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t Foreword

As a pubLlc service to assist local houslng activities through
clearer understandlng of local housing markeL conditions, ffiA
initiated publlcatlon of iIs comprehenslve housing market analyses
early in 1965. While each report 1s deslgned specifically for
FHA use 1n admlnisEertng its mortgage lnsurance operaEions, it
1s expected that the factual lnformatlon and the flndings and
concluElons of these reports wlll be generally useful also to
bullders, mortgagees, lrnd others concerned wirh local housing
problems and to oihers havlng an lnterest in locai economic con-
dltlons and Erends.

Stnce markeE analysis is not an exacE sclence, the judgmenEal
factor 1s lmportant ln Ehe developnent of findlngs and conclusions
There wtll be differencee of oplnlon, of course, in the lnEer-
pretatlon of available factual lnformaEion in deLermining the
absorpElve capacity of the market and the requirements for main-
tenance of a reaBonable balance in demand-supply relaElonships.

The factual'framework for each analysis is developed as Ehoroughly
as poselble on the basis of jnformatlon avallable from both local
and nat.lonal Bource6. UnIess speclflcally iCentified by source
reference, all eBtlmate6 and judgments 1n fhe analysls are Ehose
of the authorlng analyst ancl the FHA Market Analysls and Research
Sectlon.
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ANALYSIS OF ]]TIE

SAN FRANCISCO. CALI FORNIA. HOUSING UARKET
AS OF APRIL 1 1965

Surnnary and Concluelons

Nonagrlcultural enployrnent ln the San Franctsco, CaLifornla, Houelng
Market Area (tlMA) averaged L,2[1r8OO durlng 1955, an lncrease of
184,3O0 (18 percent) over the 1958 level. Year-to-year gains tn
nonagrlcuttural euploynent have fluctuated; the 35r2OO galn ln enploy-
ment from 1964 to [965 cornpares nlth only 1L,3OO new Jobs fron l95O
Eo 1951, a reflection of the natlonal economlc receseton ln the San
Franclsco HMA durtng that lnterval. During the next two years, nonagrl-
cultural employment gains are expected to average 30,OOO annually,
indicatlng a contlnuatlon of the strong and stable growth pattern
egtabllshed ln the H!!A in recent years.

Unenploynent tn the San Franclsco HMA averaged 54,9OO during 1965,
equal to 5.O percent. of the work force. Ttre 1965 ratio ls the lowest
unemploynent ratlo recorded ln the IIMA slnce the 4.5 percent recorded
ln 1959 and represents a decline fron the 5.3 percent level reported
ln both 1963 and 1964.

The current median annual income in the San Francisco HMA, after de-
ducting federal income tax, is $8,525 for all families and $6,725 f.or
all renter households of two-or-more persons. By 1968, median annual
after-t.ax incomes are expected to approximate $9,025 for all families
and $7,125 for renter households of two-or-more persons.

The estinated current population of the San Francteco HMA ts 3,l23rOOO,
a galn of 79,OO0 yearly since April l, 1950, considerably greater than
the average annual increment of 5L,3OO during the 1950-195O decade. By
Aprll 1, 1968, the population of the tMA isexpected to total 3,288,OOO,
reflecting an anttcipated gain of 82,5OO a year.

At present, there are 1,O48,OOO households ln the San Franctsco lMA,
representing an average lncrement of 271250 annually slnce April I,
i96O, whlch compares rrrith an average gain of 2C ,875 a year durlng the
t95O-195O decennlal perlod. Ttre number of houeehol,ds ln the Hl,lA ls
expected to total 1,1O5rOOO by Aprll 1, 1958, reflecting an anticlpated
galn of 28r5OO durlng each of the next two years.

5. The houslng lnventory of Ehe san Franctsco HMA currently totals
about 1,1181000 unlts. Slnce January 1960, about 1991900 housing
untt,s have been authorlzed for constructlon and 18r400 unlts have
been demollshed. Currentlyrabout 7,7O0 units are under construct,ton,
3,250 elngle-fanll-y homes and 4,450 multlfamlly unl.ts.
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There are presently abouE. 11,000 vacant housing units available
for sale in Ehe HI,IA, representing a homeowner vacancy rate of 1.9
percenE, and approximately 39,000 units are for rent, indicaEing a
renEal vacancy rate of 7.5 percent. The current total number of
available vacancies (50,000 units) represents an over-a11 net avail-
able vacancy ratio of 4.6 percent, up from the April 1960 rate of
3.8 percent. The current sales and rentat vacancy rates exceed the
ratios deemed acceptable for a satisfacEory balance between supply
and demand in an area wiEh the growth characterisEics of the San
Francisco HMA.

During the next two years, there is expected to be an annual demand
for about 28,45O new privately-owned housing units in the San Fran-
cisco HMA, including 14,450 sales unit.s and 14,000 rental units,
excluding public low-rent housing and rent-supplement accommodations.
ApproximateLy L2,700 units of the annual rental demand are at rents
achievable with market-interest-rate financing and 1,300 are at the
lower rents achievable with below-market-interesE-rate financing. The
projected demand for L2,700 rental uniEs achievable with market-interest-
rate financing is subsEantially below the average of over 19,000 multi-
family units a year auEhorized in the 1960-1965 period. The reduced
estimate of demand recognizes the current softness of the rental market
and the downward adjustmenE in the building volume during the past
fifteen months.

Distributions of the annual demand for sales and rental units by sales
price and by mont.hly gross rent are shown in the respective submarket
areas. The distributions of rental demand in each submarket by gross
monthly rent and unit sLze reflect both the excessive recent construc-
Eion in the higher rent ranges and the concentrations of rent.er house-
holds in the middle income ranges. If these size and rent-range cri-
teria cannot be met because of high construction costs and uneqtlal
tax burdens then, of course, the production of new multifamily unit,s
should be at a level below the estimated demand. The demand esEimates
represent a demand Eo be met by all channels of financing and not through
FllA alone.

I
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ANALYSIS OF THE
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA, HOUSING MARKET

AS OF APRIL I. L966

Housing Market Area

The San Franclsco, Callfornla, Ilouslng llarket Area (HI'IA) ls coterminous
wlEh the San Francisco-Oakland SEandard lletropolltan SEatlstlcal Area
(SMSA), currently deflned by. E,he Bureau of Ehe Budget as Alameda, ConEra

CosEa, Martn, San Franclsco, r-l and San Mateo Countles (see map Perecl ) '
The HMA, wlth a 1960 populatlon of approxlmately 2,649,000 persoos,3 is
an lrregularly shaped area of about 2,500 square mlles, extending as far
as 55 miles lnland from the Paclfic Coast and 75 miles from soutit Eo norElr
Four contiguous standard metropolit,an sLatlstlcal areas nameLy, Vallejo-
Napa, SacramenEo, Stockton, and San Joee, cornpletely surround the San

Franclsco HIIA except on the nbrth. LocaEed on the west coast of the staEe
of Callfornia, the HI,IA le approxlnafely 85 mllea southwest of Sacramento,
Callfornla and 425 mlles north of the clty of Los Angeles.

The topography of the San Francisco HMA has played an lmportant role in iEs
pagEern of growth. Because the HMA ls composed of three peninsular counEies

iMartn, San Franctsco, and San Mateo) and two inland counEles (ConEra Costa
and Alameda), an extenslve network of brldges and highways has resulted and

populatlon concentratlons have developed ln those areas luunedlately adjacent
to San Franclsco Bay and San Pablo Bay. The topographlcal character of the
Bay Area results ln slgnlficant contrasts ln cllmate wlthln relatively shorL
dist,ances. The eastern portlons of the HMA, sheltered by the Berkeley Hills,
enjoy errumers whlch are normally free of fog, wlth low humidity, and with
afternoon temperatures 15 Lo 25 degrees higher than ln those areas adjacent
to the water. As a result of Pactfic currents, Lhere are few exEremes of
heaE or cold ln the penlnsular countles and abnormally warm or cool periods
last but a few daYs.

The Hl,tA |s traversed by a flne system of lnterstate, U. S., and staEe high-
way8. The prlncipal arterles servlng the HllA are Interst,ate Highways 80,280,
580, and 680; U. S. Hlghways 40, 50, and 101; and Scate Hlghways 17 and 82.
Freeway development within the clty of San Francisco has been inhibited by

conEroversy over proposed routes.

LI
2t

San Francieco CounEy and San Francleco Clty are coextenslve.
Inasmuch as the rural farm populatlon of the san Franclsco
HI,IA . consEltuted less Ehan one PercenE of the totaL populatlon in
1960, all demographlc and houslng data used ln thls analysls refer
to Ehe totel of farm and nonfarm data.
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Ral1, hlghway, and alr transport,atlon ls provlded through four major
rallroads, 3,000 trucking companles, and the San Franclsco and the Oak-
land lnternatlonaL alrports. Servtced by the three major deep-water
porte at San Francisco, Oakland, and Rlchmond, the Hl,lA annually recelves
over 1,000 different deepwaEer vessels representLng some 70 shipplng firmo.
An estlmated $2.4 blLllon ln annual local lncome ls generated by cormer-
clal shlps and thelr allied lndustrles ln rhls, Ehe third busiest harbor
ln the Natlon.

In additlon to San Franclsco and Oakland, whlch are the centrat clties
of the HI'IA, slx other communlt,les ln Ehe area contalned over 50,000
inhabltants ln 1960. They are Berkeley, Haytard, Rtchmond, San Mateo,
San Leandro, and Alameda; and of Ehese Berkeley, Hayrard, and Alaneda
lie wlthln the county of Alameda, Ehe most populous county in the Hl'{A,

vith a current population of 1,070,000.

The Bay Area Rapld Transit System (BART), a b111ion-dollar transporta-
Eion project, is currently in the initlal stages of develoPment. The

project will have a tremendous impact upon the- pattern 6f future g::otvth
tn the Bay Area. BART ls an aEtempt to alleviaEe the commuter trafflc
problem(whlch has plagued the San Franclsco-Oakland area)wlth a rapld
translt system covering 75 mlles and llnking three countles. With ter-
minal points at Daly City, Rlchmond, Concord, and Fremont, the system
wll1 provlde fast, economical commuter servl-ce between centers of popu-
laElon and buslness. The t,otal effecE of rhe project upon the area is
lncalculabLe; it will affect almost every phase of the HlulA's economic,
soclal, culE,ural, and recreaElonal growth. Among the princlpal resulEs,
however, will be lncreased land values, greater reglonal nobillty of the
labor force, reduced congestton, and a more flexible pattern of resldentlal
and commerclat development.



-3-

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA,

HOUSING MARKET AREA

TO
EUREKA

\

SAN
MATEO

(..

t
TO

TO
EUREKA

NOVATO

NAPA

CHMOND

sAw
ilATEO

. MARTINEZ

SACRAMENTO

90LAwO
(

PI TTSBUR6

t)
,)

I
SAN

RAFAEL

L CERRITO

BER LEY

CITY.

a coNcoR0

a FREMoNT

rft'z'!-'

s
o

O

o(-)
(f\

FRA
LEAN

O HAYwARo . L I VERMoRE

TO
STOCKTON

t
3

I

z OALY
CITY

a

ALAIIEDA

"dil'VaiF' \

OALIFORN IA

ALAMEDA,

MARI N,
CONTRA

SAN MATEO AND
SAN FRANCISCO
COUNTIES

)
TO

SANTA CRUZ
TO

LOS AN6ELES

.. I
gdtl'

TO

SANTA CRUZ
ANO

MONTE REY

N

o 5 lo MILES

gAN PA9LO

8AY

FRANC/SCO

SAN FRANCISCO

ALA

sail

AAY



4-

Economy of Ehe Area

Character and Historv

The flrst perillanenE whlEe settlement r/as made at, San Francisco ln L776,
when a Spanlsh mllltary post was estabLished on the penlnsula. In 1835
the t,own of Yerba Buena, laEer named San FrancLsco, was founded. The
populatlon of rhe settlement, however, remained under 100 untll rhe dls-
covery of gold ln California ln 1848. The econonlc lmpetus of Ehe gold
rush and of the coastal locatlon of San Franclsco, wiEh Ehe largest land-
Iocked harbor ln Ehe world, waE responsible for much of Ehe growth in
the area ln Ehe latter 1800's and early 1900's. Durlng the 1940-1950
decade a large portion of the economic development ln the HMA was attri'
butable to World War II, as lts ports were ldeal loglstlcs cent,ers for
Paclflc mllltary operations. Slnce the end of World War lI, Lhe grow-
ing nonmanufacturtng lndustrles have provlded a nucteus of general economl.c
expanslon ln the area. The San Franclsco Hl,lA le the trade and servlce
center for all of northern Callfornla and, as the headquarters for
the TbelfEh Federal Reserve Distrlct and a nr:nber of large banklng and
lnvestment organizatlons, the HI.IA serves as an lmporEant financlal center
for Ehe West. AlEhough outsErlpped by the growth of other lndustrles in
recent years, the Lransportatlon i-ndustry still remains an important com-

Ponent ln the economy of the HMA.

Emplotmrent

Current Estieate. As reported by Ehe California Department of Emplolmrent,
the civllian nork force ln the San Francisco HMA averaged Lr287,300 durlng
1965, 2.7 percent, above the 11 253,200 average for L964. Components of the
1965 clvllian work force included 64,900 unemployed persons, 10,700 agrlcul-
tural workers, and 1r211r800 nonagrlcultural workers. Approximately 1r081,400
(89 pereent) of the total number of nonagricultural workers were wage and
saLary emp,Loyees (eee table I).

Past Trend. The lncrease ln nonagricultural emploprenE from 1958 to 1965
totaled 184,300 (18 percent), lndicatlng an average annual lncremenE of
about 26,300 jobs. The annual changes did not fo11ow a sEeady pattern of
growth, but fluctuated between a 1ow of 11,300 tn 1961 and a peak increase
of 35,200 ln 1965 (see followlng table). Slnce 1962, nonagricultural employ-
ment has been growtng at an lncreaslng annual rate, attalnlng a gain of 3.0
percent between 1964 and 1965. A portlon of the lncrement between 1964 and
1965, however, ls judged Eo be the resutt of unusually hlghanployment galns
in government and transportation whlch r^rere generat,ed by the Vlet Nan crlsls.
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Trend of Clvlllan Work Force and Total Nonasrlculturat Eurplovment,

Year

1958
1959
1960
196 1

L962
1963
L964
196s

1,104.0
1, 123.3
1, 150.1
1,L72,0

1,195.4
L,222.5
L,253.2
L,287.3

San Fra+clsc_o. Callfornia. HilA
1958-1965 (ln thougands)

Civillan work force
Nr.rmber Chgnee Percent.age

Noqagrlculturat emp lo.vmeni
Number Change Percentage

,027,5
,059.6
,080"5
, 091.9

,L46.
, 175.
,zLL.

30.
23.
29.
36.

19. ;
I
9

4
1

7

1

1

2

1

32
20
11

7

4
9

5
0
6
B

I
1

I
1

1

1

I
1

;
0
0

2.8
2.L
2.6
3.0

3
2
1

i
9

3

1

5

6
2

26.
2L.

L222.O
2.3
2.5
2.7

27
30
34

Source: Callfornla Department of Enploynent.

Hanufacturing employrnent account.ed for about 17 percent of all nonagrtcul-
tural employment in 1965, a ratio somewhat, lower than the 19 percent
recorded tn 1958. From 1958 through 1965, manufacturlng employment grew
by 8,800 Jobs wlth galns ln automoblle assembly, electrlcal machinery,
and nonelect,rical machlnery provlding the prlnclpal inpetus. As a con-
sequence of employmenE decreases ln bot,h durable and nondurable manufacEuring
lnduetrles, manufacturlng employment ln 1961 and 1963 fell by 3,900 and 1,400
Jobs, respectlvely. The declines vrere rather wldely dtffused among the
comPonent lndustrles and no one se8ment lras responslble for a major portion
of the losses recorded durlng these years. llanufacturlng employment has
been lncreaslng since 1963, gainlng 700 Jobs ln 1964 and 2,700 jobs ln 1965.

Enployment tn qonnanufaqturlng lndustrles ln the San Franclsco HlrA toEaled
about 1,007,300 ln 1965' an lncreaae of 175,500 (21 percent) over rhe 831,800total for 1958. Governrnent,, servlces, and trade \rere responslble for a con-
slderable portlon of the galn recorded ln nonmanufacturlng emploSment,
accounting for approxlmately 83 percent of the lncrease reglst,ered by total
nonagrlcultural employment. Employnent ln nonmanufacEurlng has sholrn sub-stantlal galns ln each year slnce 1958 (see following table). The greatest
annual- lncrement occurred ln 1965 when nonmanufacturlng employment
increased by 33,500, principally in reaponse to viet lam requirements.
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Trend of Manufacturlng, Nonmanufacturlng, and
Total Nonagrlqu_ltural Euplqrment

San Francigco, Callfornia, HHA 1958-1965
(In thousende)

Year

19s8
r959
1960
195 I

L962
1953
L964
1965

26.
19.
15.

Manufacturlng
Number Change

195.7
201.8
202,9
199 .0

202.5
201. I
201 .8
204.5

Nonmanufacturlng
Nunber Change

Total nonagrlcultural
enplorment

Nr.urber Chanee

0
8
2

6.;
1.1

-3. 9

83r.8
857.8
877.6
892.8

920 .0
944.9
973.8

1r007.3

27,2
24.9
28.9
33.5

1ro
tr0
1r0
1r0

22
46
75
11

I
1

I
2

I
1

I
I

27 .5
59.6
80.5
91.8

32. i
20.9
11.3

30. 7

23.5
29.6
36.2

3.5
-L.4
0.7
2.7

5
0
6
I

Source: Callfornla Department of EmpJ.oynent.

Employmen t bv Industrv. Automobile assembl y was the mosE active componenE

of durable goods manufacturing between 1958 and L965, rising by 4,500 jobs.
Employment in the electrical machinery industry also rose during the seven
year period, increasing by 3,700, and attaining peak gains of 2,100 jobs in
1959 and L962. Only one sector of durable goods manufact.uring employment
declined appreciably in the 1958-1965 period; Ehat was shipbuilding, which
felt by 3,100 jobs. Recent employn,ent declines of 11200 in 1965 and 400

in 1964 ln the shipbuilding indusEry \^/ere the result of contract completions
at a number of 1ocal Plants.

Since 1958, the printing industry has been Lhe principal contributor to
employment gains in nondurable manufactured goods industries with an in-
crease of'2,100 jobs, while the apparel industry added 600 jobs to its 1958

leve1 of 8,200. Gains in these two industries, however, were more than
offset by losses in oEher nondurable goods indusEries (see table II).

Services, with employment gains each year, increased employment by 55r800
between 1958 and 1965, reaching a peak annual gain of 10,000 between 1964

and 1965. The expansion of service industries in order to meet demands of
individuals and inaustry has been occurring both locally and nationally for
the past two decades.
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Government enploynent lncreaeed by 54,7o0 during the l95g-I965 period.
The largest annual average galn occurred in [965 when 13,3oo ioLs were
added to the 1954 average of 209,600. Thts was the sharpest annual
lncrease since the Korean l{ar. Much of the recent gain ln government
civilian emploJment has been the result of the step-up in mlliEary action
ln Vlet Nam' Since the support activities designed to service militaryoperatlona already have been establlshed, however, government civilian
employment increases should not continue at the pace set durlng 1955.
lncreases tn Federal nondefense payrolls were nainly an expanslon of the
SoclaI Security System because of Ehe new Medlcare service. The major
portlon of gains shared by state, county, city, and special districts
was attrtbutable to education.

Trade wae also a strong cont,ributor to the expanslon ln nonagrlcultural
employurenE between 1958 and 1965, accountlng for about 19 percent of ttre
tot,al lncrease. I'Ilth substantial galns tn each year of the seven year
perlod, trade ernployment rose from 232,900 ln 1958 ro 267,300 in 1965,
an increment of 34,400. Illhlle whoLesale trade added 61000 jobs over the
1958-1965 period, retall trade, wlth nearly 70 percent of all employees
in trade lndustrles, lncreased by 28,300. Much of the growth ln rerail
trade can be llnked to populstlon expanslon and the general economic pros-
perlty whlch the area currently enjoye. Wholesale trade lncreases over the
1958-1964 perlod fl-uctuated from a l-ow of 300 ln 1961. Eo a hlgh of 2,100 in
L962, In L965, however, emplo5mrent ln whotesaLe trade declined by 300 jobs,

PrincipaL Emplonnent Sources. Those ernployers ln the San Francisco Hl,lA re-
porting emplolment, of 51000 persons or more Ln November 1965 are presented
ln the followlng table. Four of fhe employers are ln the Government secror,
lndicatlve of the impact whlch Government, both Federal and local, iias upon
the areats economy.

Leading Emplovers
San Francisco California HMA

November 1965

Employer Indus tr

General Motors
United Airlines
Pacific Tel. and Tel.
Pacific Gas and E1ec.
Bank of America
Naval Air Station
S. F. Naval Sfiipyard
Lawrence Rad. Lab.
S. F. City and County

Au tomob i 1e
Trans port at ion
Communica t ions
Ut i1 ity
F inance
Government

Source: California Department. of Employment.
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Impacc of the Military

Currently, t.he San Francisco HI"IA contains a number of military instal-
Iations with about 50,750 military personnel; 40,000 of Ehese are Navy
personnel, 7r150 are Army personnel and 31600 are Air Force personnel.
In addit.ion, there are nearty 33,900 civilians employed at these instal:
Iations, of whom approximately 28,000 are employees of the Navy, 41975
are employed by the Army, and 925 are Air Force civilian employees.
While the combined civilian employmenE of the installations tn the area
is subst.ant,ial in number, it represents only 2.8 percenE of toEal nonag-
ricultural- employment of the HMA.

Militarv Personnel and l'111itarv-Connected Civilian EmplovmenE
San Francisco, California, HMA

B:cember 1965

Army Navy Air Force ToEalTvpg

Mi I itary
Civilian

Total

7, 150
4|97 5

L2,L25

40,000
28. 000
68, o0o

3, 600

??5
4,525

50, 750
3Le-o0
84,650

Source: U.S. DeparEmenE of Defense.

It is important Eo note that military personnel are not included in employ-
ment data reporEed by Ehe California Department of EmploymenE. Civll.ian
employees aC military installations, however, are included in Ehese statisEics
in the "government" cl.asslflcation.

Navv. Naval military strengEh in the HMA EoEaLed 32,400 in December L962,
The srrength level fell to 30,600 in 1963, but rose in 1964 to a December
level of about 31,700. Aprll 1966 estimat,es place mj.Ii-tary personnel home-
ported in Ehe San Francisco-Oakland area aE 40,000 of \nttom nearly Ewo-Ehirds
are classlfied as "mobile afloatt'. Thls is a considerable increase over Ehe

toEal of the previous year. A major portion of Ehe increment, howeverr oc-
curred in the "mobtle afloatfi category,which increased subsEantially as a

direct result of expanded mllitary operations in VieE Nam.
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The total number of civilians employed by the Navy in the Hl,lA declined
from September 1962 to SepEember L964, falling from about 21,575 to 25,975.
In September 1965, however, a total of about 28r000 civilian employees was
reported by the Navy, an increase of approximateLy 21000 over the previous
September. As with recent military personnel increments, a major portion
of the increase in civilian st.rength rr,:sulted from a step-up in military
commitments in the !'ar EasE.

The two largost Naval installations in the HI,IA are the Naval Shipyard,
San Francisco, and the Naval Air Station, Alameda. In accordance with
a recent Defense Department. directive, the Naval Shipyard, San Francisco,
and Ehe Mare Island Naval Shipyard were merged under a single command.
Separate strength daEa for the San Francisco portion of the command are
currenEly unavailable. In September L964, however, there were 6,500
civilians and 200 military engaged in the repair, conversion, modification,
and corrstrucEion of naval vessels at the Hunterrs PoinL yard in San Fran-
cisco. The Naval Air Station, Alameda, in addition to its repair and supply
functions with respect t.o attached fleet units and assigned saEellites,
provides complete aeronautical materiel support to Naval Air Stations aE.

MoffetE Field, Palo Alto, and Honolulu. The base employs about 7,750
civilians and presently has a complement of approximately 2,500 military
personnel.

Army. Army activity in the area is centered at the Presidio, a Class I,
multicommand, multimission installation of the Sixth U.S. Army. Various
military functions are conducted under the jurisdicEion of separate com-
manders, but are tenants on the Presidio for common service support. Cur-
rently, there are approximately 5,100 milifary personnel assigned to the
Presidio and about 21675 civilians are employed by Ehe various commande.
Tlie largest singLe employer of civilians is Headquarters, Presidio of San
Francisco, which employs over 1r100 civilians.

The oakland Army Terminal, located on the eastern shore of San Francisco
Bay, is the Army trans-shipping and warehousing service center for the
wesE coast. As of April L966, about 1,800 military personnel and 2,300civilian workers were employed at the Terminal. Nearly one-half of themilitary are assigned to the Army Personnel Cent,er. The Eotal number ofcivilian employees fluctuates widely since stevedore crews are hired onlyas needed.

Air Force. Hamilton Air F orce Baset
Conunand in Marin County. Tenants
Air Force Reserve, and air rescue
daEa for the base are presented in

is an installation of the Air Defense
at Hamilton AFB include tactical fighter,
units. Military and civilian employment
the following table.
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Military and Civilian St.reneth at. Hamilton Air Force Base
San Francisco, California. HI,IA

December 1956-November 1965

Date Mi1 itarv Civil Service

December
il

tl

ll

tl

il

ll

tt

It

November

195 6
L957
r95 B
195 9
1960
196 I
L962
r 963
L964
L965

5, 389
5 ,599
5,602
5,L52
4,2LL
4,267
4,L36
4,031
3, 816
3, 610

1, 070
905
94s
970
830
9r3
916
974
894
929 al

al Data for September L965.

Source: U. S. Department of Defense.

Unemployment

Unemployment in the San Francisco HI4A averaged 64,900 during 1965, equal
to 5.0 percent of rhe work force (see following table). The 1965 1evel
represenEs a moderate decline since 1964 and 1963 when unemployment at-
tained a 1evel of 5.3 percent. During the 1958-1965 period, the lowest
unemployment ratio registered was Ehe 4.6 percent reached in 1959. Nation-
wide business declines in 1957-1958 and 1960-1961, the third and fourth
since \,Iorld War II, coincided with local unemployment peaks of 5.8 percent
and 5.9 percenE in 1958 and 1961, respectively. Almost every sector of manu-

facturing contributed to the 5.9 percent unemployrnenE level reached in 1961,
as employment declined during the year in all but the electrical machinery
and printing industries.

l
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Clvlllan Work Force and Unemployment Tt'end
San Franclgco, Cal lf ornla, Ht'{A

r958- 1965
,

t Clvlllan NLrmber of
work forcel/ unenployedq

Percent of
civillan

work forceDate

r958
195 9
1960
1961

L962
1963
L964
1965

l,
t,
1,
1,

t,
1,
1,
1,

0
3
1

0

104
L23
150
L72

64.2
5L.7
58.3
69.2

62.L
65.4
66.6
64.9

5.8
4.6
5.1
5.9

L95.4
222.5
253.2
287 .3

5.2
5.3
5.3
5.0

gl In thousands.

