cooperative sales units.
Based on the experience of units built in Ehe area for occupancy
by families of moderate income, it appears that the market for
new units of this type is quite limited. The consideration of
aCdiEional projects in the lower rent ranges should be contingent
on superior location and design of the units and on careful evalua-
tion of the probable demand from displacees and other eligible
households. The annual demand totals exclude low-renE public hous-
ing and rent-supplement aecommodations.

Annual demand for new single-family units by price class and sub-
market area is expected to approximate the pattern indicated on
page 22. Annual demand for new multifamily units in each of the
counties in the Denver area is summarized on page 21 and disEri-
buted by rental range and unit size for each county on page 23.



ANALYSIS OF THE

DEI$/ER COLORADO HOUSING MARKET

AS OF MARCH I, 1967
(A supplemcnL Lo Lhe Junc l, 1965 anal ysl s)

Housiqg MarkcL Art'a

The Denver, ColoradorHousing Market Area (HMA) is dcfined as the Denver
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) whjch js delineated by the
U.S. Bureau of the Budgert as consisLing of Denvcr City and County and
the counties of Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, and Je:fft'rson. However, vast
areas in Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, and Jefferson Countles are sparsely
populated; in t96O, about 86 percent of the population of the HMA re-
sided in less than 13 percent of the HMA land area (31665 square miles),
primarily in the Denver Urbanized Area. Denver City and County are co-
extensive. As the largest city 1n the state and the capital of Colorado,
Denver is the focal point of economic, cultural, educatrlonal, and social
activity in the HMA. The Denver-Boulder Turnpike is the principal link
connecting Boulder County with the HMA, making Boulder City easily ac-
cessible to Denver City (a 3O-minute drive by automobile).

The HMA had a population of around 929,4OO in 1960, equal to about 53
percent of the populati,on of the state of Colorado. The city and county
of Denver contained 493r9OO persons in 196O, about 53 percent of the HMA

total. Aurora City, with a 1960 population of 48,55O in both Adams
(19,45O) and Arapahoe Counties (29rlOO), is the second largest clty in
the HMA and is contiguous to Denver on the east. Englewood, located ad-
jacent to Denver on the south, contained a population of nearly 33r4OO
persons in 196O. Boulder Cityr the principal community in Boulder County,
had a 1960 population of some 3'7r7OO persons. Arvada, with 19r25O resi-
dents in I960, is Lhe largest incorporated area in Jefferson County and
is located immediately northwest of the city of Denver (see map on page
3).

Inasmuch as the rural farm population of the HMA comprised only l. I per-
cent of the total population in I960, all demographic and housing data
used in this report refer to the total of farm and nonfarm data.

All means of transportation are available in the HMA and the facilities
are adequate. A network of federal, state, and local highways and roads
traverse the Denver HMA, including lnLerstate Routes 25, 8OS, and 70.
Airline service is excellent. A $21 million expansion program vr'as com-
pleted in 1966 at Stapleton International Airport which ranked seventh
in the United States in Ehe volume of commercial air traffic handled
during L966. Denver is served by six railroads that offer passengers
a total of 20 arrivals and departures daily; freight service also is
provided by these railroads.
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The city of Denver is situated on a high, tairly level pieclmont (5,2go
feet above sea level) bisected by the Plat-te'River. The rcore area,'of
downt.own Denver is about fifteen miles east of the foothills of the
Rocky Mountains. Development is restricted on the easL by large tracts
of publicly-owned iand, i.€., the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, stapleton Air
Field, Lowry Air Force Base, and the Lowry Bombing Range. wlth iand
within the city becoming more scarce, the peripheral areas surrounding
the southern half of the city of Denver are favored for development.
The western periphery of the urban area is now beginning to encroach
upon the foothills of the Rocky Mountains, limiting future development
to the west.
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Ilconclrny of Lhcr Arera

Charactt,r ancl Rr-ccnL Hi s L()rv

The De'nvr.r ar('a is characL('rizr:d by a divcrsific'd cconomic sLrucLure;
enrplr-r1,nrc:nL in nonmanufacLuri ng inclusLrit's acc()tlnLr'd for 82 pcrct'nL of
the nonagricultr-r raI wagc'and salary crnployrrrcnL in 1966. Denvcr is thrr
tradr. and q1)nrmt rc jal ccnLt'r for Lhe Rocky MounLaj n rc:gi()n, as we ll as
tht'capital rrf Colorado. As in Lher pasL, cn,ploynte:nt in Lhe n()nmanu-

facIr,rring inclustrir.s is crlncr:nLraLccl in trade,8()v()rnfitonL, and services

Work Force

Pre l iminary daLa cttmpi lc.d by thc Colorado Deparlrnent of EnrploynrenL in-
clicate Lhat the, LoLal civj lian work force of thc' Denver: HMA avt:ragrrd
approximateiy 459rOOO pc.rsons jn 1966, 13r4OO (three percent) above Lhe

1965 average and l6,lOO (four percent) higher than the average in 1964.

Trend of Civilian Work Force Conrponents
Denver, CoIorado, Housing Market Area

AnnuaI Averages, 1964-L966
(in Ehousands)

1964 1965

+!2-2 445.6Civillan work force

Unemployed
Percent of work force

Labor-management di. sPutes

Emp 1 oyed
Agricul tural emPloYment
Nonagricul tural employment

Wage and salary
Otherb/

a/

16.2
3.1%

t5.8
3.57.

o.I

429.7
5.5

424.2
373.O

51.2

t96@/

459.O

15.2
3 .37"

o.2

443.5
5.1

431.6
388. 2

49.4

o.l

426.6
6.O

420.6
367.6

53.O

Note: Totals may not add because of rounding.

b/
Pre 1 imi nary.
Includes the self-employed, domestics, and unpaid

Source s

family workers.

U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and
Colorado Department of Employment.
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Emp I ovment

!urlgr!_-Erlimalg. Total nonagricultural emplr>ytncnt in the Dcnver IIMA

averaged 437 r600 persons in 1966, incIuding 3iJ8r2OO wagt: and salary
employees and l+9,4OO self-ernployed pr,rsons, do.ncstics, and unpaid family
workers.

Becent Trend. Substantial employment gains havt: occurrcd in thr: Denver
area since 1965. Avc'rage 1966 wage and salary ernploynrent is up L5,2OO
(four percent) over the 1965 Ievel. This rcrprcsents a substantial in-
crease over the gain from L964 to 1965 when 5,4OO wage and salary jobs
were added, a gain of two percent.

In 1966, ltl percent of the wage anC salary employrnent \,nas concentrated
in manufacturing ind:stries. Although Inanufacturing employmcnL declined
b.,- 1r9OO f rom 1964 to 1965 ( see table I), this loss was of f set in the
succeeding year by a gain of 5r8OO jobs.

Changes in manufacturing employrnent have been generated by ernploy,n3nt
changes in durable goods industries, primarily in the ordnance and ac-
cessories and the nonelectrical machinery industries. Employment in
ordnance has declined by 416O0 since 1964, the only industry to exper-
ience a net loss in the Denver area in recent years. In contrast, the
average nrmber of nonelectrical machinery workers has been nearly dcubled
over the L964- 1966 period. The employment trend in the ordnance and
accessories industry parallels the expiration of a major defense con-
tract. Virtually all of the employment growth in the nonelectrical
machinery inCustry resulted from the establishrnent of facilities in
1965 which resulted in an additional 4,ODO jobs in the area. Other
durable goods industries showing significant gains were electrical
machinery (9OO) and transportation equip:nent (5OO).

About 75 percent of the net addition of 2,5O1 jobs in nondurable goods
industries from 1964 to 1966 occurred between 1965 and 1966. All non-
durable goods industries contributed to the gain over the two-year
period. Textiles, appare[, and Ieather proCrcts gained IrLOO workers,
food and kindred products industries gained 60C, and printing, pub-
lishing, and allied in,lustries added 5OO workers. Employment growth
in each of these three industries resulted, in great part, from the
gains of major firms in the respective industrv groups, specifically
the alcoholic beverages, the luggage, anC the newspaper industries.

Over 80 percent of the 1964-1966 increase in wage and salary employ-
ment occurred in nonmanufacturing industries, which increased by 7,3C,J
between 1964 and 1965 and by 9,4OO in the following year. Althcugh all
nonmanufacturing industries showed gains, 87 percent of the gro"rth be-
tween 1964 and 1966 was in trade (6rOO0), governnent (4r5O0), and in
services and miscellaneous industries (4r1OO). Employment gains at the

U.,S. DePartrnent o? Housmg aoa

Urban DeveloPment
,or t R Branch
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sEate and local levels comprised the bulk (78 percent) of the employment
growth in government, a reflection of the expanding city and state ad-
ministrat ions.

Princ ipal Empl oyrnent Sourcqq

In January 1967, there were ten manufacturinq firms in the Denver area
which employed over 1,OO0 persons each. The four largest are described
be I ow.

The Mart in-Marietta Corporation engaged in thc production of Titan
missile conponents, is the Iargest single source of manufacturing em-
ployment in Denver. The January 1967 employment level at Martin is
down from the January 1964 level as a result of the completion of a
large defense contract. The employrnent level at Martin is reported
to have been stabilized and some technicians have been recalled. At
the present time, there are no firm prospective contracts for Martin
which will increase employment significantty. The National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA) recently awarded Martin a $1.6 million
contract for work in the meteoroid penetration detector development
program. Working in competition with other companies, Martin will de-
sign, manufacture, and test units to be flown ln space to collec.t
meteoroid information on the hazards to spacecraft. After reviewing
the studies of the various firms, NASA officials will then select a
prime contractor to conduct future meteoroid experiments.

