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Foroword

Ac e publlc servloe to asslst 1ocel. houslng actlvltlcs through
clearcr urderrterdlng of locel bouolng nerkct cordltlonr, FHA
lrdtietcd publlcetlon of lts couprchenslve hourlng markct ana\raea
cer\r ln 1965. Wh1lc oach report 1g dcslgncd speclflcally for
FIIA ucc ln ednlnlrterlng lts nortgage lneurencc oporatlons, tt
tr corpeoted that thc factual. lnforuatlon ard tho flndtnga erd
concLualonc of theae reports rrlll be general.ly ugefirl also to
bull.dcrr, nortgagcec, ard others conccrncd nith Local houslng
problcmo ard to othcra havlng an tntcrest Ln locel econoldc con-
dttlonc ard trerds.

Slncc narkct anrlyela lc not an sact aclenoe, the Judgnentel
factor 1s tqportant ln thc dcvclopcnt of flrdtngg ard oonclustona.
Thcre rrtlL be dlffercnooa of oplnlon, of coursel 1n thc lnter-
pretrtlon of evalleblo fectual tnformatton ln detcrulrrlng thc
absorptlve eepaclty of the narket ard ttre rcqulrcncnta for neln-
tcnancc of e rceaonrblo baLencc tn daard-rupply relatlonshipa.

ltrc fectuel franercrk for cach ana\rsls ls derreloped as thoroughly
ac posslble on thc basle of lnfotaetlon avatlablc from both local
ard natl.onal aourcct. Un1ese speol,ftcally ldenttfied by Bourco
refcrenccr 811 estlnetcs ard Judgncnts tn the ana\rsls are those
of tho euthortng ana\yct ard thc FIIA l{arket Ana1ysls ard Research
Scotlon.
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ANALYSIS OF THE

ORANGE COUNTY CALI TORNIA, HOUSING MARKET

AS OF APRIL 1.1968
(A supplement to Ehe July L, 1965 analysls)

Summarv and Concluslons

Total nonagricultural employment in the Orange County Housing
Market Area (HMA) averaged 393r4OO in L967, reflectlng a gain
of 2611OO over the 1966 level and a gain of 791600 (25 percent)
over the 1-954 average. ErnploymenL 1n manufacturing increased
by 321900 jobs durlng the last three years; over one-half of
thls gain was ln the aircraft and electrlcal machinery lndustries.
The nonmanufacturing sector added 46r7OO jobs in the 1964-1967
lnterval, h,lth large lncreases occurrlng in trade, the eervice
lndustrleB, and government. Durtng the two-Year forecast perlod,
from April 1, 1968 to Aprll 1, 1970, total nonagrlcultural em-

ployment in the Orange County HMA ls expected to lncrease by
abouE 24rO0O jobs annuallY.

The unemployment rate 1n the HMA stood aL 4.2 percent of the
urork force ln 1967, the lowest rate recorded since at least
1 958.

2. The medlan annual income of all families ln the HMA, after de'
ducting federal lncome taxes, is $91425; the median lncome of
renter households of Ehro or more persons i. $7r3OO. By 197Or

median annual afEer-tax lncomes are expected to increase to
$91925 for all famllies and $7r575 for renter households'

As of April 1,, 1968, Ehe populaElon of the 0range County HMA

Eotaled lr3O2rOOO, reflecting average annual gains of 57r4fr
slnce July 1, 1955. The &verage rate of growth between 196O

and 1955 was 83'8OO annually. By Aprll 1, 1970, the population
is expected to total Lrlfi6roOo personsr representing an average
tncrease of 52'OOO annually over the Aprll 1968 total.

There were an estlmated 391rOOO households (occupled houslng
unlEs) ln the HMA ln April 1968, reflecLing an average increase
of 18r9OO a year since July l-955. In the 1960-1965 period'
households lncreased by an average 25J5O annually. Based on
the anticipated increases in population, lt is esElmated thaE
the number of households will lncrease by about 17'OOO annually
during the next thlo years to an April 1, 197O total of.425rO@.
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As of April 1968, there were aPproximately 415,OOO housing units
ln the HMA, a net gain since July 1965 of 4lrOOO units, 14r9OO

annualIy. The net addition resulted from the completion of
abouE 40r7OO units, the addition of about 2r5OO trallers, and

Ehe demolition of some 2r2OO unlts.

There r^,ere an estimated 13rOO0 vacant housing unlts available for
sale or rent ln the tlMA as of Aprll 1' 1968. 0f the total,
415OO were for sale, indlcating a homeowner vacancy ratlo of
1.5 percent, and 815OO were avallable for rent, a renter vacancy
rarlo of 5.8 percent. In July 1965, sales and rental vacancy
ratlos were 3.6 percent and 15.4 percent, respecEively. The

relarlvely low vacancy ratios in Aprll 1968 suggest that the
houslng market was 1n a reasonable degree of balance.

The volume of new construction that will meet the needs of the
growing population of the Orange County HMA during the nexL Evxo

yuars averages 17r4OO units annually. This annual demand total
lncludes t2rzo} sales unlts annually, composed of 9,7oo single-
famlly uniEs and 2r5OO multtfamily units. Demand for multifamily
rental unlts is projected at 5r2OO units annually, exclusive of
public low-rent housing, rent-supplenent accommodations, and housing
provided by oEher types of direct subsidy. The lack of Certified
Workabte Programs Ehroughout the FIMA prevents Ehe development of
other than market-raEe projects. Because of increasing land
prices, construction costs, And the cost of interim and permanent

iinanclng, sales prices and rents may rise sufficiently to limit
the abitity and willtngness of famllles to rent or purchase new

housing. For Ehat reason, absorption rates of both new sales and

new renlal units should be observed closely. Demand for new sales
housing by prlce range is shown on page 19. Annual demand for new

rental units by gross monthly rent and uniE size is expected Eo

approximate the pat.tern presented on page 19.

6
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ANALYSIS OF THE

ORANGE COUNTY. CALIAJ RNIA. HOUSING MARKET

AS OF 1. 1958
(A supplement to Ehe JuIy 1, 1965 analysis)

Housing MarkeE Area

For Ehe purposes of thls analysis, the Orange County, California,
Housing Market Area (HMA) ls defined as the Anaheim-Santa Ana-
Garden Grove Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). Until
0ctober 1953, Ehe H!,lA h,as part of the Los Angeles-Long Beach SMSA,
v*rich abuEs 0range CounLy on the north. The HMA is bounded on
the east by the San Bernardlno-Rlverside-Ontario SMSA and on the
souLh by the San Dlego SMSA. The Paclfic Ocean forms the western
boundary of the Hi,lA.

As of the Aprit 1960 Census, the population of 0range CounEy totaled
about 7O3,9OO, of which less than O.5 percent, was rural farm popu-
Iation.! About 41 percent of the tot,al poputatlon was in the three
cenEral ciEies (Anaheim, Santa Anan and Garden Grove). Orange County
ranks wlEh the fasEest growing metropolltan areas ln Ehe riatloni In
1950, it was the 39Eh largesq in 1966, it ranked 25th nationally
in terms of populaEion. The Hl4A is the thlrd most PoPulous counEy
in Callfornlal in 1950, it ranked twelfth.

1./ See Appendix A, paragraph 1
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Economy of the Area

Work Force

In 1967, the total civilian urork force of the Orange County HMA

averaged 4161300 persons, a gain of 26130O over the L966 average.
Between 1954 and 1965, the r^rork force increased by 2O,3OO trcrkers,
and between 1965 and 1956n the gain was 31r3OO. Although the ncrk
force has expanded at a substantial rate since L964, growth is below
the 1958-1964 average gain of 28r6@ annually.

F,urplovment

Current Estimate and Recent Trend. Total nonagrlcultural employment
ln the Orange County HMA averaged 393r4OO in 1967 t ref lecti-ng'a
gain of 261100 over the 1966 level and a galn of 791600 (25 percent)
over Ehe 1964 average.

Work Force Components
0range County, Callfornla, HMA

L964-L967
(Annual averages ln thoueands)

I tem t964 1"965 L966 L967

Civllian r,lork force 390.0 4L6.3

Unemployment
PercenE unernployed

Total employment
Nonagri cuI tural
Agrlcul Uural

338.4

t7 .5
5.2%

320.9
313.8

7,L

358.7

18.9
5.37.

339.8
333.6

6.2

L6.4
4.27"

L7 .4
4.27"

37 3.6
367.3

5,3

398.9
393.4

5.5

Source: Research and Statlstics Sectlon, Callfornla DeparEment of
Employment, Santa Ana.