Source: Californla Department of Employment.

Future Emplolrnent

Total nonagrlculEural emplolrrenL ln the San Franclsco HMA ls expect.ed
to increase by about 30,000 jobe annually during the April 1, L966 to
Aprll 1, 1968 forecast perlod. This rate of growth is somewhat, above
Ehe average annual lncrease ln nonagrlcultural employment of 26r300
recorded between 1958 and 1965, but, below the 1964-1965 increment of
36r200. Growth aE thls rate reasonably may be expected considerlng the
rate of-growth exhibited in the area for the past few years and the
prospee-t of generally favorable economic conditions nationally.

The outlook for manufacturlng employnent durlng the forecast perlod indl-
cates an annual tncrease of approxinately 3,000 Jobs. Emplolrrent galns
wll1 be epurred by lncreases ln the machinery lndusfry, both electrical
and nonelectrlcal.
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The greater porEion of the employment galns forecast are expected to occur
ln the nonmanufacturlng sector. Employment growth, as in the pasE, wtll
be led by addltlons to Ehe goverrunenE, trade, and servlces cat,egories.
Although t,he conflict ln Viet Nam should play a major role ln future employ-
ment growth, much of the adminlsErat,ive and supporE funcElons assoclated
with a bulldup of thls nature already have been esEablished. Increasee
ln the government sector, therefore, should be considerabl.y less than
those exhlbited ln 1965. Trade increases will be affected by a number
of factors, among whlch are lncreased dlsposable income and employmenE and
the enlargement of surroundlng markets, both nat.i.onal and internat,ional.
Future prospects ln each of these factors seem to portend a continuance
of the growth experlenced over tl"re past decade. Slnce lndlvldual and
lndust,ry needs wlll continue t,o Lncrease, servlce employment will remain
a prime fact,or Ln nonnanufact,uring employment increases over Ehe next Ewo
years.

Based on informatlon supplied by local sources, mllltary strength in the
San Francisco HMA is expecEed to increase during the forecast, perlod to
meet mlllEary requirements stemming from Ehe Vlet, Nam commitment. The
lncrement will be Largely of a temporary nature, however, because a major
porElon of the lncrease wll1 be troops awaiting t,ransfer to overseas duty"

The Bay Area Rapld Transtt System (BART) will have a profound long-range
effect upon the economy of the San Francisco Hl'lA. lrlhile the full impact
of BART upon the area will not be felt for a number of years, some employ-
ment w111 be generated durtng the next two years by constructlon of the
system, especially the San Francisco Bay Eube.

In strmmary, there are four major premlses on which Ehe forecast of 301000
new Jobs annually ls based. They are that galns ln the manufacturing sector
durlng t,he Ewo-year forecast perlod will contlnue at approxlmately the level
reached ln 1965; that government, trade, and servlces w111 provide Ehe basis
for future oveE-all economic growth; that lncreases prompted by Ehe Viet Nam

conflLct will not reach levela attained previously; and thaE a number of jobs
will be added Eo consEructlon payrolls as construction actlvlEy cont.lnues orr
Ehe Bay Area Rapld Translt System.

Income

Average Weeklv Earnl}fls. The average weekly wage of producElon workers
ln manufacturing ln the San Francisco Hl'lA was $126 in 1964, an increase
of 26 percent over the weekly average of $100 recorded ln 1958 (see table
III). Wages in durabLe goods manufacturing lncreased at a sllghEly hlgher
rate (27 percent) than dld wages in nondurable goods manufacturlng (25 per-
cenE) durlng the perlod. In October 1965 the average wage in manufact.uring

t

,
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was $135 a \^7eek, an all time high for the monEh of october and a sub-
sEantial increase over Ehe a',drage of $125 reported a year earlier (an
8 percent. increase). Rising by nine dollars and eight dollars, respec-
tively, weekly wages in both durable and nondurable goods manufacturing
increased by 7 percenE between October L964 and October 1965. The rela-
tively sharp increment in wages during 1965 and the latter part ot L964
were reflective of the increasing demand for workers resulting from Ehe
economic gains generaEed by the VieE }.Iam confllct.

Family Ineome. Currentl y the median income of all families in the San
Franciseo HI,IA, af ter deduct,ion of federal income tax, is about $8,525,
an increase of approximately 28 percent since 1959. The current median
after-Eax income of rent,er households of two-or-more persons is about
$6,725 a year. Median income of all families and of renter households
of two-or-more persons, after adjust.ment for federal income taxes, are
projected to $9,025 and $7,L25 a year, respectively, by 1968.

The 1959, the L966, and the projected 1968 median income of a1l famllies
in the San Francisco HMA are shown below. Since L959, the median j-ncome

of all families has risen by about 28 percent, an annual rate of 4 percent.

Median After-Tax3/F amily Income
San Francisco Cal ifornia HMA

9 9 6 and 1968

A11
families

Renter
households

$5,675
6,725
7,L25

bl
Year

L959
L966
1968

$6, 650
8,525
9,025

al After', deduction of federal income tax.
!-/ Excludes one person renter households.

Source: EsEimated by Housing Ivlarket Analysts.

Detailed distributions of all families and of renter households of two-
or-more persons afEer-tax income are presented in table IV. About 13
percent of all families and 21 percenE of renter households of two-or-
more persons currently have after-tax incomes bel-ow $4,000 annualLy.
The percentages of all families and of renter households of two-or-more
persons with current incomes exceeding $10r000 a year are 37 percent and
19 percent, respect,ively.
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Demographic Factors

Popu la E ion

Current EsEimate The population of the San Francisco HMA currenEly
totals 3,123,000, represenEing an increase of approximateLy 474,000
since the April 1960 Census total of 2,649,000. Alameda, the most
populous of the five Hl,lA counties, currently accounts for about 34
percent of the HMA total population, while San Francisco, the most
urbanized of the five counties, is second in population with approxi-
mately 24 percent of ttre tota1. Contra Costa and San Mateo Coun-
ties each account for about 18 percent of the total", whil-e Marin
County is the residence of only 6 percenE of the total Hl'lA population.
The populaEion in all of the five constituent counEies is concent,rated
along the perimeEer of San Francisco Bay. In 1960, Lhe heavily popu-
lated area around San Francisco Bay (the Urbanized Area) conEained 89
percent of the total population in Ehe HMA.

P_ast Trend. The curre4! populaElon represents an average galn of 79r000
annually (2.8 percent)lJ since 1960. The gatn recorded beEween Aprll
1960 and Aprll 1966 is considerably greater than the average increment
of 51,300 (2.2 percent) persons a year during the 1950-1960 decade. De-
talls of population trends for the flve eountles and for selected Lncor-
porated places ln the HIIA are shown in table V. A sumurary of trends
since 1950 and for a two-year projectlon to Aprll 1968 ls shown in the
tabLe below.

PopulaJFlon C,hanges
San Francisco, Californla, HI,IA

Aprll 1. 1_950 to Apf il I. L968

Average annual change
from precedlng daEe

Date Popula tion NumEerU Percent

Aprll 1,
Aprll 1,
April 1,
Aprll- 1,

19s0
r960
Lg6
1968

L35,934
648,762
123, ooo
288,000

2,
2,
3,
3,

51,
79,

300
000
500

2.;
2.8
2.682

a/ Rounded.

Sourceg: 1950 and 1960 Censuses of Populatlon.
l-966 and 1968 estlmat,ed by Housing MarkeE Analysta'

1 See the county suurmarieg for a dlscusslon of demographlc trends wlthlnI
the consEltuent areas of the San Franclsco HMA.

A11 average annual percentage increases in demographic data' as used

in this analysis, .iu derivJd through the -use of a formula destgned to
calculate thL rate of change on a compound basis.

ZI
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Poputation growth since 1960 has been considerably greater than growth
during the 1950-1960 decade. The Bay Area is the focal poinr of the
recenE rapid population growth in northern california, For nearly two
decades, growth in northern California lagged far behind the phenomenal
rates of growth experienced in southern California. However, population
growth of the enEire HMA obscures wide variations in population growth
among the component parts of the area, significant variaEions in the
Pattern of recent population growth from the patterns of the prior dec-
ade include gains in the population ofthe two central cities of San
Francisco and Oaktand, which represent reversals of the losses experi-
enced during the 1950-1960 period. Between 1960 and 1966, yearly popu-
lation gains were greeter than between 1950 and 1960 in both contra
cosLa and Alameda countles. In these two areas suburbanizaLion is
occurring most rapidty, a development which is a function of the great-
er availabiliry of land suitable for residenEial use. Of the increase
in the total population of rhe HMA berween April 1960 and April Lg66,
about 64 percent represented the combined populaEion gain in Alameda
and contra cosEa counties; approximately 54 percent of the 1950-1960
decennial population gain in the HMA occurred in those two counties.

Although sizeable population gains have developed in the rapidly sub-
urbanizing counties, sorne developments suggest that the suburban move-
ment has been moderated somewhat. Among these are il Erend toward apart-
ment living which is substantiated by the recent unprecedented 1evels
of multifamily construction, tbe increasing cost (in dollars and in
commutation time) of suburban living, and urban rener^ra1 activities
which have contribuEed to improving the desirability and attractiveness
of the urban centers of the HMA. These developments appear to have
slowed the migration to the suburbs, This change is relative, however,
and most population growth will continue to take place in suburban areas.

Estimated Future Po puta t ion
Francisco HMA is expected t
cipated annuel incremenE of
1968 forecast period. The

. By April 1, 1968, rhe popularion of rhe San
o total 3,288,000. This represents an anti-
82,500 during Ehe April t, 1966 to April l,iuture level of population growth is based

upon anticipated employment gains approximatirrg 30,000 during each olthe next two years and on Ehe expectatiorr that the perrnanent military
and civilian ca6plement et military installations in the IIMA will not
change significantly. The pattern of future population growth in
san Francisco HI'IA is expected Eo nearly duplicate Ehe experience
April 1960-ApriL L966 interval. san Franc.isco and oakland cities

the
of tht
will

continue to gain population srowly, while Alameda and contra costa
Counties, combined, witl account for abouL 63 percent of the HI'{A total
increase during the forecast period.
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Net Natural Increase and Mlgration. Durt ng the AprlL 196O to Aprll t966
perlod, the average annual populatlon lncrease of 79,OOO resulted from a
net natural lncrease (excess of live blrths over deaths) averaglng 32,4OO
yearly and a net ln-migration of 4$,5OO a year. In-migratton accounted
for about 59 percent of the populatlon galn durlng this pertod. This
htgh proportlon demonstrates the impact of the rapid economtc growEh occur-
rtng in the San Franclsco tMA during the pasE stx years. Between Aprll
l95O and Aprll 1960, neE natural lncreaee ln the San Franclsco HMA averaged
abouE 32,15O annually. I{hen compared wlth the average annual gain in total
populatltrrr of about 51,3OO during this perlod, an average annual neE tn-
migratlon of about 19,150 is indlcated, about 37 percent of the average
yearly population gr,rin. Components of change by counties are shown in table IV.

Copponents of Populatlon Sha,n&e
San Franclsco. Callfornia. Housing Market Area

Aprll 1. 1950 Eo Aprll 1. 1966

Averaqe annual "h.rr*"3/Aprll 1, 1950-t Aprll L,
Source of change Aprll 1.1960 Aprl1 1,

1960-
1966

TotaL population change
Net naturat lncrease
Net mlgraElon

5 1. 300
32,150
19,150

79.000
32,mO
46;600

al Rounded.

Sourcee: U. S. Census of PopulaElon Report; Serles P-23, No. 7.
U. S. Department of Health, Educatlon, and Welfare,
Publlc Health Servtce. Estimares by Houslng Market Analysts.

Househo Ids

Current Estinate. There are about I ,O48,OOO houeehotds (occupled houslng
units) ln the San Francisco HMA as of April l, L966, an addition of 153,4OO
households since the Aprit 1960 Census. San Francteco and Alaneda Counties
currently account for 29 percent and 33 percent, respectlvely, of the
houseHolds ln the HMA. The dlstrlbutlon of householde among the flve
corlnties wlthln the San Franclsco HMA ls almost ldentlcal to the dtstrlbu-
tion of population. Householde are heavlly concentrated along the perimeEer
of San Franclsco Bay. Ihis pattern, however, hae begun to be rnodifled
sllghtly; the area east of Berkeley Htlls ln both Alaneda and Contra Costa
Counties is the last renainlng area wiEhin the llMA where large scale
residentlal development 1s feaslble.
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Past Trend. The current number of households in the San Francisco HMA
represents an average annual gain of about 27,250 (2.9 percent) since
April 1960, compared with an average yearly addition of 20,875 (2.7
percent) during Ehe 1950-1960 decade. Table VI provides a detailed pre-
sentation of the trends of household changes in each of the five counties
and in selected incorporated areab in the HI4A.

"It is important to note that the April 1950-Apri1 1960 annual rare of
increase in the number of households (2.7 percent) is higher than the
rate of population growth (2.2 percent) during the same period. T\^ro
factors contributed significantLy to the disparity between these rates
of growth. The increase in the number of households between 1950 and
1960 reflects, in part, the change in census definition from "dwel1ingunitrrin the 1950 census torrhousing unitrr in the 1960 census. The
living quarters affected by this definitional change were certain fur-
nished-room tyPes of accommodation which were not classified as dwelling
units in the 1950 census, but r^rere classified as housing units in the
1960 census. rn addition, some portion of the more rapid..increase in
the number of households than in total population is explained by the
decline in the average size of households during the decade.

Household Changes
San Francisco California Market Ar

April 1- 1950 to April 1- 1968

Average annual change
from preceding date

Date Households Number 4 Percent

April 1

April 1

April 1

April 1

1950
1960
t966
1968

67 5 ,848
894,588

1,048,000
1, 105,000

20,875
27,250
28,500

2.;
2"9
2.7

el Rounded.

Sources: 1950 and 1960 Censuses of Housing.
1966 and 1968 estimated by Housing Mar.ket Analysts.

Future Household Gr . Based on the expected annual increment to the
population during the next two years and on the assumption that the
average household size will decline slightly during the forecast period,
it is anticipated that Ehe number of households will increase by about
281500 (2.7 percent) during each of the next two years to an April 1,
1968 total of 1,1051000. The pattern of growth during the forlcasr per-
iod is expected to parallel the pattern since 1960 with San Francisco and
Oakland continuing to show slight gains, but wit.h most substantial growth
continuing to occur in Alameda and conEra costa counties.

t
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Household Size Trends. At presenE, the average size of households in
the San Francisco HI4A is 2.90 persons. This is a slightly cmaller
average household size Ehan that reported in 1960, and represents a
continuation of the trend Eoward decreasing household size during the
previous decade when average household size declined from 2.94 persons
to 2.91 persons. The decline in average househcld size since 1960 re-
flecEs the considerable number of new multifamily housing units Ehat
have been built and occupied in recent, years; these units Lypically are
occupied by smaller size households.
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Houslng Market Factors

Houslng Supply

Current Estlmate. As of April 1, L966, there are I-,118,000 housing
units ln the San Franclsco Hl,lA, lndlcating a net gain slnce Aprll 1,
1960 of about 181,500 units (19 percent), or 30,25O units (3.2 percent)
annually. Approxlmately 199r900 new houstng unlts have been added
and 18,400 units have been removed from the inventory through demo-
lition, fire, catastrophe, and other causes.

About 33 percenE of t,he houslng unlts in the HMA are located in Ala-
neda CounEy and nearly 30 percent are in the city of San Francisco.
At present, approxlmately 16 percent and 15 percent of the inventory,
resPectlvely, are in the counties of San MaEeo and Contra Costa. Marin,
the least developed county in Ehe HI'{A, contalns only about slx percent
of the houslng stock of the San Franclsco area.

Past Trend. Dur lng the 1950-1960 decade, the number of housing units in
the EI'IA lncreased by 227,800, or about 22,750 (3.2 percenr) a year. whlle
the average annual percentage rate of growth wag at the same level during.
the 1950-1960 and 1960-1966 perlods, the average annual numerlcal addltion
to Ehe houslng stock between 1960 and 1966 exceeded the average annual
lncrement recorded between 1950 and 1960 by abouE 7,500 unLts. part of
the lncrease noted betlteen 1950 and 1960 result,ed from a change in concepts
from rrdwelling unitir used for the 1950 Cengus to rrhoubing uniErt used for
the 1960 Cengus.

Tvoe of S Eructure. At present., 60 percent of the houslng units in the
San Franclsco HMA are in one-unlt sEructures (see table VIII). This is a
reducElon ln the proportlon of single-faurlly unlts ln the housing lnven-
tory since 1960 when the census of Houslng reported 63 percent of the
housing lnventory to be in single-unlt Btructures. A substa4tial addition
of multtple-unit structures to the sEock of houslng ln the HIIA has caused
Ehis decrease in the proportlon of single-family unlts, whlte ralslng the
Percentage of multifanlly unlEs in the lnventory from almost 37 percenE on
Aprll 1, 1950 to nearly 40 percent on April l, 1956.

While every county ln the HMA experienced an increase in the proportion
of multifamily units in its inventory between 1960 and L966, rhe
greatest proporEl-onate change wlth respect t,o type of Btructure took
place ln San Mateo Countyrwhere the percentage of multlfamlly unlEs roge
from 16 Percent recorded tn Aprll 1, 1960 to an estlmate of 26 percent on
Aprl1 1, 1966. The greatest numerlcal addltton Eo Ehe multifamily lnventory
occurred, however, in Alameda county. Durlng the slx years slnce 1960,
there rras a net addLEton of approximately 34r000 unlts ln structures con-
Ealnlng tto or more unlts ln Ehe county of Alameda.
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Year Bultt. Based on the 1960 Census of Houslng and estlmates derlved
from bulldlng permit and demolttlon daEa, lt ls judged that about 18
percent of the current HI'IA housing inventory ls six years old or less
(see Eable IX). As mlght be anttcipated, the houslng inventory of Ehe

Bay Area is relat,lvely new when compared wlth many other large metro-
pollt,an areas. Approxlmately 65 percent of the invenEory was consErucEed
after f930. Thls sltuaEion has been primarily the result of rapid econo-
mic and demographic growth experienced by the San Franclsco HllA during
the past thlrty years.

The county of San Franclsco ls the oldest area ln the HMA from the stand-
poinE of age of structure; 63 percent of lEs houslng stock was built
prior to 1930. The remalnder of the area presents a different picture,
however; only in Alameda County, with 35 Percent of its housing units
thirty-six or more years oLd, does the proportion of housing units
built before 1930 exceed 20 percent of the EoE81 houslng lnventory. In
fact, in both Contra Costa and San Mateo counties approximately 90 per-
cent of rhe dwelling units are less than 37 years o1d.

Condltlon. Of the I ,118,000 houslng unlts currently in the San Francisco
HMA, about 51,100 (4.6 percent) are dllapidated or are lacklng one or
more plumbing facllities. Thls lndicaEes an improvement in the quality
of the houslng ln the HI"IA slnce April 1960 when 66,900 houslng unitg, or
about 7.2 petcent. of the lnvenEory, r^rere diLapidated or lacked some plumbing
factllties. Demolitlons, coupLed with a general upgrading of the housing
stock,are responsible for the improving trend.

Resldentlal Buildlng AcE].vitv

Pagt Trend. The number of new private houslng unit,e auEhorlzed annuilly
by bullding permlts in the San Franclsco Hl,fA lncreased between 1958 and
L963, rislng from 23,200 units in 1958 to a peak of almost 40,100 in 1963
(see table X). Subsequently, the number of permits authorLzed each year
has declined markedly, falllng to 37,600 In 1964 and to 30,300 in f965.
During rhe flrst, quarter of 1965, about 9,400 unlEs were authorlzed ln Ehe
HI,IArwhile for the comparable perlod ln 1966, permlte were lssued for only
4,800 units (see following table).
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Private Dwelling Units Authorized by Buildd.ne Permirs. by Units in Structure
San Francisco California HMA

January 1. 1957-Apri1 1. 19

Year Total

L7,464
23,2L5
26,859
26,890
29,964

35 ,320
40, 08 3
37,6L8
30,331

9,393
4,818

0ne
unit

LL,025
L3,964
L6,602
L4,159
L2,467

L4,207
15, B51

2to4
units

,439
,884
, L9t
,l L2

, 350

2,959
4,57 4
4,873
3,977

L,26L
sB4

5or
more

units

5, 000
I ,367
8, 066

10, c 19
14,L47

L957
19s 8
1959
1960
195 1

1

1

2

2

3

t962
L963
1964
196s

1965 ls
1966 1s

L8,154
19, 658
L8,293
12,101

L4,
L4,

45
25

2

3

tq
tq

uarter
uarter

3,568
3,159

4,564
L,07 5

Source: Economics Department, Bank of America.

The volume of building authorizations for singLe-family houses in the
HI"IA during the L957-1965 period attained a peak in 1.959 when over 16,600
units were authorized. Since L959, the annuaL number of single-family
houses for which permits have been issued has fluctuated with subsequent
peaks falling short of the tevel reached in 1959. In 1965, a total of
L4,250 units were authorized which has a decline of about 200 from the
number authorized the previous year. Data for the first three months of
1966 suggest that even fewer single-family houses will be constructed
this year than in 1965.

Multifamily.units authorized during the 1957-1965 period ranged from a
low of 6,450 in 1957 to a peak of 24,200 in 1963, declining thereafter
to 23,150 in L964, and to 16,100 in 1965. Between January 1 and April 1,
L965, approximately 5,800 multifamily units were authorized, while during
the first three months of. L966, only 1,650:nultifamily units were author-
ized within the HI"IA. The recent reductions have occurred in response to
increasing interest rates, to I growing stringency of financing funds,
and to signs of a possible over-suppty.
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Units Under ConsEruction. Based on build ing permit data, a postal
vacancy survey conducted during llarch 1966, on supplemental data
obtained in the San Francisco area, and on average const,ruction time
for single-family homes, garden-type apartments, and high-rise rental
projects, Ehere are estimated Eo be about 7,700 housing units under
construction in the San Francisco HIvIA as of April l, L966. About
3,250 of these units are single-family homes and approximat.ely 4r450
are in multifamily projects. Almost 31 percent of the single-family
units and nearly 45 percent of the multifamily units under construc-
tion at the present time are located in Alameda County. While only 7

percent of the multifamily units under consEruction are in ConEra Costa
Count.y, approximately 34 percent of the single-family homes currently
being built in the HIUIA are located within that county.

Demolitl-on. Accurate demolition daEa cannot be secured for the entire
HllA because of the multiplicity of jurisdictions, irregularities in
unit counE, differences in reporting methodology, and incomplete cover-
age. Based on transportation agency reports, redevetopmenE agency fig-
ures, building department records, and other scattered sources, however,
it is estimated Ehat, since April l, 1960, there have been approximatety
18r400 units removed from the San Francisco housing inventory through
demolition, fire, catastrophe, and other losses. Urban renewal activities
and highway construcEion have been responsible for much of the demoliEion
noted in the HMA" Over half of the uni-t.s removed from the housing stock
of the HMA had been in Alameda County (101500 uniEs) of which a major por-
Eion (9,550 units) were in the city of Oakland.

During each of the next tv,/o years, demolition activity in the San Francisco
HMA is expected to be slightly below the losses from the housing inventory
(approximately 3,050 units annually) that have occurred since April 1960"
Between April 1966 and April 1968, about 2,750 housing units yearly will be
lost from the housing invenEory. The major port.ion of the anticipated loss
will be hhe result of governmental acEion. Each of the principal contri-
butors (urban renewal and right-of-way acquisition for highway construction
and the Bay Area Rapid TransiE System) is expect.ed to require removal of
nearly the same number of units annually as the average of the preceding six
years.

Tenure

Current Estimate. As of April 1, L966, over 54 percent (567,000 units) of
the occupied dwelling units in the San Francisco HI,IA are owrrer-occupied
and almost 46 percent (481,000 units) are renter-occupied (see tabl-e XI).
!'littr respect to the const,ituenE counties, the ratio of ornrner occupancy
ranges from a high of 7l percent in ConEra Costa County t.o a low of 34 per-
cent in San Francisco County.
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Past Trend. Since April 1, 1960, there has been a slight shift toward
renEer occupancy in the HI"IA. This is a reversal of the trend which had
been experienced between 1950 and 1960, when owner occupancy rose from
49 percent in 1950 to 54 percent in 1960. This Erend of increasing
o\nner occupancy between 1950 and 1960 with a subsequent slight decline
since 1960 is paralleled by the movement of owner occupancy in each of
the consEit,uent counties of the HIVIA wittr the exception of San Francisco,
where owner occupancy has been declining since 1950.

Vacancv

April 1960 Census. In April 1960, Ehe U. S" Census of Housing reported
approximately 34r500 vacant, available housing uniEs in the HMA. 0f
this totaL, about 6r 300 were available for sale, a homeowner vacancy ratio
of 1.3 percent, and 281200 were for renE, a renter vacancy rat,io of 6.5
percenE. Of the available vacant housing units in April 1960, the census
reported that 8,475 Lacked some plumbing facility. Approximately 80 of
the substandard vacancies were for sale, and t,he remaining 8r395 were for
rent. Table XII shows the trend of vacancies for Ehe HIUIA and t.he componenE
counties "

Rent.al Vacancies by Type of Structure" As reported by the 1960 Census of
Housing, single-family units comprised nearly 31 percent of the renter-
occupied housing units" One-unit structures, however, accounted for only
about 17 percent of Lhe units available for rent. Units in structures
with five units or more consEituEed about 44 percent of renter-occupied
units, but represented about 63 percent of vacant rental units. As a
result of increased construction of rental structures containing five or
more units and the sllght weakening of the rental market since 1960, avail-
able vacant rental units in struct,ures with five units or more currently
account for a greater proportion of available rental vacancies.
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Renter-Otscupied Units and Vacant Unlts for Rent
By Unlts ln Structure

San Francisco- Callfornia. HMA
Aoril 1960

Renter- occup led
Unlts in structure

1 unlt
2 to 4 units
5 Eo 9 units
10 or more unlts

Total

Number Percent
Avallable for rent

Percent

20.7
13. 3
49,2

100.0

L23,l}cEl
103, 373
55,9L7

120.3s%/
4O3,343-

30.7
25.6
13.9
29,8

100.0

Number

4,765il
5, 855
3,757

t3.946mbJ

16 .8

a/ Includes trailers.
E/ Differs sllghtly from the counL of all renter-occupied units and

all vacant untts avallable for rent because uniEs by units in struc-
ture were enumerated on a sample basls.