Tbe_QalgS_Bubber Co4pany employs several thousand workers, principally
in the production of tires and rubber goods. Employment at Gates
Rubber has been relatively stable in rece:rt years. Future ernployment
is expected to increase at this firm in accordance with its latest ex-
pansion progran, although the number of new jobs to be added has not
been determined as yet. Approximately $7.5 million has been allocated
for new equipment and various research projects and $25 rnillion is
slated for the expansion program which will include a new plant on a
4OO-acre site south of Denver.

InternationaI Business Machines. Incorporated. opened a new facility
in Boulder in the early part of 1966 and employment has increased
rapidly. Initially, this facility was to employ a total of 2,0O0
wcrkers; however, the program was expanded and the employment level
is substantially higher.

The Sampsonite Corporation is the fourth largest source of manufacturing
employment in the Denver area. Expansion at Sampsonite has resulted in
a 62 percent increase in employment since January 1964.
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MiI r EaI lations

Although military activities are not a dominaEing factor in the Den-
ver area, they consEiEut,e an imporEanE segment of the economic base
of the area. In December 1966, the three major military installations
in t,he HMA had a total complemenE of about 13,OOO military personnel
and over 61875 civilians. The installations are Lowry AFB, the home of
the Air Force Account.ing and Finance Center, the Army FiEzsimons General
Hospital,and the Army Rocky Mountain Arsenal.

Lowry AFB is the largest of the three military installations in the
area (see table II).' In December 1956, over IO,75O uniformed military
personnel were assigned to t,he base (83 percent of the total military
in the HMA) and 41825 civilians were employed (7O percent of all civil-
ians in the employ of the military). Ninety-seven percent (Ior45o) of
the military were assigned directly to the base commandr the remainder
(3oo) were assigned t.o the t,enant AccounEing and Finance center. Most
(61 percent, or 2r95o persons) of the civilians employed on the base
worked at the Accounting and Finance cent,er. rn the past year (L965-
L966), military strength totals have increased subsEantialLy at Lowry,
principally in response to Ehe transfer of technical training facilities
from Armarillo AFB, Texas.

Only the Rocky Mountain Arsenal experienced a Loss of military person-
nel in the pasE year. The civilian and military strength levels in-
creased at the oEher installations. At present, there are no known
plans which wi[1 alter strength levels significantly at any of the in-
stal lations.

Wtrile the number of civilians employed at Fitzsimons General Hospital
has increased by nearly 40 percent (410) since December t964 Ln response
to the increasing number of wounded veterans reLurning from Vietnam, this
level reportedly has been stabilized to meet the current needs of the
facility. However, should the routing of wounded be alt,eredr and should
the number assigned Eo Fltzsimons for recuperation be substant,ially in-
creased, it is very likeIy rhat the civilian staff wilL be expanded to
accommodate the increased number of patient.s.

Unemplovment.

An average of 15,200 persons were unemployed during L966, equal to 3.3
percent of the civilian work force. The relatively low unemployment
of recent years and steadily increasing civilian work force, despite
the sharp cutback in ordnance and accessories in L965, attest to the
stability of the economic base of the Denver metropolit.an area.
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Future Employment

The general ouElook is for continued growth and expansion of nonagri-
cultural wage and salary employment aE a rate of about 11,0O0 jobs a

year during the next two years. The employment forecast assumes a
relatively stable leveI of employment in the ordnance and accessories
industry and Ehe nonelectric machinery industry. Shorltd the ordnance
industry be awarded exceptionally large contracts, as \^,as the case
several yearS ago, the employrnent forecast may be underestimated.

Most of the employment gain is expected to occur in nonmanufacturing
industries, particularly those industries which serve a regional func-
tion: trade, government, finance, and transPortation. Services will
continue to grow rapidly, stim'Jlated by recent increases in military
personnel and the increasing number of tourists. With the disposition
of large Eracts of land cleared by urban renewal, commercial and in-
dustrial building in Denver undoubtedly will stimulate the construc-
tion industry. The 1evel of residential building activity, which was

adversely affected by the mortgage market in 1966, should provide ad-
ditional construction jobs over the forecast period.

A11 segments of manufacturing are expected to show moderate employment
gains over the next 24 months, barring unexpected increases of major
magnitudes, at individual defense-oriented plants. Inasmuch as the
cutbacks in the ordnance inCustry have been co;npleted, the industry
should show a :ret gain by the end of 1969. Employment in nondurable
goods industries is expected to continue increasing.

Income

Manufacturing Earnings. Hours and earnings data for manufacturing
pioduction workers in Denver, the State of Colorado, and the United
States show that average weekly earnings in the Denver HMA are greater
than for either the State of Colorado or the United States. The higher
wages paid to manufacturing production workers in the Denver area are
indicated in the following table.

Aver Weekly Earnings and Hours Worked

in Ma ac turin Indus trie 196C^-1966

Denver HMA Co lorado United States

Year Earninss Hours Earninqs Hours Earnines Hours

1964
1965
Lg66al

$ 113
LL-7

127

40.8
41. O

41.5

$ 112
116
1I8

4t.o
4L.2
47.2

$103
I08
l.t2

rc.7
4t.2
41.3

al PreliminarY.

Source: U.S. DePartment of Labor'
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FamilV Income. The current median annual income, after deduction of
federal income taxes, of alL families in the Denver HMA as of March
1967, is estimated at $7,55O; the median income of renter households
of twc or more persons is estimated at $5,850 a year. By L969, median
annual after-tax incomes are expected to rise to $7,875 for al1 fami-
lies and $6,125 for renter househclds.

Table III presents the disEribution of all families and renter house-
holds of two or more persons by income class and submarket area for
1967 and 1969, Sixteen percent of a1l families and 27 percent of
renter households have current annual incomes of less than $4,OOO;
seven percent and three percent, respectively: eBrD annual incomes
in excess of $tO,OOO.

Median incomes in the five-county HMA are presenEed by county in the
following Eable. The annual median incomes of all families and renter
households are lowest in Boulder County where, until recently (1965),
the University of ColoraCo provided the largest single source of econ-
omic support. The establlshment of an IBM facility in Boulder in 1965
has provided an impetus to the growing median income of Boulder County
residents, although the effect is not yet readily apparent. The median
income of renter households in Boulder County is weighted downward by
the incluslon of the generally lower incomes of rrstudent familiesrr.
If it were possible to exclude the income of students and their families,
the annual median income of renter households would be somewhat higher
in Boulder County. Annual median incomes in Jefferson County are high,
a situat.ion generaEed by the high wages paid to the many Eechnicians
and workers employed at the Martin-MarieEta planE in thls county. Em-

ploymenE losses at Martin in recent years have not, as yet, had any
apparenE effect on annual median incomes in this area although the
loss has no doubt served to slow the rate of growth of the annual median
income in Jefferson CounEy.

Estima Median Annual Familv Income, bv Area
AfEer Ded tion of Federal Income Tax
Denver Colorado, HMA. 1967 and 1969

Renter householdsg/
Area

HMA EoTAI
Denver CountY
Adams County
Arapahoe County
Boulder CountY
Jefferson CountY

A11 families
1957 1969 t967 r969

$7 ,550
7,375
7,375
9,175
7 ,150
9,350

$7,875
7 r750
7 ,725
8,550
7 ,525
g,8oo

$5,85O
5,80O
5 r725
5,350
5r575
5,5O0

$6,t25
6, loo
6,OOO
6,650
5,850
6 1825

al Excludes one-person renter households.

Source: Estimated by Housing Market Analyst.
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Demosraphic Factors

Population

Housing Market Area. The March 1, 1961 population of the Denver HMA is
."tr*at"d ai trtSO'OOO, an increase of 46r85O (4.3 percent) persons a

year since June l, 1965, the date of the last market study. Between 1960

and 1965, employment i.ncreased each year at a rapidly declini.ng rate.
Since 1964, the rate of gain has been sharply upward; annual population
gains have increased accordingly. Population trends in the Denver HMA

and iLs major geographic constituents are shown jn the following table.

Population Trends
Denver Co lorado HMA

r960- r969

Denver HMA

Denver County
Adams County
Arapahoe County
Boulder County
Jefferson County

April 1,
i 960

929.383

493,887
12o,296
Lt3,426

7 4,254
127,52o

June l,
t965

March I,
1961

March i,
t969

560,OOO
l72 r-7OO
1 6t ,0oo
l2IrOOO
226,3OO

l,098,OOO l,i80,oOO l,241.OOO

5O5,2OO
l62,too
t48,3OO
91,5OO

I 90,9OO

545,2OO
[67,3OO
I 51,OOO
I08,3OO
2O8,20O

persons resided
The population

since the last

Sources: 1960 Census of Population.
Lg65, Lg67, and 1969 estimated by Housing Market AnalysE

Denver Countv. About 46 percent (545,2OO) of the March 1967 population of
th" IlI,lA .."ides in Denver County, which has increased at an excePtionally
fast rate since the last analysis in response to annexations from suburban
terrl'tory. Annexations to Denver from Arapahoe and Jefferson Counties have

had the effect of artificially raising the population growth rate in Denver

County and lowering the growth rate in the other two Counties. The June

1965-March Lg61 gain of 40TOOO persons in Denver County represents an annual
average increase of 22r85O persons (4.5 percent) a year'

Adams Countv. As of March l, L967, an estimated 1671300
in Adams County, equal to 14 percent of the HMA total '
in Adams County represents an increase of three percent
analysis, an average annual addition of 2r975 persons'
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Arapahoe County. The estimated March
County is l5lrOOO persons, 13 percent 

'

tion in Arapahoe County has increased
(one percent) a year since June 1965.
Arapahoe County since June 1965 is, of
annexation to Denver.

