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ABSTRACT 

HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 

William G. Salter 

This thesis is about private sector housing development 

processes currently operating in Houston, Texas, and 

specifically about the recent phenomenon of the townhouse 

as a new urban housing prototype in Houston. The emergence 

of this housing form, is the resultant of certain economic 

forces evident in the development process as it exists in 

Houston's urban fabric. In an abbreviated form, these eco¬ 

nomic forces are: 

1. Inflationary raw land costs 

2. Inflationary material and labor costs 

3. Diminishing availability of accessible raw land 

(sizeable tracts). 

Townhouse construction has in recent years assumed an 

increasingly large share of Houston's new home residen¬ 

tial market. This phenomenon is a result of readily ob¬ 

servable development realities which are prevalent nation 

wide. When coupled with additional compelling factors in 

Houston, such as the absence of land use controls, minimal 

geographic restraints, younger mean age of population, they 

explain the Houston phenomenon. It is these economic and 

physical realities, sown in Houston's particular urban soil, 

which has caused the phenomenon of townhouse development - 

not market demand or inspired preferences of utopian planners 



and architects. 

Houston's townhouse market penetration initially centered 

on upper income families and "empty nesters' who could be 

expected to object least to rowhousing on functional grounds 

(i.e. those who required a prestigeous enviornment and lo¬ 

cation with reasonable cost, privacy, security, minimum main¬ 

tenance, and only minimal private outdoor space). Only after 

acceptance was established in these upper class segments did 

townhouse development begin to focus on the middle income hous 

ing market. This suggests that a townhouse market was created 

not found, and reinforces the significance of development real 

ities as a primary causal factor. It is not a deeply inbred 

housing preference, but will be maleable when development 

priorities require another shift in housing form because of 

changes in such things as - transportation costs, energy 

and land scarcity, land use regulation and higher development 

costs. 
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HOUSING DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

Thesis Statement: The recent ascendancy of townhouse 
construction in Houston, Texas is 
primarily the result of private 
sector development economics, rather 
than market demand, or the inspired 
preferences of utopian planners and 
architects. 
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PREFACE 

Although evident nationwide, the market shift toward 

townhouse living is particularly observable and lucid in 

Houston, since the absense of governmental land use controls 

has permitted developers to respond rather more quickly 

here than elsewhere to emerging economic forces and market 

needs. One can see that Houston is an urban tabula raza - a 

vacuum in which development forces are seldom, deterred by 

collective preferences or governmental decisions. 

On the surface, this thesis may appear to be concerned 

with certain aspects of private sector housing development 

processes as they relate to Houston's housing market. How¬ 

ever, this study is a corpus of research regarding housing 

development in a limited environment development that may 

eventually result in competitive overexploitation of our 

diminishing natural resources. 

Economist and author, William Ophuls points out that "history 

may see 1973 as a year dividing one age from another". "At 

the worst, the new age could be an anti-utopia in which we 

are conditioned to behave according to the exigencies of eco¬ 

logical scarity". "At the very least, it should be clear that 

ecological scarcity makes 'muddling through' in a basically 

laissez-faire socioeconomic system no longer tolerable or 

even possible". 

Prevailing rates of population growth require us to double 

our capital stock, our capacity to control pollution, our 
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agricultural productivity and so forth, every fifteen to 

thirth years. This rate of growth indicates that we must 

accommodate 300 million people in the United States alone 
*Z 

by the year 2000 - that represents a net growth of 501. To 

accommodate this growth, we must, in the next thirty years, 

build houses, office buildings, hospitals, ports, factories, 

and every other kind of facility in numbers that almost equal 

all the construction work done by man to date.^ "Though great 

areas of open land remain", Theo Crosby states that "they are 

seldom productive enough to sustain the vast new population 

that will soon be with us".5 Man's social responsibility will 

require judicious planning in housing and land use, for "the 

problem will be, quite simply, of a different order and will 

require solutions of another kind".*’ 

It follows that our inherited housing processes are moribund 

and not capable of adequately dealing with the imminent rapid 

rise in demand. To state it clearly, Martin Pawley argues: 

"A quarter of a century of genuflection before 
the alter of owner^speculation has suburbanized 
all creative thought in the field of housing. 
A pedantic, legalistic, alarm-industry dominated 
by fear of change and innovation in patterns of 
living, permeates at all levels".8 

Prepatory to the analysis of Houston's townhouse phenomonen 

(and housing process), it is necessary to discuss a series of 

issues germane to the nature of housing: abstract definition, 

market demand, symbolic image, socio-cultural implications, the 

nature of change of image, and social class aspirations. 
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HOUSING IN AN URBAN ENVIORNMENT 

CONTEXT 

The forces which favor the collection of population into 

large metropolitan areas generate a pendulate 

condition of supply and demand of consumer products. In 

one respect, the 'house' is viewed as a product - not to 

be confused with 'housing' as a process. "For interest groups 

on the supply side, housing is an investment channel and 

a consumption product. For most people on the demand side, 

housing constitutes a basic human need for shelter, privacy 

and for a personalized place to raise a family and meet 
9 

with friends". 