Source: 1960 Census of Housing.

Julv 1. L960 Postal- Vacancv Survey. A posEal vacancy survey made tn
San Franclsco County and contiguous portions of San Mateo County during
the week ending July t, [960 disclosed a total of 4,3OO vacancies,
equivalent to an average avai-lable vacancy rate of I.6 percent. There
hrere L,975 residential vacancies (I.5 percent of the available inventory)
and 2,325 apartment vacancles (1.5 percent of the available invenEory).j'
The survey covered approximately 279,2OO dwelling units,of which 120,8OO
were residences and l58r4OO rrrere apartments. Included among the aparEmenEs
surveyed were aPProximateLy 7,5O0 pubilc housing., unlts and 1,7OO mi l.itary
housing unlEs.

l/ Vacancy and tenure concepts used by the U.S. Ceneus and postal
definitions used for Ehe postal vacancy survey yiel.d data thaE are noE
completely comparable. The considerable difference beEween the t.5
percent apartment vacaacy ratio shown by the July 196O postal vacancy
survey and the 6.6 percent renter vacancy ratio in San Francisco County
reported by the Aprii l95O Census, however, suggests that apartment
vacancies were subsEantially undercounted by the postal vacancy survey.
It iE probable that this occurred because Ehe postal carriers failerl to
enumerate some of the poorer quality, but adequate, apartment units.
Also, some of the undercount may be attributed to the high proportlon
of unite ln structures with five or more uniEs (especially in San
Francisco and Oakland) in which Ehe exact number of vacancies is not
readily determinable by the letter carriers. For these same reasons,
the poetal vacancy survey for March 1956 also undercounted apartment
vacancles, noEably in San Francisco and Oakland.
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A postal vacancy survey was conducted
g March 1966 (see table XIII). Theby 48 post offices in the HMA durin

survey was conducted on a sample of leEter carrier routes selected from
post office tistings and covered approximately 72 percent of the total
possible deliverles to residences and apartments for the post offices
conducting the survey (65 percent of atl- residences and 83 percent of
all apartments).

On the basis of full coverage of the 947,40O toEal possible detiveries
(about 85 percent of the total inventory), it is estimated that 3.6
percent of all residences and apartments $rere vacant. Among the esti-
mated 596,900 total possible deliveries to residences, 1.8 percent urere
vacant. About 6.6 percent of the estirnated 350,500 toLal possible deliv-
eries to apartmenls were vacant. The survey rePorted some 6r500 units
under construction, incLuding 1,950 residences and 4,550 apartments. The
following table compares the sample results with vacancies as estimated
on the basis of fu1l coverage and table XIII shows detailed sampte results
by post office.

Comparison of Es t imated Vacancy 1/ wiat",
The Postal Vacancy Survey Sample

San Francisco Ca1 ifornia HMA

March 196

Total Res idences Apartmencs

Estimated totals 1/
Survey sample

Poss ible Percent
deliveries vacant

947 ,400
680, 85 3

Possible
de 1 iver ies

Percent
vacant

Poss ib 1e
de1 iveries

Percent
vacant

6.6
s.6

1.8
2,L

3.6
3.6

596, 900
3A9,826

35O,500
29L,627

al Represents estimated vacancy for 100 percent coverage of all possible
deliveries by the surveyed post offices.

Source: FIIA postal vecancy survey conducted by collaborating postmasters.

The results of the postal vacancy surveys are expressed in quantitative
terms because it was not feasible to collect qualitative data for this
Eype of survey. The resultant vacancy data are not entirely comparable
to those published by the Bureau of the Census because of differences in
definition, area delineations, and methods of enumeration. The census
reports units and vacancies by tenure, whereas the postal vacancy survey
report units and vacancies by type of structure. The Post Office Depart-
ment defines a I'residencerr as a unit representing one stop for one delivery
of maiL (one mailbox). These are principally single-family homes, but they
include some duplexes, row houses, and structures hrith additional units
created by conversion. Anrrapartmenttr includes all stops where more than
one delivery of mail is possible. Postal surveys omit vacancies in limited
arees served by post office boxes and tend to omit units in subdivisions
under construction. Although the postal vacancy survey has obvious limita-
tions, trhen used in conjuncEion wiEh other vacancy,indicators,.the surveys
serve a vaLuable function in the derivation of esEimates regarding 1ocal
market conditions.
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FHA Rental Vacancies. ln December 1965 , the over-all vacancy ratio for
61952 FHA-lnsured muItifamlly houslng unltB ln the,San Francisco HMA was
[3.5 percent. The highest vacancy ratlo for any of the ftve constiEuent
counties tn the HMA was 22 percent ln San Franctsco County, while Marln
County posted the lowest ratio, at 5.5 percent. It ls tnportant to note
that t.hese ratios represent only the experience of the FIIA-insured units,
a relatively sma1l porportion of the multifamily inventory, raEher than
being lndicative of the occupancy characteristics of all muLtifamily
rental units.

Current Estlmate. Based upon the postal vacancy survey, conversation
wtth lnformed sources in the San Franclsco area, and personal observa-
tion, iE is estimated thaL Ehere are 50,000 housing unit,s available
for sale or rent in the San Francisco HMA as of April l, 1966. Of this
total, ll,OOO are available for sale and 39,OOO are available for rent,
equal to homeowner and rental vacancy raEtos of 1.9 percent and 7.5 per-
cent, respectively (see table XII). A negligible number of the sales
vacancies and about 13 percent of the rental vacancies lack one or more
plumbing facilities. In an area Ltke San Franclsco, where household
growth is expected to be moderate during the next two years, both the
homeowner and renEal vacancy ratios are somewhat above the levels which
represent. a balanced supply-demand relationship.

Sales Market

General Market Conditions The markeE for new Bales housing in t.he San
Francisco tll,fA ls generatly firm, although indicatlons are that a moderaEe
over-suppl-y has been accumulatlng during the past two or three years.
Two factors which suggesE a moderate surplus of sales houslng are an
increase in the homeowner vacancy ratlo from 1.3 percent in L96O to [.9
percent currently, and the unsold inventory survey ratto, whtch exhibited
a sltght lncrease from the January 1965 survey to the January 1966 aurvey.
In the past, the home buitding and mortgage lending industries have been
responslve to indicators suggesting that a surplus of housing t,ras
accumulating. Building permit authorizattons for single-fauily houses for
the first three monEhs of 1966 are at an annual raEe of about l,600 unlts
lower than for Ehe preceding year, suggesting that Ehe industry is taking
corrective action. Some of the reductlon during the flrst quarter of 1966,
however, Bay have been the result oE increases in the int.erest rates and
of the lessening suppty of flnanctng funds durtng the January-March 1966
period.

There are numerous active suMivisions scattered throughout the HMA. Areas
of greatest activiEy are Contra Costa and Alaneda Counties, where slngle-
family deveLopment 1s most feaslble because of lower land acquisition and
development costs. The Bost recent FHA survey of new homes constructed tn
the HMA lndicates that about two-thirds of new completions were in Contra
Costa and Alameda Counties. Single-family houses are accounting for a
dlmlnlshinB proportion of al.l new construction ln San Francisco County
becauee of rapidly rising land cosrs.
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Very little new sales housing can be constructed in the HMA for less Ehan
$15,000 and only a very limited amounE is available beEween $15,000 and
$17,500. Virtually all of the new sales houses available aE these lower
prices are in the areas of lowest land acquisition and development costs,
namely the more distant porEions of Alameda and ConEra Costa Counties.
The $20,000 to $25,000 price class is the most popular range for new sales
houses in subdivisions, with the $25,000 to $30,000 range also account,ing
for a sizeable proportion of new consEruction.

Speculative Construction. Based on annual surveys of new sales housing
conducted in January of 1965 and 1966 by the FiIA San Francisco Insuring
Office, houses constructed speculatively.account for a significant, but
not dominant, proportion of new construction. In both L963 and L964
about 57 percent of new single-family construction was started specula-
tivety, while ln 1965 specul-ative starts were down to about 41 percent
of all single-family completions. As proportions of the number of single-
family units authorized by building permits in the respective years, the
surveys covered 69 percent in 1963, 81 percent in L964, and 76 percent in
L96s.

Unsold Inven to of New Houses. In Januar y L966, the San Francisco InsurinsOffice surveyed all subdivisions in the San Francisco HIulA in which five or
more sales houses were completed during the preceding twelve months. The
survey covered 231 subdivisions, in which 10,860 houses were reported to
have been completed, of which 6,396 (59 percent.) were sold before construc-
tion started and 4,464 (41 percent) were built speculatively. of Ehe 4,464
houses built speculatively during the Ewelve months preceding January l,
L966r 3,383 were sold and 1,081 were unsold on the survey date. The unsold
houses rePresented 24 percent of speculative construction" 0f the 1r081
unsold houses, 478 (44 percent) had been on the market for Ewo to three
months, 208 had been on the market one month or less, and the remaining
395 had been on the market for between four and twelve months. An additional
276 unj-ts had been on Ehe market in excess of twelve months, indicating less
than compleEe absorption of the 1964 producrion (see table xrV).

The most notable concentrat,ions of unsold houses in the January l, 1966 sur-
vey were in the $35,000 and over price class, in which 365 (36 percent) were
unsold out of 1,004 speculative completions, in the $25,000 to $30,000 price
range in which 279 houses were unsold, equal t_o 26 percent of the 1,059
speculaEive completions in that price range, and in the $30,000 to $:s,oooprice class, in which L26 (30 percent) of the 418 speculative completions
were unsold. About 25 unsoLd houses had been rented. An additionaL 3,2L7
houses were under construction, of which 11 153 (36 percent) were unsold. A
comparison of the January 1, 1966 unsold ratio of 24 percent with Ehe January
1, 1965 and January l, 1964 surveys shows the currenE ratio to be somewhat
higher than the 2l percent reported by both of the two prior surveys 

"
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The FllA surveys do not, of course, report new houses built in subdivi-
sions \^Iith less than five completions, nor do they report those built
by individuals or t,hose custom builE on scatEered lots. Many of the
homes not covered, particularly Ehose cusEom built, would be in the
upper ranges of sales price.

Rental l"larkeS

General l"larket CondiEions. The currenE condition of the over-a11 ren-
tal markeE in the San Francisco HI'IA is one of moderate excess supply.
Since 1960, the demand for ner^r renEal uniEs has been very strong, which
has allowed new renEaL accommodations to be constructed and occupied in
an unprecedenLed number. Al-though the demand for t,hese new units has
been very strong for the pasL six years, const,ruct.ion of the unit,s has
been at such a rapid pace thaE a moderate excess supply has accumulat.ed,
as indicated by the current rent,er vacancy of 7.5 percent, which is up
from the 6.5 percent renter vacancy ratio report.ed in the 1960 Census..

Conversatlon with lnformed persons ln San Francisco indicates that the
surplus of rentaL units has developed primarily during the past year or
tr,ro. Based upon data cotlected by a number of financial- instituEions
in the Bay Area and coordinated by the Bay Area Real Estate Research
Committee, conversaLion with informed persons in the HI"IA, the FIIA ab-
sorpEion survey of mulEifamiLy housing units, and observation in the
area, lt appears that rental vacancies are not heavily concentrated in
any particular age, unif size, or price c1ass. Some generalizations
can be made, however, concerning the qualitative distrtbution of rental.
vacancies in the area. Throughout the HI4A, the vacancy ratio tends to
be somewhat higher for new rental units than for Ehose units older than
three years. The proportlon of vacancies is somewhat higher for two- and
three-bedroom unlts than for sEudio and one-bedroom units. The difference,
however, is not greAt, .Almos,t without exceptlon, the proportion of rental
vacancies increa,ses..as the grDss monEhly rent rises. Many rental proper-
ties have entirely satisfactory occupancy experience, but usual.ly these
are the best designed, best managed projects in the mosE desirable toca-
tions. Although there.are, and wiLl continue to be, many rentat projects
with satisfactory or good occupancy, 8 situation of moderaEe excess exists.

Multifamlly housing units authorized by building permits for the first
three months of f966 total- L,659, representlng a substantiaL reduction
from the 5r825 multifamily units authorized during the comparable period
in 1965. Two lnterrelated factors are like1y responslble for most of the
sizeable reducEion in the number of multifamily housing unlt auEhorizations.
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The residential construction and mortgage lendlng industries in the San
Francisco HMA previously have been responsive Eo indicators of market
strength or weakness, and these industries no\^, are faced with a decreasing
supply of available funds. Secondly, the rising interest rates, resulEing
from a tighrer money market, have made prospective morEgagees much more
discriminating in the selection of investments. The combination of tight
money and rising vacancy rates has made lenders increasingly cautious.

Absorption of Recent Inventorv Additions. The FHA San Francisco Insuring
Office is maintaining data on the rat.e of absorption for about 13,850
recently construct.ed rental units in the HMA. As of March l, 1966, about
5,150 of the units had been on the market for at least tshirteen months,
buE. not exceeding two years, and reported a vacancy ratio of 11.8 percent.
Another 4,850 units had been on the market for between seven and twelve
months, of which L2.5 percent were vacanE. The mosE recently compleEed
units, those on t.he market for six months or less, had a vacancy ratio of
22.9 percent. for the 31850 units surveyed. These data show, as would be
expected, that vacancies are highest in t.he most recently completed units
and tend to decline the longer the units are exposed Eo the market. The
general level of vacancies in Ehe units covered by the absorption survey
is judged, however, to be somewhat high, especially for Ehose units that
have been marketed for thirteen months or longer.

Rental }lousins Under Constru ction and Proposed. The majority of rental
units constructed in the San Francisco HI,IA in recent years have been in
10- to l5-unit projects, on scattered lots in many of the urban places
Ehroughout the HI\{A. The principal exception to this is in San Francisco
County where virtually all the rental strucEures built have been high-rise,
most of which are well in excess of 100 units.

As of February L966, Ehe San Francisco Insuring Office had a total of 9,243
multifamily housing uniEs in the HI,IA in some stage of processing under var-
ious sections of the National Housing Act. Of these, 31768 units were under
construction, 635 units represenEed outstanding conrnitments, and 41840 units
were in the applicaEion or preapplication stage.

Milir Hous in

DeparEment of Defense sources report that there are approximately 41 300
military-controlled dwelling units in the San Francisco area. This figure
is comprised of military-controlled units which are categorized by the mil-
itary either as adequate or inadequate, and includes privately-owned units
which are under lease by military bases. Because of high construction costs
in the HI4A and consequent high rents, it is difficult for military personnel
to secure housing which falls within Ehe monthly quarters allowances of lower
ranking officers and enlisted personnel.
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Mi lltary-ConErol led Dwelllng ,Untte in Ehe
San Franclsco, Ca L lf orntlr HI'IA

4pr1-L 1, 1966

Total units Adequate Inadequqt-e-Service

Army
Navy
Air Force

Tota I

L,379
I ,58O
1, 349
4, 3O8

L,273
1,O44
l. 197
3,514

lo6
s35
152
794

Source: U.S. Departnent of Defenee and Base Houslng Offices

Urban Renewal

As of December 31, 1965, the Urban Renewal Adninistration reported a
number of projects in the San Erancisco IIMA for which plans have been
approved or funds authorized. At present, there are eleven projects in
the execution phase and an additlonal 13 projects tn the various stages
of planning. Detailed characteristics of the varlous projects are
presented ln the subsequent BecEions of this report which relate to sub-
market areas.

Pub 1 ic Housine

There are, at presenE, approximately 11r600 public housing units in the
San Francisco HMA, 8r700 permanent low-rent units and 21900 temporary
units st111 under the management of tocal housing authorities (see table
XV). An additional 900 units are in some stage of development. The num-

ber of permanenE public housing units in the HI'IA has increased since
September 1962 when almost 81150 such units were in existence. A decline
in the number of temporary units under the jurisdiction of local authori-
ties, from 8,375 in L962 to 2r9OO in 1966, however, has resulEed in a net
l.oss of Eotal public housing units by about 4,925 uniEs. A1l of the re-
rnaining temporary units are scheduled for rernoval on or before January l,
L970.
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Demand for Housi ns

Quanti Eat.ive Demand

Based on the expecEed growth in the number of households in the San

Francisco HMA during the next two years (28,5O0 annually), on t.he anti.
cipated level of demolition activity, on the necessity Eo reduce the
existing moderate excess of vacancies t.o a more accepLabLe level, and
on adjustments Eo create a better balanced housing market throughout
the HMA, the demand for new housing uniEs is expected to total 28,450 a

year, during the forecasE period. 0f the t.otal annual demand, 14,45O
will be for sales unit,s and the remainlng 14,OOO will be for rent'al
units, excluding the low-renE public housing and rent-supplement accomo-
dations. Included in the rental demand are 1,3O0 unit.s at the lower
rents which can be achieved if public benefits or assistance in land
acquisition and cost are made available.

The annual demand for new sales housing is slighEty above the average
annual rate during the 1960-1965 period, primarily because the antici-
p,ated yearly household increase during the forecast p=riod will be sonre-

what greater than in the interval since 1960. The yearly requirement for
nevr sales housing during the forecast period would be somewhat greaEer if
it was not desirable to reduce the current moderate excess of homeowner
vacancies to a more reasonable level.

The projected annual demand for new rental housing units in the San

Francisco HMA during Ehe forecast period is considerably below the average
yearly addition of about 19,4O0 units of this type during the p.ast six
years. Several factors suggest thaE a reduced rate of production of
rental unit.s to the forecast. level is necessary to restore the rental
market in the San Francisco HMA to a more balanced position. There is a

need to reduce production in the forecast period so t.hat Ehe existing
surplus of adequate, available vacant rental units may be absorbed.
Also, the high rate of demolition activity in recent years associated wiLh
urban renewal and highway consEruction is expected to be reduced markedly
during the forecast period covered by this analysis. The demolitions were
heavily concentrated in the renler inventory, creating a demand for re-
placement during the 1960-1965 interval EhaL will be greatly diminished
during the 1966-1968 forecast period. In addition, the significant rise
in rental vacancies in the 1-ast year or Ewo reflects t.he fact that de-
mand from existing households upgrading to better housing has been more
than satisfied by the 1960-1965 construction volume. A reduction in such
demand may be anticipated during the next two years.
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The table below summarizes the proJected annual demand for new sales and
renEal housing units tn the major subareas of the San Francisco HMA for
Ehe next, thro years.

Proiected Annual Demand for New Housing
San Francisco, Californla. Housing Market Area

AprlI 1. 1965 to April l. 1968

Number of housing units
Additional

Area Total Sales units Rent.a I uni ts renta I uni Ls a /

HMA total
Alameda County

Oakland City
Contra Coeta County
Martn County
San Franclsco County
San }.iateo County

28.450
9,950

( 1,8OO)
6,850
2,7OO
3,350
5,50O

Lt,4s0
4, g50

(400)
4,5O0
1 ,600

400
3, OOO

t227OO
4,4O0

( l,OOO)
2, l50
l,o0o
2,5 50
2, 5OO

L309
500

( 400)
200
100
400

9/ Addltional rental units that may be developed only by use of below-market-
interest-rate ftnanclng or asststance in land acqulsition and cost. The
demand shown above excludes low-renE public houslng and rent-supplement
accommodatlons.
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HoqAlIrg Marke.t Suqrarv
Alameda County. California (Including Oakland Citv)

Demographic FacEors

PopulaElon

Trende. At present, there are about 1r070,000 persone resldlng ln.{,lameda
E;u"ty, representlng an average yearly lncrement of 27,000 (2.8 percent)
slnce Aprll 1960. This rate of populatlon lncrease is a substanElal gain
over the average yearly growt,h durlng the 1950-1960 period. Through that
decade, the populatlon of the county lncreased at an average rate of about
15,800 persons a year. By Aprll 1968, lt 18 expected that the Alameda
County populaLlon will increase to 1rL26,000, rePresenting an anticlPated
yearly addltion of about 28,000 Persons (see table V).

Oakland 1e the central clty and greatest, urban concenEration ln Alameda
Cru"ty. In Apr11 1966, there \dere approxlmately 380r000 Persons resldlng
1n Oakland, a galn of 2,100 (0.6 percent) a year slnce the 1960 Census.
This relatlvely modesE populatton galn ls slgnlficanE, however, because
it represents a reversal of the trend whlch occurred durlng the 1950-
1960 decade, when an'averege decllne of about 1,700 Persons a year (0.5
percent) was reglstered. By Aprll 1968, Ehe population of the clEy of
Oakland w111 number about,3841200, an average annual increase of 2,100
persons during the forecast period.

PoPulation Trends
Oakland City

A il 1950 1960 L966 and 19

Average annual
from precedin

change ,

e dateg!Date

April 1950
April 1960
April 1966
April 1968

g.l Rounded.

Sources: 1950 and
1966 and

Populat ion

384,575
367,548
380,000
384,200

1960 Censuses of PoPulation"
1968 estimated by Housing Market Analysts.

- l, 700
2, 100
2, 100
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Net Natural Increase and Migration. Durin g the 1950-1960 decade, the
net natural increase in population (excess of births over deaths) aver-
aged abouE 11,750 persons a year in Alameda County btrt, because of net
in-migraEion of about 5,050 persons annually, Ehe average annual popu-
lation gain during Ehe decade rvas about 16,800 persons. For the period
since 1960, net nalural increase has increased to an average of L2,400
annually, while the annual net in-migration has nearly Eripled to aboug
14,600 a year (see table VI) .

In Oakland City the net nalural increase in population averaged about
4,000 annually from 1950 to L960; but, as a result of net out-migration
of approximately 5,700 persons a yeat: (principally to suburban Alameda
and Contra Costa Counties), the city showed an average net decline of
1,700 persons. During the April 1960-ApriL L966 period, while net
natural increase has declined to an average of about 31500 annually,
net out-migration has dropped sharply to about 1,400 a year, with an
average annual population increase of 21 100"

Househo 1ds

Trends. There are about. 350,900 households in Alameda County aE present,
an average incremenc of about 9,250 (2.9 percent) annually since April
1960. Household gains during this period, like population growth, were
substantially greater than during the previous decade when the average
annual household gain numbered about 51725 (2"2 percent). Future house-
hold growth in Alameda County is expected to be somewhat greater than
during the 1960-1966 interval. By April 1968, households will total
370,25O, an average annual increase of 9r675 during the forecasE period
(see table VI).

0akland City currently has about 141,000 households, representing an
increase of abouE 1,200 a year (0.9 percent) since April 1960. During
the 1950-1960 intercensal period, in the face of annual population
declines averaging 0"5 percent, households increased by an average of
abour 500 (0.4 percent) annually. While a portion of this increment
may be attributed to the declining average size of households, a larger
part was likely the result. of the change in the census definition from
"dwelling unit" in 1950 to "housing unit" in 1960 (see the main body of
this analysis). Household growth in Oakland is expected to continue
during each of the next two years at about t.he same 1evel as t.hat estab-
lished during the 1960-1966 interval, and should toEal 143,400 by April
1968.
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Household nds
Oakland City

April 1950. 1960 L966 and 1968

Average annual change
from preceding date q/Date

April 1950
Apri
Apri
Apri

Households

128, 885
133, 843
141,000
143,400

ll
11
11

960
966
968

500
1,200
1, 200

gl Rounded

Sources: 1950 and 1960 Censuses of Housing"
1966 and 1968 estimated by Housing Market Analysts.

Ilousehold Size. The average size of households in Alameda County has
changed very little since 1950. The attraction of the urban areas of
Alameda County for smaller size households (individuals and childless
couples) has been off-set by the rapidly suburbanizLr.g areas of Alameda
County east of the Berkeley Hills. Average household size in Alameda
County in 1950 was 2.95 persons and increased to 2.96 persons in 1960.
Currently, the average household size is about 2.95 persons.

Oakland City has followed a Erend of declini ng household size typicaL
of older, mature urban areas. The average size of households in Oakland
declined from 2.84 persons in 1950, to 2.69 persons in 1960, and to 2.65
persons in 1966.

Income. CurrenEly, the median income of all families in Alameda County
is estimated to be $8,L75, after deduct.ion of federal income tq4. The
estimated current median aft.er-tax income of renter householdsj/is about
$6,500 a year. A11-family and renter household median incomes, after deduc-
Eion of federal i-ncome tax, are projected to a tevel of $8,650 and $6,875
a year, respectively, by 1968. At present, abouE 15 percenL of all fami-
lies earn less t,han $4,000 a year and 34 percent earn $10,000 or more
annually, afEer taxes (see table IV). By 1968 it is expected thar Lhe per-
centage of families earning less than $4,000 will fa1l slightly to 14
percent; Ehe percentage of families earning $10,000 or more will rise to
39 percent (see table IV).

The median annual family income in the city of Oakland is below the median
income for the entire county. At present, the median after-tax incomes for
all families and renter households in Oakland are $7,675 and $6,475, respec-
tively"

ll Excludes one person renter households.
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Housing MarkeE Factors

Trends. As of April 1, L966, Ehere are 370,900 housing units in Alameda
County, indicating a net gain since April l, 1960 of abouE 60,600 units
or 10,100 (3.3 percenr) annually. Approximacely 71,100 new housing
uniEs have been added and 101500 units have been removed from the inven-
tory. During Ehe 1950-1960 decade, Ehe number of housing units rose
from about 247,150 in 1950 to approximately 310,300 in 1960, an average
annual gain of about 61325 (see table XI).

Currently, there are about 150,700 dwelling units in the city of Oakland,
representing a net increment of 9,150 uniEs since April 1960 (L,525 units
a year). l,lhile 18,700 new uni.Es were constructed during t.he six year
period, extensive urban renewal, highway and transiE right-of-way activit.y
resulted in the loss of approximately 9,550 unit,s. Between 1950 and 1960
there was a net addition i,; the housing inventory of 830 units a year.

ResidenEial Building Acrivity

Trends. The number of units authorized by building permits in Alameda
County rose from a level of almost 8,500 in 1958,to a peak level of 14,500
in 1963. Since 1963 the number of units authorized has declined, falling
to 11,850 in L964 ar.d 10,650 in 1965. For Ehe first three months of 1965
a total of 3,200 units were authorized and there were only 1,550 authori-
zations during the first quarter ot L966. Approximately 40 percent (29,075
units) of the units authorized by building permits from 1960-1965 were
single-family structures while the remaining 60 percent (42,025 units) were
in sEructures of two or more units (see table X).