Manufacturtng employment averaged 1261600 in L967, or 32 percent of
total nonagrlculLural employment. Stnce 1964, employment in manu-
facturing has increased aE a rapid rate; 32r9OO jobs were added in
the three-year perlod. Over one-half of this increase was recorded
between 1956 and 1967, but gains lvere recorded in the other years'
as weLI. The Orange County HMA began developing a sErong manufactur-
lng base in the early 1960's, when several large plants located there.
Most of the employment galns ln Ehe manufacturing sector since 1965
were the result of plant expansions aE these facilities, although
numerous small manufacturing concerns have been established during
Ehe last t,hree years.
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The manufacturing sector is dominated by defense-oriented employment,
which currently accounts for over one-half of all manufaeturing jobs.
Aircraft, ordnance, electrical machinery (primarily missiles), and
insEruments comprise most of Ehe defense-orienEed group. 0f the 16
largest manufacturing firms in the HMA, 11 are In the aerospace or
defense-oriented fieId.

The IargesE single manufacturing industry is the electrical machinery
industry, which employed an average of 48r5OO workers in 1967, indi-
cating an increase of 518OO over the 1954 average. Over one-half of
the employment in Lhis category is concent.rated in one firm. The most
spectacular growEh in manufacturing was trecorded by the aircraft and
ordnance indusrry, which more than trlpled between 1964 and L967. In
1964, Lhere werc:6,4OO persons employed in thls industry, compared
wich 19,4OO in 1967, indicating an increase of 13rOOO jobs. Employ-
ment in oLher durable goods industrles increased by 10r2OO jobs over
t.he three-year perlod, most of which were in nonelectrical machlnery,
fabricaLed meEaIs, and sclentific instruments. Employment. in nondurable
goods industries increased by 3r9OO between 1964 and 1957.

Nonmanufac turi ng employment increa.sed from 22Or1OO in 1964 to 2661800
tn 1967r a galn of 46170O jobs, or 15r5OO annually. Howeverr ?2ILOO
Jobs were added between 1965 and 1966, whlle the 1956-1967 gain roEaled
only 9r3OO jobs. The lower gain in 1967 reflected the decline in
constructlon employment and substantially smaller gains in trade,
servlces, and government. Trade, Ehe service industries, and govern-
ment accounted for about 81 percenE of nonmanufacturing emploJment
tn L967, and h,ere responsible collectively for the total L964-L967
employmenE increase in - nonmanufacturlng ' lndustries. During the
three-year period, employnent in trade increased by 18r5OO, to a L967
total of 85r3OO. The service industrtes employed 76r2OO persons in
7.967, a galn of 17r1OO over the 1964 average. The government sector,
whlch 1s prlmarlly state and local, added 14r2OO rrcrkers during the
Ehree-year period, Lo reach a total of 53r3ob tn Lg67. Contrary to the
growEh trend of all other nonmBnufacEuring industries, employmenE
1n constructlon sEeadily decllned throughout the three-year period
by a total of 8,10O jobs. Thls decline refleets the sharp curtail-
ment of the homebuildlng indust.ry, as well as a lower volume of
commercial construc tion 

"

Unemployment

The unemployu,ent rate ln the Orange county HMA stood aL 4.2 percent
ln 1967, unchanged from the 1966 average. This represents a de-
clipe from the 5.2 percent recorded in L964 and 5.3 percent re-
corded in 1965. The 1967 unemployment rate is the lowest rate re-
corded since aE leasE 1958.
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FuEure Employment Prospects

During the tr.'ro-year forecast period from April 1, 1968 to Aprll 1'
1970, total nonagricultural employment is expected to lncrease by
about 24'OOO jobs annually. Thls is somewhat below employnent
lncreases experienced during the last three years, which averaged
about 26r5OO annually, but suggests thaE the 0range CounEy economy
will continue to expand at a rapid rate.

It is anticipated that about grOOO manufacturing jobs will be added
annually during the next twc years, slightly below the 11rOOO

average lncrease recorded in the L964-1967 perlod. Most of this
growth can be expected Eo occur in the defense-orienEed industriest
but jobs wili be added also in Ehe remainlng manufacturlng in-
dustries, as the economy ofi the HMA continues to diversify. The
manufacturlng sector 1s heavily dependent uPon defense and other
government spendlng. Significant changes ln milltary requirements
and logisElcs could have an adverse effect on manufacEurlng employr
ment. Signlflcant variati<;n or decreases in manufacturing employment,
groh,Eh from Ehe 9rOOO jobs Ehat are forecasE lNould affect eorrespond-
ingly the demand for housing; for that reason changes in employment
should be observed closely.

Nonmanufacturing industries are expected to add about 15,OOO jobs
annually during the nexE two years. This projected rate of increase
is roughly comparable to the 1964-1957 experience. As has been the
case 1n the past, trade, servlces, and government r^riII account for
most of the nonmanufacturing growth, although increases in these
calegories are expected to be lower than the 1964-1967 gains because
of a lower level of population growth forecasE for the next Ewo years.
The construction lndusrry, which has been declining since L964, is
expected to lncrease sllghtly during the next, tvro years.

I ncomes

As of April 1968, Ehe median annual lncome, afEer deductlng federal
J.ncome tax, was about $91425 for all famllies in the 0range Counry t[tA.
The medlan aft(ir-LEx lncome of renter households of two or more persons
was about $7r3OO annually. About 15 percent of all families and 26
percent of the renEer households receive an after-tax annual income
of less Lhan $5,OOO. At rhe upper end of the income dlstribution, about
15 percent of aii famtlies and seven percent of the renter households
receive afEer-tax annual lneomes of $15rOOO or more. By 197O, median
afEer-tax incomes are expected to increase to $9,925 for all farnlltes
and $7,675 for renter households. Detalled distributions of all famllles
and of renter households by annual after-tax incomes are presented in
table II.
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Demographic Factors

Population

Current Estima te and Recent Trend. Po pulation growth in the 0range
Councy HMA has been rapid since 1965' although it has been subs tanrial Iy
below the 1960-1965 experience. As of April 1, 1958, the population
of the HMA totaled lr3O2'OOO persons. Thls reflects an average in-
crease of. 57 r45O persons annually since July 1, L965. The average
rate of growth bethleen 195O and 1965 was 83'8OO annually. Annua1
population growth in the HMA reached a peak of almost IOOrOOO per-
sons in 1963; since that cime the trend has been steadily downward.

PopulaElon Trend
0range County. California. HMA

1960.1970

Average annual change
@DaLo

Aprl l. 1, 1960
July 1 , 1965b/
April 1, 1968
Apri l 1, 197O

Populatlon

703 1925
1, 144,OOO
1 r 3O2 rOOO
1r 4O5 rOOO

83,8OO
57,45O
52,OOO

al Rounded.
bl Revised on the basis of more recent information.

Sources: 196O Census of Population and estlmates by Housing Market
Analys t .

The Ehree central cittes comprise about one-third of the total pop'
ulation of the HMA (see table IIl). The city of Anaheim has a pop-
ulatlon rrf about 159,400 persons, Santa Ana has a population of
about 14il,2OO, and the city of Garden Grove has a population of about
119rOOO. 'Ihese populatlon totals reflect average annual increases
slnce 1965 of 3r975, 5rO5O, and 95O, respectlvely.

The fastest growing clty in the HMA ls Huntington Beach, which had
an Aprll 1, 1968 population of 94r3OO, reflecting an average annual
increase of J1525 since July 1965. 0ther rapidly growing cities in-
cLude Costa Mesa, Fullerton, 0range, and Westminster. AnnexaEions,
however, have been extensive and tend to distort comparative growth
Erends of most of Ehe ciEies ln the HMA.
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Mi:st of the populatlon lncrease in 0range County since 1950 has resulted
from ln-mlgration. Between 195O and 196O, about 84 percent of the PoPu-
lat,ion increase was the resulE of in-mlgratlonr and since 1960 it haS

accounted for about 80 percent.

representing an average lncrease o
current toEal. The ProJected leve
the past three yearsr and Is a con
ln the rate of populatlon growth.

EetimaEed Fu tr-rre PoouLatlon Growth.
of the 0range County HMA 1s expecEed

By Aprll 1, 197Or Ehe PoPulaElon
to toEal Lrl$6rO0O personst

52rOOO pereons annuallY over the
ls somewhat below t'he growth of
nuaElon of the decllnlng Erend

f rom Dre cedlng

t
I
rl

BeEween 1950 and 1960r most of Ehe population growth in 0range County
occurred in Ehe corridor between tlhittler and SanEa Anar adjacenE to
U. S. Route 1O1 (Santa Ana Freeway). During this period' Qrange County
was prlmarlty a bedroom comun{ty and the Santa Ana Freeway was the
prtmary traffic artery to the employment centers ln Los Angeles.

Since 1960, a large portlon of the population increase has been in
the trestern part of the county, to lhe west and south of C,arden

Grove. This part of the county ls now completely built-up and most
of Ehe future populatlon g_rowtt {q_lilgry to- occ-uE--t-o-the easE of the
clty of Garden Grove and.ito Ehe iouth and east of the,City of Santa

Ana.