1, t967 population of AraPahoe
of the area total. The PoPula-
by an average of about lr55O persons
The decline in Population growth in
course, the result of territorial

Borltder !eLrn!f_. Approximately nine percent (loa,3oo persons) of the
1967 population of Che HMA resided in Boulder counLy. The popu lation in
Boulder County has increased at an average rate of over ten percent an-
nually (91600 persons a year) since June l, 1965. In the past, the
growth of Boulder County paralleled the rapidly expanding University of
Colorado. More recently, however, IBM has contrlbuted substantially to
the population gain in Boulder County. The stability afforded by a uni-
versity oriented city and the establishment of the HMA's second largest
source of employment in Boulder County have provided the necessary ele-
ments for rapid growth in the county. Thus, charactetized by a semi-
autonomous economy, Boulder County is affected little by changes in the
remainder of the Denver HMA.

Jefferson County. The rate of population growth in Jefferson County has

slowed considerably since the lay-offs at Martin-Marietta which is Io-
cated in this county. Just over 9r875 persons (five percent) have been

added annually in Jefferson County since June 1965. The population in
Jefferson County grew much more rapidly during the early 1960's.

Estimated Future Population. By March L, 1969, the population of the
Denver HMA is exPected to to tal 1,241,OOO persons, a gain of 3O,5OO per-
sons (three percent) annuallY from the current level. The projected aver-
age annual PoPulation growth is somewhat lower than the average gain of
39,OOO a year since June 1965. The population forecast is predlcated on

continued expansion of the eco nomy of the Denver area resulting in a

gain of approximatelY 11,OOO no nagricultural jobs each year fot the next
two years. The probability for moderate and steady economic expansion
over the forecast Period has increased in the Denver area now that the
employment levels at Martin-Marietta and IBM have been stablized. The
population gains forecast for the component counties are expected to
paraltet the trends of the past three years; Boulder county is the only
county expected to show an increased rate of population growth. Popu-

latlon forecasts for the individual counties presented in the table on

page 11 are subject to changes resulting from future annexations, par-
ticularly for Denver, Arapahoe, and Jefferson counties.
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Househo lds

Housing Market Area. There were about 364rlOO households (occupied dwel-
ling units) in the Denver HMA as of March l, L967, representing an an-
nual gain of l3r7OO (4.O percent) from June L965, the date of the last
analysis. Househoid growth trends have paralleled population gains,
increasing less rapidly during the early 1960-1965 period and aL an
increasing rate slnce. Household trends in the Denver HMA and its
major components are shown below.

Household Trends
Denver, Colorado, HMA

I 960- r 969

Apri I I
r 960

June I ,
r 965

March I
r967

March I
L969Area

Denver HMA

Denver County
Adams County
Arapahoe County
Boulder County
Jefferson County

286,482

1 65, 535
30 ,7 37
31,2O8
22,229
36 ,77 3

L72,2OO
42,goo
42,IOO
27 ,4OO
55,5O0

I 85, OOO

44 rloo
41,8OO
32,5OO
60,7OO

i 90,5oo
45, 5OO

44,600
36, OOO

66, IOO

340 100 364. loo 382,7OO

Source s l96O Census of Population.
1961 and 1969 estimated by Housing Market Analyst

Denver County.
of Denver as of
1965. Annexatio
Denver.

Adams County. As of March l, 1967, there were 44r1OO households in
Adams County, representing an average gain of only 690 a Year since June
1965. The rate of increase in the number of households in Adams County
has been reduced substantially in recent years.

There were 1 85,OOO households in the city and county
March 1, 196'7, an increase of 616-75 a year since June
ns were the primary reasons for household growth in

{
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Arapahoe County. The nunrber of occrrpicd dwtr Iling unj Ls in Arapahoe
County toLaled about 4l ,UOO as of March l, 1961 . 'l'hr: apparent decl jne
since June 1965 is due Lo a rrrallocation of huilcling permiLs issued by
Aurora, Iocated in both Arapahoe County and Adams Counly. Since buil"d-
ing permits are basic in Lhe populaLion and houst'holds ersLimation pro-
cedure, the' June 1965 est jmates I^/ere ()verstated for Arapahoe County and
understated for Adams County.

Boulder County. As of March I , L96'7, Boulder CounLy contai ned approxi -
f. 2r9OO households amately 32r5OO households, represenling an jncrc'asc o

year since June 1965.

Jefferson County. There were 6O.7OO households in .lefferson Count.y as
of March 1967, an annual gain of about 2,975 since.Iune 1965. In addition
to annexations to Denver from Jefferson County, available dat.a indicaLe
a reduction in the rate of household growth since the reduction of em-
pioymenE at Ehe Martin-Marietta Plant in Jefferson County.

Household Size Trends. As shown in the followin g table, the average
household size in the HMA has not changed appreciably since 196o, aI-
Ehough there have been cha.nges within the HMA which reflect variations
in the rate of growth, in the Eypes of new households added, and the
surge in apartment construction. No significant change in household
size is expecEed during the next two years.

Averaqe Number of Persons Per Household
Denver. Coloradoo HMA, f960-1969

Area

HMA total
Denver Count.y
Adams County
Arapahoe County
Boulder County
Jefferson CounEy

Apri I 1

I 960

3. l5
2.90
3. 88
3. s5
3. 09
3. 39

June L,
I 965

3.t4
2.83
3.7 5
3.46
3.t4
3. 39

March 1,
t967

3. 15
2.85
3.7 6
3 ,54
3. 09
3. 38

March I,
1969

3.r5
2,84
3,76
3 .54
3. ro
3. 38

Sources: l950 Census of PoPulation.
1965, 1967, and 1969 estimated by Housing Market Analyst'

Future Household Growth. Based on Ehe anticipated increment in popula-
rtunities and on the assumption thattion in response to nel^7 job oPPo

the average size of all households will remain unchanged over the next
two years, it is expected that by March 1, 1969 there will be a total of
382r1OO households in the HMA, indicating an average annual increase of
9,3OO households. The projected annual increment is substantiall-y below
the 1965-1967 average galn of 13r7OO annually.

Ea8. DslE'fEEt' of f,tsw^'lurg an*
t!'&"ttt' 

* *'-'- :-:tci&
$W"f *' '.: '1-'.-- *'c€: Bf*lt'h
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Housine Market Eactors

Housing Supply

Current Estimate and Past Trend. As of March 1, 1961, there werc approxi-
mately 388r5OO housing units in Ehe Dcnver HMA, an annual gain of abouL
IO,O5O units since June 1965. HaIf (195,2OO units) of the currenL inven-
tory is located in the city of Denver, 17 pcrcenL (65r8OO units) is in
Jefferson County, 12 perccn[ (46r5OO units) is jn Adams Counly, just under
12 percenL (441600 units) is located in Arapahoc County, and the remaining
nine percent (36r4OO units) is in Boulder County (see table IV).

Residential Building Activity

The Bureau of the Census records virtually all residential building activ-
ity in the Denver HMA.1/ Untike most other major metropolitan areas, build-
ing permit authorizations for private housing units in the Denver FMA were
about six percent (47O) higher in 1966 than during the previous yea'r. Only
Denver and Boulder Counties showed an increase in the level of private
housing unit authorizations in the past two years; however, much of the
recent construction activity in Denver County results from building in
areas recently annexed to Denver. Nevertheless, Denver County accounLed
for 40 percent of the residential building activity in the HMA since 196/+,
followed in importance by Jefferson and Boulder Counties which accounted
for 22 percent and I9 percent, respectively.

Since L964, single-family houses authorized have accounted for slightly
over t$/o-thirds of all privately-financed units authorized. Despite the
employment decline at the Martin-Marietta Company, Jefferson County re-
mains a prime area for single-family construction, accounting for 3O per-
cent of alI single-family houses authorized since 1964; Denver and Boulder
Counties each accounted for around 23 percent. As in the past, multifamily
construction has been concentrated in Denver County, which accounted for
three-fourths of rhe multifamily units authorized since L964. No other
county in the HMA accounted for as much as 13 percent of the multifamily
to taI .

Units Under Construction Based upon the number of units recently author-
ized by building permits and upon the postal vacancy survey conducted in
late February, it is estimated that there were about 2r95O housing units
under construction in the Denver HMA as of March l, 1967 , including 75O
single-family units and 2,2OO multifamily units. Included in the number
of.multifamily units under construction were approximately 150 condominium
units. Sixty percent of the single-famiLy units were under construction
in Denver and Jefferson Counties and 9O percent of the multifamily units

Bullding permits cover all of the incorporated and unincorporated
land area in Denver, Adams, and Jefferson Counties. In Arapahoe and
Boulder Counties, permits cover areas in which between 97.O and 99.9
percent of the 196O population Iived.