Since January 1, 1960, about, 18r 700 units were authorLzed for consErucEion
in the city of Oakland. Authorizations reached a peak Ln L962 when permiEs
were issued for a toEal of 3,725 private dwelling uni-ts. After declining
between L962 ard L964, the number of uniEs authorized staged a slight re-
covery from a level of 21950 in L964 to a level of 31 175 the following year.
An average of 3,150 units yearly have been authorized in the city of Oakland
sj-nce 1960, 14 percent of which have been for single-family homes and 86
percent for units in multifamily st,ructures 

"

Units Under Construction. There are , currently, abouE 3,000 private housing
units under construction in Alameda County, 1r000 single-family homes and
2,000 multifamily units. This estimate is derived from building permit daLa,
a postal vacancy survey conducted in the area, and informat.ion gathered from
local sources. Approximately 28 percent of the units presently under con-
struction within the county are in the city of Oakland, 75 units in single-
family dwellings and 750 units in multiple-unit strucLures.
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Based on information provided by Ehe California Transpor-

t.aEion Agency, the Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company, and the
Oakland Building and Housing Department, there lnere approximately 10,500
dwelling units demolished in Alameda County during the April 1, 1960-
April 1, 1966 period. The demolitions were principally the result of
urban renewal activity and expressway construction. In addition, a
number of units were removed to obEain the right-of-way for a section of
the Bay Area Rapid Transit System which will pass Ehrough Alameda County.
A subsEantial portion of the demolitions occurred in the city of Oakland,
where 91550 units were removed from the inventory during the past six
years.

During the forecast period, demolitions are not expected to proceed at
the rate experienced during the 1960-1966 period because a substantial
portion of the units Eo be demolished due to active renewal, highway, and
transit programs have already been removed. It is estimated, therefore,
that an additional 1,250 units will be lost from the housing stock of
Alameda County during each of the next tvno years.

Vacancv

1960 Census. In April 1960, there were abouE 10,800 vacanE housing uniLs
available for sale or rent in Alameda County, an over-all net available
vacancy ratio of 3.5 percent. Approximat.ely 2,L75 of the available vacan-
cies were for sa1e, a homeo\^7ner vacancy ratio of 1.3 percent, and about
81625 were for rent, a rental vacancy rate of 6"3 percenE (see table XII).

The Census also reported that t.here \^rere about 600 vacant. sales units and
5,250 vacant rental units in the city of Oakland. This represenE.s a neE
over-a11 vacancy rate of 4.2 percent and sales and renEal vacancy raEios
of 0.9 percent and 7.0 percent, respectively.

Postal Vacancv Survev. A postal vacancy survey (see table XIII) conducted
in March 1966 on selected postal routes in Alameda County covered about 70
percenE of the total possible postal deliveries. Vacancies in residences,
as reported by the postal vacancy survey, numbered 2r475, or 1"7 percent
of the l44,9oo residences surveyed. Apartment vacancies t.otaled 5,100
units, or 5.5 percent of the 92r7OO apartments surveyed. There are indi-
cations that with respect, to apartment vacancies, the letter carriers coun-
ted good quality vacant units for the mosE part, so that the total number
of available vacancies reporEed, especially in the apartment caEegory, \,ras
probably understated.

The survey reported 900 vacant residences out of a total of 47,750 possi-
ble deliveries in the city of Oakland, a residential vacancy raEio of 1.9
percent. There were also 21250 vacant apartment units, equal to 6.2 per-
cent of rhe 36,400 units surveyed.
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Current Estimate. Currentl !, there are about 15,300 vacant, avaitable
housing units in Alameda County, an over-a11 net available vacancy ratto
of 4.2 percenE (see table XII). Of the t,otal available vacancies, 3,350
are for sale, representing a homeowner vacancy ratio of 1.7 percenE;
11,
of
saI
the

950
7.L
ea
ya

units are available for rent, indicating a rental vacancy rate
percent. It is estimated that 3,325 of the units available for

nd 10,150 of those available for rent are "adequatett units in that
re not dilapidaEed and contain all plumbing facilities.

At present, there are 7,500 available vacancies ln the clty of Oakland,
1,000 for sale and 61500 for rent. The homeowner and renter vacancy
ratios are 1.5 percent and 7.8 percent, respectively.

Sales Market

The market for new sales housing in Alameda County is currently in a
relat.ively sound position. Some weakening of the sales market has oc-
curred since 1960, bur building permit data for the first quarter of L966
suggesE that t,he housing industry is taking corrective action by reducing
production" The homeowner vacancy ratio in Alameda County has increased
from 1.3 percent in 1960 to 1.7 percent currently. This increase in va-
cancies indicates that a moderate surplus of sales housing has accumulated.
In addition, the unsold inventory surveys for L964 ar.d 1965 depict. a weaker
sales market (see table XIV).

Unsold Invento S

Alameda C ountv. Callfornia
As of Januarv 1- I and Januarv 1. 1966

Status

Total completlons
Speculatlvely built

PercenE of total
Unsold at end of year

Percent of epeculative Btarts

Houses completed durlng
L964 1965

4,2L8
2,09L

s07"
338

L6%

3,541
1, 030

29%
234

23%

a/ Includes subdivlsiorrs in whlch there were flve or more com-
pletions during the twelve months preceding the survey date.

Source: Unsold Inventory Surveys completed by the San Franclsco
California, FllA Insuring Office.
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Tending Eo off-set the moderate surplus of sales housing indicated by
tlie homeo!r'ner vacancy ratio and the unsold inventory raEio is the level
of single-family building permit. authcrrizations for ttre first quarter of
L966. The number of slngle-famIly housing units authorized during tlre
first quarEer of 1966 was about 150 lower tnan the comparable period in
1965. This is an annuar rate of about 625 units below the level of
single-family home production in 1965 and, if continued, would be pe6s
Ehan adequate to enable the present excess supply of sales units to be
absorbed.

The number of singte-family homes built in Oakland CiEy is not great,,
relative to the number of single-family homes built in Alameda Count.y.
Those homes Ehat are built in Oakland are usttally c,r,',it ructerl ,rn ,r i,,n-
tract basis and pose no marketabiliEy problem.

Rental Market

As in the HI'IA as a whole, Ehe Alameda County rental market has shorvn some
weakening in recent years. The renter vacancy ratio in the county iras
risen from 6.3 percent in April 1960 Eo 7.1 percent current,ly. Llowever,
building permit, aut.horizations for mulLifamily housing uniEs for Lirr: l:irsL
quarter ot L966 are substantially down from the level of the compar.rblcr
period in 1965. From January through l"larch L966, abouE, 550 multifamily
housing units were authotLzed in Alameda County compared wit.h abouE 2,025
multifamily housing unlts authorized during Ehe same period in 1965.

In Oakland, the rental market is also in the condition of moderate excess
exemplified by Alameda County as a whole. The number of new multifamily
housing units constructed in Oakland has been at an unprecedented level
since 1960. To a considerable extent, the substantial additions to the
Oakland rentat inventory have been bolstered and encouraged by the high
volume of demolition activity in the city. However, during the foretas(
period the number of demolitions anticipated in Oakland is expected to
be markedly below recent leveLs. Because of the significant reduction
in the amount of replacement demand generated by former ,lemolition
activity and the need to reduce a moderate excess of rental vacancies,
the outlook is for substantial reduction in the annual volume of r.on-
struction of new multifamily housing units in Oakland.
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Urban Renewal

Currently there are seven urban renewal projects in Alameda CounEy, all
of which lie within the cities of Oakland and Berke1ev. The projects
are in various sEages of development ranging from execution to tentative
proposal.

Acorn Redevelopment Proiect. The Acorn Project involves both industrial
re-use and residential redevelopment in an area of West Oakland bounded
roughly by Brush, Ist Street, Union, and 10th Street. The area south of
8th Street will be devoted to industrial use and a small reEail com-

mercial center. Residential developmenE will take place between 8th
SEreet and lOth Street. The NimiEz Freeway will provide a buffer beEween

the residential and commercial areas. Approximately 750 structures have
been demolished resulting in the removal of about 1,800 dwelling units and
Ehe relocation of over 4,L25 persons. About 97 percent of the housing
units within the boundaries of the project area were classified as sub-
standard. Construction on the initial block of residential housing, about
300 rental units and 100 cooperative units, is slated to begin in the fall
of. 1966.

Oak Center Redevelopment Pro iect. The planning phase has been completed
rush Street, 10th Street, 18th Street,on a 200 acre project, bounded by B

and Ehe Nimitz Freeway. There are approximately 1r000 sEructures within
the Oak Center Project. Area; the redevelopment plan calls for the re-
moval of approximately 250 of these structures and the rehabilitation of
the remaining 750. The project is, at Present, await,ing Federal funds
which have been wilhlreld pending a court ruling on the consEitutionality
of proposition L4. Ll

There are three other projects in the Oakland area which are presently in
the early stages of planningg namely, the Corridor Project, Ehe Paralta
College Project, and the Oakland Chinatown Redevelopment Project. The
Corridor plan is primarily a downtown commercial venture, with only a few
perimeter residential units. The Paralta College plan proposes a downtown
urban campus for Paralta College, a number of high rise dwelling units,
and land for a park along the estuary. The Chinatown Project. , proposed by
the residents of Ehe oriental section of Oakland, is currently awaiting
approval by the ciEy council. The program is conErercial, residential, and
cultural in nature.

The Sout h Camous and West Berkeley Industrial Park projects are located
in Ehe city of Berkeley.
stages 

"

Both of the projects are still in the planning

L / the California State Supreme Court declared Proposition 14 void on
May 10, L966, and affecEed urban renewal projects are now going forward.
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Public Housing

There are over 2rL55 1ow-rent public housing units in Alameda CounEy,
L,3Ll permanent. units and 838 Lanham Act temporary units (see table XV).
A11 of the permanent public housing units are located in the ciEy of
Oakland and are fully occupied at present. PaIo Vista Gardens, a 100-
unit project, is the only project which is designated epeciflcally for
occupancy by elderly under rhe admlnistration of the Housing Authority
of the City of Oakland. An additional 105 loro-rent permanent units in
Tassafaronga Vi1lage, are under development in Oakland. There are 506
temporary units in the city of Alameda, 336 of which are reserved for
use by the Navy. Villa Gulf Village, 77 units of Lanham Act housing,
located in the city of Livermore, is completely occupied. There are
two low-rent projects in Ehe town of Pleasanton, Komandorski Village and
Cottonger Village. Both projects are temporary war housing which have
been converted Eo public use, The 838 units of temporary public housing
noted above are scheduled for removal by January 1, l97O (see table XV).

Demand for Housing

Quantitati-ve Demand

Based on the expecEed increase in households in Alameda County during
the two-year forecast period (9,675 annually), on the number of housing
units expected to be lost from the inventory through demolition (which
will be substantially reduced from the level of recent years), on the
need to allow for the absorption of a moderate excess of vacancies, and
on other adjustments that will result in a better balanced sales and
rental market, there will be a demand for about 9,350 new private housing
units during each of the next two years. The demand forecast includes
4,950 new sales houses ar.d 41400 new rental units" An additional 600
rental units can be absorbed at the lower rents achievable through the
use of below-market-interest-rate financing or assistance in land acqui-
sition and cost. Demand for low-rent public housing and rent-supplement
accormnodations are not included in the demand estimates above.

About 1,400 units of the annual demand in Alameda County will occur in
Oakland City. The 1r400 units of demand include 400 new sales houses
and 11000 new rent.al units. An additional 400 rental units may be absorbed
in Oakland if some form of public benefit or assistance in financing or
land acquisiEion is utilized.
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Qualitative Demand

Sales Housing. Based on Ehe current. income Ievels of families in
Alameda County, and on sales price to in';ome relationships typical
in the area, Ehe annual demand for new sales houses is expected to
approximate the distributions shown in the following Eab1e. The
median price for new sales units in Alameda CounEy will be about
$23, 000 .

Annual Demand for New Sa s Houses bv Price Class
Alameda County, California

April 1. 1966 to Aoril 1- 1968

Sales price Number of units Percent

$15,ooo -$L7,499
17,500 - 19,999
20,000 - 24,999

25,000 - 29,999
3o,0oo - 34,999
35,000 and over

Total

6s0
1, 050
1,750

650
350
s00

l3
2L
36

7

10

l3

4,950 100

The foregoing distribution differs from that in table XIV which reflects
only selecEed subdivision experience during the year L965. It musE be
noted that the 1965 data do not include new construction in subdivisions
with less than five compleEions during the year, nor do they reflect in-
dividual or contract construction on scattered lots. It is likely that
the more expensive housing construction and some of the lower-value homes
are concenErated in the smaller building operat.ions which are quite numer-
ous. The preceding demand estimates reflect all home building and indicate
a greater concentration in some price ranges Ehan a subdivision survey
would reveal.

Rental Housin . The monrhly rentals at which the annual demand for 4,400
privately-owned net additions to Ehe rental housing inventory might best
be absorbed by the rental market are indicated for various size units in
the following tables. These net additions, excluding low-rent public
housing and rent-supplemenE aceommodationsr may be accomplished by either
ne\,/ construction or rehabiliation at Ehe specified rentals, with or with-
out public benefits or assistance through subsidy, Eax abatement, or aid
in financing or land acquisition" The production of new units in higher
rental ranges than indicated below may be justified if a competitive
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filtering of existing acconmodations to lower ranges of renE can be
anticipated as a resulE. With market-interest-rate financing, Ehe
minj-mum achievable gross rents in Alameda county are $90 for an effi-
ciency, $100 for one-bedroom units, -$,115 for Ewo-bedroom units, and
$130 for units with three bedrooms. U

Estimated Annual Demand for New a Units
ross MonEhl Rent and Unlt Size

Alameda CounEv. Callfornla
ApriI I, 1966 to April 1, t968

Size of unit
Gross

mont.hly rent a/ Efflciencv

300
215
24()
200
155
120
90
65
40

One
bedroom

2,260
I,g4o
t,7oo
I ,5OO
1,32O
l, 180
, 960

640
44o^

200
50

Two
bedroom

1,47o
L,32O
1,18O
l,o8o

890
700
520
350
230

50

Three
bed room

370
340
300
250
190
120
50

$eo
95

100
l05
llo
115

L20
t25
130
140
150
160
170
180
200

and
lt

il

ll

,t

lt

ll

ll

ll

il

ll

ll

ll

il

il

over
tl

tt

ll

il

ll

ll

tl

tl

ll

,r

n

tl

ll

'l

a/ Gross rent is shelter rent plus the cost of utilities.

Note: The above figures are cumulaLive and cannot be added vertically
For example, dernand for one-bedroom untts at rents from $lOO to
$120 is 940 unlts (2,26o. minus 1,32O).

Demand for 600 renEal units at renEs below the minimums achievable with
market-interest-rate financing can be realized only if public benefits
or assistance in financing'are made available. The distribution of these
units includes 60 efficiency units at gross monthly rents of $75 to $90,
220 one-bedroom units renting for $80 to $100 monthly, 160 two-bedroom
units at monEhly rents from $90 to $115, and 160 three-bedroom units
renting for $100 to $130 monthly.

Ll Calculated on the basis of a long-term mortgage (40 years) at 5\,
percent interest ar.d LLz percent initial annual curtail; changes in these
assumptions will affect minimum rents accordingly.
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The location facLor is of especial importance in the provision of new

uniLs aE Ehe lower rent, levels. Families in Ehis user group are no;
as mobile as those in oE.her economic segments; they are less able or
willing to break with established church, social, and neighborhood
relat,ionships, and proximit,y to place of work frequently is a Sovern-
ing consideration in the place of residence preferred by families in
this group. Thus, the utilization of lower priced land for new rental
housing in outlying locaLions to achieve lower rents may be self-
defeat,ing unless the existence of a demand potential is clearly evidenE.

The preceding distributions of average annual demand for new aParEments
are based on projecEed tenant-family income, Ehe size disEribution of
tenant, households, and rent-paying propensities found to be typical in
Ehe area; consideration is also given to the reqent absorption experience
of new rentaL housing. Thus, Ehey represent patterns for guidance in the
production of rental housing predicat.ed on foreseeable quant.itative and
qualifative considerations. Specific market demand opportunities or
replacement, needs may permit the effective marketing of a single project
dlffering from thls demand distribution. Even though a deviation from
the distribution may experience market success, it should not be regarded
as establishing a change in the projected paEtern of demand for continuing
guidance unless thorough analysis of all factors involved clearly confirms
Ehe change. In any case, particular projecEs must be evaluated in the
Iight of actual market performance in specific rent ranges and neighborhoods
or submarkeEs.
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Hous in I,larke t S

Contra Costa Countv. California

Demographic FacEors

Populat ion

Trends. There are 549,000 persons residing in Contra Cost,a County at
present. This represents an average annual increase of 231300 (5.0
percent) since 1960, a numerical rate more than double the 11,000 (3.t
percent) average yearly gain which prevailed during the 1950-1960
decade (see table $. By April 1, L968, Ehe population of ConEra
Costa County will total 596,000, an expected addition of 23,500 (4.3
percent) during each of the nexE Ewo years. The availabilit.y of com-
paratively easily developed land for residential use has been an im-
portant factor in the rapid population gains in Contra Costa CounEy,
as in Alameda County, in recent .years.

Net. Natural Increase and Mieration . During the 1950-1960 decade, the
net natural increase in population (excess of births over deaths) aver-
aged about 6,950 persons a year in Contra Costa County but, as a result
of net in-migration of about 41050 persons a year, t.he average annual
population gain during the inEercensal period was about 11,000 persons.
For Ehe interval since 1960, net naturat increase has averaged 61550
persons a year, while the average net in-migration has increased more
Ehan four-fold to 16,750 persons annually (see table VII) .

Households

Trends. Currently, there are about 157,000 households in Contra Costa
County,an average yearly gain of 6,525 (4.8 percent) since April 1960.
Household gains during this interval considerably exceeded the average
annual increase in the number of households during the preceding decade
when the average yearly gain was 3,450 (3.5 percent) (see table VI). A
portion of the intercensal household increase was likely the result of
Ehe change in census definition from rrdwelling unit'r in 1950 to tthousing
uniE'r in 1960. By April 1, 1968, Contra CosEa County households will
total 170,700, an anticipated average annual gain of 6,850 (4.3 percent)
during the next two years

Household Size. The average size of households in Contra Costa County
increased from 3.35 persons in 1950 to 3.44 persons in 1960. This in-
crease was caused by suburban growth (typically families and households
of larger size) and was not off-set by gains in the larger urban areas
of the county (generally having a larger proportion of single person
households and childless couples). AE present, the average household
size is 3.44 persons.
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Income

CurrenEly, t.he median yearly income in Contra Cost.a Count.y, after
deduction of federal i-ncome tax, is $8,300 for all families and $6,600
for renter households.l/ By 1968, aLl-family and renter household median
incomes are projected to an annual level of $8,675 and $6,900, respec-
tively. Presently, approximately 12 percenE of all families earn less
than $4,000 a year and 34 percenE earn in excess of $10,000 yearly,
after deducting federal income tax. The percentage of families with
after-tax incomes below $4r000 a year is expecEed to decline to about
11 percent by 1968, while those with an j-ncome of $t0,000 or more
yearly will rise to abouE 39 percent (see table IV).

Housing Market FacEors

Housing Supply

Trends. As of April 1, 1966, there are 166,400 dwelling units in Contra
Costa CounEy, indicating a net gain since April 1, 1960 of about 42,LOO
housing units (34 percent), or 7,000 (5.6 percent) annual1y. This repre-
sents a considerable increase over Ehe leve1 of acLivity sustained during
the 1950-1960 decade. In the intercensal period, the number of housing
units in the county increased by 33,650, or slightly over 3,350 (3"7 per-
cent) annually (see table XI). The net addition of 42,LOO units during
the past six years has been the result of the construction of approxi-
mately 44,200 new dwelling units and the removal of about, 2,100 units.

Res iden t ial Bu ildins Activitv

Trends. The number of new housing units authorized annually by building
permits in Contra Costa County has fluctuated during the past eight years.
Volume increased sharply from about 3,950 in 1958 Eo 7,300 in 1961. After
declining Ln 1962, the number of units authorized rose to 9,150 in 1964
and fe1l to 7,925. Activity has continued to decline; only L,325 units
have been auEhorized in the first quarter of 1966, as compared with a total
of 2,350 units authorized during the first three months of. L965 (see table X).

Multifamily units authorized in the 1958-1965 period, registered alternate
yearly increments and declines throughout the period. While 4,400 units
were authorized Ln L964 (the greatest number of multifamily uniEs authorized
in any one year), the number of units aut.horized fel1 markedly the following
year to a level of 3,475. This decline has persist.ed to the present; only
225 units have been authorized in the first quarEer of this year while there
were over L,25O units authorized in the first quart.er of 1965.

Contrasting wiEh the erratic pattern demonstrated by multifamily authori-
zations, single-family units authorized grew sEeadily between 1958 and

L964, rising from an annual leve1 of 3,000 to an annual total of 4,750.
Authorizations fell in 1965, however, when permits were issued for

L/ Exclucles one Person ren ter households.
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approximately 4,450 single-family units. ActiviEy seems to have leveled
off at. the present time and authorizations of single-unit structures ln
the first three months of this year have remained aE approximately the
same level (1,100 units) as in the comparable period last year.

Units Under Construction. There are about I ,400 dwelling units under
construction in ConE.ra Costa County aE the present time, of which l, I00
are single-family units and 300 are multifamily units. Approximately
half of the single-family units and most of Ehe multifamily units under
construction are in the cities of Richmond, Concord, and i^lalnut Creek.

Demolitions. There have been approximateLy 2,100 demolitions in Contra
Costa County since April 1, 1960, approximately 600 single-family uniEs
and about 1,500 mulEifamily units" The removal of 2,100 units from the
inventory has been the result of urban renewal acEivity, highway con-
struction, fire, and scattered demolitions. During the two-year forecast
period of this analysis, demoliEions will average about 350 a yeari a
rate unchanged from the preceding six years"

Vacancv

April !960 Census. In April 1960, the U. S. Census of Housing reported
over 3,650 vacant, available housing units in the HI"IA. Of this total,
11300 were available for sale, equal to a homeowner vacancy ratio of 1.5
percent., ar,d 21350 were available for rent., equal t.o a renter vab.ancy
ratio of 6.8 percent. Of the available vacant housing units in April
1960, Ehe census reporEed that approximately 450 lacked some plumbing
facility. Only 10 of Ehe substandard vacancies were for sale, and the
remaining 440 were for rent. Table XII shows the trend of vacancies in
Contra Costa County since 1950.

P.ostal Vacancy Survey. A postal vacancy survey was conducted in the
county in March 1966 consisting of a sample of routes reported by posL
offices with city deliveries. The survey covered a total of 95,700
possibl-e deliveries, about 58 percent of the housing units currently in
the county. 0f the units covered, 1,500 were vacant residences, a va-
cancy ratio of 1.9 percent, and slightly over 1r800 were vacant apart-
ments, indicating an apartment vecency ratio of 10.3 percent. At the
time of the survey, an additional 1,200 units were reported to be under
construction, but were not classified es vacant (see teble XIII).

It is important Lo note that the postal vacancy survey data are not
entirely comparable with the data published by the Bureau of the Census
because of differences in definition, area delineations, and methods
of enumeration. The census reports units and vacancies by tenure, whereas
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the postal vacancy survey reports uniEs and vacancies by type of sEruc-
ture. The PosE 0ffice Department. defines a 'rresidence" as a unit repre-
senting one stop for one delivery of mail (one mailbox). These are
principally single-family homes, but. include some duplexes, row-Eype
houses, and structures with additional units created by conversion. An
'taparEmentrr ls a unit on a stop where more Ehan one delivery of mail is
possible. Postal surveys omit vacancies in limited areas served by post
office boxes and tend to omit unlts in subdivisions under construct,ion.
Although the postaL vacancy survey has obvious limitations, when used in
conjuncEion with other vacancy indicators, the survey serves a valuable
functlon in the derivation of estimaEes of local market condiEions.

Current EstimaEe. Based upon t,he postal vacancy survey, vacancy data
gathered from conversat,ion with informed individuals in the county, and
o:r personal observation, iE is estimated t.hat. t.here are 6,000 housing
uniEs available for sate or rent in ConEra Ccst.a Count.y as of Aprll 1,
1966. 0f this totaL, 2,100 are available for sale and 3,900 are avail-
able for renE, equal to vacancy ratios of 1.8 and 8.0 percent, respec-
tively. AII of the vacanL sales units are judged to have st,andard
plumbing facilities, while about 250 of. the available vacant rent,al units
lack some or aLL pLumblng facilities. In an area wit,h the growEh rate of
Cont,ra Cost,a County, lower vacancy ratios would be more appropriate Lo
maintaln reasonable baLance in demand-supply relationships and still
afford an adequaEe degree of choice to prospective buyers and tenants.

Sales Market

The market for new sales housing in Contra Costa County is in a relatively
sound position. The homeosrner vecancy ratio has increased from 1.5 percent
in 1950 to 1".8 percenE currentl.y, with a major portion of these homeowner

vacancies in existing homes. Demand for new sales units has remained firm.
Unsotd inventory surveys for L964 and 1955 in the following table depict a

strong merket for new sales housing ln ConEra Costa County, with a strength-
ening trend indicated.
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s Summar
al

old Ln
Contra Costa C tv. Callf ornia

of I

Status

J r

Houses completed durlng
L96,4 l-965

t 6

ToEal comPletlons
SpeculatlvelY built

Percent of t'otal
Unsold at end of Year

Percent of sPeculatl-ve starts

a/ Lncludes subdivlslons ln which there were flve or more compleElons

during the nlelve months precedlng the survey date'

Source: Unsold InvenEory Surveys compl-eted by the San Franclsco,
Callfornla, I1IA Lnsuring Off lce'

Another indlcation of a sound market, for new sales houses ln Contra CosLa

county is the volune of single-famlly buildlng perniE authorizations
for the first quart,er of L966. From Sanuary-March 1966,single-family
housing unlt authorlzations ln Contra Costa County Eotaled 1,100' a raEe

unchanged from Ehe comparable lnterval ln 1965. Contra costa ls the only

counEy in the HI-{A ln rirt"t slngle-family houslng unlg authorlzatlons held

firm and did noE decllne from Ehe levels of the first quarter of 1965 to

the first quarter of 1966'

Rental l'larket

The Contra Costa County rental market is currently in a position of over-
supply typical of the Hl.lA as a whole. The renEer vacancy ratlo in the county
has risen from 6.8 ln 1960 co 8.0 percent currently. Beginning ln 1961, new

rental unlts ln Contra CosEa CounEy were constructed ln unprecedented numbers,
most of whlch have been successfully marketed. During the past year or two,
however, productlon began to exceed demand and the current over-supply
accumulated. Bullding permit authorizations for multlfamily housing uhits
durlng the first quarter of L966 number 225, a decllne of 1,025 units from
the leveL of muLtlfmrlly unlts authorlzed for the same perlod in 1965. Thls
devetopment suggests thaE lhe building and mortgage lending lndustries
recognize the current over-supply and are insEituting remedial action. A.

portlon of the drop in the Level of multifanily housing unlt authorizattons
for the flrst quarter of 1966 may have resulted from lncreases in tl're inEeresE
rate and a decreasing supply of financlng during this period.