Thus, "the metropolis", states historian Lewis Mumford, "is in 

fact a processing center - he who controls the processing mech¬ 

anism, controls the lives and destinies of those who must consume, 

10 
...and finally makes over the human personality". in a more 

defined manner, economist John Turner summarizes: 

"Usually the buyer has no significant control over 
the nature of the housing or the form of its pro¬ 
ducts, but he retains the discretionary power over 
allocation of his resources for housing. Where hous¬ 
ing supply doesn't match the buyers demands well 
enough to generate the will to pay, or to care for 
the property, the supplier depends on coercion in 
reification through propaganda (advertising). which 
tries to persuade the consumer that what he really 
wants is just what the producer is selling him, and 
that value lies in the product rather than its use- 
fullness. Usually, the mere lack of an alternate is 
coercion enough". 
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The dilemma we see is this: 

"The home buyer must take the product offered him or 
leave it...he enters the planning and construction 
cycle at such a late stage that most of the decisions 
affecting the life/cost of the house will have been 
already made. He is the recipient of a product assem¬ 
bled for him".12 

"The modern house is a product of the circumstances 

which determine it's growth, not a preconceived picture 

book thing,.."13 

Essentially, the consumer has been removed from the housing 

process in order to promote expediency. Consequently he has 

lost control over the symbolic part of home, and is further 

more, restricted in imparting signs of his own uniqueness to 

his dwelling e.g. "personalization" which Martin Pawley refers 

to as "the heroic struggle of the unsung surburbanite against 

the grey forces of uniformity and dehumanization".^ 

Meanwhile, the economics of this consumerism, (cost-push, 

supply-demand) , within a circumstantial ferment of inflation¬ 

ary land and construction cost, have placed the basic single 

family detached house beyond the means of "60% of the U.S. 

families".^ National housing consultant Paul T.Pohly states 

that the prices of single family homes will increase at an 

annual rate at least 50 percent greater than the rate of infla¬ 

tion. Also, the demand for detached single-family homes, gen¬ 

erated by qualified buyers, will decrease sharply each year until 

ownership will become restricted to the well-to-do or subsidized 

by the government. What about the single family dwelling? Pohly 
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says it "will become the unattainable goal for the majority 

of households, as costs and incomer-requirements increase more 

rapidly than their financial capabilities." The major con¬ 

clusions of a 278 page study, commissioned by three federal 

agencies, entitled "The Costs of Sprawl, states the following: 

"Of all the forms of housing commonly found in America's 
suburbs, the traditional free-standing single-family 
house is the most expensive to build and the most inef¬ 
ficient to operate. 

Subdivisions made up of these houses cost communities 
more in services, generate more air and water pollution 
and use more energy than any other kind of development." 

"The American economy of the nineteenth and early twentieth 

centuries" states Herbert Gans, "made the traditional popular 

housing ideal unachievable". Psychologist Sam Scheele cons 

eludes that "new-fangled building forms - like cooperatives, 

recreation oriented condominiums", and other higher density 

developments of the likes, "will be accepted as new additions 

to nature. These so called 'life style oriented' developments" 

he notes, "are the result of economic necessity and marketing 

inventiveness ; they are not motivated by any advanced form of 

17 consciousness about the way people might live better". 

Coming to terms, it is important to note that the solution to 

this dilemma is not the simple provision of a 'rental' alter¬ 

native, for underlying this enigma is man's fundamental drive 

for individual expression - In the urban form this drive has 

found expression in domestic ownership.^ "It is not a motiva¬ 

tion that will disappear, although its vagaries may be curtailed 
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by economic and social limitations."19 The apparent solution 

is the provision of a modified form of house that meets both 

the markets means and aspirations - one that is economically 

feasible within the respective limitations. Substantiating this, 

Herbert Gans asserts: . 

"In a pluralistic society, alternate ways of living and 
community arrangements are justified, provided they are 
not clearly anti-social or individually destructive".^ 

To bring about this change of form, we must first understand 

the socio-cultural implications of housing in order to reduce 

risk of consumer rejection of what is to be built. 

THE NATURE OF HOUSING 

In his book "House Form and Culture", Amos Rapoport states: 

"If provision of shelter is the passive function of 
the house, then its positive purpose is the creation 
of an environment best suited to the changing way of 
life of a people - in other words, a social unit of 
space". 

"Though housing consists of far more than simple shelter of 

man, the very commonality of that need alone certainly renders 

the issue central to all of man’s existance. It is inextri¬ 

cably interdependent with man’s cultural heritage, his economic, 

legal, and political constricts, his industry and technology, 

and certainly with his health and psychological well being." 

Sociologist Glair Cooper, author of "The House as Symbol of 

Self", suggests that the latter condition, that of psychological 

well being, is central to the issue: 

"People frequently see the home as an outer shell 
of self. Where a person lives and how he lives 
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determine the view which he has of his place in 
the community, his role, his status, and his style 
of life. Consequently, a major change in housing 
conditions implies a major adjustment of a person's 
self image".22 

A principal outgrowth of this thesis is that a major change 

in housing form is taking place in Houston. This change can 

not be arrested - and this necessitates the adjustment of 

ones self image, e.g. social status, role and aspirations. 

In summary, Herbert Gans points out that these "new aspirations 

are found out of new opportunities, provided these opportunities 

appeal to some present aspirations, for otherwise they will not 

be accepted". 2^ 

THE NATURE OF CHANGE 

Sociologist Lee Rainwater has shown that the meaning of 

the 'house' has already begun to change due to altered 

patterns of use.^ We have experienced an obvious pro¬ 

liferation of second homes, vacation homes, mobile homes, 

condominiums, townhomes, and most notably, new communities 

planned expressly for the "elderly" (retired). The latter 

demonstrates the willingness of many in the most staid of 

segments of our society to depart from tradition, if and when 

the benefits outweigh the cost and the appeals are presented 

convincingly. 