TI
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were under c()llst t ttcl iott in [)t'nvt'r. 'l'he, single-fami 1y houses under con-
struction in Dt'nvt'l' w('r-(' i n those areas recenEly annexed t,o Denver, si nce
IittIe Iancl is availablt'for residenLial development in the core area.
Some land has becn utaclc available recenLly for single-famiIy development
in Denver as a resutt,,f Lrrban renewal activity in the city, although
none of the uniLs havt' been started as yet. All of the condominjum units
are under construction within Denver.

Tenure of ()ccupancy

Current Estimate As of March l, 1967, just under 64 percent (232,OOO)
of the occupied housing inventory in the HMA was owner-occupied and 36
percent (l32rIoo units) was renter-occupied (see tablerv). There has
been only a slight shift from renter-occupancy to or^/ner-occupancy since
June I965, because a Iarge number of apartment units have been occupied
since that time.

Anrc'rnB Lh(' c<rnrprr66'11 1 t'rrrrr-rLics, Adams and Bouldctr Countios showed cr,nt.inrrr <l

increases in ()wl1('i -()( ('llpancy; Ehesc areas are predominantly hclnreownc,r
areas. Although Arapahoe and Jefferson Count.ies are still areas of home-
ownership (72 percent and 75 percent, respectively, as of March I, 196l),
these two counties have shown a shifE toward renter-occupancy in recent
years because of the large number of multifamily units that have been
constructed and occupied in these suburban counties.

Vacancy

Postal Vacancy Survgy. A postal vacancy survey was conducted during the
February l4-March 3, 1967 period by the Denver post office and 19 other
participating post offices (see tableVTII). the survey was conducted on
the basis of a sample of letter carrier routes selected from post office
listings and covered approximately 61 percent of the total possible de-
liveries to resjdences and 89 percent of possible deliveries to apart-
menEs in the delivery areas of the post offices participating in the
survey.

0n the basis of full coverage the survey represents about 3481600 total
possible del.iveries, or about 90 percent of the t.ot.al inventory. of the
estimated 348r600 units, an estimated 13r350 units, 3.8 percent, were
vacant. Vacancies in residences numbered 71625, 2.7. percent of the
total residences surveyed, and apartment vacancies totaled 51725, 9.4
percent of the apartments surveyed.
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An earlier postal vacancy survey (March 1965) was made by the same post
offices Ehat conducted the t967 survey. That survey enumerated 334r7OO

residential units, of which 18ro5o (5.4 percent) were vacant' The vacan-
cies included nearly lOrO25 residences, a vacancy ratio of 3.6 percent, and

over 8rO25 vacant aParEments, a vacancy rate of 13.6 percent. At the time
of the previous postal vacancy Survey, some 1r275 residences and 1r985
apartment units were under construction. The latest survey counted 960

residences and 2,O50 apartments under construction.

A comparison of the two surveys indicates that the over-al1 vacancy ratio
ccclined from 5.4 percent in Yarch 1965 to 3.8 percent i'n L961. The va-

cancy ratio anonE! residential units surveyed declined from 3.6 percent in
1965 to 2.7 percent in :,]96-1, and Ehe apartment vacancy ratio dectined from

13.6 percent to 9.4 Percent.

The over-aI1 vacancy ratio ceclined in alI of the comPonenf- counties be-

tween the two surveys. The over-al1 vacancy ratio declined slightly in
Denver from 5.6 percent in 1965 tc 5.2 percent in 1967, while the vacancy

ratios in Adans and Arapahoe Counties declined from 5.4 percent and 5.5
percent, respectively, to 3.5 percent in each county. Between the two

Lrrruy., the over-all vacancy ratio in Boulder County decreased sharply
from 3.4 percent to 2.3 percent, while the vacancy ratio in Jefferson
County dropped from 5.3 percent to 3.O percent.

It is important to note that the postal vacancy survey data are not en-

tirely comparable with the data published by the Bureau of the census be-

cause of differences in definitions ) atea delineations, and methods of
enumeration. The census reports units and vacancies by tenure, whereas

the postal vacancy survey reports units and vacancies by type of struc-
ture. The Post Office Department defines a I'residence" as a unit repre-
senting one stop for one delivery of mall (one mailbox). These are princi -

palty singte-family homes, but include row houses, some duplexes, and

structures with additional units created by conversion. An rrapartmentl is
a unit on a stop where more than one delivery of mail is possible' Postal

surveys omit vacancies in limited areas served by post office boxes and

tend to omit vacancies ln subdivisions under construction' Although the

postal vacancy survey has obvious limitations, when used in conjuncEion

with other vacancy indicators, the survey Serves a valuable function in
the derivation of estimates of loca1 market conditions.

0ther Vacancy Data. vacancy data for rental properties in Denver main-

tained by the Denver Board of Realtors show a sieaay'decrine in the rencai

vacancy iatio from 9.7 percent in March 1965 to 9.O p':rcent in March 1966

and Eo 6.6 p::rcent in January L967, Aside f rom t,he reducEion in the level
of mult.ifamily consEruction in recent years, it is likely that the im-

proved vacancy situation among these units was abett.ed by curtailed mort-

lage funds in Denver in 1ate 1965 and throughout 1966 which served to
p,r"tpor,. home purchases and prolong renter househoId status for some

ia*ities. The sample used by the Denver Board of Realtors in arriving
at the above,r."ar"y ratios includes only professionally-managed units
and varies between 6,8OO Eo 7,85O units for Ehe dates cited'
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A prominenL rental management fjrm in the Denver area reports that, for
over 3r8OO units currenLly under management, the vacancy ratio in February
1967 was 5.0 percent for the Denver area, down from 5.7 percent in Novem-
ber 1966 and 8.6 percenE in February of one year ago. Some of the uniEs
managed by this firm also were included in the preceding daEa from the
Denver Board of Realtors.

A rental vacancy survey conducted by
covered a total of over 3rOOO rental
high-rise structures only) in Denver
gregated just over 21O units, or 7.0
Three-fourths of the units canvassed

a private economic consulting firm
units (furnished and unfurnished in
in January L966. Vacant units ag-
percent of all units reporting.
had been completed since 1960.

In a continuing survey of the absorption of units in rental projects
containing more Ehan eleven units which have been completed since I960,
FTIA personnel enumerated a total of nearly 7 1625 units in November 1966
in the Denver area) of which 5.1 percent were reported to be vacant.
Most of the units were located within Denver.

FHA Rental Vacancies As indicated by the rental housing occupancy sur-
vey conducted by the FTIA in March of each year, vacancies in projects
insured by the pHA have been declining since L965; from 14.7 percenr in
1965 the ratio dropped to 9.5 percent in March 1967.

There are 15 housing projects for the elderly in the Denver HMA. Thereare almost 1,55o units in these projects; in March of this year only 6owere vacant, a vacancy ratio of 3.g percent. However, 11 0f the 15projects had fewer than two vacancies each; the remaining four projectsaccount for virtually all of the vacancies.

current Estimate. 0n the basis of the postal vacancy survey and other
vacancy data, and on personal observation in the HMA, it is judged thatthere are about 14r55O vacant housing units available for saie or r"ntin the Denver area. 0f this total, 4rloo are available for sale and
1or45o are available for rent, equal to vacancy ratios of 1.7 percent
and 7.3 percent, respectively. The homeowner vacancy ratio is downslightly from 1.8 percent in June 1965; the rental vacancy ratio is
down sharply from 12.0 percent in L965. VirtualIy all of rhe available
vacant sales units are judged to have standard plumbing facilities,while approximately 80 percent of the rental vacancies are judged to
have all plumbing facilities.

As shown in table vrr, current homeowner vacancy ratios in the com-
ponent counties have not changed significantty since the June 1965analysis; the homeowner vacancy ratio is down or unchanged since June
1955 in alt of the sub-areas except Arapahoe county, where a modest in-
crease occurred.
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The renter vacancy ratio has declined sharply since June 1965 in all of
the five counties in the HMA. They range from a low of 5.5 percent in
Boulder County to a high of 8.5 percent in Arapahoe County. In June 1965,
they ranged from a low of 9.1 percent in Boulder County to a high of 15,2
percenE in Jefferson County. ln Denver County, where the majority of
rental units are located, the renter vacancy ratio declined from ll.4
percent in June 1965 to 7.6 percent in March 1967.

Sales Market

Gene 1 Market Conditions. The market for salers housing in Ehe Denver
HMA is strong. This condition is reflected in the relatively low home-

owner vacancy ratio of 1.7 percent. fnformed local sources and avail-
able data indicate that during the early 1960's, the homeowner vacancy
ratio was much higher than the current ratio.

As in the past, principal areas of subdivision activity are the unincor-
porated p"rt" of the counties surrounding Denver which are contiguouS
to p..\riously developed areas. New housing can be constructed in the

HMA for as little as $15,OOO, but there is very little activity in this
price class. subdivision activity in the HMA is concentrated in the
gzo,ooo to $25,OOO price class, but there is a significant amount in the

$fZ,SOO to $2O,OOO class and in the $25,OOO to $3O,OOO range'

UnsoLd InventorY Survey.
Office conducted its annua
in the HMA in which five o

In January 1967, the Denver FTIA Insuring
I survey of new houses in all subdivisions
r more sales houses were comPleted in the

preceding twelve months. The results of the last survey are Pre-
sented in table lX.