3,488
L,776

5L%
453

26%

3,687
1, 430

39%

232
L6%
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Urban Renewal

Eastshore Park , covering an area of L22 acres, is an urban renewal project
which is currently in executi-on in the city of Richmond. The project re-
use plan ca1ls for 90 acres to be devoted to residential construction,
five acres to commercial re-use and the remainder to public rights-of-way.
Thus far, public improvements have been completed and homebuilding is well
under wayl 260 uniEs already have been consEructed. Upon completion, the
project area will contain a minimum of 800 dwelling units, a five-acre
commercial center, and a church.

Botrero, a 191-acre project area from which 154 dwelling units have been
removed, is to be used primarily for residential rebuiLding, Construction
has begun on approximately 1,000 dwelling units which will occupy land in
the project area, As wittr the Eastshore Park project, five acres of land
will be allocated for a commercial shopping center. Most of the ma-jor
public improvements have been finished and work has been completed on a
park.

Two industrial projects are currently underway in Richmond, Galvin Indus-
trial Park and Hensle us t.rial Dis tric , covering a combined area of
about 170 acres. There is also a project in downEown R ichmond, currently
in the planning stage, which will result in the eventual relocation of
490 families and individuals and 197 business concerns, public agencies,
churches, and other non-residential occupants. The purpose of the Down-

town Richmond Plan is to eliminat.e and prevent t.he spread of blight and

det,erioration and t.o redevelop, rehabilitate, conserve, restore, and renew
about 96 acres of downtown Richmond. Thus far, surveys and plans have
been completed and Federal and local approvals are pending.

There are two projects currently in progress in the city of Pittsburg,
the Black Diamond renewal project which is sti1l in planning and the

is presently in execution. The Marina ViewMarina View project which
project area contains 198 dwelling units. About 17 acres of the 30
acres in the project are slated for residential re-use.

Public Housing

There are 1,675 low-renE public housing units in Contra Costa County, 100

temporary units and 1r575 permanent units. Approximately 650 permanent
units are located in the city of Richmond. There are no units presently
under construction in the city and no plans for additional construction
have been developed. The remaining LrO25 units are under the administra-
tion of the Housing Authority of ConLra Costa County and are dispersed
throughout the county. A little over 200 of the 925 PermanenE units
administered by the county are occupied by senior citizens. There are 140

uniEs currently in developmenE, 50 of which are to be located in llartir.ez,
40 in Oakley, and 50 in West Pittsburg (see table XV).
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Demand for Housing

Quantitative Demand

Based on the expect.ed increase in households in Contra Costa County
during the Ewo-year forecast period (6,850 annually), on the number
of housing units expected to be 1ost. from the inventory through demo-
lition, the need to allow for the absorption of excess vacancies, and
on oEher adjustments EhaE will result in a belter balanced sales and
rental market, there will be a demand for about 6,650 new private
housing units during each of the next two years. The demand forecast
includes 4,500 new sales houses arrd 2,150 rental units. An addiEional
200 rental units can be marketed if some form of public benefits or
assistance in financing is utilized. Demand for 1ow-rent. public
housing and rent-supplemenL acconrnodations are not included in t.he
demand estimates.

Qualitative Demand

Sales Housing. The disEribuEion of the annual demand for 4,500 addi-
tional new sales housing units is shown in Ehe following table. The
distribution is based on ability Eo pay, as measured by current family
income and the typical income-purchase price ratio in the county, and
on recenL market experience.

Estimated Annual Demand for New Sales Housing. by Price Class
Contra Costa County, California
April l. 1966 to April 1. 1968

Sales price Number Percent

$15, ooo
17, 500
20, 000
25, 000
30,000
35,000

-$L7,499
- T9,999
- 24,ggg
- 2g,ggg
- 34,999
and over
Total

225
900

1, 350
L,L25

4so
4so

5
20
30
25
10
10

4,500 100

The foregoing distribution differs from that in table XIV which reflects
only selected subdivision experience during the year 1965. It must be
noted that the 1965 data do not include new construcEion in subdivisions
with less than five completions during Ehe year, nor do they reflect the
individual or contract const,ruction on scattered loEs. It is likely 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 estimat.es reflect all home building
and indicaEe a greater concentration in some prlce ianges thah a subdivi-
sion survey would reveal.
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Rental Housing. The monthl y rentals at which privately-owned net addi-
tions to the aggregate renEal housing inventory, excluding 1ow-renE
public houslng or rent-suppLement acconrnodaEions, might, best be absorbed
by the rental market are lndicated for various size uniEs in the follow-
ing table. These net addiEions may be accompllshed by either nevr con-
sEruction or rehabilitation at the specified rentals v/ith or without
pub1lc benefits or assistance through subsidy, tax abatement, or aid in
financing or land acquisition. The producEion of new unit,s in higher
rental ranges than indicated below may be justified lf a compet,itive
filtering of existing accorunodations to lower ranges of rent can be anti-
cipated as a result. Ln Contra Costa CounLy, it is judged t,haE minimum
gross rents achtevable wlthout public benefits or assistance in financing
or land purchase are $95 for efficiencies, $105 for one-bedroom units,
$120 for two-bedroom units, and $135 for three-bedroom units. 1/

Estlmated Annu+l Demand Jor New Rental Units
By Gross Monthly Rent end by Unit Size

Contra Costa Countv. Ca1lf.,og1g
April l, 1966 to Apri[ 1, 1968

Size of untt
Grose

roonth ly rent a/ Efflciencv

L20

Two
bedrooms

Three
bedrooms

One
bedroosr

1 ,000
875
760
625
5to
400
300
210
130
50

l,OOO
830
670
530
t,40

300
220
160
100

$ 95 and
100 ll
ro5 [
110 tr

t 15 '|
t20 [
125 r
130 rl

135 l'
140 'l
15O rr

160 tl

I70 l'
180 r

over
It

ll

il

!,

r
r
ll
ll
|l
tl
tl
tl

'l

90
70
55
45
35
30
20
to 30

25
20
15
10

5

a/ Grose rent lE ehelter rent plus the cost of utilitles.

Note: Ihe above flgures are cumulatlve and cannot be added vertic.rl[y.
For example, deuand for one-bedroom units at rents from $lO5 to
$125 ls 49O untte ([,OOO minus 510).

Calculated on the basis of a long-term mortgage (40 years) at 5L
percen! interest and L| percent lnitial annuaL curtail; changes in
t,hese assunptions will affect mini.mum rents accordingly.

L/
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The distribuEion of the 200 rental units at gross monthly renEs below
the minimum achievable leve.ls with market-interest-raEe-financing in-
cludes 15 efficiencies at gross monthly rent,s of $80 to $95, 50 one-
bedroom unit,s at rents of $85 to $105 monthly, 75 two-be.droom uniEs at
rents of $95 to $120 a month, and 60 three-bedroom units at monEhly
renEs of $105 ro $135.

The preceding distributions of average annual demand for new apartments
are based on projecEed Eenant-family income, the size distribuEion of
tenant households, and rent-paying propensities found to be typical in
t.he area; consideration is also given to the recent absorption experi-
ence of new rental housing. Thus, iE represents a pattern for guidance
in the production of rental housing predlcated on foreseeable quantitative
and qualitative considerations. Individual projects may differ from the
general pattern in response to specific neighborhood or submarket require-
ments.

The location factor is of especial imporEance in the provision of new
uniEs at the lower-rent levels. Families in this user group are not as
mobile as those in other economic segments; they are less able or willing
to break with esEablished social, church, and neighborhood relationships,
and proximlty to place of work is a governing consideraEion in the place
of residence preferred by families in this group. Thus, the uEilization
of lower-priced land for new rental housing in outlying locations to
achieve lower renE,s may be self-defeating unless the existence of a demand
potential 1s clearty evident.
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Hous i Market Sunrner
Marin County, Catifornia

Demo a hic Factors
Populat ion

Trends. There are currently about L91,000 persons residing within Marin
county, representing an average annual increment of approximately 8,350
(5.0 percent) since April 1960. The average annual population growth
during thfu period exceeded the numerical gain recorded during the 1950-
1960 intercensal period, when population within the county rose by an
average of about 6,L25 persons (5.3 percent) a year (see table V), The
population of Marin County is expected to increase during, the nexL two
years at an annual rate of approxinrately 9,000 persons (4.6 percent).

Net Natural Increase and Mi gration, Between 1950 and 1960 , the ne t na t.ura 1

increase in population (excess of births over deaths) averaged about 1,850
persons a year in Marin Cor.rnty, As a result of a broadening population
base, however, the net natural increase averaged 2,275 persons a year be-
tween 1960 and 1966. L-r-migration increased from an average of 4, 275 a year
ln the 1950-1960 decade to 6,015 annually during the 1960-1966 period (see
table VII).

Households

Trends. There are about 60,900 households in the county at the present
time, representing an average gain of about 2,800 (5.4 percent) annually
since April 1960. During the 1950-1960 period, households gre\^7 by an
average of about 1,900 (5,6 percent) annually. Some part of the increment
in households, however, was caused by the change in census definition from
rrdwelling unitt'in 1950 to'rhousing unit'r in 1960 (see table VI). House-
hold growth is expected to continue at e rate somewhat greater than that
established between 1960 and 1966; approximately 2,900 househol-ds will be
added during each year of the two-year forecast period"

Household Size. The number of persons per household in Marin County has
remained approximately at the leve1 attained in 1960 (3.12 persons) and
is not expected to change significantly during the forecast period. Be-
t\^leen 1950 and 1960, the average size of households grew from 3.00 in April
1950 to 3.12 in April 1960.

Income

The current level of income in Marin County is Ehe second highest of'the
five constituent counties in the H1"1A; it is just slightly below the high
1evel in San Mateo County. The current median annual income, after deduct-
ing federal income tax, is $9,725 for all families and $7,700 for renter
household*1/Approximately 10 percent of all families and 18 percent of
renter households receive less than $4,000 annually after-tax, while 48 per-
cent of all families and 30 percent of renter households have yearly incomes
in excess of $10,000 after-tax. The median after-tax income is expected to
increq-se to an.annual levet of $10,275 for all families and $8,150 for renter
househotds bv lgOA (ree table IV)

Ll Excludes one person renLer househeil<ls.
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Housing Matket Factors

Housins Supply

Trends. As of April L966, Ehere are an estimated 68,200 dwelling units
in Marin County (see table XI), indicating a net addiEion to the housing
stock of approximaEely 18,600 units since April 1960, when the Census of
Housing reporEed about 49,600 dwelling units in the county. The net
addition of 18,600 units was the result, of the completion of an estimated
18,950 new units and Ehe loss of approximately 350 housing units through
demolition. The increase in the housing inventory since April 1960 repre-
sents an average annual increment of about 3r100 housing units" During
the 1950-1960 decade, the number of dwelling units rose from about 28,600
in 1950 to about 49,600 in 1960, an average gain of about 2,100 units a
year.

Residenrial Building Activity

Trends. Between 1960 and 1963 the number of private housing units authori-
zed by building permits in Marin County rose fron about 2,375 units
authorized in 1960 to 4,600 units authorized during L963" Since 1963 rhe
number of uniEs for which permits have been issued declined, falling to
3,200 in 1964 and to 2,300 in 1965. During the first three months of 1965,
approximateLy 725 housing units were authorized, while for the comparable
period in 1966 only 575 units were authorized through building permits (see
table X). Since January 1, 1960, a total of 18,950 private dwelling units
have been aut.horized, an average volume of about 31 150 annually. Of the
total authorizations, about 10,900 (57 percenC) were for single-family
strucEures and the remaining 81050 units were in structures with two or
more units.

Units Under Construction" Based on building permit data, the postal va-
cancy survey conducted in selected portions of Ehe county, and on data
gathered from local sources, there are estimated to be 750 private housing
unit.s presently under construction in Marin County. ApproximaEely 400 of
these units are single-family structures while 350 of the units are in
multifamily strucLures.

Demolition" Based on information provided by the California State Highway
Department, the count.y building department, and the Marin County Housing
Authority, there were approximately 350 housing units demolished in Marin
county during the January r, 1960-April 1, 1966 period" About 59 percent
of the demolitions were units in multifamily sEructures r^zhile 41 percent
were single-family homes. During each of the next Ewo years, about 150
housing units will be removed from the Marin County housing stock by demo-
lition, fire, or other losses.
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Vacancy

Last Census. In ApriI 1960, there were abouE 1,875 vacant, available
housing uniEs for sale or rent in Marin county, representing an over-
all net available vacancy ratio of 4.1 percent. slighrly over 600 of
Ehese available vacancies were for sale, a homeowner vacancy ratio of
2.0 percent. The remaining 1r275 avaj-Lable vacancies were for renE,
representing a rental vacancy ratio of 7.9 percent (see table Xrr) 

"It was report.ed thaE virtually none of the sales or rental vacancies
Iacked plumbing facilicies.

March 1966 Postal Vacancy Survey. A postal vacancy survey conducted
on selected routes in the county in March 1966 covered 47,540 possible
residential deliveries, or almost 70 percent of the current housing
inventory. A total ot 2,950 vacant units, 1,200 vacant residences and
1,750 vacant apartmenEs were reported. The survey showed, for the units
covered, a 3.8 percent vacancy ratio in residences and 11.0 percenr in
apartments (see table XIII). It is important to noEe that the postal
vacancy survey data are not entirely comparable with the data published
by the Bureau of the Census because of differences in definition, area
delineations, and methods of enumeration. Postal surveys omit vacancies
in limited areas served by post office boxes and tend to omit units in
subdivisions under corrstruction. Alt,,ough the postal vacancy survey has
obvious limitations, when used in conjunction with other vacancy indi-
cators, the survey serves a valuable function in the derivation of esti-
mates of loca1 market conditions.

Current EsEimate. It is estimated that currently Ehere are 31300 avail-
able vacancies (5.1 percent) in Marin County, L,25O for sale and 2,050
for rent. The present net available homeowner and renter vacancy ratios
are 3.0 percenE and 8.9 percent, respectively. These vacancy ratios are
above those which are deemed to represent a satisfactory relationship
between demand and supply in an area with the growth characteristics of
Marin County. The trend of vacancies in the county since 1950 is shown
in table XII.

Sales Market

As reflecEed by an increase in Ehe available vacancy raEio from 2.0 per-
cent in 1960 to a current raEio of 3.0 percent, the sales market in lularin
County has softened. The production of single-family units has been
declining in the counEy since 1963 and thus far Ehis year Ehe number of
units authorized by building permits has been 1 7 percenE less than during
the comparable period last year.

A comparison of unsold inventory surveys of houses complet.ed in 1964 and
1965 reveals that. the percentage of speculative starts which had been
unsold at the end of the year increased between L964 arrd 1965 from 36 per-
cent to 43 percent. The ratio of units speculatively built has declined
with respect to Ehe total number of units surveyed, however, falling from
72 percerrt in 1964 Eo 66 percent in 1965 (see table XIV).
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Unsold Invento Surve
a

Marin County. Callfornla
As of January 1. 1965 and January I, L966

Houses completed during
SEaEus L964 1965

Total completions 11 685
Speculatively bullt L,2L6

Percent of total 727"

Uneold at end of year 436
Percent of speculatlve sEart.s 367"

1, 268
837

66%
361

43"A

al Survey lncludes only subdivlslons with flve or more
compleEions durlng the twelve months precedlng t,he survey date

Source: Unsold lnventory Surveys, compleEed by the San Francisco,
Callfornla, FIIA Insurlng Offlce.

Topography has had a major role in the price and avaitability of land
in Marln County, since land suitable for residential construcElon has
become relatively scarce and, consequently, more expensive. Much of
the county is hilly and heavlly wooded and thus not easily adapted to
residential developmenE.

RentaI Market

As ln the HI'IA as a whole, the renEal Earket ln Marln County has weakened
ln recenE years; the rental vacancy ratio has lncreased from the 7.9 percenE
reported in the L95O Census to 8.9 percenE currently. The annual number of
units authorized in structures with five or more units has been decllntng
sharply since [963, however, dropping from over L,925 units in 1953 to just
over 4OO unite ln 1965. There has been a gradual lncrease in apartment
llvlng ln the area, as reflected in the galn ln the renter proportlon of
the occupied housing inventory from 33 percent in April I95O to 35 percent
at present.

Urban Renewal Public Houelne

The Marln City Urban Renewal Project (R-8) ls currenEly in the executlon
phase of developnent and comprlses a 163-acre site between Ehe clties of
sausalito and Mill vatley. Flrst developed in 1942 as a temporary war-
houslng communLty for 1,5oo workers, Martn city was transferred to the
Houslng Authorlty of the County of Marln ln t955. Alnoet al.l of the teu-
Porary dwelLlng unlts have been dernollehed. Ttre project re-use plan lncludes
a low-rent public houslng proJect, moderate cost houstng for nidd[e lncome
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famllles, and Land for private devetopment of higher cost home sites.
When compteted, the projecL will contain a total of 1,120 dwelling
units. Approximately 490 units atready have been constructed, 300
uniEs of which are in a low-rent pubLic housing project completed in
1960. Completely occupied at present, the project houses former resi-
dents of temporary units demolished by urban renerral activity in the
area (see table XV).

Demand for Housing

QuantitaEive Demand

Based on an expected increme4t of about 21900 households during each of
the next two years, on anticipated demolition activity, and on adjustments
reflecting imbalances in the number of vacant housing units, annual demand
for new privately-owned housing will total 2,600 units a year during the
tr^ro-year forecast period, including 1,600 sales units and 1,000 rental
units, excluding public 1ow-rent housing and rent-supplement acconunodations.
A dernand for an addirional 100 rental units may be realized at the lower
rents achievable with below-market-interest-rate financing or assistance
in land acquisition and cosE. The projecEed leveL of demand is sllghtly
below the average annual rate of building susEained between 1960 and 1965
but higher than the 1965-1966 rate of starts. From 1960 to 1965, BD 8V€r-
age of L,800 single-family homes and approximatety 1,350 new privately-
owned muttifamily units were added to the inventory each year. After
reaching a peak in 1963, annual construction has been declining in the
past two years and authorizations issued thus far this year seem to indi-
cate that the downward trend is continuing.

Qualitative Demand

Sales Housing. Based on the current 1eve1 of incomes of famil-ies in Marin
County and on land development and construction costs typical of Ehe area,
tte annual demand for saLes housing has been distributed by price as shor.rn
on the following page. The median price of new aales unitg will be about
$30,500.
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Annual Demand for New Sales Housing by Price Class
Marin County, California

April 1, 1966 to April 1, 1968

Und

$25, 0
30, 0
35, 0

Sales price

er $25,000
00 - 29,999
00 - 34,999
00 and over

Totat

Number
of units

Percent
of total

290
450
430
430

r6m

1B

28
27
27

1oo

The foregoing distribution differs modestly from that in table XIV which
reflects only selected subdivision experience during the year L965, The
preceding demand estimate reflects all home building and indicates a
greater concentration in some price ranges than a subdivision survey
would reveal,

Rental Housing. The monthly rentals aE whlch privately-owned net addtttons,
excludlng low-renE public housing and rent-supplenent accommodations, to
Ehe aggregate rental housing inventory mlght best be absorbed by the rental
market are lndicated for various size units in the foltowing table. These
net additions may be accompll6hed by either new constructton or rehabilltatton
at the speclfied rentals with or wlt.hout public benefits or asslstance through
subsidy, tax abatement, or ald in financlng or land acquisltlon. The pro-
duction of new untts ln higher rental ranges than indliated below may be
justified lf a courpet.itlve filtering of existing accomnodations t.o lower ranges
of rent can be anticipaEed as a result. With urarket-lnterest-rate flnancing,
the rolnlmum achievable grous rents in Marin County are $lO5 for efflciencies,
$l2O for one-bedroom-qnits, $135 for Ewo-bedroom units, and $15O for units
with three bedrooms.l/

LI Calculated on the basis of a long-term morEgage (40 years) at 52 percent
inEerest and LL, Percent initial annual curtail; changes in these assumP-

tions will affect minimum rents accordingly'
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Estinated Annual Demand for New Rental Houslnc
Marin County Callfornia

Aprll t. t965 to Aoril l. 1968

Size of unit
Month ly

qros6 rent a/ Ef f lci-ency

75
65
60
55
50
45
40
35
30
20
10

One
bedroosl

46;
430
385
335
290
255
225
170
90
,?

Two
bedroom

350
345
330
315
27.O

185
85
45

Three
bedroom

loo
95
85
70
60
45

$ los
lto
It5
120
125
130
r35
140
145
150
r60
180
200
220
240

and
ll

il

It

ll

ll

ll

ll

ta

lt

ll

ll

ll

ll

ll

over
r
ll

ll

ll

il

ll

tt

It

ll

ll

ll

lt

tl

It

al Gross rent ts shelter renE plus the cost of utlLlties.

Note: The flgures above are cumulative, thaE is, the columns cannot be
added vertically. For exaurple, the deuand for one-bedroom unlts
at rents fron $L2O to $t4O is 175 unite (455 minus 29O).

The precedlng distrlbuElon of average annual demand for new aparEmenEs is
based on project.ed t,enant-family income, the size distribution of t.enant
trouseholds, and rent-paying propensit.ies found to be typical ln the area;
consideration is also given to the recent absorption experience of new
rental housing. Thus, it repre6ents a pat.tern for guidance in Ehe pro-
duct,ion of rental houslng predicated on foreseeable quantttative and
qualiEative considerations. Speciflc market demand opportunities or
replacement needs may permit the effective marketing of a single project
ditfering from this demand distribution. Even though a deviatlon from
fhis distribution may experience market success, i! should not be regarded
as establishing a change in the projected pattern of demand for continuing
guidance, unless a Ehorough analysis of all factors involved clearl-v con-

iir*" the change. fti any case, parEicular projects nrust be evaluat'ed in
the Iight of actual market perforrnance in specific rent ranges and neighbor-
iroods or submarkets.
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Demand for an additional 100 rental units annually at rents below Ehe

niinimum achievable levels with market-interest-rate financing includes
15 efficiencies at gross nonthly rents of $90 to $105, 25 one-bedroom
units at rents of $100 to $120 a month, 30 two-bedroom units at monthly
rents of $110 to $135, and 30 tl-rree-bedroom uniEs aE monthly rents of
$120 to $150. The location factor is of especial importance in the
provision of new unit.s at the lower-rent levels. Families in this user
group are not as mobile as Ehose in other economic segments; Ehey are
less able or willing to break wiEh established social, church, and neigh-
borhood relationships, and proxirnity to place of work frequently is a

governing consideration in Ehe place of residence preferred by families
in this group. Thus, the utilizaEion of lower-priced land for new rental
housing in outlying locations to achieve lower rents may be self-defeat.ing
unless Ehe existence of a demand potential is clearly evident.
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Houslng Market Summary
San Franclsco Countv. Callfornia

Demographic Factors

Popu lation

Trends. Ihere are currently about 75O,OOO persons residlng in San
Francisco County, representing an average annual increment of about
l,600 (0.3 percent) since Aprl1 1960. This modest gain ls slgnifl-
cant, however, because it ls a reversal of the trend of declining
population that occurred between l95O and t960. Through that decade,
an average loss of about 3r5OO persons yearly (0.5 percent) was regis-
tered. Ihe populatlon decline in San Francisco County paralleled a
pattern typical of nearly all large, nature, urban corg areas during
the l95O-[950 decade. In San Francisco, as in most other area6, the
decline represented a movemenE to suburban areas, rather than a triove-
ment outside Ehe HMA. By April 1, 1968, trre populaEion of San Francisc<>
County is expected to increase to 7541000, an airticipated averaLe yearly
ir-icrease of 2, 000 (0 . 3 percent) (see rab le V) .

Net Natural Increase and Mi sration. During the 195(l- l96O decade, the
net natural increase in population (excess of blrths over deaths) averaged
abouE 5,7OO persons a year in San Franclsco County, but, because of the
net out-migration of 9r2OO persons (principally to suburban areas of
the HHA), there was an average net decllne in population of approxi-
mately 3,5OO annually. In the period since 1960, net natural increase
has dropped to an average of 4 r2OA a year, and net out.-migration has

slowed to about 2,5OO annually (about 28 percent of the rate during the
previous decade). The result has been a modest populatlon gain in the
county (see table vll).

Households

Tqgnds. At present, Ehere are about 307,700 households in San Francisco
Co"nty, an average increase of about 2,625 (0.9 percent) annually since
April 1960. During Ehe 1950-1960 intercensal period, hotiseholds increased
Uy an average of 3,425 (1"2 percent) a year (see table VI) in contrdst to
population losses averaging 0.5 percent a year. While t.he declining aver-
age size of households in San Francisco County accounted for some portion
of this increment during the 1950-1960 decade, a portion of the gain was

the result of a change in census definiEion from "dwelling unit" in 1950
Eo "housing unit" in 1960. Household growth in San Francisco County is
expected to conrinue at a somewhat greaEer rat,e Ehan that established
since 1960 and by April 1968 will total about 313,200, an anticipated
yearly increment of 2,750 (0.9 percent) during each of the next two years.
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Household Size. At present, the average size of all households in San
Francisco County ts 2.34 persons representing a continuation of the dovrn-
ward trend in household size ln the county from 2.71 persons in L95C to
2.44 persons in f95O. These average household slzes are the smaIlest of
any of the f ive constituent counEies ln the Hl'{A. Generally, San Francisco
County has the greatest attraction for Lhe most recenE migrants to the
area, especially indivlduaIs and childless couples, factors which tend
to lower household size. In addition, the decline in average household
size since 1960 reflecEs a general Erend toward smaller households, a
fact supported by the considerable number of new rnultifamily units that
have been built and occupied ln the county in recent years, these units
being typically occupied by smaller size households.

Incone

At present, the nedlan annual lncome in San Francisco County, after deductlng
federal lncome tax, is-$7,950 a year for all fanlltes and $6,8OO yearly
for renter households.U The median after-tax income is-expected to increase
to $8,350 and $7,150, reapectively, for all families and renter households.
About 15 percent of all families and 2l percent of renter L,ouseholds currently
have annuaL after-Eax incomes of less Ehan $4,000, while 33 percent of aLL
farol lles and 23 percent of renter'households earn in excess of $10,000 yearly
after-tax (eee table IV).