If economic and physical realities indeed necessitate change 

in housing form, and consequently change in one's self-image, 
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It is imperative that 'policy makers' (planners, developers, 

etc.) determine the communities' crucial aspirations and 

values with respect to housing needs or provide a sufficiently 

flexible framework in which they can be expressed. These as¬ 

pirations and values, Herbert Gans points out, vary accordingly 

25 
to one's socio-economic class. 

Working class families, for the purposes of this thesis will 

not be discussed as they are out of the housing market that is 

being analyzed. 

The lower-middle class families place a stronger value on the 

traditional detached house form. Lee Rainwater contends that 

they "see the house as primarily a place of 'retreat' from 

the potential threats of the outside world". ° Martin Pawley 

adds that this mans' home is his "castle" - the last'bastion 

of subjectivity in a decontrolling society". Partly because 

of the common interests in the home, the lower-middle class 

family is much more "child centered"^ and consequently, will 

spend more time playing with their children. This fact sub¬ 

stantiates one aspect of their desire (or demand) for the 

traditional front and back yards of a house. Furthermore, John 

Turner points out "housing fit" is much more important to lower 

income groups - they have fewer external options to reduce the 

effects of misfit...Housing demands are inelastic at lower 

30 
income levels". 

Upper-middle class families, on the other hand, could be 
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expected to object least to alternate, more urban forms of 

housing (i.e. rowhousing, condominiums, etc.)* Herbert Gans 
? I 

states that these families are principally "cosmopolitan", 

"anti-surburban",^ fashion and trend setting",-*3 status striv¬ 

ing", 3^ "highly competitive".^ and stressing as they do "indi¬ 

viduality",^ seek to shape the community by national values, 

which may or may not respect local tradition.3^ Home and family 

are somewhat less important, for unlike the lower-middle class 

nuclear family they have less to do with neighbors., and spend 

larger amounts of social time with ’selected’ friends.3** Like¬ 

wise, they are more likely to increase their expenditures 

proportionately on such items as education, holidays and entertain¬ 

ment than on housing.3^ It is this upper-middle class who 

have in the past, expressed more desire for prestige, security, 

minimum maintenance, and privacy. 

Nouveaux riches are identified by Claire Cooper as follows: 

"The nouveaux riches have a strong need to validate 
their new found status, yet they are not acceptable 
socially by the traditional upper classes. They are 
probably usually conservative in their taètes i.e., 
status-quo oriented with respect to the class to which 
they aspire. Since their associations do not clearly - 
validate their position, they turn to conspicuous con¬ 
sumption. However, conspicuous consumption must be done 
with 'taste' if it is to validate one's claim to high 
status in respects other than mere money. Hence the 
nouveaux riches seek to discover what are the latest and 
most chic norms of consumption... In all cases, the norms 
today favor modern decor. The nouveaux riches, then, 
spurn the style of the traditional upper class in favor 
of the newer fashions. This serves a double purpose: to 
establish their tastefulness and hence status, while symbol- 
ically showing their disdain for the 'snobby' traditionals". 
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HOUSING FORECAST 

In retrospect, one can see that if the economic and phy¬ 

sical dictates of a city require a change in housing form 

( e.g. from single-damily detached to medium density at¬ 

tached) , then initial marketing of that new form should 

focus on a consumer segment that could be expected to 

object least to the change - in fact, a market whose 

aspirations and life style could be enhanced, in many 

respects, by such a change. That market,would tend to be 

upper-middle class families. By the same token, acceptance 

on their part would then establish this new housing form as 

a norm, something to be aspired to, thus setting the precedent 

for others to follow. This, I submit, was the pattern of town- 

house penetration in Houston, Texas housing market. 
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2 HISTORY OF HOUSTON 

TOWNHOUSE DEVELOPMENTS 

INITIAL EMERGENCE 

The history of owner occupied, medium-density housing (town- 

house/rowhouse) in Houston is relatively brief. In a twelve 

year period from 1962 to 1974, townhouse development emerged 

froman obscure construction status into a position of sig¬ 

nificant standing in the Houston housing market. The first 

townhouse development, a small 18 unit, one and two story 

complex, was built on Post Oak Lane in the spring of 1962. 

The developers, architects Preston Bolton and Howard Barnstone, 

recognized that the time was ripe for a modified housing form - 

one that would partially compensate for rising development 

costs, and consequently offer homes within reasonable market 

means. However, they felt that the Houston market would accept 

the concept of "joint" responsibility for maintenance. The 

market, in fact, did accept this housing concept, and in the 

following three years, six more developments came on the market, 

(see Figures 1 8 3). Later in that same year, two other townhouse 

projects were built:J.L. Phillips, working under Texas' new 

concominium law developed Briargrove Townhouses; and Marvin Henry 

followed with Sagetown Townhouses. Again, in 1963, J.L. Phil¬ 

lips placed his second townhouse community of the market. The 

largest project to date, Memorial Drive Townhouses consisted 

of 194 two-story units. The following year, 1965, two other 
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developments followed: Lafayette Place Townhouses (159 

units), and the more innovative, Woodstone Townhouses. Houston 

architect, Benson Ford, developed the latter project as Houston's 

first Planned Unit Development (PUD). Ford's design of Woodstone, 

for the most part, set a precedent for the planning of future 

luxury townhome developments. In 1966 Hammersmith Townhouses 

emerged and in 1967, Mickey Norman built Victorian Village 

Townhouses, placing an additional 180 units (and a 179 units 

in 1968)on Houston's residential market. 