The most recent survey reported a total of 3r988 houses completed

during Lg66, of which 2,884 (72 Percent) were sold prior to the start
of construction and lrIO4 (28 percent) were built speculatively. 0f
the 1,1O4 units built speculatively in 1966,35O remained unsold on

January l, Lg67 , representing 32 percent of the speculative construc-
tion volume.

Although the number of unsold speculatively built units has increased
modestfy in the past three surveys, the level of speculative building
decreased by 36 percent between the Januaty 1966 survey and the January
1967 survey, "o th"t the unsold specul4tive units increased sharply as

a proportitn of the totaL despite little change in the number of houses

unsofd. 0f the 35O houses unsold in the most recent survey, 7I percent
had been completed and on the market for three months or Iess, 24 pet-
cent had been unsold from four to six months, and five percent remained

unsold for from seven to twelve months. An additional 18 houses were

counted whlch had been completed and unsold for a period in excess of
one year. This represents a substanEial improvement over the Janu'ary

1966 survey when 127 houses had been completed and unsold for over one

year. The substantial number of completed unsold houses in the 1966

survey reflects the tight mortgage market'
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Ust'd_Homc Salt'r;. Salt'rr of olrlt'r ltrrmt's in the Denver area are, for thg
rnost part, concontratt'cl in I)enver County. The sales prices of these
units range from $1O,0O0 to $50,00C, with most priced to sell in the
$15,OOO to $25,0O0 price cLass. Because of the stilI unfavorable mort-
gage terms prevalent in the Denver area as of the date of this analysis,
many purchasers are Lurning to the lower-priced, exisEing home markeE.
In some areas of Denver. (Littleton and Englewood, for exarnplel the sales
of existing units are estimated to constitute over 9O percent of the
total sales in recent moaths; in approximately one-hatf of these sa1es,
the existing mortgage was assumed by the purchaser. The increasing
demand for existing units has resulted in an increase in the prices of
used homes in the Denver area.

Cocp erat ive and Condominium Housing.
market. represents a small but growing
the Denver area. The development of
Denver has been of the townhouse-type
the better locations in the suburban

The cooperative and condominiu,n
portion of the saLes market in

mulEifamily housing for sale in
of project scaLtered throughout

fringe areas cf Denver County.

One plannrrcl uniL tlovt'lopment is Iocated in the southcrastern pcrtirln of
Denver County. Approximat.ely 900 units have been completed (al1 pre-
sold); a total of 1,500 are planned. This project is an adult community,
i.e., the first requirement of a potential buyer is that the individual
be at least 50 years of age. Prices range from $15r0OO to $2O,O0O with
a 2O percent down payinent. Monthly payments, including water, heat,
exterior maintenance, etc., vary from $t4g to $165 a month. Amenities
include air conditioning, swimming pool, sauna bath, goIf course, and
community ha1 1 .

A total of 1,16O condominium units have been completed since 1962 in
six areas scattered throughout Denver County; of these, 1r0OO (86
percent) have been sold. As of March 1967, an additional 50 units
were under construction and 275 units were about to be started. Prices
for these units range from $17rO00 to $25,00O. The delinquency factor
is almost nil in these project.s; only two units have been repossessed.
An analysis of purchasers indicates that 43 percent formerly owned
single-family houses and 57 percent rented. Eighty-six percent of the
purchasers had lived in the Denver area for a number of years, the
remainder were recent in-migrants; ninety-one percent of the households
had family incomes in excess of $7,5OO a year.

Rental Market

Current Conditton. As indicated by the currenE rental vacancy ratio
of 7.3 percent, a vast improvement has taken place since June 1965 when
vacancies were estimated at L2.0 percent. For t.he most part, the ex-
cessive vacancies which characterized the rental market in 1965 have
been absorbed and there are indications of a firm market in specific
areas. Most of the existing vacancies are in projecEs lacking efficient
management, tenant anenities, or prime locations.
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Within the ciEy and county of Denver, rentals in the Cheezman Park area
anC the hospital area are experiencing high occuPancy (95 percenE or more).
Cheezman Park is located immcdiately southeast of thc downtown business
district; the hospital area is located north of thc: Capital Buitding and

directly east of the central business clistrict. Sonr: projects in these
areas are reporting across the board increases in rcrntal rates. The ex-
cellent experience of ther Cheezman Park and hospital areas is reported
to have occurred to the detrimcnt of the Capitol Hill area which Lradi-
tionally has had an excellent rental market situation. Projccts in
the Capitol FIill vicinity report a vacancy ratio of -7.0 percent or more.
Vacancies are generally excessive in the old areas in the northern half
of Denver County, particularly those areas which were affected by the
flood of June 1966. The vacancy ratio among rental projects in the
southern half of Denver is generally lower.

Absorption of the newer moderate rental units in downtown locations has

been iapid. ln the past 18 mcnths, sma1l three-story walk-up projects
of from 15 to 20 units have been filling up comptetely in 30 days.
Most of these smaller projects have a hlgh percentage of one-bedroom

units, appropriate for single persons and childless couples working
in the downtown area. Luxury elevator projects completed during this
same period have reached satisfactory occupancy levels in from three
to nine months with the exception of those in the Capitol Hill area
which has experienced pressures of competitio;r from adjacent areas'

The suburban areas of Denver stil1 are in the process of absorbing
many of the units built since 1960. Luxury high-rise projects in the
outlying locations are being absorbed very s1owly, as are walk-up
projecti dominated by one-be:droom units. Two- and three-bedroom units
1,, imatl (less than 50 units) walk-up projects rePort the lowest va-
cancy ratios.

The general marketing experience is sonewhat better that.r average for
new multifamily structures with monthly rerrts of about $95 to $13O for
efficiency units, $13O to $175 for one-bedroom units, and $155 to $20O
for two-bedroom units. Three-bedroom units are absorbed rather slowly
in the outlying areas at rents starting at $200 a month.

Of the five counties, rental vacancies are lowest in Boulder County,
where the expansion of the University of Colorado and IBM and a

moCerate annual level of multifamily construction have kept vacancies
to a minimum since 1960.
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Demand for Housin

QuantitaEive Dernand

Demand for housing in the Denver HMA is based primarily on Ehe anti-
cip,lted househo1d incre,ase, the need to replace housing units expected
to be lost from the inventory through demolition and other causes.
The distribuE.ion of demand between single-family and mulEifamily housing
reflects recent construction trends and current and future tenure com-
position of the occupied inventory. 0n the basis of these considerations,
the demand for new housing in the Denver HMA will be for about 8,650
units a year during the March L967 to March 1969 forecast period. The
annual demand consists of 5,650 single-family units and 3.OOO mult.ifamily
units. including 150 units of condominium or coopcraEive sales housing.
An add j t ional r;rrra I I nrrrnher r.rf mu1t i f ami 1y uni ts mav be marketerl at Ehr,
lower rcnLs whiclr t'An hc acl'rit'vt'rl with thc. Lls(, ()f h1l1;w-nrarkr,t - irrt(,r(,st .

rate financing or assistance in land acquisition and cost. AII of the
lower rent units should be built in Denver county. The five projects
built for occup,rncy by moderate income families had a combined vacancy
rate of almost 12 p,:rcent in March L967. The fact that the pr.ojects
had been on the markeE for from six months to over t.hree years indicates
that t.he market is not strong. Additional project.s of chis type should
be planned only for sup,:rior locations with careful attention to the
design of the units and a careful evaluation of the probable demand from
displacees and other eligible households. The annual demand estimate
excludes low-rent p.rblic housing and rent-supplement accommodations.
The following table summarizes the projected annual demand for new housing
wit.hin the constituent submarkets of the HMA during the next tr/ro years.

Pro i ec ted Annual Demand for New Housinp
Denver Housi ng Market Area

Area

HMA roral
Denver County
Adams County
Arapahoe County
Boulder County
Jefferson County

SingIe-
fami Iv

Mul ti -
fami 1v

3^000
2,O50

too
250
400
200

To tal
uni ts

8_.55A
3,25O

650
lrl50
I ,7OO
I ,9OO

5.650
I ,2OO

550
900

r ,3oo
l rToo

al rncludes l50 units of cooperative or condominium housing.

March 1, 1967 co March l. 1969
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The average annual demand for single-family units in the Denver area is
somewhat above the levels of the pasE two years, but it is well below
pt'evious construcEion levels when mort.gage and construction funds were
more read
produced
rage of 2
years.

itv
wi th
,750

available. The estimated demand for 3,ooo multifamily units
market-interest-rate financing is somewhat above Lhe ave-
multifamily units a year authorized during the pe-st three

Quali tative Demand

Sinele-FamiIy Houses. Based on the ratios of family income, after
tion of federal income tax, and purchase price found to be typical
Denver HMA and on recent market experience, the annual demand for 5

uniEs of new single-family housing is expected to be distrlbuted as
in the following table.