Housin Market Factors

Housing Supply

The current housing lnventory of San Francisco County totals 33O,6O0 units,
representing an average increase of over 31325 units a year since 1960, vrlren
310,600 units were reported by the Census. The net increase of 2O,OOC units
was the result, of an addition of 24,5OO new dwelling units and the remcval
of 4,5OO units through demolltion, f ire, and other causes. Between l9-5',
and 196O there was a net addition to Ehe housing stock in the county o{
44,9oo dwelling uniEs; the number of units rose from 265,7oo in l95o to
310,600 in 196O (see table XI).

Residential Bui ldinp ctivi tv

Trends. From January 1, t96o through December 31, 1965, there were
24,OOO privaEe housing units authorized for construction in San Francisco
counEy, representing an average volume of about 4,ooo uniEs a year (see
table x). ot' the total, only about 3,3oo units were single-famity
homes,while 2O,7OO uniEs were in multifamil.y (two units or more) struc-
tures. rn 1952, the number of authorizations for single-family homes

LI Excludes one person rerifer households.



64-

reached a peak of 825 LlniEs. Multifaniily authorizations did not crest
until 1964, when permi.ts were issued for a total of 5,325 units.
During i965, 4OO single-famiLy units and less than 2,4OO multifamily
units were authorized in San Francisco County. The downrvard trend
noEed in 1965 seems to be accelerating somewhat., silrce the number of
units authorized through permits reached a level of only 33O during the
first quarter of t966 as contrasted with a total of almost L,275 units
authorized durlng the first three months of l-965.

Units Under Construction Based on builcling permit information, the
postal vacancy survey conducted in the area) and on data gathered from
local sources, there are currently an estimated lrO5.) private housing
units under construction in San Francisco CounEy, of which t5O are
singl.e-family units and 9OO are rental housing units. In addition,
there are about 3OC public housing units under construction. Single-
family construcEion, be:ause of rising land costs, has become a less
significant component of residential building activity in recent years.
This fact is reflected in the proportion of total units currently under
construction which are single-fami ly sLructures ) l/+ percent. l.lhi le
multifamily construcEion has been scattered throughout the counEy'
single-family buiiding activity has been centered, for t.he most part,
in the southern portion of the county along the northern border of
San Mateo County.

Desrolltion. Based on lnfornatlon provided by the Californla Transporta-
t,ion Agency and fragmenEary data fron local sources, there were about
4,5O0 unlEs demolished ln San Francisco drrring the Ai'rri1 1, 1950-April
l, 1956 pertod, princtpalty as a re6u1t of urban renewal acttvity and
hlghway constructlon programs. Approximately 25 percent of the demoll-
tions erere single-family houses and 75 percent were unlEs in structures
with two or more unlts. About 650 housing units wlLl be removed frorn
Ehe San Francisco County houslng stock during each of the nexE triro years.
This is somewhat below the annual rate of the precedlng slx years and
the reduction ts att,rlbuted priurarily to a reduction in the nunber of
unlts to be removed because of urban renewal activiEy.

Vacancy

April 196O Censue. In ApriL l95O, there were about 14,25O vacant, avall-
able housing units for sale or rent in San Franclsco County, an over-all
neE available vacancy ratlo of 4.7 percent. Over 725 of these available
vacancies were for sa1e, a homeor*ner vacancy ratlo of 0.7 percenE. The
remaintng 13r525 available vacanci-es were for rent, representing a renEaL
vacancy ratio of 5.5 percent (see table XII). It was reported that
vlrtually all of the sales vacancies and approxlmateLy 53 percent of the
rental vacancies contalned alI plunbing faclllEles.
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July 1950 PosEat Vacancy Survey. A postal vacancy survey conducted in
the San Francisco Area during the week ending July 1, 1960 disclosed a
total of 4,300 vacant units out of a toral of.218,000 units surveyed,
representing a vacancy ratio of 1.5 percent. There were 1,950 vacant
residences (1.6 percent of totaL possible deliveries) and about 2,350
vacant apartments (1.5 percent of total possible deliveries). The
wide discrepancy in renLal vacancy rates as reported by the postal
vacancy survey and those reported by the census, after adjustment of
the postal survey to census tenure concepts and for degree of coverage,
seems to indicate that the letter carriers counEed principally good
quality vacant units, so that the nrrmber of availahl('va('ancies was
understated subs tanE ial 1y.

I(arch 1966 PostaL Vacancy Survey. Another postal vacancy survey was
s in March 1966 (see table XIII),conducted on selected postal route

covering a totat of 187,300 possibLe del-iveries (57 percent of the
housing inventory in San Franc-isco County). On these routes there
were reported 1,475 vacant resiciences and approximately 3,850 vacant
apartments, equlval-ent to resider-ce and apartmenL vacancy rates of
2.5 and 3.0 perceirt, respectively, among covered units.

It is important to noEe that the postal vacancy survey data are not
entirely comparable with the data published by the Bureau of Ehe Census

because of differences in defini!ion, area delineaLions, and methods of
enumeration. The census reports units and vacancies by tenure, whereas

the postal vacancy survey reporEs units and vacancies by type of struc-
Eure. The Post Oifice Department defines a "residence" as a uniE rePre-
senting one stop for one delivery of mail (one mailbox). These are
principally single-family homes, but include some duplexes, row-t'yPe
irorr"", and sEructures vJigh additional unifs created by conversion.
An "apartmentrt is a unit on a stop where more than one delivery of mail
is possible. PosEal surveys omit vacancies in limited areas served by

posi office boxes and tend to omit units in subdivisions under construc-
tio.r" Although the postal vacancy survey has obvious limitations, when

used in conjunction with other vacancy indicators, Ehe survey serves a

valuable function in the derivation of estin,ates of local market conditions.

Current Estimate. Based on t.he March 1966 postal vacancy survey, the

relationship which existed beEween vacancies reported in Ehe July 1960

postal vacancy survey and Ehe vacancies recorded in E1-re 1960 Census,

and on information Prov ided by local sources, it is esE,imated thaE there
ane 18,200 available vacancies (S"0 percent) in San Francisco County,
21100 vacant unit.s for sale and 161100 vacanE units for renE. The Present
net available homeowner and renter vacancy ratios ate 2.0 percent and 7'3
percent, resPectively. The current homeowner and renter vacancy ratios are

bnly moderately above those wtrich are deemed to represenE a reasonable
reiationship between demand and supply in an area with Ehe growth charac-
Eerj.stics of San Francisco County.



66

Sales Market

The market for new sales housing in San Francisco County, as indicated
by the current homeowner vacancy ratio of 2.0 percent, has deteriorated
somewhat from the relatively tight sales market exemplified by the 0.7
percent homeowner vacancy ratio in 1960. The majority of the current
excess of homeolnner vacancies are older, existing homes that are not
competitive in terms of price, quality, and general amenities with new
single-family homes being constructed in oEher counties in the HMA.
In recent years, the number of new homes euthorized by building permics
in San Francisco County has declined sharply. This decrement has occur-
red primarily because land for development within San Francisco County
is becoming increasingly scarce, causing the market price of land to rise
rap id1y.

Rental" Marke t

Although a moderate surplus of rental housing exists in San Francisco
County, the market is generally sound. The renter vacancy ratio for
San Francisco County edged up from 6.6 percent in 1960 to 7.3 percent
currentLy. Additions to the rental inventory during the 1960-1965 inter-
val have been substantial and in most cases market absorption has been
good. AL1 units in some of the newest luxury high-rise buildings have
not been quickly absorbed, but this type of structure, with units com-
manding relatively high rents typically experiences slower absorption.
Based on anticipated household growth, the past pattern of absorption
of multifamily units, and on the moderate excess supply, the San Fran-
cisco County rental market is in a positlon that should require only
modest adjustments in future out-put to return it Eo an equilibrium
position.

Most private construction in recent years has been tuxury-type units
in high-rise buildings. This utilization has developed because of
increasing land scarcity and the essociated rise in land costs, as
well as the superior view afforded by most locatiors in this county.

Urban Renewal and Redevelopment

The Gotden Gateway Center redevelopment project is a 47-acte site et
the juncture of Market SEreet and the Embarcadero, formerly occupie d

by the produce industry and over 1,200 dwelling units. Included in
re-use plans are eight tower apartment buildings totaling 2,19L dwell-
ing units, a park, a basement parking garage, and a five block area
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for comrnercial off ice space. Thus far, three of the Eo!',er apartment
buildings, containir.g 756 apartments and 38 townhouses, have been com-
pleEed and construction is proceeding on another 420 units and a 24-
story office building.

The Western Addition ProJecE site, wesE of Van Ness Avenue, is about
100 blocks in area and is divided lnto two projects, A-1 and A-2. A11
of t,he land in the first project area (A-1) had been sold or cornrnlEted
for sale by the end of 1964 and rebullding is nearly completed. Work
iras been finished on 786 units of new housing and 730 units are under
construction. The project area, in additlon to the residentlal units
noted above, includes the Natlonal Cash Reglster Building, the Central
Gardens Convalescent. Hospital, the Salvation Army cadeE dormitory, St.
Mary's Cathedr4l, and the Japanese Cultural and Trade Center. A second
projecE (A-2) is in planning and will include 1,400 moderaEe-priced
apartments, elderly housing, and two redeveloped commercial cent,ers--
Ehe Nihonmachi and the Fillmore cent.er. Loans and grants required to
carry out t.he plan have been delayed, however, until a clarification is
ootained on the applicability of Proposirion 14 to redevelopment. L/

Diamond Heights oc cupies appro:(imately 325 acres in the cenEer of San
Francisco, of which 250 acres have been designated for residential re-
_use. Approximately 400 dwelling units have been completed r,vithin t.he
project area, 70 units are scheduled for construction during 1966, and
future plans call for the building of an additlonal 471 moderate-priced
privaEe homes.

According to st.ate law, approximately 1,800 units of housing at Hunters
PoigF must be demolished by 1970. These homes are Eemporary viar housing
unlts built during World War II and have deterlorated to the point of
being substandard. Tentative plans have been drawn which include the
construcEion of 2,300 units of moderaEe-priced private housing, 30 acres
of park and recreational facilit.ies, and a shopping center.

The Yerba Buena Center, a redevelopment proposal which incLudes an
entertainment complex and parking garage, comprises 87 acres of
South Market Distrlct of San Francisco. The projecE is an attempt to

ll The California State Supreme Court dectared Proposition 14 void
on May L0, 1966, and affected urban renewal projects are now going
forward
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stimuLaEe the upgrading of not only the project area but also sur-
rounding nelghborhoods. Three other projects are in various stages
of pl.anning . The BuEchertovn area is being considered for a new
industriat park. The Rapld-Transit-Corridor Study is att emp t ing
to determine how renewal activities can be coordinated with the
Bay Area Raptd Translt Systerir in order Eo rejuvenate surrounding
arees. The Chinese Cultural and Trade Center is a private develop-
ment proposat for the old Hall of JusEice site on Kearny Street
whlch is being considered for a hotel complex with shops, restau-
rants,and Chinese cultural faciliEies.

Public Housin

There are about 6,975 Low-rent public housing units under the adminis-
tration of the Housing Authority of the City and County of San Fran-
cisco, 5,435 permanent units and 1,540 Lanham Act temporery dwelling
units. AE present, all of the 5,435 permanenE units are occupied and
the authority reporEs e sizeabLe waiting llst. Construction is pro-
ceeding on 300 housing units for the elderly and an additional 240 low-rent
units are being pl,anned. The demolition of Ehe temporary dwellings has
been progressing for a number of years and the Last block of units is
scheduled for removal by January 1970 (see table XV).

Demand for Housing

Quantitative Demand

Based on the expected increase in households in San Francisco Co.rnty
during the two-year forecasE period (2,750 annually), on the net number
of housing units expected to be lost through demolitions, and on the
need Eo reduce vacancies to a level that reflects a more acceptable
demand-suppLy relationship in the market, there wi1l be about 2,950
new private housing units in demand during each of the next two years.
The annual demand forecast includes 400 new sal.es units and 2,550 new
rental units. An annual demand for an additional 4OO units with lower
rentels will develop if below-market-interest-rate financing or assist-
ance in land purchase and cost are util.ized. The estimate excludes
low-rent public housing and rent-supplement aceornmodations
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The annual sales demand forecast is about the same as single-family
construction in 1964 and 1965, but is below the average annual rate
of about 550 units a year since 1960. The diminution in the number
of suitable sites for single-family construcEion and the rising
land and construction costs are the principal factors contributing
to the generally declining volume of single-family construction in
San Francisco County, Annual rental demand over the forecast period
is expecEed to be lower than the annuat average of 3,600 multifamily
housing units during the 1960-1965 interval. Primary factors affecting
the lower rate forecast is an expected reduction in the number of units
to be demolished and the necessity to al1ow for the absorption of a
moderate over-suppLy of rental housing.

New housing units authorized by buiiding permits in San Francisco Counfy
for the first quarter of 1956 are dovm considerably from the levels of
the comparable period in 1965. Singie-family unit authorizations totale<l
58 during Ehe first quarter of 1965, down from ll4 for the same period
in 1965; multifamily housing unit authorizations vrere down even more
sharply from about l,l5O during the January-March 1965 intervaL to 275
for the same tine period in 1966. The reduction in the levels of
building permit authorizaEions suggests that the building and niortgage
Iending industries may be initiating some corrective actions, but the
decline may be the result, in part, also, of rising interest rates and
the increasing scarcity of mortgage funds.

Qualitative Demand

Sales Housing. Based on the prevailing Land acquisition, l.and devel-op-
ment, and construction costs, all of the annual demand for 400 nera s;ar'l ,',;
houses wi 11 'be at sales prices of $:S,000 ancl over.

Rental Housing. The monthly rentals at which 2,550 privaEely-owned neL
additions to the aggregate rental housing inventory might best be
absorbed by Ehe renEal market are indicated for various size units
in the following table. These ne't additions may be accomplished b;;
either new construction or rehabilitation at the specified renEals wiLlr
or without public benefits or assistance through subsidy, LAx abatenrent,
or aid in financing or land acquisition. The production of new unjts in
higher rental ranges than indicated below may be justified if a compot i t r vc
filtering of existing accommodations to lower ranges of rent can be
anticipat.ed as a result. With market-interest-rate financing, the niininrrrr,r
achievable rnonthly rentB, includlng uttllties, tn San Francisco County
are $llO for efficiencles, $125 for one-bedroom unitB, $145 for two-
bedroom unlts, and $l6O for Ehree-bedroom unlts.U

Calculated on the basis of a long-term rrrort.gage (40 years) at 5L
percent interest and 1l percent initial annual curtaill changesin
these assunipEions will affect nrinimum rents accordingly.

I
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Estimated Annual Demand for New RenEa lUn I ts
Bv Groes Monthly nt and Untt Size
San Franclsco County, Callfornla
Apri 1 1, 1956 to .4pEll-1,19.qq

Size of untt
Gross

rnonthly rent a/ Efficlency
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160
130
110
90
70
60
50
40

Two
bedroons

Three
bed rooms

195
t75
155
130
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One
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1,27O
1, loo

930
770
640
s40
410
300
230
140
100

840

770
630
530
430
300
190
120
,o:

al Grose rent is shelter rent plus the coet of utllitles.

Note: The above figures are cunulatlve and cannot be added vertlcatly.
For example, demand for one-bedroom untts at rents from $[25 to
9145 ts 530 units (1,27O minus 54O).

The annual demand for about 400 additional rent,al units at rents below
these levels can be saEisfied only through the utilization of below-
market-interest-rate financing or assistance in land acquisition and
cost. Demand for these 400 units includes 45 efficiencies at gross
monthly rents of $95 to $110 monthly, 115 one-bedroom units aE rents
of $105 to $125 a month, 150 two-bedroom units at monthly rents of. $120
to $145, and 90 Ehree-bedroom units at rents of $130 to $160 a month.

The l-ocation factor is of especial- lmportance in the provisi-on of new

units at the lower-rent levels. Families in Ehls user grouP are not
as mobile as those in ot.her economic segments; Ehey are l-ess able or
willing to break with established social, church, and neighborhood
relationships, and proximity to place of work frequenEly is a governing
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consideration in Ehe place of residence preferred by Iamilies in rhis
group . Thus , t,he ut. il izat ion of lower-priced land f or neu rent.a 1

hous ing in out lying locaE ions Eo achieve tor,rer renEs nray be se 1f -
defeating unless the exisEence of a demand poEenEial is clearly evidenE.

The preceding distributions of average annual demand for new apartments
are based on projecEed t.enant-family income, the size distribution of
tenant households, and rent-paying propensiEies found to be Eypical in
the area; consideration is also given to Ehe recent absorption experi-
ence of new rental housing. Thus, iE represents a paEtern for guidance'
in the production of rental housing predicated on foreseeable quanEitaEive
and qualiEative considerations. Specific market demand opportunities or
replacement needs may perrnit the effective marketing of a single project
dif f ering f rom ti-ris demand distribuEion. Even Ehough a deviation f rom
tiris distribution may experience market success, it should not be regarded
as establishing a change in the projected paEt.ern of demand for continuing
guidance unless a thorough analysis of all facEors involved clearly con-
firms the change. In any case, parEicular projects must be evaluated in
the light of actual market performance in specific renE ranges and neighbor-
hoods or submarkets.
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Houslng I'larket Summary

San MateoC tv. Callfornia

Demographic Factors

Populat lon

Trends. At present, the populatlon of San Mateo County is 557,000,
representlng an average annual lncrement of 18r750 (3.8 percent) since
Aprll 1960. Thls average galn is below the average annual addicion of
about 20,875 (6.4 percent) during the 1950-1960 decade. San l,tareo is
the only county in the HMA thaE experienced a greater annual numerical
rate of growth during the 1950-1960 intercensal period than during the
1960-1965 interval. The relatively undeveloped characEer of San Mateo
County and the ease of highway access to San Francisco City rirade San
Mat.eo County Ehe logical locaEion for the exodus to the suburbs from
San Francisco City durlng the 1950-1960 decennial period. Since 1960,
however, increasing land scarcity, rising costs, and increasing con-
gest,ion have reduced the rate of growth in San l'lateo County. By April
1968, Ehe population of San Mateo County is expected Eo total 597r000,
a gain of 20,000 (3.5 percent) during each of Ehe next two years (see
table V).

Net Natural Increase and MlgraElon. Dur ing the decade of the 1950rs,
t,he net natural increase ln population (excess of births over deaths)
in San Mateo County averaged about 5 1925 persons each year and ln-
mlgratlon accounted for Ehe remainlng 14r950 (72 percent) of the total
annuat population increase. Net natural increase has averaged 6r975
yearly since 1960, but ln-migration decl-ined to an average yearly rat.e
of LL,775, representlng 63 percent of the total yearty population gain
(see table VII)

Hous olds

Tre+ds. There are currenEly about 171,500 households in San Mateo County,
reflecting an average yearly gain of about 6,050 (4.0 percent) since the
1960 Census enumeratlon. The gain during the previous decade averaged
about 61375 (6.4 percent) a year, only a small portion of which was the
result of the census definitional change fromttdwelling unit" in 1950 torrhousing unit* in 1960. Households in San MaEeo County are expected to
total 184,150 by April 1968, an addition of 6,325 (3.7 percenr) during
each of the next two years (see table VI)

4ousehold Size Trends. The rapid suburbanization of San Mateo County
during the 1950-1960 decade contributed to increasing the average size
of households from 3.19 in 1950 ro 3"24 Ln 1960. since 1960, however,
q general trend toward smaller size households and the substanEial number



73 -

of aparEments that have been built and occupied in San Mateo County
in recent years (these units being typically occupied by smaller house-
hotds) have contribuEed Eo a reduction in the average sLze of San Mateo
County households to 3.22 persons at present.

Income

The income level in San Mateo County is the highest of any of the five
counties comprising the Hl,lA. The median income, af ter deducting federal
income tax, is at an annual raEe of $9,825 for all families and $7,800
for renter households. l/ By 1968, the after-tax median income will reach
$10,400 a year for all families and $8,250 annually for renter households
About 8 percenE of all families and 15 percent of renter households earn
less than $4,000 yearly after-tax, while 49 percent of all families and
30 percent of renier households have after-tax earnings exceeding $10,000
annually (see table IV).

Housing Market FacEors

Housing Supply

Trends. As of April 1, 1966, there are 181,900 housing uniEs in San
Mateo County, indicating a net gain since April l, 1960 of approximately
40,150 housing units" This represents a slight increase over the aver-
age growth recorded during the 1950-1960 decade" An average of 6,700
units, net, were added annually during the 1960-1966 period, while an
average of 61500 units were added each year during the intercensal period
(see table XI). Since April 1, 1960, approximately 41,100 uniEs have been
const,ructed and about 950 units have been removed from the housing inven-
tory of San MaEeo County.

Residential development has been confined primarily to the eastern portion
of the county. This paEtern of growth has been the result of a number of
facEors, among which are poor accessibility and the rugged terrain of the
wesEern portion of the count.Y.

Residentlal Buildine Activity

Trends. After atEalning a peak of 9rO25 during 1953, the number of resi-
dentiat units authorized annually through building permits has declined,
falling to levels of 7r7OO in 1964 and 5,700 ln 1965. A comparison of
the first quarter of 1965 with the first three months of 1966 indicates
that this dorrnward trend is persistingi the number of authorizations
recorded slnce January 1956 fell 8OO units below the quarterly total of
the previous year (see table X). Coatrary Eo the pat,tern exhibited by
total housing unlts auEhorized, single-family authorizaElons remained
relatively constant between 1963 and 1965 at about 3,000 units annua1ly.

Ll ExcLudes one person renter households
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Multifamily authorizations have demonstrated a greater sensitivity to
the increasing vacancy situatlon in Ehe county, as the number of units
authorized feLl by over 1,000 each year from nearly 6,000 units in
1963 to 3,700 in 1965. First quarter differences in 1965 and 1966
suggest a conEinuance of the trend; permits were issued for only 470
multifamily units thus far this year, 680 units below the comparable
period last year.

Units Under Construction. Based upon building permit daEa and the
postal vacancy survey, there are about 1,500 dwelling units under con-
struction in the county at the present time. Approximately 600 units
under construction are single-family homes and 900 units are in multi-
family sLructures.

Demotitlon. Since April 1960, nearly 1,000 housing units have been
E*"""d-fuom the Sen Mateo County housing stock. Demolitions associated
with highway construction accounEed for most of the losses, with fire,
catastrophe, and other losses accounting for the remainder. Since there
is presently no workabLe program certified for San l'lateo County, urban
renewal- is not a fsctor in demolition losses. During the two-year fore-
cast period of this analysis, demolitions will average about 300 units
annua11y.

Vacancy

1960 Census of Housing, there
nonseasonal housing units avail-

able for rent or sale in San Mateo County, an availeble vacancy ratio of
2.8 percent. About L,425 of the available vacancies were for saLe, equiv-
atent to a homeowner vacancy ratio of 1.4 percent, down from 1.9 percent
in 1950 (see Eable XII). The remaining 2,450 vacant units were for rent,
representing a rentat vacancy raEio of.6,2 percent, up from 5.4 percent
in 1950. The availabte vacanci-es reported in 1960 included only about
10 sales units and approximately 125 rental units that lacked some or
alL plumbing facillties.

Postal Vacancy lqrvey. A postal vacancy survey conducted in the county
in Maiah 1956 revealed a total of 1, 425 vacant residences and 3,750 vacant
apartments in a selected sample of postal carrier routes which included
about 73 percent of Eotal possible deliveries reported by post offices
in San Mateo County with city deliveries, The survey showed a 1.9 per-
cent vacancy ratio for residences, and a 10.2 vacancy ratio for aparE-
ments (see table XIII).

It is important to note that Ehe postal vacancy survey data are not
entirely comparable with the data published by the Bureau of the Census
because of differences in definition, area delineations, and methods of
enumeration. The census reports units and vecancies by tenure, whereas
the postal vacancy survey reports units and vacancies by type of structure,
The Post Office DeparEment defines errresidencet'as a unit representing

Agit t95.9,_9g""*,. According to the April
\^rere about 3,875 vecant, nondilapidated,
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one sEop for one delivery of mail(one mailbox). These are prlncipally
single-family homes, but include some duplexea, row-tyPe houses, and
structures with additional uniEs created by conversion. An rtapartment[

is a unit on a stop where more Ehan one dellvery of mail is possible.
PosEal surveys omit vacancles in limited areas served by post office
boxes and tend Eo omit units ln subdivlslons under construction. Although
thb postal vacancy survey has obvious limltations, when used in conjunc-
tion with oEher vacancy indicators, the survey serves a valuable function
in the derivation of estimates of local market condlt,ions.

Current Estiuate. Based upon the postal vacancy survey, {nformation
obtained locally, and personal observation in the area, it i5 estimated
that there are 7r2OO houslng unlts avallable for rent or 6ale in San

Mateo County as of April I, 1966. Of this total, 2,2OO are available
for sale and 5,OOO are available for rent, equal Eo homeowner and renfer
vacancy ratios of 1.9 percent and 8.1 percenE, respective[y. A negliSible
number of the vacant sales houses Lack one or more plunbing facillLies
and only about 75 of the avaitable renEal vacancles lack some or all
facllitles. In an area like San Hateo County qrhere household growth ls
expected to be below the 195C-195O level durlng the nert two years, both
the homeor^iner and rental vacancy ratios are somerthat above the levels
which represent balanced supply-demand relationshlps.

SaLes Market

the market for new sales houslng is generalLy strong, although a moderate
excess supply is on hand at present. Homeowner vacancies have increased
somerwhat since 195{l as tndicated by the increase ln the homeowner vacancy
ratio from 1.4 percent in 1960 to 1.9 percent currently. Available data
suggesE that much of the excess supuly has accumulated during Ehe past
year or t\ro. The over-supply has not yet reached serious proportions
and relatively modest adjustments in the level of production will allow
the absorption of the excess uniEs with litEte difficulty.

1he unsold inventory surveys of new houses colnpleted in 1964 and 1965

also confirm a softening trend, buE some market adJustment has occurred
because only 48 percent of the total completions during 1965 were starEed
speculatlvely, compared wlth 7L percent in L954.
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Status of New House Completlons ln Selected SuMivislons a/
San l{ateo County, California

As of January l, 1955 and January 1, L966

Houses corupleted durlng
StatuB L954 L965

TotaI completions
Speculatlvely built

Percent of total
Unsold at end of year

Percent of speculatlve starts

2,L92 2,277
1,551 1,O84

7L7" 497"
135 221

97" 207"

al Includes subdivisions ln which there were five or more completions
during Ehe twelve months preceding the survey date.

Source: UnsoId inventory surveys completed by the San Franclsco,
Callfornia, FHA Insuring Office.

A favorable development ln Ehe San Mateo County sales roarket is the
reductlon in the level of single-family bulldlng permit authorizatlons
during the first quarter of. L966. Ihe number of single-family unlts
authorized frorn January-March 1956 ls about 125 unlts below the com-
parable period in t965. This represenEs an annual rate which is approxl-
nateIy 5OO unlts below the annual rate durlng the first quarter of
1965. If construction contLnues at this lower rate during the fulI
year of L966, most of the current excess supply of homeor^ner vacancies
wl1l be absorbed.