Hous Ids
Current Est te and cent Trend,r . Between JuIY 1, 1955 and APril

1, 1968, the number of householdg (occupled hous ing unlte) in the

Orange County HMA

a Eotal of 391'OOO
holds ln Ehe HMA i

tncreaeed bY an average of 18, 9OO annuallY, to
Between APril 196O and JulY 1965, house-

ncreaeed bY an average ot 25175O annualIY'

Hous ldT
i o

19 1.970

Average annual change
dateg/

Date Househo Ids

2O3,895
339,OOO
39 L, OOO

425,OOO

Aprit 1, 1960
.riry r, 196s!/
Aprlt 1' 1958
AprtI 1, 1970

25,7 50
18,9OO
17 ro@

al Rounded.
it Revlsed on the basls of more recent informaEion'

sources: 196o census of Houslng and estlmates by Housing Market Analyst'
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Household Size Trends. The average size of all households in the
HMA was estimated at 3.29 persons as of April 1, 1968, indicating
a conEinuation of the decllning trend in household size. Between
195O and 1965, the average size of households declined from 3.39
persons Eo 3.33 persons. The acceleraEed decline in average house-
hold size beEween 1965 and 1968 reflects a general trend toward
smaller households, a facE which is supported by the considerable
number of new mulEifamily uniEs that were occupied in the period,
Ehese being typically occupled by smaller households. During
the trrc-year forecast period, a further decline in average house-
hold size ls anticlpated; by 1970, average household size is ex-
pected Eo be 3.26 persons.

Future Household GrowLh. Based on the anticipated increases in
population in response to new job opportunities and on the assump-
tlon that the average size of households will continue Eo decline,
it 1s estimated that the number of households in the Orange County
HMA wlll lncrease by about L7r@O annually, to an Aprll 1, 1970
total of 425,OOO. The projecEed lncrease is somewhat below the
galns of the past three years (18r9OO annually).
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Houslng Markec Factors

HousinA Supplv

Current Estima te and Past Trend. As of April 1, 1958, there were
approxlmately 416'OOO houslng unlts ln the 0range County HMA, a
net gatn of 4L10OOo or 14r9OO unlts annually, since July 1, 1955
(see table IV). The net addltlon durlng the 1965-L968 perlod
was the result of the completion of about @r7OO units, the addi-
tlon of about 2r5OO trailers, and the removal of some 2r2OO units
by demolition and other means. The July 11 1965 analysis reported
a houslng supply of.375'OOO unlts, indlcating an average annual neE
additlon of 28r2oO over the 196O total.

Characteristics of the Supply. In general, Ehe housing supply
of the HMA is characterlzed by new slngle-family unlts. As of the
dat.e of this analysis, about 73 percent of the housing inventory
was 1n one-unlt structures (lnclud1ng trallers). However, since
1960rwhen 86 percent of the supply was ln one-unit sEructures'
there has been an increaslng trend toward multifamlly consEructlon.

Reflecting the very rapid growth of the Orange County area during
Ehe post-war period, the housing supply ls very new; about 83 per-
cenE of the houslng unlts ln the HMA have been built since 1950.
Because of the relatlve nehrness of the inventory, only abouE one
percent of the unlts are judged to be substandard, i.e., lacking
one or more plumbing facilities or 1n dilAgldaEed condition.

sidenti Bul ldi Activi

Recent Trend. The volume of new residential constructlon,in the
Orange CounEy HMA, as measured by building permiEs issuedrl/ h""
been decllning since 1963, when almost 37,OOO uniEs l^,ere authorized
(see table V). Prlor to that tlme, Ehe trend of residential con-
structlon had been generally upward. In L967, only 12r3OO units
were authorized by bulldlng permits; thls ls Ehe lowest annual
total of new consEructlon slnce 1953,

Slngle-famlly houses authorized reached a peak of 18r3OO units ln
1962. FoIlowlng a mlnor decline ln 19631 slngle-famlly houses
authorlzed dropped sharply; 9r0OO unlts were authorized ln 1966
and 81575 unltg ln L967,

BeLween 1958 and L962, the trend of multlfamily units authorized
by bulldlng permiEs was somewhat uneven, although the Erend was
generally upward. A peak of 19r3OO apartmenE units were auEhorized
1n 1953. The level of nultlfamlly conetruction remained relatively

L/ Bullding permits are required in all the land area of Orange County.
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high 1n 1954, when 15r3OO uniEs were authorized. The slowdown in
populatlon growth which began at that time, coupled with a high
rental vacancy rate, resulted in a very sharp curtailment. in multi-
famlly const,ructi<>n. In 1967, only 31625 units in mulEifamily
strucrures were authorLz.ed by buildlng permlts.

Untts Undcr ConslrucLion. Based upon the number of unlts authorized
by bullding permits and upon the February 19 68 postal vacancy sur-
veyr lE 1s estimated that there were about 5r2OO unlts under con-
structlon ln the 0range County HMA as of April 1, 1968' including
2r8OO single-family uhlts and 2rrcO multlfamily units.

The single-family units that were under construction were spread
throughout the county, with the largest number being in Santa Ana,
Huntington Beaeh, and Costa Mesa. The multifamily units, on the
oEher hand, were heavily concentrated in Anaheim, Costa Mesa, 0range,
and Westminster.

Demolition and 0ther Losses to the Inventorv. Since July 1,1965,
it is estimated that about 2'ZAO housing units have been removed
from Ehe inventory through demolitlon, conversion, fire, flood,
or other losses. This level rePresenEs an average of 8OO units
annually; Ehis average loss is expected to be maintained during
the two-year forecast period.

Tenure o cc

As of April 1, 1958, about lO.3 percent (275'OOO units)
housing lnventory ln the Hl{A was .. olJrl€f,-occupied and 29
(116rOO0 units) was '. renter-occupied (see table IV). I

o
.7
n

f Ehe occupied
percenE

1950, 28.2
ratio waspercent of the unlts were renEer-occuPled and ln 1965 the

29.2 percent.

Since 1960, there has been a shift from owner-occuPancy to renter-
occupancy because of a growing lack of land suitable for single-
famlly development. Durlng Ehe last eight years, about 2O'OOO

multifamily units have been built for owner occupants. 0f this
Eotalrabout 12,OOO units are in tr.tro large cooperative projects
(Rossmoor Leisure World aE Laguna Beach and Seal Beach) and abouE
SrOOO unlEs are in condominium projects, primerily townhouses.

Vacancy

Pos-tal Vacancy Survev. A PosEal vacancy Survey was conducEed in
@ 23 post offlces ln the IIMA (see table vr) 1/.
the survey covered about 354r8OO posslbl,e dellveries to residences
and apartment,s and almo6E 15r2OO"traller6, about 91 percent of the
total lnventory. AE the Elme of the 6urvey, about 11'15O residences

r/ See Appendix A, paragraph 7.
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and aPartments hrere vacang, equal to 3.1 percent of the total'
About 6r8OO were vacant resldencesr a vacancy ratlo of 2'4 per'
cent, and 41350 were vacant apartments, a vacAncy factor of 5..-]

percent ln thls caEegory. An addlEloncl 5rO25 upi!9r Z'ZZf 1!$'
i"n"." and 2r3OO apartment., vrere reported to be under constructton'
buE were not, classlfled as vacant.

An earlier postal v&cancy survey covered about the same area aS

the 1968 "rrir"y and was made ln May 1965. That survey entrmeraEed

352'OOO possible deliveries, of which 29r15O $rere vacanE, equal to
8.3 perclnt of the Eotal. The vacaney rate in residences was 4.6
Percent, and the vacancy rate ln apartments was 2O.8 percent. In
addttion, 1zrTOtJ new dwelling unlts vrere reported ln alI stages
of construcElon.

A comparlson of the t!,ro surveys lndicates that the over-aI1 vacancy
factor decreased sharply during the thirty-three months between
Ehe two surveys. The earlier survey rePorted oD ov€E-€Ill vacancy
rate of 8.3 percent, compared \^Iith 3.l percent in the most recent
survey. The vacancy rate in residences decreased sharply, from
4.5 percent to 2.4 percent. The greatest decline occurred in the
apartment category, where the vacancy raEe fell from 2O.8 percent
to 5.7 percenr. In addlEion, Lhe 1968 !.q{yey $ras cgrlqg-gted Qq91-1tg
the seasonal low of ihe tourfit season, Trhile the 1965 survey qes
conducted at its beginnlng. Had the tvrc surveys been conducted in
the same month, the decllne in vacancies probably r.ould have been
even sharper.

C0rrent Estimate Based upon the postal vacancy survey and other
11 as on personal observatlon ln the HMA, lt
e are about 13,OOO vacant houslng units avall'

vacancy data, as we
ls judged rhar rher
able for sale or rent. 0f thie total, 4r5OO are for sale and 8r5OO

are for rent, equal to vacancy raglos of 1.6 percent and 6.8 percent,
respect,lvely. vlrtually all of the available units are jud$ed to
have all plurnbing facilltiee.