Estimated Annual Demand for New Single-FamiIy Housing
Denver, Colorado, Housins Market Area

March 1. 1967 to March 1 t969

deduc -
in the
,650
shovrn

Sales price

Under $l 5,OOO

$15,OOO - t-7,499
l7,5oo - t9,999
20,OOO - 24,999
25,OOO - 29 1999
3O,OOO - 34,999
35rOOO and over

To Eal I,2OO 55O

Denver
County

75
r20
230
450
180
IOO

45

Adams
Countv

25
t70
140
720

55
25
t5

Arapahoe
County

35
95

220
t85
240

85
40

Boulder
County

65
130
325
390
r95
to5

90

Jeffe rson
County

85
340
175
425
360
L65
150

900

The foregoing distribution differs sli.ghtly from that in table IX,
which reflects only selected subdivision experience during 1966. 1t
must be noted that those data do not include new construction in sub-
divisions with less than five compLetions during the year, nor do they
reflect individual or contracE construction on scatEered lots. It is
Iikely that the more expensive housing construction, and some of the
lower-value homes, are concentrated in the smaller building operations
which are quite numerous. The preceding demand estimates reflect alI
home buiiding and indicate a greater concentration in some price ranges
than a subdivision survey would reveal.

Multifamily Housing. The gross monthly renLals at which 3,OOO privately-
owned net additions annually to the multifamily housing inventory might
best be absorbed are presented in the following Eable for each of the
five counties. The production of new units in higher rent ranges than
indicated below may be justified if a competitive flltering of exist-
ing accommodations to lower ranges of rent can be anticipated eis & r€-
sult.

1 ,3OO I ,7OO



EsEimated Annual

_23_

Demand for New Multifamil lpni ts
Denvr-'r, Colorado, HMA, March L. 1967 March l, 1969

Uni t Si ze

Efficiencv

One - bed room

Two - bedroom

Three - bed room

$ros - $124
125 and over

75
30

5 15 15

Gross
monthly ren

Denver
Countv

450
26C-

150
50

450
200
135
50

100
60
40

Adams
Coun tv

25
l5

35
to

Arapahoe
Countv

50
40
lo

65
50

Bou 1 der
Countv

Jefferson
County

t5
5

5
5

55
20

5

to
IO
IO

200

ta/

5

$12s
r45
r65
t85

$l 44
L64
184

and over

l5
45
IO

4
2

$r4s - $164
r65 - 179
180 - t99
2OO and over

95
55
30

$1 6s
180
200

$17 9
199

lo 35
20
I5and over

o
5

5

I

Total uni ts 2,O5O lOO 25O

rent plus the cost of utilities.

400

a/ Gross rent is shelter

The annual demand for 150 multifamily condominium or cooperative units
for sale included in the preceding table is distributed ty equivalent
sales prices as follows: 25 one-bedroom units priced rrom $izrooo to
$I8'5oor 5o two-bedroom unirs ar from gISr5oo ro $23rooo, a.ro is three-
bedroom units at from $23rooo to $26rooo. Because of the difficulty
in differentiating between the multifamily sales and rental markets,
this distribution serves only as a guide and may require modification
whenever a deviation from this pattern is warranted by more recent mar-
ket data. However, available data indicate a concentration in one-,
tv/o-, and three-bedroom units with a scattering of efficiency and four-
bedroom unlts. Demand for condominium units is expected to te predomin-
antly in Denver County.
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Table I

Trend of Nonapricul tural pe and Salarv Em 1oD vrnent
Denver. Colorado . Housins Market Area

Annual Averages, 1964-L966
( in thousands)

NonagricuLtural wage and salary employnrent

Manufac turi ng
Durable goods

Ordnance and accessories
Lumber and wood products
Stone, clay, and glass products
Primary metals industries
Fabricated metal industries
Nonelectrical machinerY
Electrical machinery
TransportaEion equipment
0ther durable goods

Nondurable goods
Food and kindred products
TextiIes, apparel, and Ieather products
Printing, publishing, and aIlied industries
Chemicals and a[lied products
Rubber and miscellaneous plastic products
Other nondurable goods

6s.3 63.4

r964

367 .6

t965

373.O

Lg66e/

388.2

69.2
35. 8

33.4

34.4

3o-2.3 309.6

31. 530. 9

31. 9
9.5
r.1
3.6
1.5
3.r
5.5
2,2
2.8
2.O

9.1
1.8
3.6
1.5
3.1
8.8
)a
3.O
2.t

t3.l
1.1
3.6
L.4
3.1
4.5
1.9
2.5
2.O

319.O
3.6

23.3
31. 1

97 .O
30. 6
66.4
23.9
66 .5
/ 3.b
24.9
48.7

3.4
22.4
30. 8
94.2
29.1
64.5
23.7
64.5
70.6
24. L

46 .5

13.r
5.3
6.3
1.7
5.2
t.8

L2.5
4.1
5.9
r.6
5.r
t.7

L2.5
4.2
5.8
r.6
5.1
1.1

Nonmanufac turi. ng
Mining
Contract construction
Transportation and public utilities
Wholesale and retail trade

Wholesale trade
Retail trade

Finance, insurance, and real estaLe
Services and miscellaneous
Government

Fede ra I
State and Iocal

3.2
)) -7

30. /+

9l.o
28 .1
62.9
23.5
62 .4
69.r
23.9
45.2

Note: Totals may not add because of rounding

al Preliminary.

Sources: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and Colorado
Department of Employment.



Table II

Assigned Military St.rengEh and Federal Civil Service Employment
at Principal Military Installations, Denver HM{

Facility

Lowry AFB:
Military
Civi I ian

Flt,zsimours Hospital
Mi I i tary
Civi I ian

Rocky Mt. Arsenal
Mi I i tary
Civi I ian

AF Acct. & Fin. Center
Mi I i tary
Civi I ian

To ta 1:

Mi I i tary
Civi 1 ian

Source: Department of Defense

Dec. 31 ,
t964

11 .068
9 r22L
t,847

3.r49
2, 1O8

1,041

7t4
t54
560

2.985
256

2 1729

t7 9L6

March l,
1965

1 o, 335
8r5O4
1 ,831

3.116
2 1056
l r060

738
L76
562

2.935
242

2,693

17.t24
10,978
6,146

Dec. 3I,
t966

12.346
LO 1469

11877

3.602
2 r),53
1,449

697
93

604

3,253
303

2,95O

tt ,7 39
6,1-77

19,898
13,o18
6, ggo



EsEimaEed Percentaee

Tahl e tII

Di stri bution of Fami l ies and Ilouseholdsa/ by Annual lncome
After Deduc tjon of F-ederal Incorle Tax
Denve Co I orado Housing Markel Arear

I967 and 1969

Denver County Adams County Arapahoe County
A11

families
Rent er

househol.,{ s

A11
families

Renter
households

Renter
households

I-nder
$4, ooo

5,OOO
6 ,00o
7,OOO
8,OOO

$4, ooo
4,ggg
5,999
6,ggg
7 ,999
8, ggg

18
8
9

11
10
10

29
11
13
L2

9

7

28
10
1L
l2
10

7

13
8

10
t4
L3
11

11
7

11
13
11
11

25
15
L4
L4
11

9

23
L4
13
t4
11

9

l1
5

8
10
10
11

22
t2
13
11
11

8

2L
11
1l
t2
10

9

Annua I i nS(rme t967 t969 1967 t959 t967 L969 L967 t969 L967 t969 1967 t969

t2
6

9
11
t0
t2

9,OOO - g,ggg
to,ooo - ll,ggg
12,0O0 - l3,9gg
14,000 - I5,ggg
l6,OOO and over

Total

Je fferson County Total- HMA

L7
7

9

9

11
9

7866910577877
11L279L2134513t4910
77344s((894s
542L22(3(+45(1 t,4 7 1 2 4 6, l_ _l_ 8 e _C_ _C-100 100 100 100 100 100 100 l_00 100 100 r00 100

A11
families

Ren t er
houqeho 1d s

LepT ie6g

A11
famil-ies

L957 1.969

1I
6
6

11
10
11

Ren t er
hou sehol d s amilies

Renter
households

41I
f

Annual income

Under
$4,OOO

5 ,0oo
6,ooo
7,OOO
g,oo0

9,OOO - 9,999
lo,ooo - 1l,ggg
12 ,OOO - 1 3, ggg
I 4,OOO - 15,999
l6,000 and over

To tal

LepT

19
9

9

11
L2

9

1 ?6e

18
9

8
10
10
11

1967

2t
10
13
l4
11

9

1969

19
10
13
L2
10
10

1967

27
13
t2
t2
10

7

t969

26
11
13
10
10

8

L967 L969

e 4
4
q

6

7

8

,OOO

,999
,999
,999
,999
,999

10

6
7

10
9

11

I5
7

9
10
10

9

32 30
11 10
L4 12
11 13
910
77

16
8
9

11
11

9

7

L1
7

7

11
6
3 4(sr

100 100

9

6
4

9

15
10

7

5

7

2

8

I
8

5

7

1m

10
r4

5

8
2

(^

I
100 100

6

100

7

11
3

(
)1
(

1oo

7

l2
5

(

i2m

8
11

9

4

8

6

8
3

I
4

6

7

2

1

3J
100 100 100 100

?/ Excludes single-person renter househoids

Source: Estirnated hy Housing Market Analyst

A11
faml 1 ie s

Boulder Countv



IabIe IV

Components of the Housing Invento ty
Denver, Colorado, Housing Market Are a

Apri I I l96O-March l, L967

Area and date

Denver HMA total

Denver Count.v

Adams County

Arapahoe County

Boulder County

Jefferson County

I 960
t965
t967

19 60
l 965
1961

i 960
I96 5
t96t 3!