BentaI Market

Although the majority of the sizeable number of rental units constructed
in San Mateo County since 1960 have been readity absorbed, production of
rentat unit.s has exceeded demand and a current surplus is on hand. The.
renter vacancy ratio currently sEands at 8.1 percent, up from tbre 6.2
percent ratio reported tn Etre April 1960 Census. Corrective markeE
action ls taking place as infiI-bated by the declining number of multifamily
uqits'authorizeci by building permits for the last two years. In additlon,
the recent increase ln interest rates and Ehe decreasing availability of
financing has conEribut.ed Eo the first quarter 1966 decline in building
permit authorizaEions. In 1965 multifamily dwelllng unit auEhorizaEions
l-n San Mateo County Eotaled 3,675, a reduction of over 11000 from t,he
previous year. For the first quarter of 1966, the number of multifamily
housing units aut.horized in the counLy was 475, compared wiEh 1,150 for
the comparable period in 1965.
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Public Houslng

There are about 525 low-rent public housing units in San l'lateo County.
Approxlmately 485 units are under the adrninistratlon of the Housing
Rithorf ty of Ehe County of San MaEeo, includiir;, 50 Permanent ilousing
units for the elderly and 435 temporary units assigned to service personnel'
Another lOO units are currently in the planning stages of development'
In addition, there are 40 units of low-rent housing located in the city
of South San Francisco, all of which are permanent units (see table XV).

Demand for Housing

OuantiEatlve Demand

Based on the expected increase in households in San Mateo County during
the two-year forecast period (6,325 annually), on the number of housing
units expected Eo be lost from the inventory through demolition, on

the need to allow for the absorption of an excess level of vacancies, and

on other adjustments Ehat will result in a better balanced sales and

rental market, there will be a demand for about 5,600 new private housing
units during each of the next two years. The annual demand forecast
includes 3,OOO new sales houses and 2,5OC new rental units' excluding
public low-rent housing and rent-supplement accdmmodatlons.

0ua litative Dernand

SaL es Housins. Based on the current lncome leve
Mateo CountY and on sales Price to income relati
area, the annual demand for new sales houses by

to approximate the distributions shovrn in the fo
if any, acceptable housing can be constructed in
$2O,OOO and the median sales price for new uniEs
will be about $27,5OO.

Is of familles in San
onships typical in the
price class is exPected
tlowing table. LiEtle,
the county for under
ln San Mateo CountY

Annual Demand for l{ew Sa1es Houses, by Price Class
San Ma teo Countv. California

Aorll i. 1956 to Aoril t 19 58

Sales price
Number of

unl ts Percent

$2O, OOO

25, OOO

30,OOO
35, OOO

- $24,999
- 29,999
- ,34,999
and over
Tota I

I,O50
900
450
600

35
30
15
20

3, OOO 100
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Rent.al Housins. The monthl y rent.als at which the annual demand for
2,600 privately-owned net. additions to the aggregate rental l'rousing
inventory might best be absorbed by the rental market are indicaEed
for various size units in Lhe following table. Tlrese nec addiEions
may be accomplished by either ne\^, construction or rehabilitation aE
the specified rentals with or withouE public benefits or assistance
tlrrough subsidy, tax abaEement, or aid in financing or land acquisi-
tion. The production of new units in higher rental ranges than indi-
cated below may be justified if a competitive filtering of existing
accommodations to lower ranges of rent can be anticipaEed as a result.
I'Iith market-inEeresE-rate financing, the minimum achievable gross
monthly rents, including utilities, in San MaEeo County are $105 for
an efficiency, $120 for one-bedroom,uniEs, $I35 for two-bedroom unit.s,
and $150 f or three-bedroor,r urrits. !

Estimated Annual Demand for New Rentr.l Units
Bv Gross thlv Rent and bv Unit Size

San Mateo Coun tv. California
ril I 1966 to I riI t l9 68

Size of unit
Gross

monthlV rent a/

$IO5 and over
110
115
120
t25
130
135
140
t45
150
160
170
180
2o,0
220
240

Efflciency

L75
150
130
t20
105
90

60
50
35
Io

Two
bedrooms

925
880
830
780
670
520
325
150
,:

Three
bedrooms

One
bedroom

,r

tt
n
It

ll

lf

lt

ll

il

lt

ll

ll

ll

|l

t,

,r

tt
ll
lt
lt
lt
t!

ll
lt
lr

il
It

tl
.lr

ll

75

1,22;
I, loo

890
670
5to
350
260
200
140
100

70

280
260
220
180
140
100
50

al Gross monthly rent is shelter rent plus the cost of utilities
Note:

1

The above figures are cumulative and cannot be added vertically.
For example, the demand for one-bedroom units at rentsfrom $l2Oto $14O ls 7lO un1g. (1,22IU. minus 51O).

calculated on the basls of a long-term mortgage (40 years) at 5\percent interest and 1l percent initial annual curtaill changes in
Ehese assumptions will affect rninimum rents accordingly.
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TLre preceding dlsEribuEion of average annual demand for new aPar!-
menEs is, based on projecEed tenant-family i-ncome, the size dlstri-
bution of tenant. households, and rent-paying ProPensit,ies found to
be t.ypical in the area; consideration is also glven to the recent
absorption experience of new rental houslng. Thus, it rePreSents
a patEern for guidance in Ehe production of rental houslng predlcated
on foreseeable quantitative and qualitative consideraEions. Speclflc
market demand opportuniEies or replacement needs may permiE t.he effec-
rive marketing of a single project differing from this demand dlstri-
bution. Even Ehough a deviation from this distributlon may experlence
market success, it should not be regarded as esEablishing a change ln
the projected pattern of demand for continulng guidance unless a thor-
ough analysis of all factors involved clearty conftrms a change. In
any case, parEicular project.s must be evaluated in the lighE of actual
market performance in specific rent ranges and neighborhoods or submarkets.



Item

Total work force

Table I

Clvilian lJork Force Components
San Francisco, California, Housing MarkeE Area

1958

1958- 1965

L959 1960 196 1 L962

1 10&.0

Unemployment
Percent unemployed

Agricul t.ural emp loyment

Nonagricultural emp loyment
Wage and salary
Orher

64.2
s.8%

LL23.3

5L.7
4.6%

L2.O

1059 .6
938.3
LzL.3

1ls0. r

L963

L222.s

1 146 .0
1019.4
L26.6

L964

L253.2

66.6
5.3%

LL75,6
LO41 .2
t28.4

r96s

L287 .4LL72.O

69.2
s.9%

11 .0

1091 . 8
968.0
L23.8

LL95.4

tt22.5
997 .2
L25.3

58.3
5.17"

62.r
5.27"

10 .8 11. 1 11 .0 10. 7

65
5

4
37"

64.9
s.o%

L2.3

ro27 .s
907 .3
L20.2

11.3

1080 .5
9s8.2
L22.3

12r1.8
108 I .4
130.4

Source: California Department of Employment and Department of Industrial relations.



Table II

Trend of Nonasri culEural Emplovment
San Francisco. California. Housine I"larkeE Area 2r

1958- 1965 (in thousands )

1958 1959

LO27 .5 1059. 5

r960

1080.5

r96 1

1091 . 8

t962 1963

tt22.5 I r45. O

L964 L965

Lr75.6 1211.8

201.8 204.5
98.6 tol.O

t2.4

3.
22,

103.

8.
21.
34.

Nonagricul tural emploSrment

Manufacturing
Durable goods

Primary metals
Fabricated metals
None lectrical machinery
EIectrical machinery
Auto assembly'
Shipbui iding
Other durables

Nondurab[e goods
Canning and preserving
Other food
Appare 1

Printing
Other nondurables

Nonmanufacturing
Contract cpnstruction
Trans., ccflrm. r'and utilities
Trade

tJholesale
Retai I

Finance, ins., and real est.
Services
Government
All other

L95.7 201.8 202.9 199.O 202.5
92.6 97.3 98.6 96.0 99.8
L2.3
20.7
r3.5
t2.7
5.1
6.2

22.O
103. I

t2.2
2L.2
L4.9
14.8
5.5
5.6

23.1
104.5

L2.7
2L.4
t4.7
L4.7
6.5
5.8

22.9
ro4. 3
to.o
30. t
8.4

20.3
35.4

t2. L

20.5
L4.5

201. t
98.7
I1 .8
20.3
14.4

2L.
t5.
16.
9.

lo
28.

o
3
4
8
o

lo
29

8
20
34

.1

.t

.4

.o

.1

o

10
29

8
2l
34

209

LO.2
30.2
8.4

19.9
3s.9

267.3
82. O

r85. 3
86.7

24t.2
222.9

4.5

t22
20-.4.
14.4
r5.o
6.O
5.5

22.5
LO3. O

9.9
29.8
8.3

20.9
34. I

892.8

L7.
7.
4.

1

1

3
o
8

4
5
7
1

4

r6.
7.
4.

12.2
20.8
15. t
15. O

8.1
4.3

23.O
1o3.2
ro. 7
28. 8
8.6

2L.L
33.9

e73.9
75.4

105.4
263. L

82.3
180.8
84.7

231.2
2(U^9.5

4.4

5
8
4
6
1

2

5
2324

ro2. 10 2

10. 2
29.L
8.2

19 .6
35.9

2
8
8
7
1

831 .8
e{.0

LO7 .2
232.9

76.O
157.O
67.9

r85.4
t68 .2

3.6

877 .6 944.9
74.8

lo3. 3
256.3
82.8

L73.5
82.3

22L.8
202.5

4.o

too7.3
74.8

ro9 .9

857.8
69.7

105. 8
240.O
77.4

t62.5

L93.4
r73 .5

3.8

70.7

67.2
105. 6
244.4
79.O

L65.4
75.O

20o..4
181.3

3.7

65 .6
103.4
245.4
79.3

L66.2
78. 1

206.8
t89.7

3.7

68.8
LO4.2
251.8
8r .4

170.4
80.9

2r4.O
196.4

3.8

al Industry averages may not add to subtotals and totals because of rounding.

Source: California DeparEment of EmploymenE.



Table III

Average Weekly Earning a/s-
For Production and Re lated $Iorkers in ManufacEurins

San Francisco. California, Housing MarkeE Area
1958-October 1965

1958 r9s9 1960 1961 L962 t963 L964
October

sroo

103
90
90

tol
tto
106
tol
tol
lo5

97
96
67
58
95

rL4
lo4

sr06

108
98
96

108
115
LL2
r05
LO7
lo8

103
100

73
63

lo2
t23
109

.s ro9

tL2
101
100
113
119
rt7
ro9
ro7
114

106
77
62

L04
t25
1t5

$.114

r16
lo3
to3
L17
L22
L22
111
1t3
t20

1t1
82
65

IO8
129
119

t2L
107
107
t20
127
L26
LL4
rt9
L26

125
109
t10
127
L32
130
L22
123
L32

r3r
Lo7
116
r34
r37
135
t23
L24
139

r19
94
70

118
t4c
130

r3t
to9
1r9
r38
r36
135
125
128
133

L965

g!35

L4A
tt2
t27
L/+8

r37
r43
L28
133
r59

128
L25
too

18
L32
L45
r37

te64

$-t L-8 $ r2.3 $_126 S 125Total manufacturing

Durable goods
Lumber & wood prods.
Furniture & fixtures
Stone, clay and glass
Primary metals
Fabricated metals
Maehinery r €x. e'lect .

Electrical machinery
Trans. equipment

Nondurable goods
Food products
Texti les
Appare I
Paper
Printing & pub.
Chemi ca 1 s

107 tL2 r15 t19 r2L t20
1i5
89
69

125
r4r
i33

115
88
69

1t1
r33
r23

LL7
95
69

r16
r37
127

a/ Rounded to the nearest do1lar.

u.s. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor staEistics Bulletin i37o-2 and the california
Department of Industrial Relations, California Labor Statistics Bulletin Area SuppLements.

Sources:



1

A11 Renter A11 Renter

Fml ies and

cted Areas

Alaneda Countv
L966 l96ri

A11 Renter Atl Renter

n

Table lV

19

Contra Costa Countv
Annua I

fanily income

Median

L966 r968
Alt Renter A11 I enter

Under $ 3
$ .3,ooo - 3

4,000 - 4
5,000 - 5
6,000 - 6

7,000
8, 000
9, 000

10, 000
t5 , 000
25,000

- 7,999
- 8, 999
- 9,999
- L4,999
- 24,999
and over
Total

l3
7

9
10
10

16
9
9

10
11

00
99
99
99
99

000
999
999
999
999

7

4
5

7

8
4
5
7

2

15
8
9

9
IO

9

5
6
7

B

7

5
6

6

9

8

6

7

10

0
9
9

9
9

19
2
2

9

9

8
26

9

4
100

l1
9
6

13
4
2

100

10
8

24
1

3
100

3
r.00

9
8
8

28
10

4
100

10
8
9

25
9
3

100

8
8
1

30
15

7

100

1,4

7

10
L2
10

10
10
I

13
4
2

100

10
5

7

7

l0

13
I

10
L2
1l

IL

6
t7

2

l2
1

9

13
10

9

10
l

19
3

10

7

10
1L

9
24

7

3

L2
9

8
21

8

1o
10

7

t1
3
2

100

$8,525 $6,125 $e, o2s

Marin County

11,L25

L966 196 E

A11 Renter Al1 Renter

$8, r75 $6,500 $8,650 $6,875

Francisco Cl)unt
196

100
14

100 100

$8,300 $6,600 $8,675

San Mateo County

$6, eoo

196 6 t968
A11 Renter AII Renter

100

6 196I

Under
$ 3, ooo

4,000
5,000
6, 000

$ 1r
7

8
9

9

9
9
8

20
8
2

6
4
4
6

8

8
8
8

30
L4
4

3,
3,
4,
5,
6,

13
7

9

11
9

9

9

7

20
3
3

9

7

6

7

9

9

a
21

6
4

5
4
4
6
6

t4
7

l0
11
10

10
8
7

19
3
1

100

All

10
5
8
8

10

l0
8
8

22
8
3

100

10
6
8
8
9

I
8
6

?2
LO

3

100

Renter A1l. Renter

100

8
6
7

9
LO

4
3
4
4
7

9

6
9
9

10

9
9

20
8
2

r-00

4
4
4
6
1

o

9
3

32
LZ

5
100

7,000 - 7 ,999
8,000 - 8, 999
9,000 - 9,999

10,000 - t4,999
L5,OO0 - ?4,999
25,000 and over

d

9'

8

JJ
13

8
8

IO
23

8
3

100100
7

100Toral I00 100

I'ledian $9,125 $7,700

g/ .Excludes one person renter households.

Source: Estinated by Housing Market Analysts

$10,27s $8, lso $7,e50 $6,u00 $8,3s0 $7, r50 $9,425 $7,s00 $10,400 $8,250



Table V

Population Trends
San Francisco, California, Housing Market Area

Aori I 195O. 196O, and I966

Average annual changt,

A rea
Apri I

19 50
Apri I

1960

146,82O
17,88r
20,460

tog,479

Apri I
t966

1950- r960

740.315
64,430

i13,805
c/

t4,212
4 ,364

384, 575
27,542

t 3t ,321

908, 209
63,855

rr1,268
43 ,790
12,700
16,O58

361 ,548
65,962

t67,O28

409 , O30
I 7, 305
36, 208
25 ,437
t9,062
7L,85L
19,687
9 ,903

209,574

L .070, OOO

78 ,650
123,800

' 88,3O0
96,400
28, 300

380, OOO

71 ,200
197,350

Numbe r

5t,283

16,789
-58
- 254

c/
5,843
1,169

-1,703
3,842
3,570

ir,oo5
625

2,926
743
630

148
6 ,654

6,r20
c/
661

3 , 6-71

?1,_9q9
2,450
2, 100
7 ,400
3,950
2,O50
2, roo
l ,850
5,050

23,300
L,OOO
6, 200

550
300

r,950
I,t50
3,2o0
8,950

Ra te9

2.2

2,1
o. L

o.2
c/

t6.l
l3.o
0.5
8.1
2.4

3.1
4.5

r6.5

4.o
_1'
r3.4
14. O

3.8

6.4
10. 6

1.9
lo. 9

6.8
5.7

c/
<o
8.5
4.O
5.1
1.1
4.2

1960- t966
::----;----tr------:--- a /NumDer- Ka Lr-

79, OOO 2 .8San Francisco HMA total 22r35'934 22648'762 3' r23'OOO

Alameda Countv
A lameda
Be rke I ey
F remon t
Ha ywa rd
Livermore
Oak land
San Leandro
Remainder of County

Contra Costa County
Antioch
Conco rd
EI Cerrito
Pi ttsburg
R I chmond
San Pablo
l{a Lnut Creek
Remainder of County

298,984
lt,051
6,953

18,011
t2,7 63
99 ,545
5,21i
2,420

143,030

549 , OOO

23,4OO
73 ,550
28JOo
20, 850
83.500
26,700

-2,
I,

169
448

2

3

I

LI
4
9
o
2
1

5

5
ll

2

I
2

5

l1
3

3.8
6.2
3.o
5.4
t.1
5.4
8.1
4.o
3.1
3.3
3.3

3.1

Marin County
Nova to
San Rafae I
Remainder of Countv

85,619
c/

I 3, 848
71,171

29,OOO
263,300

l97,OOO
25 , OOO

35 , OOO

I 37, OOO

3

9
I

5.
C

3.
4.

9, 350
1,200
2,400
4,750

I,600

5.0
5.6
9.O
4.O

San Francisco Countv 175,357 740,316 750,OOO -3,504 -0.5 o.3

San Mateo County
Be Lmcnt
Buri ingame
Da ly Ci ty
MenIo Park
Mi I lbrae
Pacifica
Redwood City
San Bruno
San CarLos
San Mateo
South San Francisco
Remainder of County

235 ,659
5,561

19,886
15,191
13,587
8,912
c/

25 ,544
12,47 8

t4 ,3'7 |
4t ,782
r9,35 r

58,930

444,387
15 ,996
24,O36
44,19r
26,951
15,873
20,995
46 ,290
29,063
2r,310
69,81O
39 , 418
89,728

557,OOO
23, LOO

28, 600
61,400
29,700
2 1,900
34, OOO

58, 700
36, IOO
25,950
84, 750
44,100

108, too

20,813
1 ,043

415
2,960
t,331

690

18,750
1,200

750
2,150

450
1,OOO
2,I50
2 ,050
I,150

750
2, 500

900
3,O50

c/
, o;s2

I 659
700

2,809
2,OO7
3,O80

a/
!/
c/

Sources

Derived through the use of a formula designed to calculate the raEe of change on a compound basis
ComponenEs may not add to totals because of rounding.
Incorporated beEween L95O and 1960.

I95O and 1960 Censuses of Population.
1966 estimated by Housing Market Analysts



e

Table VI

Apri I
re99

Areasco
1 1950

Ave rage annLra I chanse
Apri 1

1950
Apri I

r960

44,209
4,31I
6,898

33 , OOO

1950- 1960 66
Number

20,8'74

5,128
- 200

316
c/

1, s6e
328
496

l, 159
I,OII

Rate t/Area

San Erancisco HMA total

Alameda Countv
A I ameda
Be rke I ey
F remon t
Hayward
Livermore
Oak I and
San Leandro
Remainder of County

Contra Costa County
Antioch
Conco rd
El Cerri to
Pi t tsburg
Ri chmond
San PabIo
Walnut Creek
Remainder of County

Marin County
Nova to
San RafaeI
Remainder of County

San Francisco Councy

San Mafeo County
Be lmon t
Burlingame
Daly City
MenLo Park
Mi I lbrae
Paciflca
Redwood Ci ty
San Bruno
San CarIos
San MaEeo
South San Francisco
Remainder of County

Sources

615,848 884,588 L,O48,OOO

1,9CO
c/
1+z

L ,226

1J24

5.6
c/

4.3
4.6

2,t50

6,525
300

1,700
r75
100
650
350

i,ooo
2 ,250

2, 8OO

325
850

L,600

2, 625 o.q

a)

- o.9
0.9
c/

l5.o
IL0
o.4
8.6
2.4

27 ,250

(i

2

i

9

E

,

9

t-

0

2

4

2

II
4
9
o
2

4

4. rJ

5.1
I2.O
2.1
t.6
'2.1

5.2
t7.9
3.5

3.5
4.6

15.5
3.9
4.t

3.1
i3.5
5.O

4.0
6.4
3.2
5.6
'2.o

5.6
8.1
4.2
3.8
3.4
3.5
2.3
3 .')

3,
4,

12,
5,

t] ,

238,087
20,334
36,5'21

c/
4 ,368
r,418

I 28, 885
8,478

38,O77

83, 37 I
3 ,246
2,060

844
299
847
63i
568

295,361
18, 332
39,686
1L, 103
19 ,456
4 ,694

1 33,843
20,069
48, I 84

117,858
5 ,177
9 ,66r
8,t29
5,142

2?,113
5,81I
3,O94

58, l3 r

350,900
23,500
44,900
2?,6C0
25,9OO.
8,300

l4t,ooo
23 ,550
61, 150

2,25o
850
875

r,925
I,O75

6or)
1 ,200

575

l57,OOO
7, OOO

l9,8OO

3,449
193
t60
26r
I93

- 629
155
229

2,287

5,524
3, 809

28 ,402
4,262

805

1,528
6,893
4,169
3,472
2 ,684

c/

o

6,
6,
1,
o

1,

2

7

200
300
ooo
900
100
70035 ,263

25,208
c/

4,26s
20,139

251 ,734

lf,!48

t,dot

60, 9OO

6,250
I 2, O50
42, 600

5.4
6.')
).4
4.3

29t,975 3C7, 700 1.2

6.4
10.8
2.7

IO. 5

8.9
5.6

c/
o.l
8.O
4.6

6.8
3.9

135,179
4 ,415
9,O4Z

r3,56s
8,483

.4,612
5,392

14,872
8,570
6,8t1

22,O90
il,146
26,055

171,500
6,550

1o,900
18,850
9 ,550
6, 500
8, 750

19,000
10, 750
8, 35C

27 , r5O
t2,750
32,400

6,313
295
2t5
880
501
t99
c/
696
413
252
924
551
849

6, O50

350
300
875
r75
300
550
700
375
254
850
250

t-,o50

a

.E
c

Derived through the use of a fomula designed to caLculate the rate of change on a compound basis
Components m1y not add to toials because of rou:rding'
lncorporated between 1950 and 196O.

l95O and 196O Censuses of Housing'
1966 estimated by Housing Market Analysts



Table VII

Components of Population Chanse
San Francisco. California. Housinp Market Area

April 1. 1950 to April I. 1966
s/

Averaee annual chanee

Area and Period

San Francisco HMA total
1950- 1960
1960- 1966

Alameda Gounty
1950- 1960
1960- 1966

Contra Costa County
1950-1960
1960- 1966

Marin County
1950- 1960
I 960- 1966

San Francisco County
1950- 1960
1950- 1966

San MaEeo County
1950- I960
1960- 1966

Total
population

chanee

51,283
79 ro0o

16 ,7 89
27,000

1 1 ,005
23,300

6,12o
8,350

@0

20 r87 3
18,750

Net
natural
increase

32,L63
32,4OO

LL,7 42
12,4oo

5s0

1 ,838
2,27 5

5,708
4 r2OO

5,935
6r975

Net
mieration

19,120
46,600

5, O48
1 4, 5Oo

4r 065
L6 ,7 50

4,292
6,o7 5

- 9,213
- 2,600

1 4,938
lL ,77 5

6,
6,

940

- 3,
1,

s04

g/ Rounded for 1950-1966 period.

Sources: U.S. Census Population Report; Series P-23, No. 7.
U.S. Department of HealEh, Education, and Welfare, PubIic Health
Servlce. Estimates by Housing Market Analysts.



Table VilI

Housinp. Inventorv bv UnLts in SLructure
San Francisco - Oakland. California. IMA

1960 and 1966

Date and
units in
structure

Aori 1 1 1960:
One unit g/
Two t.o four units
Five or more uniLs

Total b/

Aori 1 t966:
One uniE g/
Two to four units
Five or more uniEs

Total b/

Percent of total

April 1. 196O:
One unit e/
Two to four units
Five or more units

Total

Anri I . te66:
One unit
Two or four units
Five or more units

Total

HMA

total

591,O37
L4l,L2l
204. 055
936,213

67 2,LOO
158,1OO
287 .800

I , 1 lg,ooo

63.1
15.1
2L.8

100. o

60. 1

L4.2
25.7

100. o

Alameda
Countv

2lt ,37 L

48,684
50.L24

310,179

Contra
Costa

Countv

1O9 ,75O
8,849
s.6L4

t24,213

Marin
Countv

40,7 45
4,799
4.oLz

49 ,556

51,600
6,30O

10.3oo
6g,2oo

82.2
9.7
8.1

100. o

7 5.7
9.2

1s. 1

100. o

San
Francisco

Countv

1 10, 236
69,519

t 30.781
310,5 36

1l2,4OO
71,OOO

147.20,0
33O,600

San
Mateo
CounEv

1 l8,935
9,27O

L3.524
L4L ,7 29

135,2OO
1 2 ,8OO
33.900

L81 ,9OO

9.6
too.o

7 4.3
7.O

18.7
100. o

238,1OO
54,7OO
78.100

37O,9OO

134, 9OO
13 r 3OO
18.200

166,4OO

69.1
t5.7
L6.2

100. o

64.2
t4.7
2L.t

100. o

88.4
7.1
4.5

100.o

8.O
ro.9

100. o

35.5
22.4
42.L

100.o

34.O
21.5
44.s

100. o

83.9
6.5

81.1

a/ Includes trailers.
!/ Differs slightly from the count of all units because units by type of

enumerated on a sample basis.

Source: 196O Census of Housing.
1965 Estimated by Housing Market Analysts.

structure were



Table IX

Dlstributlon of the Housing Inventory by Age of Structure
San Franclsco. Callfornia- HMA

Aprl1 1, L966

HI'IA total Alameda County Contra Costa CounEy
Nr:rnber Percent.age Nulber Percentage Number PercentageAse

6 years old or less
7 to 11 years o1d

L2 Eo 16 years old
17 to 26 years old
27 to 36 years old
37 or more years old

Total

6 years old or less
7 to 11 years o1d

12 to 16 years old
17 Eo 26 years old
27 Eo 36 years old
37 or more years old

Total

t9g, 850
136,500
L24,45O
t64,2OO
106, 650
386. 350

1, 118,000

71,050
47 ,85O
35, 100
49, 800
38,200

128. 900
370,900

L9.2
L2.9
9.5

13.4
10.3
34.7

100 .0

44,20O
26,5OO
30,650
35, 7Oo
12, 100
t7.250

166, 400 100.0

Lt .9 26.
15.
18.