As shown ln table IV, both the homeowner and renter vacancy ratlos
have dropped substangially from the 1965 levels.U fn. homeowner
rate h,as 3.5 percent in 1965, compared wiEh an estimaEed 1.5 percent
ln April 1968. The renter vacancy rate decreased from 15.1r percent
ln 1965 to 6.8 percent as of Aprll 1968. Both the homeowner and
rental vacancy ratios are near levels Judged to rePresent a reaaon-
ably balanced demand-supply relaEionshlp 1n the market.

Revised since the date of the last analysls on the basis of
more recent data.

lt
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Sal os Markt,L

General Market Condi tions. Since mid-1965, the sales market in the
0range County HMA has improved significantly. The currenL homeowner
vacancy raLe of 1.6 percent indicates that the sales market is
generally in a near balanced condition at the present t.ime. In con-
trast, t.he homec>wner vacanc.y rate r,ras 3.6 percent in JuIy 1965 and
3.1 percent in April 1950. The improvement ln the market in the
Iast three years was brought abouE by slgnificantly-Lower levels
of single-family construcEion. During the last tsro years, single-
family houses authorized have averaged only 8r85O annually, while
between 1960 and 1965, the annual number authorized ranged between
llr85O and 18r3OO. Because of rapidly appreciating land prices,
demand for single-family sales housing in the HMA has slackened.
This has brought a new developrnent inEo the market in the last seven
years I approximaEely 20,OOO multifamily unlts have been built for
owoeE-occupanEs.

The only soft area ln the HMA at Ehe presenE Eime is Ehe Santa Ana-
0range-'l'usL j n area. Recent slngle-famiIy construction 1n this area
has been relatively high-priced, beLween $35rOOO and $5OrOOO, and
market accerplance has been somewhat slow. However, the surplus of
housing in this area is small, and should be corrected within a few
months 1f constructlon continues aE lts present low level. The
Huntington Beach-FounLain VaLIey area also has a vacancy rate some-
wtrat above the HMA average, but thi.s is a very rapidly growing area,
and units are belng absorbed very quickly. The vacancy rate in this
area is not considered abnormal for an aree that. is growing so rapidly.
Prices for new homes in the HunEington Beach-Fountain Valtey area begin
at $2o'ooo and range upward to about $4orooo. The market in the sourh
county area (from Irvine south to the county lind is relatively strong.
Many of the lower-priced houses that are belng cdnstructed in the HMA
are located in this area. The bulk of the h6mes built in this area
are priced between $2o,ooo and $3orooo, and are selling at a very rapid
raEe.

a or Subdivision Actl v1 There are numerous subdivlsions th rough-out the HMA. Duri.ng the boom of rhe L95O rs, new construction was con-
c enlraLed along the SanLa Ana Freeway, 1n the Fu1 lerton-Anaheim-Garden
Grove area. When Ehis area became fully developed, the major subdi-vislon activlty moved to the south and wes t In the last few years,most new slngle-famlly homes have been built I n eit.her the HuntingtonBeach-Fountaln ValIey area, or the Laguna-El T'oro area. This trendcan be expected to contlnue durl n8
developable land thaE is sri 1 I avai
IhE HMA.

Pri ce lrernds
upward duri ng
accounted for
i rr larger hous
1950's, a high
two - and t.hree

the next few years; the remaining
labie is ln the souEhern part of

The prices of homes in new subdivislons have moved sharply
Lhe last few years. Rapldty appreciating rand cost.s havepart of this tncrease. rn addi.tion, buyers are interested
es with a wide range of amenities. During the boom of theproportion of the units built were small, single-story,
-bedroom houses.
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Currently, the typlcal subdlvision house contains four or five bed-
rooms, up Co three baEhsr and a three-car garage. Because of hlgh
Iand coeLs, homes of thle etze must be mulEl-story.

The unsold inventory survey conducted over four years ago, in
January l964rshowed Ehat 28 percent of the new Eract houses com-
ptreted ln 1963 were prlced to sell for less than $2O,OOO. In
the three most recenE surveys, houses prlced in this caLegory have
accounted for one percent. or less of total compleElons. Slmilarly,
only 13 percent of the new homes completed ln l-953 were priced to
sell for more than $3O'OOO; of the houses completed Ln L967, 52
percent were ln thls category. In 1963, the medlan price was
$23r10O, compared wlth $3Or3O0 for those completed in 1967, a rise
of 31 percent.

PercenLase Dist,ribution bv Price Class of Completed Tract Houses
Orange County. Callfornia. HMA

L963-1967

Lg6;r91 Lg6/e/ 1965Prlce class

Under $2O,0OO
$2O,OOO - 24,999
25'OOO - 29,ggg
3O,O0O - 34,ggg
35rOOO and over

To taI

t965 t967

28.1
35. 4
23.L
6.8
6.6

100. o

9,4
30.8
28.9
16. 5
t4.4.

100.0

1.O
24.9
36. s
aL. o
L6.6

LOO.O

.3
15.8
36.7
25,7
2L.5

100.o

.4
11.6
35. 9
36.6
15. 5

100.o

Median $23,100 $z6,7OO $28,3OO $29,600 $3O,3OO

gl Includes units ln planned unit developments wtrich were relatively
few in 1953, but numbered 11735 in 1964.

Source: Unsold lnventory Surveys conducted by the Santa Ana,
California, lnsurlng 0ffice.

Sinsle-familv Unsold Inventorv Survev. In January 1968, the SanEa
Ana FHA Insurlng 0fflce conducted the annual unsdld lnventory survey
of new slngle-famlly houses in subdlvlsions wlth five or more com-
pletlons during 1967 (see table VII). The survey covered about
6,7OO completed houses, all of whtch were bulIt on a speculatlve
basls. At the time of the survey, 78O (11.5 percent) of the homes
were unsold. A comparable survey conducted in January 1957 showed
an unsold ratio of 30.1 percent on 81675 completions ln 1965. The
January 1966 surveyowhich covered 61925 unlts completed in 1965,
recorded an unsold ratlo of 24./+ percent. IE ls evident that the
sales market had lmproved substantlally by January 1968,
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In each of the three surveys, the unsold ratios by price class dis-
played the same trend. In almost every case' unsold ratios were
high""t for the.most exPensive homesr and lowest for the Ieast ex-
penslve homes. This probably resulted from the declining Ievel
of consEruction in the lower prlce ranges while demand for such
unlt6 contlnues to be strong.

rn addltion to the above mentloned unsold units, tabulations were
alsr> madr. for units Ehat have been on Ehe market for one year or
more. l'he most recent survey enumerated 710 unlts ln Ehis category,
compared with 87O uniEs in the 1967 survey and 54O units in the
1956 survey. In all cases, the bulk of these units were priced
Eo sell for $25rOOO or morer and a significantly high percenrage
were in the $35,OOO and over price class.

Planned Unit Developments. A recent develo prnenE in the Orange
County housing market has been the introduction of multifamily
units available for purchase. Planned unit developments, which
are primarily of townhouse-type construction, began appearing in
1963. The market for Ehis type of unit was very quickly and very
severely over-built. As a result, many of the units originally
intended for owner occupants were transferred into the rental in-
ventory. Saleis prices of these early uniEs were between $12r5OO
and $35'OOO, with a typicat unlt selllng for abour g2O,OOO. The
newer devrrlopments are concentrated ln the $2OrOO0 Lo $3O,OOO price
classr and lhe medlan pricer for units butlt In 1957 was $24,OOO.

Slnce 1963, betweern 9,OOO units and IOrOOO uniEs of this type of conr
structlon have been bu11C. Annual absorptlon of the units has averaged
between 1r7OO and 2'OOO units. There are currenEly about I'OOO un-
sold units available, equal to about a slx months supply. The market
for unlts in these planned developments ls mixed. Projects that are
well designed and have a good locatlon are being absorbed at a satis-
factory rate. Many of the unsold unlts that are currently available
were arnong the first built; these tended to be of only marginal
quality, and the absorpElon of these units will continue to be slow.

Planned unit developments are scattered throughout the entire HMA.
A large number have been built in the.northwest corner of the tMA and
have been very successful. The Tanglelrood project, one of the most
successful in the HMA, is located in this area in cyp.ress. A large
number of units also have been built ln Fullerton, Hu{tington Beach,
and Fountain Valley. Marketlng experience in these areas was generalLy
good, except for Fountain Valley, whlch has a hlgh uneold raEr;. A
Iargtr numl:c,r of tr:wnhouses have been bullt in the last two years ln
thtr Lagun.n-El l'oro area, and have been very successful. Many of these
units art'ln the village A project located near the unlversity of
Callforniar ln the Irvlne ranch.
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Annual unsold invenLorles of planned unlt developnents have been

conducted for the laet fev, years by the Santa Ana Lnsuring Qfflce.
The mos| recen! survey was made In January 1968, and enumerated
about I'OOO units that had been compleEed tn 1967r of which L92
(19 percent) r{,ere unsold at the tlme of the survey (see table VIII).
The January L967 survey counted 11375 unlts, of whlch 15.5 percent
were unsold. In contrast, there were 21025 unlts bullt in L965'
of whlch 43.5 percent were unsold as of January 1, 1966. It ls
slgniflcanE Eo noEe that annual completlons steadlly declined over
Ehe three-year perlod.