During these six years, there were also some very small 

townhouse developments built inside of Loop 610, but in 

general, these groupings of 5 and 10 units were not signifi¬ 

cant market factors. Thus prior to 1969, Houston's townhouse 

development was in it's infancy, with the market virtually un¬ 

tested. Since that time, there has been a steady increase in 

townhouse development with a sharp rise in 1971 when over 

half of the existing projects were announced. 

The following listing reflects some basic information regarding 

Houston’s first eight significant townhouse developments.(see 

Figure 1). 
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Figure 1 - INITIAL TOWNHOUSE DEVELOPMENTS 
HOUSTON, TEXAS 1962 - 1967 

— 

Project Name Developer Location 
Opg. 
Date 

No. of 
Units 

Unit ^ 
Cost 

1. Bolton 8 
Barnstone T/H 

same So. Post 
Oak 

1962 18 $60 - 
$90 M 

2. Briargrove T/H Phillips B’grove 
sub-div. 

1962 89 $13 - 
$25 M 

3. Sagetown T/H Henry Sage $ 
W'heimer 

1962 33 $14 - 
$23 M 

4. Memorial Drive 
T/H 

Phillips 12600 
Memor'1 

1963 194 NA 

5. Woodstone T/H Ford 8 
Heesch 

Gess • 8 
V'pool 

1965 17 8 
30 

$60 - 
$250M 

6. Lafayette Place 
T/H 

Henry 700 No. 
Post Oak 

1965 159 $32 - 
$45 M 

7. Hammersmith T/H Jackson Vos s § 
D'monte 

1966 NA NA 

8. Victorian Village 
T/H 

Norman Gess. 8 
Ham'ly 

1967 180 
179 

$18 - 
$25 M 

<  J 
"Locations" are only general. 
"Unit Cost" dollars x 1000 

Source: Research and interviews by author 
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PRESENT STATUS OF TOWNHOUSE DEVELOPMENT 

"The Quarterly Study", conducted by Independent Research 

Associates of Houston, indicated "118 developments offering 

medium-density housing for sale as of July 9, 1974*. Combined 

these developments have announced plans to build 13,770 units. 

To date, 5,558 are complete and 2,237 units are under construc¬ 

tion. "41 For the aggregate of active (for-sale) townhouse 

developments in Harris County, 3,908 units have been sold, and 

7,066 units are for sale; Inactive developments, of which there 

are 12, indicated sales of approximately 1000 units. Thus, the 

total of townhouse developments in Harris County has placed 

11,974 units on the market.** 

Within Houston's corporate limits, 4,698 townhouse units have 

been developed since 1968 (as indicated by building permits), 

and an estimated 1200 were built prior to 1968. (see Figure 

4). Of these 5,898 units, 80% were built within the south¬ 

west and near-northwest sections of Houston. The reason for 

this phenomenon, though touched on in the previous chapter, 

will be made unquestionably clear in subsequent text. 

*This survey reflects all of Harris County, and very small 
areas of Fort Bend and Montgomery Counties. The area in¬ 
side of Loop 610 is excluded from the survey. 

**This does not include the area within the 610 Loop, nor 
projects of 15 units or smaller. 
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In February of 1972, townhouse sales in Harris County reached 

an all time high of 1000 units per yeat42; By June of 1974, 

sales had risen to 1300 per year43. With the vast number of 

developments now under construction and in various stages 

of planning, one could project that by 1976, townhouse sales 

could reach the 2000 units per year mark, assuming continu¬ 

ing market acceptance and present growth rates. 

The following graph indicates the comparative indident of 

construction between townhouses and single-family houses 

in Houston's corporate limits. Implicit in this illustration 

is the fact that townhouse development represented 56%( and 

49%) of the new home construction in 1972 and 1973.^ 

the third-quarter of this year, it accounted for 42.6% of 

the construction. 

Figure 2 - COMPARATIVE CONSTRUCTION FREQUENCIES 45 

TOWNHOUSES v. DETACHED HOUSES 
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The significance of the latter illustration is reflected 

by the following breakdown of construction frequencies. 

The most meaningful, figures are those in the last column; 

TOWNHOUSE CONSTRUCTION AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL CONSTRUCTION. 

  Year Detached Houses Townhouses Total T/H=%T.^ 

1969 2,168 212 2,380 8.91 

1970 1,576 135 1,711 7.9% 

1971 2,267 864 3,131 27.6% 

1972 1,402 1,794 3,196 56.1% 

1973 1,295 1,177 2,472 47.6% 

1974* 

  

696 516 1,212 42.6% 

 / 

1974 was measured through August 8, therefore, 
reflecting only one half of the year. 