5
9
4
5
3
4

L2.2
11. t
L4.7
9.5

34.6
100 .0

2L,
7.

10

l'{arin County San Francisco County San llateo County
Percentagq Number Percentage Ni:mber PercentageN'.rmber

18, 950 24,550
11,200
14,850
34,550
36,850

208, 600
330, 600

41, 100
36 ,7 50
34, 800
35, 750
14,800
18.700

181,900

7.4
3.4
4.5

10.4
LL.2
63.!.

100..0

27 .8
20.8
r3. 3
L2.3
6.9

18.9
100 .0

22 6

2

2

6

I
3

l4,.2OO
9,050
g,4oo
4,700

12. 900
68,200

20.
19.
19.
8.

10.
100.0

Source: EstlmaEed by Housing Market Analysts.



Table X

Private Housine Units Authorized bv Buildine Permitsy'
San Francisco Ca1 ifornia

Area and
units in structure

HI,IA total
1 unit
2-4 unit
5 or more uryits

Alameda County
I unit
2-4 units
5 or more units

Contra Costa County
1 uniE
2-4 units
5 or more units

Marin County
1 unit
2-4 units
5 or more unit.s

San Francisco County
1 unit
2-4 units
5 or more units

San MaEeo Count.y
1 unit
2-4 units
5 or more unit,s

r960- 1965

1958 19s9 1960 1961 L962 1963

HMA

35. 320
L4,207
2,959

18,154

13. r71
4,848
L,352
6,97 L

6184L
4,L89

443
2,209

3.805
L,766

258
1,781

5.179
829
407

3,943

6.324
2,575

499
3,25O

L964

37.618
t4,452
4,873

L8,293

11.866
l+,248
2,L06
5,5L2

9,L57
4,763
1,996
2,998

3.2L2
2,LzL

235
856

5.697
375
424

4,898

7,686
2,945

7L2
4,029

1965

30.33r
L4,253
3,97 7

12,101

10. 631
4,66L
L,646
4,324

7 ,927
4,457

858
2,6L2

2,290
L,733

L46
4LL

2.796
397
424

L,975

6,687
3,005

903
2,779

Jan. -Mar.
L965

Jan. -Mar.
L966

23,2L5
L3,964
1,884
7 ,367

8.490
4,5L9

551
3,420

26.8s9
L6,602
2,LgL
8,066

10. 005
6,077

703
3,225

4.390
3,694

33s
36t

2.605
L,748

15r
706

2,664
733
428

1, 503

7 .L95
4,350

574
2,27L

26. 890
L4,L59
2,7L2

10,019

10.130
5,557

915
3,658

,BLz
593
869

2.383
L,438

250
69s

3,206
637
43L

2, 138

5.897
2,7L5

523
2,659

29,964
L2,467
3,350

L4,L47

LL.226
4,115
1,108
6, 003

7,290
3,961
1, 084
2,245

2.678
1,649

240
789

2.883
s86
349

1,948

s.987
2,L56

569
3,162

40.083
15, 85 I
4,57 4

19,658

14.503

7 .72L
4,50r

970
2,25O

wo!
2,L76

496
L,932

386
3,358

9. 031
3,O47

816
5, 168

568
26L
s64

3.L94
1,155

599
L,41fi

2,360
L,O97

212
1, 051

4.818
3,159

584
1, 075

L.546
999
216
33r

L,326
1, 109

L44
73

572
417

25
r30

9. 393
3
1

4

5,647
1, 906
6, 950

3.964.
3,016

389
559

5.274
3

2.L77
1,581

1L0
486

2.180
836
336

1, 008

6.404
4,OL2

498
1, 894

723
500

31
L92

4.224
480

L.265
LL4
L28

1,o23

1. 851
702
29L
858

330
58
89

183

t.otA
576
110
358

a/ Excludes 21648 units of public housing.

Source: Economics DepartmenE, Bank of America.



Table XI

Trend of Household Tenure
San Francisco. California. HM.A

April 1. 1950 - April 1. L966

Tenure

Aprll 1. 195O:

Total housing inventory

Total occupied
Owner-occupied

Percent of total occ.
Renter-occupied

Percent of total occ.
Total vacant

Aoril 1. 196O:

Total housing inventory

Total occupied
Owner- occupied

Percent of total occ.
Renter- occupied

Percent of total occ.
Total vacant

Total occupied
Owner- occupied

Percent of total occ.
Renter- occupied

Percent of total occ.
Total vacant

936.501 310.312 49.581 310.559 141.700

HMA

total

67 5.848
333 r 604

49.4%
342,244

so.6%
32,8L3

884.588
48L 1287

s4.4%
403,301

4s.6%
5l ,913

1 .048 . OOO

567 , OOO

s4.t7"
48l,OOO

45.9%
70, OOO

Alameda
Countv

238.087
1 25, 835

52.9%
LLz 1252

47.L%
9, 058

295.367
L66 ,L7 2

56.T/"
L29,L95

43.7%
L4,-945

350.900
195r4OO

ss.7%
155 ,5OO

44.3%
20, OOO

Cont.ra
Costa
Countv

83.37 I
46,067

55.37.
37 r3O4

44.7%
7 ,27O

Marin
Countv

25.208
15,49O

6L.47,
g r718

38.6%
3,390

San
Franci sco

County

257.734
94 r594

36.77
163,140

63.3%
7,992

29L.975
to2,t4l

35.q.
189 ,834

65.tr/"
18,584

307 .700
1O4,7OO

34.U/"
2O3,OOO

66.tr/.
22r9OO

San
Mateo

Countv

708.661 247.L4s 90.64L 28.598 265.726 76.55t

7 L .448
51,618

72.?"L
19 ,83O

27.9%
5, 103

April 1. 1965:

Total housing inventory 1.t18.OOO 370.900 166.400 68.200 330.600 181.900

L24.279

117.858
85 ,7 10

72.7%
32rL48

27.3%
6,42L

157 . OOO

112r1OO
7L.47"

44,9OO
28.6%

9r4OO

44.209
29,46L

66.6%
L4,7 48

33.4%
5,372

60.900
39 ,8OO

65.47"
21 , IOO

34.6%
7 ,3OO

r35.L79
97 ,8O3

72.47"
37 ,376

27.6%
6 ,591

171.500
1 15,OOO

67.t%
56,5OO

32.9%
lO r 4OO

Sources: 195O and 1960 Censuses of Housing
I966 estimated by Housing Market Analysts.



Table XIl

Vacancy Trends
San Francisco. Ca1 ifornia. HMA

ri1 t 1950-A riI 1 1966

Vacancy characteris tics

April l, l95O:

Total vacant units

Available vacant uniEs
For sale

Homeowner vacancy rate
For rent

Rental vacancy rate
Other vacant

Apri t 1, 1960:

Total vacant units

Available vacant units
For sale

Homeoqrner vacancy rate
For rent

Rental vacancy rate
Other vacant

April l, 1966:

Total vacant units

Available vacant uniEs
For sale

Homeowner vacancy rate
For rent

Rental vacancy rate
Other vacant

51,9I3 t4,945 5,372 18,584

32,813 9,058 7,270 3:390 7,992 5,103

HMA

tota I

t5,880
4,110

t.27"
tL,77O

3.37"
16, 933

34,48O
6,256

1.37"
28,224

6.s7"
17,433

50. ooo
11,OOO

1.97.
39,OOO

7.57"
20, ooo

Alameda
CounEv

Contra
Costa

Countv
Marin
Ccuntv

San
Franci sco

Countv

San
Mateo
County

5,269
L,243

1.o7.
4,026

3.s%
3,789

1O, 816
2,L75

L.37.
g, 54r

6.3%
4,L29

3,854
839
t.87"

3, O15
7.s%

3,416

6,42L

3.660
1,307

t.5%
2,353

6.8%
2,761

226
L.47"
295
2.9%

2,869

1,g6g
605
2.o7"

1,263
7.97"

3,5O4

3.300
L r25O

3.O7.
2, O5O

9.97"
4,ooo

4,L16
825
o.97"

3,29L
2.O7"

3,876

2,120
977
r.9%

l, 143
s.47"

2,983

6,591

3, 883
1,432

t.47"
2,451

6.27"
2,7O8

7.20,0
2,2OO

r.97"
5,OOO

8. r%

3, 2OO

52r

15.300
3, 35O

L.77"
11,95O

7.t7"
4,7OO

6,OOO
2, loo

L.87"
3,9OO

8. O%

3,4OO

L4,253

o.77"
13,516

6.6%
4,331

18.200
2, lOO

2.O7"
16, IOO

7 .37"
4,7OO

737

7O,OOO 2O,OOO 9,4OO 7,300 22,9OO 1O,4OO

Sources: 195O and-i96O Censuses of Housing; 1966 estimated by Housing Market Analysts



Table XIII

Sa,r Frap:.isco. Califoriria, Ar' a PcsraL Va-a,,-. Surv'.'.a/

Total residences and aparrmenrs

March 11-18.1966

flesidences {parlmenrs

The Survey Alea lotal

San Francisco County

Sao francisco

Malo Office

Stations:
A
Bay vlee
c
Dr.eond tle 1gh t 6
E

Total possible
deliveries

680.853

All % tlsed liew

24.736 3.6 18.866 5.470

,, \acanr unirs

dcli\cries Alt % Irsed liew consr.

389.826 8.090 2.1 6-099 r-991 t.s6l

Under
const

6.505

L87.282

10.092

13,186
6.644

18,416

23,073
9,034
6,54O

568

6,041
3,912

10, 961
5,266
2 ,935

19,478
46,629
14,008
32,516
5,87 6
3,490

5. 333 2.8

501 5 .0

4,581 752 t.O21 5 9.418

487

685
749

3,828
5,644

44

166
2,332
5,862
4,061
2,847

7,5O7
21,,674
I2, 155
25,143
4,943
3-065

I
l6
66

24

2.486

t7.3
0.9
2.4
L.2
4.O

0.6 1

o.7 13
1.r 62
1.3 20
0.8 24

r.7 -lJ!e
97

2tl
280
341

42
28

1.418 2.5 r.330 148 156

501

611
69

99
63

L42
239
604
226
2L2

1

4
5
2

98

30
2

22
53

9

46 9,4 46

699
69

312
114

69

180
267
609
246
22t

168
920
269

65
50

5.3
1.0
1.6
2.1
3.2

299
36

t28
34
39

266
36

t2r
27
37

88

35
15

6

38
28

5
20

9

732
o94
328
954
978

6
2
9
7

3

56

3

;
7

2

F
G

J
u

5, 381
2,t85

10,312
9,408

14, 119
8,935

1 1,537

a-571

7

8
3

8
9

1.

4.
2.
l.

l.

3.
1.
8.

62
38
10
40
77

9,167
2,61t
t,122
2,539
1 ,588

83
91

194
a7
56

130
694
2t2

60
50

29
2t
77
45

2

21
2L
73
43

2

120
103
t94
88
55

I
13

6
l

28

:

37
L2

1

2

:

3

4
34

491

IO

63
95
44

3

9
3
5

4

l,lar lra

North Beach
o
P
Parkside
Pre s ldlo

107
33

r71
44
31

38
226

57

:
5
3

31
143

75
t29

35

:
30

2

303
4

2.A
2.0
0,8
4.5

1.6
1.0
2.3
1.6
2.8
2.3

Blncon Annex
Stoestom
Sun!et
Vlstacioo
IJest Portal

tL2
t6

20a
187

31

1.9
0.9
r.9
t,6
1- l

A1@da County

Alacda
Berke 1ey
FreDnt
Hayuard
Llvemre
Nesark

237.620 7.578 3.2 5.230 1.348 2.590 144.9qs 395

889
661
498

t,240
r95
183

t23
22t
280
404
t37

72

6
4
6
8
3
2

4.
t.
J.

3.
3.

620 269
586 81
498

,o4a I92
87 108
88 95

362
240
193
r73

88
21

1

t4
4T
82
64
21

domitorics; nor does it cover boarded-up residences or apa.tmenrs rhat are trot intended for o.cupan( l.

onc possible delivery.

Source: FHA postal vacancy survey conducred by collaborating postmaster(s)

gl See footnote aE end of table.

1'otal oossiblc
\ acant units

.{ll .; L*d \e"
I nder Total possi[,le

deli'..,".
\ acanr

\o- t

29L.O21 16.246 5.6 L2,167 3.419 4.544 3,814 69 1.8

t21 .864

9, 605

5,875
l,U+O
5,099
I,205

88

3.855 3.0 3.251 604 871

455 4.7 45s 92

24

l3
46

6

6
34
IO
39
64

2;
8
4

5

21
t09

7

0
7

2
2

9
2

8
0
0

1.
4.
3.
2-

rt,454
2,550

1 3,088
2 ,427
t,207

400
33

184
80
30

l3
156

72
26

1,145
6,197

t2 ,397
6,396
q q/.a

59
148
410
139
156

60
t64
4t5
r58
t55

J.5
r.3
L.4
3.l
2.5

5.2
2.4
3.3

t.1

I
l6

5
19

9

7,
2,
5,

992
324
206
896
524

139
899
t92

20
48

111
20

L42
133

7

6.
I.

11.
11.

6.
26.

103
673
139
l7
48

523
375
2t8
707
45
60

361
z?6
t52

91,! r,02;
59

:

36
226

53
3

69
L28

!

106
20

115

1

30

2

297
4

92.685 5,O92 5.5 4.24r 851 2.r9s r.989 24 t.2
tL,97t
24,955

1,853
1,373

933
425

766
446
2t8
836

58
III

S

8
3

2
I

7t

129
l3
5r

14 1.4



Table Xl lI ( cont td . )

Sar Irarais.... I if or; ia Ia

March 11-18,1966

Total residcnccs dnd apartments

I nde.Total possible
del iverics ,11) '; l-s.d \es ronsr deli\eiles _ {ll _ I- Iised \(.8 (l,nsr.

47-763 889 1.9 173 116 76

6,962 t69 2.4 166 3 1

?,84t 29 1.0 25 4 3

lirtal possihlc I n,ier

Oaklaod

Main Office

Emeryville Branch

Stat ions :

Amy Teminal
Dimond
Eastmont
ElEhur st
Fi tchbu!g

Fru itvale
crand Lake
Laurel
Piedmont
Rockridge
Terescal

84. 1 64

20,249

3-901

9L9

67

2,694

801

61

r .341

214

t2

3.7

4.5

t.1

444

118

6

tt2
5,O44
6,422
4,817
4 , (,59

1,24
221
223
139

4.6
3.0

108
116
u),
1,29

16
111

1

10

4,217
4, 903
3, 650
3,480

61
130

96
79

355
444

48
154

85
t7l

597
866
518
798
317

2,553
4,539
3,872
2,360
2,92r

4;
35
13

127

14 l0
105 705

7 31
32 66
6 13

18 13

43175
28
78 24 108
60 58 53

108
7

81
18

115

6
7

6
3

63
4l
95
16

t1
6

t43
51

;;
89 19
t7
33

808
678
798
488

,808
, 380

1,710
4,579
1, 588

15,024
1,356

2,745

369 4.7
549 5.7
55 1.4

186 2.5
91 2.4

189 3,0

99
741
t4

222

646
940
519
688
699
218

261
931
984
509

114
44
24
58
2t
46

26
43
36

126

36
18
63
18
24

2.5
1.5
0.8

0,9
t.4

4.0
o.2
1.1
4-3

2,6
1.3
3.0
1.8
3.4

3 ,1+

0.4
2.9
r.3
4.6

115
44
29
62
23
46

90
6

155
109

;
8
6

?

5

I

;
4
2

Ple asantoo
San Lorenzo
San Leandro
Unlon City

2,520 120 4.8
4,330 28 0.6

21,918 502 2.3
2,691 118 4.4

95.672 3. 31 I 3.5Contra Costa County

Pit t sburg
Richmond
Rodeo
Walnut Creek

4

2

3
13

2

78.0541.954 L.357 t,204

29 15 33
119 22 50
37355

236 r54 285
49106

73

t2
58

541

15
6
9

98
10

32
53

9401.500

4t
49
45

45

86
20

r13
31

135

57
349

14

r.9 959

Alamo
Antioch
Breotsood
Concord
Crockett

44
141

72
390
59

Danville
El Cerrito
Mart ine z
Orinda
Pino Ie

4,937
5,223
2,434
3, 189

1.16

46
155

35
141

l3
25

5
217

6

88
2

51
13

1I3

50
2

50
t3

1I1

103
7

65
18

111

7l
t74

10
241

4,100
23,201

1 ,455
11.35r

5l
275

10
r96

69

10
142

9404

1

6

6
I
5
6
4

3

0
4
6

0
5
8
2

2

3.
4.
,
4.

5.
0.
3.
1,
4.

58
44
98
22
34

80
601

10
s31

19
134

4
69t

4
74

4
95

1

I
1

2

L9
67
61

dormitoriesr nor rloes it corcr boarderl'up residences or aprrtrnents rhal are not inrenderl for ,,(( up,rn( \

one possible delivery.

Sour(e: tlll postal racano sur\.\ .onduLt.d by r ollaborating p,,srmaster(s)

al See foot,note at end of Eable.

t,'tal p"s'rl,i'

36.40t

t3,2A7

1 .060

8.0
1.5
o1
4.4
6.1
4.5

10
704
23
50

4
13

30
22

347
9

11.5
5,5
4.4
4.9

26,,
335

9

20

570
305

16

17.618 1.811 10.3 995 816 264

25

68

.1,,t.,1 
p ,s.iblr

g

r,424 40 2..9

l6 I :.6

_ {il ., I sed \e!

2,249 6.2 L,92t 328

1 50 5.6 635 I 15

38 3.6 36 2

I ndcr
con st.

1.265

273

9

\ a( inr

l12
821

1 ,519
L,t67
L,L1 9

576
91 6

L27 tO
605

45
75

t27
53

33
16

6
t24

;
4
9
1

l2
22

254
505

26
t24

68
143

3,162
6,7 38

219
2 ,800
1, 109
3,t62

259
399

7 ,934
r82

247 13
400 105
242
96 28
644

t25 18

22

35
4

10

o

;
3

0.
2.

113
713

10
2,226

39

3

92
21

166
14

t2.9
38. 6

35. 9

3
16
I

110
t4

16
26
56

74
43

428

4

t2

33

1

;

l;

4

2

51

99

9
5

1.
0.

t92
398
351

74
268

It.3
6.5
3.1

240
6, tL2

312
5,510

15

60

596

5.4
t.5

60
26
42

4
L2

62
392

931

17.5
6.4

2;-
332

80
723

38
25 t.5

16.9 335



Table XIII (conr'd. )

San Fra0c isca Calif!.rr i.a. Arqa ?o
al

s'c1 V:rr.rr,r. surve 
-'

Total residences and apartments

March 11-18,1966

R csiJenc r: s I!ou'e trailers

I nderTotal possible
del iveries {ll i I'sed \e" ronst.

I'otal possible
del iveri es Ail % tlsed \ew

I niler

Marin County

Belvede re-Tiburon
Corte I'Iadera
Falr fax
Heilton AI.B
Larkepur

Mi11 Valley
Novato
San Anselm
San Rafael
Sausalito

San l{ateo County

Be leo nt
Br i!bane
Burling@e
Daly Clty
lreilo Park
uil lbrae

Pac if ica
Redwood Clty
San Bruno
San Carlos
San Nateo
So. San Franci6co

2,9t4
2,964

849
1-606

205
239
239

!J-5!9.

3, 511

4+l 6.2 2.085 862 s46 !l-6lq 1.201 3.8 718 483 1e9

t26

8.7
3.4
3.2
2-O

2.6 60
4.2 42
L.4 69
1.8 13r
2.3 L24
1.5 27

4
9
8

;

L,

2

5
8
8

t24

t49
91

170

56
148

69

)

18

34
16

24
10

5

28
57

4
44
19

26
10

5

8

4s4
331
036
849
303

984
701
939
017
976

49
68
78

32

II5
409
100
29t

59

31
34
62

30

t.4 55
2.8 270
1.3 66
2.r 4t
t.5 168
1.2 50

1,20t
5,344
3,366

t6,052
3,733

2tt
546
t54
059
168

to.2
4.6
6.6
4.5

r49
262
150
822
168

76
t45

96
185

59

3

4
2
9
2

2

1

5
10

7

3

9
4
2

2

9
3

6.
5.
3.
5,
4.
3.

43
73

4
348

29

95 289
39

55 45
420 278
109 60
52 36

4t
52
72
16

207
33

74
95
44
50

t12
42

4.2 t45
6.4 t,L37
3.4 204
4.5 189
4.t 788
2.1 123

62
2a4

4
237

39

4
264

106

1L2.739 5.L67 4.6 4.Ot6 1.151 Lt3! 75.769 L,425 1.9 1.103 322 27L

4,7 34
I, I82

10,303
15, 120
10,575
3,987

326
64

331
19L
52t
131

231
61

276
37r
4t2

79

76
45
81

189
117

48

16
3

t2
58
48
2l

,958
,o64
,790
,536

, 180

24
3

t0
25
51

9

5,270
t9,L23
7,213
5,277

22,t84
7,7lr

219
t,232

248
239
900
165

4,463
r1,319
5,836
3 ,885

L2,1tt
6,683

63
319

75
82

193
82

37
2r
30
16
l2
33

8
49

9
4l

32

dormitories; nor does it corer boarde<l-up resiilences or apa{ments that lre nor inrended tol,c(updn.\.

one possible delirery.

Source: Fll\postal v:canosunoc,,nJu,t,dLvr,,ll.rt,,,r,rtingt,,)shasrcr(sl

gl This survey was conducted on a samp19 of -leEEer carrier routes and covered approximately.
T2percentoftheroEalPossibledlliveriestoresidencesandspgllmentsfortirePostofficescon-
duciing the survey (65 percent of all residences and 83 percent of all aPartments).

fotal possible

15.890

2 ,O51

303

I nder l otaI
.{I .; tised \e". const.

t.746 tL.O t.367 379 347 208 5 2.4

possible

164

44

83
87

23

\ acant

583
928

r56
17r
161

118
57

108

38
tt4
53

6
3

:
94 31.0 94

3,2t1
643

6,91 5
751

3.0
2t.3
12.6
11.0
t4.4

13
tL7
54

6at1
I09

l5
16

304
10

96
r31
54

768
109

23
20

131

5 1.0

36.970 3,742 10.1 2.913 829 867 195

r,776
118

4, 513
4, st6
3,23L

807

250
19

250
602
349

83

19

.

362
6I
31

807
1,8O4
I,437
t,392
9,473
1,028

r56
913
t73
L57
101

83

66
46
35

9
87
r0

14.
16.
5.

13.
10.
10.

19.
11.
12.
11.

7.
8.

265
6

35
253

9
27

4
31
42

r95

17r
19

207
240
288

90
867
138
t48
620

3

7

0
3
5
t



Table XIV

FllA Unsold Inver,Eory Survey
San Francisco. California. HMA

Januarv 1. 1966

Houses sold
be fore

construcLion
SEATE

Soecula tive homes
Area and

sales price

lt},lA total

00 -$14,999
00

ToEal
comp le E ions

5

0
$ l2
l5

Total

1,030

837

26
46
83

1,084

Number
sold

Number
uns o 1d

Percent
uns o ld

t7
37
t6
40
L7
I
Z3

93
JI

39

53
43

17, 500
20, 000
25,000
30,000
35, 000

,499
qqq

,999
ooo

,999

tl
19
24
29
34

126
607

L,257
3, 905
2,259
1, 103
1. 603

10, 860

92
405
s43

t,7 L9
428
184
t70

3, s4t

34
202
700

1, 180
858
)o)
42t

3,687

L4
131
28t
376
466

L,268

875
68r,,\
496

2,277

1r7
382
876

2,531
I, 200

685
s99

6,396

92
3L7
352

l, L94
308
136
tL2

2,511

25
65

s24
8r0
401
2LO
222

2,257

37
B7

2L9
88

43L

9
225
381

1, 368
1,059

4r8
1. 004
4,464

9

208
284

1,171
780
292
639

3,383

73
L20
44L

11

40
50

796

t7
97

L97
279
t26
36s

l, 081

;
26
L4
26
30
36
24

$12,500
15,000
17,500
20, 000
25, 000
30,000
35,000

-$14,9ee
- L7,499
- I9,999
- 24,999
- 29,999
- 34,999
and over

88
191
525
L20

48
58

and over
Total

Alameda County

Total

ConEra CosEa CounEy

ToEal

Marin County

1;
7L
B4
48

B

8
ZJ+

$r.2, soo
15, 000
17,500
20, 000
25, 000
30,000
35,000

-$14,999
- 17,499
- 19,999
- 24,999
- 29,999
- 34,999
and over

9

L37
L76
370
457
6Z

L99

9

135
163
3L7
375
53

t46

Z

l3
53
82
29

;
1

L4
l8
35
27
I61,430 1, 198

53
232

$12
15
L7

,500
,000
,500

20,000
25, 000
30, 000
35, 000

- $14, 999
- L7,499
- 19,999
- 24,999
- 29,999
- 34,999
and over

L4
94

t94
157
378

1

59
118
L20

13
35
76
37

200
361

$

Total

San Francisco County

- $24,999
- 29,999
- 34,999
and over
Total

L78
476

4
9

3Z
.50

1l
20, 000
25,000
30, 000
35,000

$20,000
25,000
30, 000
35, 000

- $24,eee
- 29,999
- 34,999
and over
Total

496
404
120
173

1, 193

1;
26
50
87

I
+

7

L7
9

33

25
66
35
95

64
65
20
40

7

24
33

n

San Mateo County

379
277
105
323

354
2LL

70
228
863 22L

Insuring Office.Source: Federal Housing Administration, San Francisco, California,



Table XV'

Publlc Houslnq Unlts bv tvoe
San Franclsco. Callfornta. HHA

Aprll 1, L966

Area

HMA total

Total
ExisLlng
unlts

1,1.63,8

2,L55
506

77
1,317

255

1.67.8
650

1,028

Permanent
low-rent

8. 718

r.317

1,317

1.575
650
925

temDorarv

2r.9.b

838
506

77

255

103

103

1, 543

Unlts
under

develoomenE

-

883

sJ8
538

100

Alarneda County
Alameda
Live::nore
Oakland
Pleasanton

ConEra Costa County
Richrnond
Remalnder of counEy

San Mateo County
South San Franclsco
Burlingame

Marln County
Marin ClEy

San FrancLsco County
Clty of San Franclsco

6.979
6,979

s26
40

486

Source: Local llousing Authorities.

300
300

300
300

5,436
5,436

q
r05

ry
r40

100ry
436

90
40
50

1. s43