UnsoId raEios were quit.e hlgh among 1965 cornpletions ln almost every
prlce class. Among 1966 completions, the survey revealed ver1' satiB'
factory unsold raElos in all price classes that had signlficant IoVeIs
of construcElon. Unsold raElos in the most recenE survey h,ere Eixedr

In addlEion Eo the unsold unlts noted abover seParate tabulatlons
were made for unlts completed and unsold for over Ewelve monEhe.

In the mosE recenE Eurvey, there were 57O unlts {n thls categoryt
comPared with lrl"oo {.n January 1967 and LtL75 ln January 1966'
These data also polnt uP the lmprovement, ln the market during the
past year.

Coo pe ra Eive Housine. There are t\^to cooperative projects in 0range
County. The flrst, was built 1n

units. This project wae comPle
Iocated ln Laguna HilIs and, to
Sales prices for these unlts ra
have been excellent.
Rental Market

Seal Beach, and contains about 61425
ted in 1965. The second Project is
date, 6r,225 units have been constructed.

nge between $13,OOO and $29,OO0. Sales

Since Juty 1955, the rental market in the Orange County HMA has

improved ltgnificantly. As of Aprll lt 1958, the renEal vacancy

ratio was 6.8 percent, comparea with 15'4 percenE in July l-965'

The vacancy rste fn fi6O was 13.9 percent, lndlcatlng that the

rental market ln the HMA was seriously oVer-bulIt for many year8.

The subst.antlal lmprovement in the rental market that has occurred
slnce 1965 has resulted from very low levels of consEructlon of
multtfami.ly housing. Between 1961 and 1964.- mulElfamily unirs auEho-

rized by buildlng permlt.s averaged almost l5rOOO uniEs a year. In
contrast, multifamlly unlEs authorized during the last three years
have averaged only 413OO uniEs annually. Furthermore, most of the
mulEifamily unlts bullt slnce 1955 have been lnEended for owner-
occupants. Thls jncludes about lr8OO units a year in cooperative
proilcts and lr3OO units a year in planned unlt developments through-
6ut the HMA. An average of only 1r2OO rental units have been authorized
annualty by bullding permiEs since 1965,
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Demand l-or rc'ntal units in the HMA Eends to be concentrated in two
areas--in thc nclrth portion of the HMA, adjacent to Los Angeles,
and in [he bcach ar(ias; a large portion of the laLter demand'is
for seasonal units. Virtually aII rental housing that has been
built in the HMA in [he last few years has been in small garden
projects. Th<rse are generally two-story Projects containing less
than IOO lrnits and are conrposed primarily of one- 6nd two-bedroom
apartments. Rents in the area are generally moderate, with two-
bedroom'units avallable for about $14O a month, including utilities.
Because of rapidiy appreciating land cost and higher financing charges,
renEs in projects built during the nexE two years'will be considerably
abnve thi s lcvel .

Urban Rcnewal and Public Housi ne

ll'here are no urban renewal projects and no low-rent public housing
projccts in Ltre 0range CounEy HMA, and none are planned. There is
no CcrrLified l{orkable Program ln the county.
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Demand for Housing

OuanElEative Demand

Demand for addl Llonal houslng 1n the Orange County HMA during the
two-year forecast perlod from Aprll 1958 to Aprit 1970 le based on
Ehe antlclpated increaee of abouE 17'OOO households a year, on the
number of houslng unlts expect,ed to be removed from the lnventoryt
and on the desirablllty of effectlng some furEher reducElon in Lhe
number of avaitable vacant unlts. Conslderation also is given to the
currenL Lenure compositlon and to the anticipated conEinuation of
the recenr shift Eoward a higher proportlon of renter occuPancy. t

Glving regard to these factors, lt. is exPected that an average of
17r4OO new uniEs can be absorbed annuaLly over the two years. These
demand estimates do not include publlc low-rent housingr rent-suPPIe-
ment accommodations, and housing provided by other tyPes of direct
subsidy. The annual demand toEal includes an average of 12,2OO sales
uniEs annually, composed of 9r7OO single-family houses and 2r500 sales
Eype units in multlfamlly structures. Demand for new rental units
in mulEifamily structures is expected to average 5r2OO units annually.
The lack of Certlfled Workable Programs throughout the HMA prevents
the development of other than market-rate projecEs.

The proJect,ed demand a-f 17r4OO units annullly fB sri6stantlefly AboVt
the average constructlon level of about 12r5OO unlts a year durlng
the last ivn year6. Howeuerr lt ls far below the average of 271460

untts a year conBtructed durlng the 195O'1965 pertod, when vacancles
were rlsfng. During 1966 and L967, when new resldential consEructlon
averaged "Lut 

12r5Oo unlts annually, vacancles were belng reduced
at a iapid rate. Wlth household growth expected to be only slightly
lower durlng Ehe next Lwo year6 than durlng the last Evp yearsr and

wlth vacancies declining rapidly, a demand everaglng 17r4OO units a

year seems to be a reasonable expectatlon.

The demand for slngle-famlLy houses is slightly above the average
of about 8r84O constructed durlng the last tlrb years, but is sub'
stanEially below the average of 15r33O a year built in the 1960-
1965 perlod.

During the next tr4ro years, the total demand for rnultlfanily uniLs
wlll average about 7r7OO unlts annually. Thls lncludes 512OO renta[
unlts and ir5OO sales units. Projected renLal demand far exceeds
the volume of rental constructlon of the last three years (estinated
to have averaged about lr2OO unlts annually), buE ls substantlally
below the average for the 195O-1965 perlod. The proJected level of
demand for multtfamlly units for sale 1e stightly below construction
of this Lype for the laet three years. It ls fel.t that durlng the
t$ro-year forercast period, the demand for unlts in cooperatives wi11
be substantlally less than lt has been during the past few years;
Ehe pent-up demand for Ehls type of unlts has been saEisfied and
the increasing cosE of mortgag,e money will have a resErlctive effect.
Demand for unlts in planned unit developorents wlll be abouE 1r5OO

units annuall.y, whlch also ls slightly below recent leve1s.
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Ithe abr>ve esLimates of demand, of course, reflect the absorptive
capacity for new residential construction under condiEions now
effectove or lndicated as anticipaEed. WheEher Ehe estimates of
demand will reflect the actual construction volume during the next
two years will depend on several clrcumstances' however. If in-
creasing costs of Land and construction result in signiflcant in-
creases in renLs and selling prices, if the cost of living and taxex
rise significantly (as now appears probable), and if the costs of
interim and permanent financing conLinue Eo increase, Ehe ability
and willingness of families to purchase or rent housing at the
higher costs may be inhibited and requlre a lower volume of con-
structlon Ehan indicated by the estimated demand. Likewise, sig-
nificant chang,es jn milltary requirements and logistics could
subsEantially alter Ehe anticlpated employment, gains in defense
and spacc.-t'rriented i ndustrles, thereby reduclng the ef f ective demand
for housi ng. F<.rr these reasons , the a5sorptton of al I types of
new resldentlal construction shouid be watched closely.

QuaIlEaEive Demand

I

Sales Housing. The dlstrlbutlon o
slngle-famlly houses for sale and
(shorn in t,he followlng table ) are
teralned by current family lncome
come raEios t,yplcal ln the area.
to recent market experlence.-V

f the annual demand for 9r7OO
215OO multifamily units for sale
based iiil abitiiry to pay, as dJ-

levels ahd on 'sales price to in-
Conslderetion also has been given

After taking into consideration prevailing construcEion and land
costs, it is judged that adequate new single-family houses cannot
be butlt Eo selI for much below $17r5OO, although mulEifarnily units
lntended for owner occupants can be produced for less. Cffifhough
the minimum for single-family homes is abour g17r5OO, no significant
constructjon 1s occurring below $19r5oo. Existlng homes priced be-
low thls mlnlmum wllL be vacated by families who can afford to up-
grade their standard of living, thereby provldlng sales unirs for
famtlles in the tower income ranges.

u See Appendlx A, paragraph 9.
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Annual Demand for New Sal es Housinp. bv Price Class
0range Count.y, California. Housing Market Area

April 1, 1958 to April 1, 1.970

'Slngle-fanl lyPrice

Under
$ 17 ,5OO

20 ro0o
25,O0O
30,OOO
35,OOO

$u,500
- Lg,ggg
- 24,ggg
- 29 t999
- 34 rggg
and over
To EaI

t,025
21425
2,800
Lr375
2'O7 5
9,700

250
1,45O
3 r125
3r275
L167 5
2,425

L2r2OO

houses
Mul tifarni Iy

uni ts

250
425
700
475
300

2r5OO

To tal
demand

350

Multifamilv Rental Houslng. The monthly rentals at which additional
multlfamlly units mtght best be absorbed by the rental market are
lndicated for varlous slze untEs in the followlng table.L/

Annual Dema for New Multifamilv Rental Housins
bv Gross Monthly Rent and Unlt Size

0ranqe Countv. California. HMA
Aorll L 1968 to Aorl1 1 . 1970

Size of units
Gross

monEhly rentg/
0ne-

bedroom

90;
590
350
120
4a

2, 1OO

Trryo

bedrooms

g4D

750
350
L20
Q

Three
bedrooms

32;
185
100
40

Effi cl ency

110
75
50
15

250

$ 12o
140
150
180
200
220
2rc

- $139
- 159
- 179
. 199
- 2r9
- 239
and over
To tal

al Gross monthly rent 1s shelter rent plus

2r2OO 650

the cost, of utilities.