38. 1

37.O
36. 3

46 .5
NA

46.5

23.O
NA

19. 8

27.O
NA

28.3

34.4
NA

3t.1

24.6
NA

24.9

Total
vacant

20,8O5
30,8OO
24,4OO

8r589
I3, 4OCj

1O,2OO

2 rolg
3,25O
2 r4oo

l,9lg
3 r25o
2rgoo

3,37 3
4,ooo
3,9OO

4, go5
6, goo
5, IOO

Total housing
uni ts

3O7 ,287
37O,9OO
388,5OO

l7 4,L24
I 85, 5O0
l95r2OO

32 ,57 6
46,3OO
46,5OO

33,127
45,4OO
44,600

25,602
3l ,4OO
36,4OO

4t,6-78
62,3OO
65,8OO

0ccupied
uni ts

286,482
34O, tOO
364, lOO

I 65, 535
t7 2,2OO
lS5rooo

30,7 37
42,goo
44, too

31,2O8
42,loo
4l ,8oo

), )10

27,4oo
32 r 5OO

36,-77 3
55,5OO
60,7OO

l7l ,367
213,OOO
232,OOO

88, 579
NA

98,9OO

23,67 5
NA

35,350

22,-7gt
NA

29,g50

L4,586
NA

22 r2OO

27 ,7 36
NA

45, 600

IO9,l15
r27 ,loo
132, lOO

7 6,956
NA

86,IOO

7,062
NA

8r750

8 1411
NA

I I ,85O

7 ,643
NA

io, 3oo

9,O37
NA

15, loo

Renter -occupied
Number Percent

I 960
1 965
D6f,

1 960
t965
1967

I 960
t965
wfi{

61.97"
63. O

o3. /

53. 5

NA

53. s

71 .O
NA

80. 2

7 3.O
NA

71 .7

65.6
NA

68. 3

75.4
NA

7 5.t

al Significantly affected by annexations to Denver Countv since f965.

Sources: 1960 Census of Popr;lation.
1965 and 1967 estimated by Housing Market Analvst

Owner - occupi ed
Number Percent



'l';rl>lr.V

Priv:tIcIv- inanct'd llorrsing Units Authorizad l':,v P,rrilding Pcrmits
nv('r Colorado Markct Arcan
Janrrarv 1 960-March L, 1967,1

Denvcr IIMA total

Denver County

Adams County:

Aurora Cirv L/
Brighton City
Cornrnerce Town
Thornton Vi1 Iage
Westminster City
Rest of County

Arapahoe County:

Aurora City U
Cherry Hills \ti1lage
Englewood City
tittleton Town
Sheridan City
Rest of County

Boulder County

Boulder City
Broomfield Heights
Lafayerte City
Longmont City
Louisville Town
Rest of County

Jefferson County

Arvada Town
Edgewater 'I'own

Goldcn City
Rcst of County

915
54

9
270

5

44r

840
18
25

374
I

37 1

1 ,007
IO
16

t91
8

113

487
6

l4
201

9
3 r-7

61 -?

IO
I

l0s

itl

1.636 1,845 1.095 1.259

116

1 960 L962 L964 1965 Lg66 Lg67 4
13.394 19.649 15.516 1t.929 9.095 8.211 8,683 864

3. 149 4.5L3 2 .845 2 .888 2 .555 2 .967 3.842 3t7

2.O7L 3.492 3.081 2.046 1.568 885 61i 5L

272
87
42
80

136
L,454

528
78
51
56

4Ls
2,364

334
116

78
40

222
j2 I

113
t2

155
1,513

229
23

6

l6/1
1,104

115
13
10

8
99

6i?1

9I
13

l2
t

t.a

Li5
45
68

3

2rL

8

2

)
t2

122
L

6

53
?

5;
I:1

t9s

2.675 3.650 3.363 2 .069 1 , 603 976

t,702

1.694

637
20

243
655

1

r,119

1,229
53

t67
413
B6

779
26

208
190
4t

2,1,t9

518
25
98

22r
55

t,t52

534
23
29
65
2?

930

267
13
16
7q

ll
59t

21I
t5
22
51

3

386

688 r'l

26

2]

20
2

1.231

790
NA

4
L57

15
265

I.511

981

1SS

I.695

tsl

230

1954.268 6.300 4.591 3,131 2,27! :*_1_24

L,254
L2
7B

2,924

983
423

c9

709
JI
st)

) ll)s

5r7
S

l7

1,242
90

l2l
4,841 1,711 1

1l
r+

661
:l

_rs7

I*
15i,],086

a/ .Ianuary and Fr.brrrary.
!/ Thc lJrrreau of thc ct'nsrrs rcports all rt.siclcrrtial bui lding acr ivit*

popul;rtion of Arrrrrra City is i n both Arapalrot rprl Atlrrnrs CoLrltv, t1t('stimat(,d by LhC Ilorrsinpi Mart(('t Analyst.

f()r.\rrrora L'ity in Arapahoe CounEr.; because the
nurnh('r oi p(.rmit s issrrr.d f or each cL)untv is

Sotrrcl s: [J-S- IJtrrt':rrl of tltt' Ccnstts, (l-40 Crrttstl-rrct i()n Il(,p()rtsi Il()m('buildtrs Assrrciati(rn .rf ]ltty6p.rlitan Denr,..r

I 961 l95l



Table VI

Private Iy- Financed Housing Units Authorized by Buildine Permits
bv Type of Structure

Denver Co I orado HMA t960-1967

r 960 r 961 L962 t963 t964 L965 L966 ]9679.1Area

Denver HMA total
Single-family
Multifamily

Denver County
Single - fami 1y
Multifamily

Adams Countyb/
SingIe-fami Iy
Mul ti fami ly

Arapahoe Countyb/
SingIe - fami 1y
Mu1 ti fami I y

Boulder County
Sing le - fami 1y
Multifamily

Jefferson County
Single-famiIy
MuI ti fami 1y

L3,394
8, 183
5 1211

3.i49
15L

2r398

2,O71
L,937

L34

2,67 5
1,656
l rOl9

L 1237
984
247

4,269
2 r955
1r413

t9.649
IO,032
9,6L-7

4.5t3
743

3 r7-7O

3.492
2,656

836

3.650
2,Og2
I ,558

1,694
I ,O88

606

6.300
3 r453
2 1947

15.5r 6

1o,652
4,864

2.845
832

2 r0l3

3.081
2 r558

523

3.363
2,593

770

L.636
11239

391

4,59L
3,43O
l r I6l

tr.929
g r06l
3r868

2.838
752

2 10g6

2.046
I ,83O

276

2.069
L 1649

420

r .845
11246

599

3.131
2 1584

547

9,095
6,342
21753

2.555
73L

11824

r .568
1r478

90

i .603
L 1162

44r

1,095
876
2t9

2.274
2,O95

t79

8.211
5,697
2 r5L4

2.967
1r 19O
t 1777

775
110

976
875
10I

r.259
trl33

t26

2,L24
1,724

400

8.683
5,682
3, OO1

3.842
1 ,39O
2 1452

s93
24

864
519
345

317
r15
202

51
45

6

7L
7r

o

230
111
rI9

195
t77
l8

885 617

688
688

o

I .84I
I ,384

457

1 .695
1,627

68

al January and February.
The number of Aurora City residentj,al building permlts authorlzed for Adams and Arapahoe CounE.ies
estimated by Housing Market AnalysE.

bt

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, C-40 Construction Reports; Homebuilders Association of Metropolitan
Denver.



Arapahoe

Table VII

Vacancy Trends
Denver. Color ado, HMA
April l96o-March 1957

Adams
CountyVacancy characteri stics

Apri I r. 1960

Total vacant units

Available vacant uniEs
For sale

Homeowner vacancy rate
For rent

Rental vacancy rate
Other vacanta/

June 1, 1965

Total vacant units

Available vacant units
For sale

Homeowner vacancy rate
For rent

Rental vacancy rate
Other vaca.rCl

March t. 1967:

ToCaI vacant units

Available vacant units
For sale

Homeowner vacancy rate
For rent

Rental vacancy rate
0ther vacanta/

Denver
Countv Countv

Boulder
Countv

3,373

772
299
2.O7"
473
s.87"

2,@l

1.300
400
2.L7"
900
9.17"

2,7OO

Jefferson
County

1.905

TS{A

total

20,8O5

1 1 ,588
6-6s2

756
o.8z

5r 896'
7.L7.

1,937

I ,2OO
588
2.47"
6L2
8.OZ
819

2,300
800
2.37"

lr5OO
t3.52
950

1,247
601
2.67"
646
1.t7"
6lz

2,5@
800
2.57"

l ,7oo
L3.37"
750

L,7L7
871
3.O7"
846

3,I15
1.77"

9,47 3
7.27"

9,217
8

311
67"

88

13,4OO 3,250 3,250 4.o@ 6, goo 30.800

1r .400
900
1.07"

lo,5oo
Lt.47"

2rOOO

IO,2OO Z,ttOO 2.8OO 3.9OO 5,lOO Z4,I+OO

3,7 50
l,OOO

2.4/"
2,7 50

15.27"
3, 150

2t,250
3r9OO

L.8Z
17,350

L2.&"
9, 550

a/Includes seasonal units, vacant dilaptdated unlts,
the market.