GROWTH PATTERN ANALYSIS 

Analysis of the growth patterns of townhouse development in 

Houston (corp. limits), offers further enlightment; Figure 3 

indicated that all initial townhouse developments were lo¬ 

cated in the west sector of the city. Furthermore, Figure 4, 

reflecting present growth patterns, substantiates a conclusive 

paradigm: eighty percent of all medium-density owner occupied 

housing (not including duplex housing), has been located in 

the southwest and northwest sections of the city (the"primary 

study area”). The reasons, are as follows: 

21 



1. Westheimer Road, an older street which was once the main 

state road between Houston and Austin, created a favorable 

corridor for speculative commercial and residential devel¬ 

opment in Houston's younger years. 

2. The natural geographic characteristics of this area (i.e. 

Buffalo Bayou, lush wooded terrain, etc.),offered a set¬ 

ting condusive to exclusive residential development, thus 

establishing the area as second only to River Oaks, for 

settlement of Houston's upper income families. This fact 

is illustrated by the "Economic Distribution" map of 

Figure 5. 

3. The consequent land price speculation, because of heavy 

market demand for this area, created raw land costs that 

circumvented, for the most part, traditional moderate- 

priced housing developments. Thus the economics of the 

land costs dictated a combination of very expensive con¬ 

ventional homes and unconventional townhouses. The 

townhouse concept was initially an effort on the part 

of several developers to reduce the spiraling costs of 

residential development in this area, thereby stabil¬ 

izing their prices within the market's means. 

Consequently, these sections of Houston have experienced 

a continuing influx of upper-middle and high income families; 

and these market segments, as indicated, have expressed the 

strongest acceptance of the townhouse concept. 
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The following map illustrates the locational pattern of 

Houston's first townhouse developments. As indicated, all 

of these projects were situated in western sectors of the 

city. 

Figure 3 - INITIAL TOWNHOUSE GROWTH PATTERN 1962 - 1967 
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The accumulative total of all townhouse units built or under 

construction during 1969-1974, and their pattern of distri¬ 

bution (by Building Permit areas), is illustrated by the fol¬ 

lowing map of Houston. The direction of growth, for the most 

part, has changed very little from the initial growth pattern. 

Figure 4 - PRESENT PATTERN OF TOWNHOUSE GROWTH * 

HOUSTON, TEXAS 1969- 1974 
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The purpose of the following map is to indicate that 

the pattern of townhouse development in Houston has been 

directly responsive to the aggregate settlement pattern of 

the upper-middle income families. 

Figure 5 - ECONOMIC DISTRIBUTION PATTERN* 5 TOWNHOUSE 

GROWTH PATTERN** HOUSTON, TEXAS 1974 

I 

Source: 1970 Census, Houston, Texas 

These are active projects as surveyed by the Urban Report 
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MARKET ANALYSIS OF TOWNHOUSE CONSUMERS 

Evaluation of the principal Houston market of owner 

occupied, medium-density housong (townhouses) indicates 

the following general catagories 

1. Move-downs - These are often middle-aged executives 

who have lived in large homes in River Oaks, Memorial 

or similar areas. Their children have grown and are gone; 

they now do not have the same motivating force that 

prompted them to purchase a home in the first place 

- children. Continued maintenance of both the house 

and spacious lawns, along with rising taxes, has prompt¬ 

ed these people to sell their present home and purchase 

a townhouse which will free them to enjoy more of their 

leisure time together. 

2. Move-ups - These are generally young couples who are 

planning limited families (or possible no family), 

and who do not have the inclination to purchase a home, 

partly because of the problems of maintenance, but who would 

like the tax advantages of owning their own residence. These 

individuals generally have been living for a number of 

years in apartments and continue to want the convenience 

offered with apartment living. Likewise, a well designed 

townhouse is the most practival means of reflecting their 

income and-social status (e.g. reflection of 'self image') 
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3. Corporate relocations - These people, or families, 

often buy or lease a townhouse knowing that thpy might 

be moving again in several years. They generally have 

lived in townhouses before (Boston, New York, Chicago, 

Philadelphia, San Francisco, etc.), so it is not a 

new experience for them. Again, factors such as main¬ 

tenance, security, privacy, cost, etc., are condusive 

to the selection of townhouse accommodations for these 

people. 

4. Single professionals - These persons, like the ’move-ups’ 

have lived for a number of years in apartments, enjoyed 

the convenience offered, and likewise desire the mainte¬ 

nance and tax advantages of owning a townhouse. As in all 

cases, townhouse accommodations, by their distinct nature, 

offer a better chance of locating near one's place of 

employment. (Divorcees, widows, and widowers also fall in 

this catagory.) 

OCCUPATIONAL ANALYSIS OF TOWNHOUSE CONSUMERS 

The following statistics illustrate the townhouse market 

profile of home owners in California.^ This state in parti¬ 

cular, has been the subject of many analytic studies with 

respect to market acceptance of medium-density housing. Quoting 

from a special report put out by the Urban Land Institute 

(titled: "Townhouses Ç Condominiums: Residents' Likes and 

Dislikes"): "In California, townhouses are becoming the rule 
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48 rather than the exception". This phenomenon, likewise, 

evolved from development response to economic and physical 

dictates. The following profile is somewhat reflective of 

Houston’s townhouse occupants, although actual measure has not 

been taken. See Table 1. 