L/ See Appendix d paragraphs 10 and 11.



APPENDIX A

OBSERVATIONS AND OUALIFICATIONS
APPLICABLE TO ALL FHA HOUSING MARKET ANALYSES

,)

i{lt('n tll( !utril [.trlil l).,1)(r ilt i '1, corr,Li Lut( s l*ss
tlran fivr,percent of tho L()LaI ptrpulnLlon of thr
H!'lA, at I demographic and housing data uscd In
the analysls refer to the total of farm ond non'
farm data; iI five percenL or more, atl demo-
graphlc and houslng data are restrlcted lo non-
farm data.

All avr.rage annual percentage cllsnSes used 1n

the demographlc scctlon of Lhe analysls 6re de'
rlved !hrough tho us('of a formula deelgned to
calculate Lho rat| of change, on a compound ball6

Ilr,cauio rrI tlrt.chnngr'Irr dcflnttlon of 'rfafmrr b("
tw('.,n l950 snd t960 ccnsuse6' n[rnv PerEons llv'
tng tn rural arcds who wora claBBiftod al llvlnfl
on farms ln tqtO u()uld hnvt' blln (r,rn8ld(rr.'d to
hr,ru16l ponform rIstdontr ln t960. Cons.qu9nt'
!v. thr. dlcllnr, ln lltt, fartn populat ltrn nntl the
Incrt,a$r, ln nrrnIltnr prrpulatlr\n betwl'r'n tht' tto
cr'n3u8 date6 I s. t {\ s()nrr cxtFnt. thd resu t t of
t hl I ch6nle tn dpf I nl t lon,

Thrl lncreasr. 1n nonl.arm houslholdg betweon l95O
and t96O wa6 thc r(.sutt. tn psrt, of a change ta
t ht, daflnltton ()f I'farntt' ln the two censuBes.

The lncrease tn thr, nurnber of households between
1950 and l9fio roflt,cls, tn part, the change ln
cen8u6 enumeratlon from t'dwelllng unlt[ ln the
1950 census to'thouslng unit" ln thc 1950 cen8u6
CerLaln furntshed-roon accommodatlons r.'hlch were
not classed as dwelltng unlts ln l950 were
cIa6sed as houslng untt6 tn 1960' 'Ihis change
affected the total count of houstng unlts 6nd
the calculatlon of average household slze ag
wel[, especlally in Iarger centraI cltles.

'l'hr baslc data ln th('lg60 Ct'nsuE ol'Houstng
trom L'hlch (iurrent houslng lnventory ostlrlatos
nrr, devr. lopod rt,f l('(.t an rrnknown degrr.e ,>f errOf
ln'rycnr bullt', r,(..acioned by tho accuracy of 9C.
spons,,tr) fnumr.rrlt(rrs'queBl"it)na a8 r{relI aA tsr'
t'\rrS .'rrrlF''(l b\, $/u,lr)1 ln8.

r'ilsLal virconc, 5LlfvIy daLn are noi enLlrely com'
pnlable wl Llr tltr' (ldrd publl shtLd bv the Burerau ot
ornsus belcause of cll.fforences 1n doflnltlon,
rrrt a de I tneat I onF . and mt'thods of enumoratlon.
l'1r,, census rep()rLa units and vacanclea by tenure,
rrlrl,reas the poslal vacancy 6urvey rt'Port8 uniiS
and vacanctes by typc of $Lructur('. Th.r P')st
0fftce Departmenl deftneti arrresldence'r as a

'lnlt represenLlng ()ne eLop for one dellvery of
nrall (ono mallbox). Tht's0 are PrlnctPally
singlc-family hones' but lncludt'row houges and
sr:me duplexes and 3!ructures ulLh addltlonal
unlts credted by converslon. An "6Parcment" l6
a unlC on a 8lop where mort'Llran on| delivery of
rrrall is posslbte. PosLal surv('ys onie vacanctes
ln llmiLed areas served by post offlce boxes and

lcnd Lo omlt unlts In suMivlsions under con'
structton. Al though the Postal vacancy survey
hns obvloue linri t6[lons. when ust'd 1n conJunc'
t.l{)n wlt.h othor vAcancv lndtcators, thP survcy
s( rv{.s a valrtnhlt' lunc!ton ln thr dorlvatioh of
, $llnrlrt, s ,)l ltr(.Ill rnark|t c')odlt-l"ns.

l!,q.auac,thd tq50 C(,nsus e)f flouatng dld not tden-
tlIy'rdprerloratlnB[ unlts, lt l6 PosBlble thrt
iomf unltF clrls!ilfled 65 "dtlapldatedfi ln 1950
uorrld have bcr.n clasBlflcd as "detertoratlngil oh

thc ba6ls of thr. l95O enttmeratir:n procedurea,

The clistributlon of tht' qualitativr' dt:mand for
6ales hou6lng differs from any st'lccted ex-
perlence such as that reported in [tlA unsold
tnventory surveys. The tatter data do not in'
ctude new constructlon in suMivisions wlth tess
than ftve conpleElons during the year reported
upon, nor do they reflect individual or contracf
conStructlon on scattered lots. lt is ltkeiy
that the more expenslve housing construclton and
come of the lower-value hornes are concentrated
tn the smaller bulldlng operatlt:ns, whtch are
qulte numerou6. The dcmand estlmateE reflect
all home bulldtnS 6nd lndtcaEe s Ereater concen-
!ratlon ln some prlce ranSes than a subdlvlslon
Survcy would roveal.

tO. HonEhly rentals at whlch prtvately owned ner 6d-
dtttons to thF a8gr68ate rental. houslng invento'
rv nrlqht b|sL be abs\)rbr'd by thc rental market
6r!'!ridlca!€d for varlous stze unltB 1n the dc'
mand rectlon of each analy6i6. These net addl-
ttona lray be aceompllehed by elther'new construc
tlon or rehabl Ittarton at the speclfied rentals
uith or wllhout publlc benefits or assistance
t.hrough subatdy, tax abaLement, or ald in flnan-
ctng or land acqulsitlon. The producEion of new
unlts in hlgher rental ranges than lndlcated may

be justtfied 1f a competitive filtering of ex-
lstlnB accommodations Eo Iower ranges of rent
can b€ anticipated as a resul! of the availabll-
Ity of an ample rental housing supply.

1l Dl6tribulions of average annual demand for new

apartmentB are based on Projected tenant-family
lncmes, the slze dlstribution of Eenant house-
holds, and ren!-paying propensltles found to be

!ypical tn the 6real conslderation also i5 Slven
to the recent absorptive exPerience of new rent-
al houslng. Thua, they represenL a pattern for
gutdance ln the producLton of rental housing
predlcated on fr:resecable quantlLatlve and quaI.
ttatlv(, constderaclons. However, lndividual
proJectF m6y dtffer from the generAl patLern ln
response ro spectf!c neighborhood r:r sub-market
requlrer0ent6. Speclflc market dr:mand opporEu-
nttte6 or replacement necds may permlt the effec
ttve marketlng of a slngLe project differlng
from these demand distrlbutlons. Even though a
d€vlation from these dlstrlbu!lons may experi-
ence market 6uccess, it should not be regarded
as establishlng a change ln the projected pat-
tern of demand for contioulng guidonce unless a
lhorough analy6iB of alI factorE lnvolved clear-
Iy conflrms the change. ln any case, particular
projects mus! be evaluated ln the Iight of acEu-
al marke! performance in speclfic renE ranges
and netghborhoods or 6ub-narkets.

L2 The Locatlon factor i.s of cspecia ! irnPortancc in
the provlsion of new units aL Lhe Iower-rent
levels. Famllie6 in thls user SrouP are not as
mobile as those in other economlc seSnent6; they
are lese able or wiiling to break with estab-
tlshed soclal, church, and nelqhborhood relatlon'
shlpe. Proxtmlly to or quick and economical
trandportatlon to place of work frequently i5 a
governlng cons{deratlon in the Pl6ce of res1.
dence preferrad by famllles ln this group'

li

ilAiXgT AIIALYSIS ANO NESEAROH SECTIOT{
F€OEFAL HOUSING AOMINISTiATION



Table I

."'lork f'orce and rtimolovment '.lrends
r]range,iount:,/. California, iii'iA

19b4-1967
(annuaL averages in thousands )

rllr:n llo ne nt

ti.lvi 1.i-an ;;orl< ['orce

[]r1,.)n,)l oyrnent
l'ercent of -,uork force

,.qri eu l- t,uf e

r'Jonar{ri-crr I tural e,nnloyment

,'ianrrfactilrinq
I")ltrrrl;ll.e qooris

ill:c t.r: i-eal ,r:r'.c'--, Inery
,t-i_rcr:rf t {!: c:.dnanoe
Ubheriurables

L'rcn,lurable goods

]6I
11ul
l-7.5

5.2:'i

7.1

1I1.8

qi.7
72,.8
Ll') -7
, _o I

5.4
24.7
t).9

220. 1-zrB

]e65

15s.t

18.9
5J'.,l

1\',,6

u
]90.0

16.4
t+.zfi

o. t

16t.''