14,55O
4,1OO

L.77"
10,45O

7.32
9,850

renter or sold and awaltlng occupancy, units held off

8, loo
I,OOO

r.o%
7,1OO

7.67"
2, loo

2,ooo
900
2.97"

I ,1OO
8.57"
800

1,O5O
450
2.O7.
600
5.57"

2,950

1 .900
9rc
2.O7"
960
6.O7"

3, 2OO

l,5oo
8to
2.27"
690
7.37"
900

Source: 1960 census of Housing; 1965 and, L967 estimated by Housing Market Analyst



Table VIII

Denver. Colorado. Alea Postal Vacancv Survel

Fe bruary I4-Marc h-l-!!!f

Res idence s Apsrtments Houee
Totol r.sidences and apartm€nts

UnderTotal
del

possible
I iveries All % I-sed New const

, . \'acant units
Total possrble -------i:i::-::: 

- 

lnd.r
deli,cr,es Ail % used New const. All % Used New const.

Vacant units Under Total possible Vacut
No. %

Total oossibl
del iieri es

Postal uea

The sulvey Area Total
(estiEated)

The Survey Alea Total
(surveyed smple)

Denver County V

Main Office

Statlons:
Alcott
Cherry Creek
East Colfax
HIghlands
16nt c Lair

Park HlI1
Santa Fe Ilrive
South Ilenver
Stockyards
Unlversity Park

348-600 13.350 3.8 12.500 850 2.950

2.411

t.822

220

L27

L75.957

81.413

6,7 19

25 "r12

6,833
7,444
6,125
4,770

4.7 86

2 ,517

402

2.7 4.402

3.L 2.403

6.0 402

54 .067

40.406

13,460

1, 970
573

3. 635

2,240
158
448
189

2.q5q

r.7 63

L.577

220

5.37 5

3. r9I

263

104

!ss_ r
1E5 5.8

26 9.9

9.6

?.625 2,7 7 .OOO 625 900 50.9s0 5.725 9-4 5.500 225

230.024

121.819

20,t79

2?.897

tr,441

27 -357

7,709
8,674
6,150
4,8L4

9 .723 4.2 9.165

6.342 5.2 6,O75

2,229 tt.O 2,229

190
490
544
156

342
96

359
168

9t!.

967
t57
589
833
093

4.,190
7 ,891
9,771
2 t599
6,728

3

4
2

1

7

558

267

l;
31

1

66

384

114

t74

153

708

)45

4.937 9.t 4,7 61.

3.825 9.5 3.672

1,a27 t3.6 1,827

4,O73
9,214

LO,379
9 ,331
9 ,506

t23
296
711
4t6
309

t23
281
674
4L5
243

L57
36

1

2l

86
89

101
237
r34

lo6
5,O57
7,790
1,504
2,4t3

4.5
5.0
4.r
6,0

190
485
544
156
216

65
335
481

r87
294
247
154
138

3,0
3.2
6.9
4.5
3.3

3.6

2.5
3.4

86
89

I01
238
135

187
295
247
L54
142

2.2

3.9
3.0
1.9

4.5
3.7

5.9
2.L

2.O
2.3
4.6

37 34-
207 4.
610 7.
178 11.
L74 1.

8
.6
6

6.2
4.5

37
195
573
178
109

3
19r
291

2

138

L;
37

10

2 15.
0.

t57
35

$;
479

t202

;
4

65
3
2

1

16r
2

17

22
8
8

56

65 t7

4

27 2L6

4,2t7
9,766

t3,263
2,6tL
8.855

:
t2

21
875
492

876
230

35
44

311
195 10
291

2
L46

t23
zb

291

157
8

76
56

1;
,:

4
0

2L 2.8
7 3.5

49 16.8

tle llshlre
Westeood

9,263
11,156

322
268

965 3.5 936 29 57

7,293 199 2.7 97
10,583 242 2.3 23,1

24,262 668 2.8 640 8.2 296 1 10

14 10.8

77 6.2

741
198
291

533 Ll 3-2

377193 t29
263 5

3.5
2.4

22
10
16

9

56

6
34
15
I

908 46

214 6

328 33
L45 6

161 1

3.0
2.5
5.4
2.8

to2
5

28

96
26 r30

1.236Adea County

Aurora ! (3_4-67)
Brighton ?
Co@rce Citl, ,4/
t{estEloater zJ

3,9I8
6,593
5,939

91
352
t59

9,201
3,7 60
6,145
5, 150

185
88

283
LL2

L77
83

277
103

0
1

0
1

8

5
6
9

1

42

2

33
6
1

,,57

8
15
56

2

8

:Arapahoe County

Englewood lJ P-:,4-ot1
Littleton V
North Pecos U
Thornton 1/

280
361
151
t62

694

t73
2t3
151
L57

2.8

2.5
2.9
2.5

652

171
lBO
145
156

6

34
15

1

2.185 260 11.9 256 L

107
148

5

t2.2
t2.o
0.0

11 .4

t75
23t

57
10

- o.0
t3 5.6
2 3.5
2 2-9

103
148

5

4

The survey covers dwelling unirs io residences, apsrtments, and house trail"rs, including military, institutional,
dornitories; nor does it cover bouded-up residences or aparrmenrs rhar are nor intended for occupancy.

public housing unirs, and unirs used only seasonally. The survev dm covet stores, offices, commercial hotels and motels. or

one poesible delivery.

Source: FHA postal vacancy aurvey conducred by collaborating Poslmasrer 
(s)

;
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Total residences and aparrm€nts

Ta b I e V I I I( con t ' d )

Denver. Colorado. Area Postal Vacancv Survev (continued)

Februarv 1,4-March 3. 1967

Residences llouae rrailets

Postal reg
Total possible

deliveri es All i tised New
tl nder Total possible

dei iveries
Un der Total oossiblc

dcl i icriesAII 2 tlsed \eh cons[

|acant units
All % Used Ne" consr.

lt nde r Totalpossible,,Vt"*t,

Boulder County

Boulder V
Bromf ield?
Lafayette 2J Q-a-ol)
Loogrcnt ! n ,
Loulsvil 1e a'

Jeffer6on County

ervada! (3-13-67)
Belmr fy'
Edge wa ter l/
Gotden V (3-9-67)
Lakesood I

3.0

487

229
48
58

L25

975

r1,985
2,248
1,288
4,325

927

20,7? 3

32.t78

2.3 4I8 69 333 L7.493 322 L.8 269 53 168 3.280 165 5.O 149 16 165 443 L2 2.7

294
,g
86
22
13

468
99

raheat Ri<tieU (3-10-67)

242
39

43
4

110
43
48
98
23

53
77
IO
20
32
I1

77
LO4

79
82
52

203 27.677 585 2.L 438 t41

6,447
7,4A3
L,781
3,586
4,565
3,7 6l

9,377
2,t82
1, 111
3,961

916

1.9
2.1
4.5
2.9
2.9

203
44
55
89
27

828

139
156
t27
r09
2tl
86

26
4
3

,:

r47

2l
1;

3

,:

2

0
3

5
5

0.o

l.t
0.o

1.6
2.4

2.8

1.5

106
L78
44

101
100

56

29
74

22
18
4

89
39
45
73
23

r19
5

10
27

r14
5

10
t6

4

3 t.o
- o.o
6 7.O
| 4.5
2 L5.4

117
9
5

2

192

53

1;

11

2,668
66

t77
358

11

4.561 390

62
52
77
3U

135
34

4.5
7.6
5.6
1.5

36.4

8.6

11. 3
6.1
7.8
7.O
8.1

2t.4

390

62
52

30
135

34

11

L25
30

8
2

I1

10

l

116 :,3. 7 .4

6,990 158
8,260 23O
2,768 L2L
4,013 131
6,227 275
3,920 90

4
8
4
3

8
3

549
777
987
427

t,662
r59

52 1r. I
74

22
18
4

90
59

!! Ihe saopllng ln these areas included all routes esti@ted to
have substantlal deliveries to apart@nts and about one-ha1f of
of the reEalnlng postal routes.

2/ Represents full coverage of the postal service area in this
locallty

! Branches served by the Denver Post Office. See footnote 1.

dormitories; nor does it cover boarde{up resrdences o. aparrmeors thar are nor inrended for occupancy.

one possible delivery.

Sourcc: FHA postal vacancy survey conducted by collaborating posrmaster (s).

1.
2.
4.

2.



Status o

Tab[e IX

f New House Completions in Selected Subdivi sionsg/
Denver, Colorado, Housing Market Area

As of Janua rv l. 1967

Speculative consEruction
Total

SSmp!e!_t_Sn_9. Presold Total Sold Unsold

Houses completed in I966

Percent
unso I d

1r.6
35.7
34.7
28.3
36.3
37.4

SaIes price

Under $15,OOO
$15,OOO - t7,499
17,5OO - tr9,999
2O,OOO - 24,999
25,OOO - 291999
3O,OOO - 34,999
35,OOO and over

Total

159
45L
698

r,349
744
532
55

3 ,988

90
322
390
985
609
433

55
2,884 1 ,1O4 7 54 35O

69
t29
308
364
135
99

6t
83

20L
26l.

86
62

8
46

L07
103

49
37

3L.7

al SeLected subdivisions are those with five or more completions dur-
ing the year.

Source: Unsold Inventory Survey completed by the Denver, Colorado, FHA

Insuring Office.