Table 1 - OCCUPATIONAL PROFILE OF TOWNHOUSE CONSUMERS 

CALIFORNIA - ULI 

Occupation of Family Head 
(Classification) 

Percentage 
of Market 

Professional 14.3% 

Semiprofessional 15.4 

Management/executive 15.4 

Sales (including retail selling) 15.6 

Retired •' 9.6 

SUB-TOTAL k 70.3% > 

Secretarial/clerical 3.3% 

Other white-collar 10.2 

Service or blue-collar 14.5 

Self employed .8 

Student . 2 

SUB-TOTAL 29.7% 

TOTAL 100% 
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Table 2 - AGE PROFILE OF TOWNHOUSE CONSUMERS 

CALIFORNIA - ULI 

Age of "Buyer Percentage of Market 

Under 30 

Between 30 and 39 

40 and older 

I 48.7% 

20.1 

31.2% 

TOTAL 100% 



DEVELOPMENT REALITIES 

ECONOMIC ABSTRACT 

To some extent, the emergence of the townhouse concept in 

Houston has been paralleled by a similar emergence of the 

building type nationwide essentially for the same reasons: 

namely, increasing demand for decreasing land resources 

(available sites), increasing land cost, increasing pres¬ 

sures for the price economy to combat rising inflation in 

construction and raw land cost^ unprecedented interest rates 

and by increasing pressures in the planning disciplines to 

promote PUD and cluster development rather than "Tract Housing" 

In terms of units produced per year, one can only speculate as 

to which factors are the most significant nationwide - but 

based upon analysis of builder/developer interviews * taken 

in Houston, the most significant factor here is simply: 

The density of. rowhouse/townhouse development 
provides a land^cost-per-unit savings which 
allows builders to compensate partially for the 
rapid inflation in land and construction cost. 
Development cost are spread among more units 
thus stabilizing housing cost without sacri¬ 
ficing entirely the traditional American 
notion of what constitutes ’home*. 

The editors of The Blue Book of Major Homebuilders, an 

annual report, study the performance and expectations of 

more than 1,500 of the nation's largest and most active 

builders. Of the firms surveyed, the Blue Book focusses on 

650 of the biggest builders in greater detail. The emphasis 

in the type of housong unit being produced by these larger 

* See appendix for "Developer Questionaire", part 2. 

30 



builders is changing - townhouses and multi-family homes, 

both low and high rise, are taking increasing shares of the new 

home market. The reason is clear - "There is a growing trend 

toward production of attached housing ...because of high 

initial property costs" quotes the Blue Book. Further more, 

"Higher density development, most often cluster housing, is 

needed to spread development cost among more units, keep sales 

prices within market limits, and make maximum use of finite 

land supplies." 

The more housing units can be clustered and the more they can 

be put within short distances of commercial and industrial 

centers, the cheaper it is to build them and the more effi¬ 

ciently the community will operate. 

That is because fewer miles of streets will be required, and costs 

will be lower, water and sewer and utility lines will be shorter, 

less gasoline will be consumed and community services can be 

concentrated in smaller areas. 

Perhaps, one can summarize that the dilemma of rising land 

and construction cost has produced a housing problem nation¬ 

wide; these factors have restrained the provision of traditional 

housing within market means. The single-family home is becoming 

a luxury that neither the consumer nor the community can afford. 

The single-family house is the most costly to build, most waste¬ 

ful to operate type of housing possible. Moreover, single-family 

homes pollute the atmosphere and drain communities of services 

more readily than do townhouses. The solution has been higher 
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density development - cluster housing - a product of conven¬ 

ience and necessity, not one of choice. 

Thus, it' is evident that economic and physicâl dictates brought 

about this change of housing form; that is to say, a market 

was created, not discovered. The situation in Houston is 

without exception. 

ESCALATING LAND COST 

In the past decade, and particularly during the last five 

years, Houston has experienced a phenomenenal rate of 

increase in land cost. "Land in the Houston and surrounding 

areas is climbing at an astonishing rate, more than twice as 

fast as building costs."^9 Houston developers cite "wild 

speculation in land values" amid finite land resources as the 

crux of the problem. Some Houstonians in the development 

business complain that land values are being inflated large¬ 

ly through repeated sales of the land by real estate syndicates. 

The problem is provoked by syndicates buying the land at the 

price which ought to be paid by the ’ultimate' users. They then 

may turn around and resell the property at a higher price, usu¬ 

ally to another syndicate; the price at each turn-over, reflecting 

the accumulative mark-up of sizable profits, overhead, and syn¬ 

dication fees. The consequence is that where the price is in¬ 

flated beyond a certain point, the land becomes too costly to be 

profitable for use by a developer - a situation where neither 
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further syndication nor immediate use of the land is feasible. 

The net effect, I submit, is an uncontrolled reduction of land 

resources - diminution of potential sites for both residential 

and commercial use. 

Syndication is only one part of the problem. While it deals 

usually with larger tracts of land, one must look at the more 

typical development situations of which the following is an 

example : 

A piece of real estate with actual worth of $30,000 is sold 

to a specific user for an inflated price of $50,000. The 

developer has paid a premium price for the property because 

he is eager to get his project open on a particular site by a 

particular time; the cost "penalty"> he speculates, is offset 

by the potential long-term gain. The initial effect is inordi¬ 

nate value speculation on adjacent property - property that is 

likewise worth $30,000, but based upon the comparable-sales-method 

of appraisal, it is valued at $50,000. The ultimate-^effect is 

a costlier product for the consumer. 