Usl
4t5. ]

17.4
\.2,,4,

5.5

J91.4

rco. I
M-TE'w
rg. 4
t4.g
21,8

26'c,8

96.2
11 )

42. r
.1 1). I

25.1+
21.0

235.\
,Ed

l"o. 6

U.
3a.

IOq. I
1L -7

t=+
+,i . t)

'-)l: ? tr2t. ))[)

)rT
1
I

I

f,k>m..r i-ruf ac Lrtr L rrg

-<>n:; L,ru:tlon
l'i'iln$., ilornnt., ,t .rtLI.
'i'r:tde
I"in. , i ns., &: rDiII ost.
),rlI'ViCeS
,iovorrunent,
AII ot,hert/

gl Inc ludes n:ining, fisning, and aqrlcultural r;ervices.

;ioirrce: .tcriearch::,nC jLai,isLics..iection, Jalilornia De.:artnent of
lini;Ioyrnent,,janta ilna.

-207
II.5
85.3
l,6.2
76.2
53.3
3,5

.l_1.2
.{r.6
15,7
71. B
4,1.4

1. o

75.o
rr.0
"lt.Il)+5.5

'5,1

e.6
tiri. s
Lj.l
5').1
19.L
t.o



'IabIe II

,ir;ti m;,r tod t)llrcentaqo DisLribution of Farnilies bv I ncome and Tenure
/ifter Deduc !'ederal I 'I'axes

.,1 <1 Hou

196S

t Area

lq
i\nnrtal

after-tax lncome
AI1

Iamilies
(enter 

'
householdsg/

1l)

A11
families

rtenter
householdsa/

nclerU

:b5

i)
,
,
,7

000 -
000 -
0c0 -

5

5
o

7
5

I 24
8

l0
11

9

14
4
5
B

9

15
6
1
I

9
l0

000
e99
999
919
)99

7
14
I
4

J
100

10
t9
Il

7

1q
100

9
rB
12

o

_9
I00

9II
t?

88ro0o -

', 
' 
oo0

10, o0o
12,500
l,, ooo
17,500

- 9,999
- 1?, )+99

_ tt"lrg)g
- L7,\)
and over
Total

7
t3

7
)_J

100

,!.cdian $9 r)25 $7, Joo

gl dxc.luries one-person ren'ber households.

.jorrrco: isLlrnal,ed by riousing i'lartcet Ana-lyst.

$9,925 $7,675



.table I"iI

r'oculation 'I'rends

I 1

Area

il,,iA total

Anaheim
,Juena rjark
Costa Mesa
b-u1lertcn
iarden Grove

'{un binqton LJeaeh

0ranqe
,ianta l{na
'Jostninster
;tes;t of [{},lA

Avera{e annual chanse3/ffi
701. q26

104,164
)+5r 4ot
17,r50
5'or1.gA
g\rz3g

lr, [ge
26,41+4

100, J50
?5,750

zt]-.,\t5

rloril
1u0

JuIy^ /
1q6ng/

l. r44.ooo

148, 500
6z,7oo
55,ooo
76,000

116,400

A:riI
Iq68

1. J02.000 s1.6oo 5lrl5g.

]5g,4oo
54,500
71,7oo
gl+,7oo

119r0oo

'?4' JoO
7],100

148, 2OO

55,400
)+1o,5oo

t

t
)

t
,

6

3

5
II

5

11
7
6
4

26

3,97'4ro
100
)2R

1ro
t25

625
354
),,75

ttz5
5n

700
2r\25
2rl+?5

950

7i
55

u4
49

6rlO
1C0

100
000
4oo

,
t
t
t
,

, 1,5?"5
2,900
5ror0
2,700

28,8001'L

Zl ,torrndecl

'gl tevised since the rlrte of the last analysls on the basis of lmproved
daEa.

.jourees: l!60 iensus of t'ooulation; Orange County Planning Deoartment;
and estinates by Houslng Market Analyst.



;rlr)01 y. Lenu ro. ,':.nd vacancv

'i'ota L housinrl unii,s

Occuoied hou:.;ing units

0'rrncf -O ccrrrlied
Percent

"t.: nte r-o,r: cupied
Percent

Vacant housinq units

lbailable vacant

F'or sale
.loileo,';ner v;lcancy rate

'i'or rcnt
ien[er vacartcy r;lte

Utficr.rr.c"nt9/

'Iab1e IV

nen'Ls of the i-iousi I
a e Coun for

and 1

Ariril l,
rq50

227,012

20 1.6 qq

146, 4e6

7:..6fi
i7,\69

28.2,/,

21.ll7

11. Bqq

)+r 5r4
t t,.,1). r,:,

),'285
D.9';[

9rztg

July 1,
lQo53r

1 75. 000

3 19.000

21t0, ooo
70.8'l

?9,00q
29.Z',h

16. OO0

27.000

9r000
j.6"1

18, o0o
15. 4l,i

9,000

.ipril 1,
lq56

[r-5. oo.o

191.000

e75,00q
70.3fr

115,OOO

4.lfi
25.000

I1.000

4,500
L.6fr

8r500
6.afi

12,000

b.l

.gl ,Componentaof toEal revlsed since the date of the last analysis on the
basis of more current data.

[ncL'.rrles vacant seasonal units, dila:idated uni-ts, units rented
or sclrl ancl awai Li.ng occupancyr and units held off the market
lor cther rcasons.

iources: I')60 iensu.s of liousing.
I)5) ;rnri 1'J66 estimated b'J '{ousing irlarket Analyst.

a



lable V

l'lousi (.i ts ,"utlropi
Ura e

I

n

Y,.:ar
ijinqle-
family

L2,380
15,794
1)1, (;l+g

Lo,373
16, 110

I7, o)+6

UO

lor a

llulti-
fardly 'Iota1

35,962
28,463

u 17,460
72 tzrroTo
29 L2,3OT

t9)8
r )59
l9(;0
1')b r
19t 2

lgbJ
1!61+
195,
r?''l6
1967

5,98'E
ro, )+ 75

7,337
10, 110
1r, to)+

rg, J14L5t t5,
847 5,

10

z),
)t

L8 J58
27 r'2'o9
2Lr986
26,\s3
ll,414

L3
11

o

6
998
67s

3
o

5

:jource: .jecurity First iJational .bank, Los Angeles, California.

t



Table VI
A!.heirSadta AEr-C.EdeE Gr@e. Califcml.. Area poatal grcrncy Survey

Feblury 19-28. 1968

Tcd rcldcrccr uJ 4etrr

Pmrl ro
IaJ poriblc

delivaica .{it ? t.*d lcr
Tool posrblc l acul goitr 

f rda
dclivcricr .ill q Ur.d N* cmrt-

288.221 6.799 2.4- 4.535 2.164 2-728

35.713 6/*5 Lg L76 69 ?1L

9,tu9 96 1.O 96 - 26

roul peeiblc \ ecrat rrirs l a&r
&lilcricr {ll I t red h-cr cdd.

Housc trailcrs

Total possiblc
No. t

U nder
conat.

The Surye, Arer Totrl

Aarhe lr

I{!Ia Offlce

11.15/. 8.688 2.476 5.ON

1-371 2rS r.292 79 1.0E7

492 2.7 492 - L44

364. 806

,2 -53?

tE,2 68

15,794
13,m1
5,465

5E.765

9,433

6,554
613

8,299
10,270

7 ,278
8,191
8,067

l- 980

272

557

111

147
t90
160
222

75.579. 4.165 5.7 4.O51

16.819- 726 4,1 116

8,619 
'96 

4.6 396

712 2.302

10 846

_ ll8

15. 183 71 3

2.6A1 69

1-553 42

I ,0oo
1, r97

44
lll
l0

4,7

2.6

Statloo!:
Br@khurat
federal.
Sutrklst

305
447
t26

9
4
3

1.
3,
,

l0
5

I

108 0.9

'tn 
3.6

99 2.0

r.372 2A
tE4 2.4

286 20 294
4n2 5 4A

72 54 609

1.370 610 873

175 97 188

I 1, 79O
9,379
4,895

48-023

7, 618

6,458
673

4,008
3,622

570

to.142'

1,815

96

198 4.9
105 2.9
27 4.1

98
337
45

18
13

t*

u
t48

202

188
105

27

216
27

4?5

200
537
281

t:

!
7

,:

272

76 2.882 90. 3.1

5
?l
I

147 5 3,4

2.5
3.9
0.4

2.4
4.5
0.0
0,0

70.0

Saqtr A[r

I{.ltr Offlce

Ertnches:
Fouotrlu Valley
l{s!i.ue Corp! A. S

Ststiooa:
Br !s to1
Ill.Dud
florrl Prrk
South U.lq
SpurgeoE

GrrdeD GroYe

Itrln Offlce

St.tious:
Secoodrry
g. GrrdeD Grwe

/ o*, cltles aod rq.tt

Bre.
BueDr Prrk
Caplstraoo Belch
Coroor Del }hr
Co8ta l.b8r
Drnr PoLot

3.4

2.9

8-5
0.0

o
8

117
198
154

2.6
L.4
2.O
1.6
2.1

169

94

to:

188
t04

'12

75
90

2

lo6
198
133

E2
198

70
51

117

461

300

8.4
8.3
5.6
4.2
3.9

82
198

70
51

117

603.

90

@8 5,7 @r

88 4.8 8l 40

148 4A9 202 555 8.6
- 0.0

*:

2

5
48

15

31

?6

31322 2.1 0.0

3.3
3.0
2.6
2.o
2.8

3.
0.

7

5.

270
302
va
t26
207

L37

99
I

2

5
48
34
15

54

49

530

7 ,117
7,886
6,03 7

6,983
5,05r

27.a33

14,@8

I 76- 658

4,546
t6,774

1, 154
3,581

14,391
1,227

982
2,384
t,24L
t,2oE
3,016

7. 158

4,845

2,110
203

190
109
120
109
lo5

24A O.9 2L7

123 0.8 118

24
54

1

14

2.1
4.1
0.0

3,8

28

677

4

11

2l

97

34.991 709 2.O

19,453 423 2.2

10,583
4,955

655

418

203
34

11 6.4 438 23 126 1.262

6.2 300 29

1.1

5 789 9 1.1

1.12.4
0.7

252
34

t52
630

L2
169
629
a6

8,473
4,752

103 1.2
22 O.5

17
22

52
8

t49 7.1
t2 5.9

126
12

15 3.9 15
181 8.8 r81

21.81
23 8.O 23

341 4.1 341
40 L2,5 40

218-518 7.19+ 5.371 1.733 2.933

4,93O
18,830
L.261
3r870

22,6L3
1,546

1r5

3.1

4.534

137
449

10
146
288

46

3.0
2.1
0.9
4.1
2.O
1.7

384
2,056

113
289

8,222
319

140
169
169

1.250
184

116

LS 3.O73 1.46t 1.679 4l-860 2-570 6.1 2.29A 1.254 8.358 54o !J

3
9
4
I
6

92
457

10
L32
559

80

71 60 59
276 173 101

914
109 31 6h
218 70 224
40699

60 59
L13 129

24
37 64
70 901
699

c domitoricr; na dcs t covct boardrd-up rcsidcoces s alE&cnts that uc not inrcnded [c occupancy.

than one poseiblc deliverl -

to 1966. Thc combiocd taals, horcvcr. uc aa recodcd io official route records.

Soucc: FHI postal racancl sutcv conducted br collabaariog petmastcr(s)

0

t a
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Tari radcrccr ud .eftrt.

T'abl e VI (cont 'd)

Ap.heieS.st. Aar-c.rdeo Grove. Callffioi.. A!e. pcslsl alcrxcv Suryev (cmtlned)

Febrqrv 19-28- 1958

Ecri&nccr

Portrl ter
Tdd poeitl.

dclivcicc
Vacart oaitr

{tl 't Uacd fcr
Uoder Toul poeriblc

dcliraticr
Urdcr

Ail t U*d licr (oD!r-
Toul mrsiLle

dclii..ic"
Y.cel orit. Totl posibleUr&r

tiocd Xer corst.

," Pullertm
Iluatingtoo Beach
Lr llbrr
las AlE1to8

Xldvry Clty
Net port Bea.h
CrrE Be
P1!ceD t i.
Sab Cleeote

Seel Beech
South Lr8uo.
Str! too
Tu6tla
lJestul.n!ter

22
796
627
263
510

1.5
5,4
2.6
4.9
7.4

22
119
543

83
409

3

15r.
247
172
t9

c.8

2.5
3.1

75
131
I15
L26
379

25,t52
27 ,9A3
li,1!4i

6,252

585

315
58

46
261
t:

19, 117
24,3L2
11,2 58
5,949

1.4
?.t
1.5
4.1

6,035
3,591
2,889

303

316
316
142
t7

5.2 / 278 38
8.8 209 107
4.9 110 32
5.6 t7

{.5
12. ]
o.{
0, t)

6
2! i

I

6
205
193

35
299

3.3
8.5
4.6
5.4

t3.2

0.0
2.0
2.0
6.1

ll .8

1,4 62
14,81!.
2 3, 989
5,314
5,9O9

10,663
2,663
3,8@
1,&6

14,584

38 32
3* 241
r: 56

2. -1 509 76
4.L 6/18 491
2.2 224 91
0.9 58

;
15

180
t1

0.5 44 t
7.9 liS 7t
3.O 52 r*
2.8 55 64
r.8 142 76

1,281
t2,467
19,783
4.671
4,61i5

9,724
2,4O7
3, 152
4,2U+

Ll,945

269
823
L73
4L

15
593
4y
228
2tl
4a

189
96

119
2t8

z3t
439
rl4
4t

t6
521
359
48

t&

,1. 8
2.2
4.9
4.5

3
103

68
t72
t5

134
7?1
216
109

65
868
798
280
n7

1.
14
22

6-
198 7 48
lE4 9 179

35
245 54 4

181
401
206
&1

t7
i6
l7
69

190
202

71
257

83
220
159
192
455

?;
a4

180
101

8
89
44
66
16

178
L46

I
113

2,29

939
256
&2

2
4

3,382
2,739

35
3l
63
73

237

3.7
t2.l
9.8
2.2
8.7

3l
13
63
7l

237

4
l8

2 )c
lo

t2
,:
70

t44

200

279
372

I,t2l

0,0

0.0
10.2
2.7

c domitorica; na drs it cover boardcd-up rcsideoces o apartments that are Dot intended fs occdpancy.

than onc possiblc delivcn.

to 1966. Th. combincd totals, howeuct. re as recsdcd in official rourc reconds.

Source: t llA po!l6l rso.ncr survrr coducted by collaborating pGrmss!cr(s),



Iable VII
d

,.ita 1:

jales )rice

rr f iJorr,' ) $ e-]AInt
0r,,r

' 
lJ ,Ie I

Total
con,;letions

.lomrletions i
.]aliiornia iiousi I

Ja 1

,i,ceculative construction
UnsoId

t're-sold Total "jold llwrber .lercent

,j

a

rinr:1c- [;lmily houses eomDleted in 1955. as of Januarv 1. 1q55

$t. 7
:li)

00 - ljl l, g?g
()0 - :l)l r? lg

73
L,7?-Z
) G')O

:t.r)t57

}. IIZ
r: r')28

5
0

Led in 1

73
1',722
'2,5)9
Lrl+rl
1,. 147
o, ,)28

6t
L,395
l-, ?80
l- 

' 
crB
7\7

5,235

I
727
-/" I

5t+g

3')9
)+ro

ffi

11.0
19.0
21,7
27.\
3?.!
24.4 .

'5,000 - ",),')')')
J0,000 - ),t, )))
55r000 rrncl over

.lotaI

,-., i nrn I e- f;t rn L lv h se s enm,r'l a q66- as of Jenrrarw 'l - I q61

,i,17r500 - +"1. -22
- L,372
- 3,L62- ?,:12
- r.601
- 5, bbg

,000 - ,,.)

)
l1

,'.)]9
,))9
,'))9
,999

'2?.

L,572
3,L82
?rz)o
I.5_O- 1

8 16'09

L3
trJroS
2,3?-7
1,427
L.L26ffi ltt

2, bII

9
.t0 7
E55
801

4o
L)
lo
3'o

))
30

9
I
9
0
6
I

20
2r)

10
15

,000 - i2)

,0OO - 'lll
000 lrnd over

'Iotal

,jinlle- tamilv houses comofeted in 1957. as of Januarv 1. 1q58

.i,t 7,5oo
lo, 000
Ilrj,000
'io,000
jr) 

' 
ooo

.)OU.f Ce:

- :tif9, 9')9_ ;?)[r 9g9
- :);) r9,)9_ ,,)1, )99
:,ncl over
'Io t;r1

?9

780
2r lto2
,), )1)15

I.916Llr::!/

?a

780
?-'l+o2
2,11116

I.'].8
b, b')7

?-g

757
2,199
2, 118

s16
5,9l-9

23
203
330
222
m

6.
11.
2L.
11.

;
5
,
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llnsoLrj .[nuent,rry .jurveys conducted by the Santa Anar California,
In:;uri.ng 0ilfice. a
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