To further compound this inflationary situation, Houston, 

like many other major cities, is subject to the recent influx 

of foreign investment capital. "American real estate looks 

cheap, compared to prices of land in Europe or elsewhere", notes 

a Houston realtor. "They think it's a good investment, and they 

tend to be long-term investors. These investors want real estate 

because they are looking for a haven from inflation.Houston, 
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I submit, is the epitome of such a haven, as evidenced by this 

cities' phenomenenal rate of increase in land costs within the 

last ten years; and these higher costs, for the most part, have 

been the causal factor for Houston’s change in housing form. 

A DEVELOPMENT PROFORMA 

To further illustrate how the economic dictates of land 

costs ultimately affect the end product of the housing process, 

a hypothetical building site will be analyzed to determine 

the economic and market potential of: 

1. A townhouse v. detached house development on 
$2.00/S.F. land (see Figure 6) 

2. A townhouse v. detached house development on 
$4.00/S.F. land (see Figure 7) 

3. A density modification: an increase in density (DU/Ac.) 
of 50% (see Figure 8). 

We will assume that the developer wishes to build a quality 

residential development on a 10 acre site, and that he has 

access to necessary financing. The following series of "Case 

Studies" indicate the comparative costs and initial market 

potential for the housing types under consideration. 
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PROJECT ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS - 
TOWNHOUSE v. DETACHED HOUSE DEVELOPMENT 

f   "  *\ 
HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS: 

Site: 10 acres 

Raw land cost: CASE 1 - $2.00/S.F., $87,120/Acre 

CASE 2 - $4.00/S.F., $174,240/Acre 

Dwelling unit size: 1800 S.F. 

Construction cost: $20,00/S.F. 

Financing cost: 15% 

Gross density: Townhouse Detached House 

10 DU/Acre 3.63DU/Acre 

Project size: 100 Units 36 Units 

Amenity package: Swimming pool and Tennis courts 

^  

"Unit Cost" description: 

1. Site Development - Grading, roads § parking, Utilities, 

storm sewers, etc. 

2. Landscaping - $80,000 for Townhouse Development 

$20,000 for Detached House Development 

3. Unit Construction Cost - Hard costs of construction 

4. Amenity Package - Swimming pool @ $25,000 and Tennis courts 

@ $12,000 each (one per every 20 dwellings) 

(cont*d) 
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6. Arch. § Eng. Fees - Based on national average. (See 

survey conducted by subcommittee of the AIA Housing 

Committee - House § Home, February 1974: p. 54) 

8. Developer's Fee - 31 of Item 5 

9. Contingency Allowance - 2%% of Item 5 

11.Promotional Cost - Marketing, closing, title insurance, 

commissions, brochures and advertising. (5% Gross Sales) 

14.Financing: Construction - 15% ( + 2 pts.) x 9 mo. X Sub 

Total at Item 13 (Total construction cost) 

16.Financing: Land - 15% x 2 yrs. x Item 15 (Land cost) 

18.Profit § O.H. - 20% of Gross Sales (Item 17). 50% of 

which is Profit, and 50% for Overhead (salaries, office 

expenses, etc.) 

20.NET PROFIT OF TOTAL DEVELOPMENT - 10% of Item 17 x no. of 

units in the development (100 DU 8 36 DU). 

Note: The numerals of each 'description' coincide with each 

'unit cost' item in the following Case Studies. Some items 

were not described because of obvious meanings. 
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Figure 6 

CASE STUDY NO. 1 * Land Cost @ $2.00/S.F. 

UNIT COST BREAKDOWN TH 
\ 

DH 

1. Site Development $3000 $4000 

2. Landscaping 800 555 

3. Unit Construction Cost 36000 36000 

4. Amenity Package: Tennis Courts 600 666 
8 Swimming Pool 250 694 

5. SUB-TOTAL $40650 $41915 

6 • Arch. § Eng. Fees 750 2500 

7. Legal Fees 50 139 

8. Developer's Fee 1220 1257 

9. Contingency Allowance 1016 1048 

10. Builders Risk Insurance 250 250 

11. Promotional Cost 3000 5000 

12. Miscellaneous Charges 500 500 

13. SUB-TOTAL $47436 $52609 

14. Financing: Construction 5336 5918 

Points (2) 771 789 

15. Raw Land Cost 8712 24200 

16. Financing: Land 2614 7260 

17. SUB-TOTAL $64809 $90776 

18. Profit 8 O.H. 12961 18155 

19. TOTAL COST TO CONSUMER $77770 $108931 

20. NET PROFIT OF TOTAL DEVELOPMENT 100 u. 36 u. 

$ 6 4 8M * $327M ^ 

* M designates thousand, i.e. $648,000 
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Figure 7 

CASE STUDY NO. 2 - Land Cost 6 $4.00/S.F. 

^ UNIT COSTS BREAKDOWN TH DH "j 

1-14 These costs are the $53483 $59316 

same as in Case Study 1 

15. Raw Land Costs 17424 48400 

16. Financing: Land 5227 14520 

17. SUB-TOTAL $76134 $122236 

18. Profit § O.H. (assume same 14903 21300 

O.H. of Case 1) 

19. TOTAL COST TO CONSUMER : $91037 $143536 

20. NET PROFIT OF TOTAL 

DEVELOPMENT $761 M $440 M 

V J 
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Figure 8 

CASE STUDY NO. 3 - Modified density (50% increase)* 

 \ 
UNIT COST BREAKDOWN TH DH 

1. Site Development $ 2333 $ 2963 

2. Landscaping 666 518 

3. Unit Construction Costs 36000 36000 

4. Amenity Package: Tennis Crts. 640 666 

Swimming Pool 166 463 

5. SUB-TOTAL $39805 $40,610 

6i Arch. § Eng. Fees 540 1777 

7. Legal Fees 33 92 

8. Developer's Fees 1194 1218 

9. Contingency Allowance 995 1015 

10. Builders Risk Insurance 250 250 

11. Promotional Costs 2666 4000 

12. Miscellaneous Charges 500 500 

13. SUB-TOTAL $45983 $49462 

14. Financing: Construction 5173 5564 

Points (2) 690 742 

15. Raw Land Costs ($2.00/SF) 5808 16133 

16. Financing : Land 1742 4840 

17. SUB-TOTAL $59396 $76741 

18. Profit 8 O.H. 1227 15348 

19. TOTAL COST TO CONSUMER $71623 $92089 

20. NET PROFIT OF TOTAL 

DEVELOPMENT $917 M $414 M^ 

* TH Dev.: 15 DU/Acre, 150 total units 

DH Dev.: 5.4 DU/Acre, 54 total units 
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ECONOMIC AND MARKET ANALYSES 

RELATIVE TO HOUSING COST 

The importance of minimizing the cost to the potential 

consumer for his •home' is unequivocal. It affords the 

residential developer a greater potential market for his 

product, and likewise, offers a greater segment of pro¬ 

spective homebuyers the opportunity for home ownership. 

With building and land costs soaring to all time highs, 

many prospective buyers with seemingly adequate incomes 

have found themselves priced out of the market. The 

pejorative nature of this situation is reflected by the 

following commentary: 

"According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the median 
price of new homes (nationally) sold in May of 
1973 was $32,000, compared with $27,000 the previ¬ 
ous May, a jump of 19 percent. Census figures 
show that, over the same period, the average 
American family income was rising 8 percent.”51 

For Harris County, an 111 net increase (191 - 81) in 

housing cost on a $62,000 home would in effect, eliminate 

41 of the potential market* for that house, or 22,700 fam¬ 

ilies, and this same cost increase on a $37,000 home would 

eliminate 7.81 of the potential market, or 44,300 Harris 

County families.^ 

* Potential market - families that could afford the house 

this does not represent 'market demand' for the house. 
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The following "Income Distribution Curve" for Harris County 

families53 (see Figure 9) illustrates the dwelling-unit-cost 

v. potential-market relationship of Case Studies 1 §3 (see 

Figures 6 § 8) . As indicated, a $71,623 dwelling unit cost 

would offer a 8.3% potential market. A cost increase of 

8.5% would decrease this potential market by 1.5% (8.3%- 

6.8%), or 8,517 families. This diagram illustrates a more 

positive effect in the decrease if the dwelling unit cost by 

the same degree, 8.5%. Because of the 'curve' (or graph) 

being non-linear, the net market gain is more than twice that 

of the loss, even though the percentage-of-cost change was the 

same; This market gain we see, is 3.4%, or 19,307 families. 

Following this "Income Distribution Curve" will be analyses 

of each of the Case Studies with respedt to this potential 

market, and a cost-allocation afialysis of each for comparison 

with present development guidelines. 

NOTE: The I.D. Curve basically indicates the percentage of Harris 
County families whose income is above the respective 
'income' brackets': that is to say, 50% of the families 
have income above $13,000 per year, 20% have income over 
21,500, etc. 

Thus, if one wanted to determine the percentage of fam¬ 
ilies that could afford a certain priced house, he would 
divide the cost of the house by 2,5 to arrive at the min¬ 
imum required income. Projecting up from this income to 
the 'curve' and likewise over to the percentage would yield 
the desired answer. 
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Figure 9 
INCOME DISTRIBUTION CURVE - HARRIS COUNTY 1974 

The average Harris County Family* can only afford a 
$34,500 home. As indicated, only 8.3% of HCF could 
afford a $71,623 home. A cost increase of 8.51 would 
reduce the potential of home ownership to 6.8% of the 
HCF. Yet, a cost decrease of the same percentage, 8.5%, 
would allow 11.7% of the HCF to afford the same house. 
The net market gain is twice that of the loss* 
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CASE STUDY ANALYSIS 

The following analyses are intended to illustrate relative 

somparisons between selected project expenditures, and to 

indicate the potential market for each example. "Potential 

market" will only reflect the percentage of Harris County 

families who can afford the respective dwelling costs; It is 

not, by any means, indicative of present or future market 

demands, voids, or preferences. 

The market, however, is demanding lower cost housing. The 

desparity between rates of increase in housing cost and family 

income is in effect, reducing the potential market for trad¬ 

itional forms of housing production. The issue, it seems, is 

to increase this potential market by the manipulation of housing 

form and land plan such that an optimal product is created, 

while ultimate consumer costs are reduced. 

The following Case Study will reflect comparisons between the 

following factors: 

1. TOTAL UNIT PRICE - Ultimate Cost to the consumer 

2. UNIT PRICE DIFFERENTIAL - the percentage difference 

between the respective housing costs. The cost of the 

townhouse should be 10 to 20% less than that of the detached 

house, assuming comparable size and quality. 

3. UNIT PRICE PER S.F. - Sales price per square foot. 

4. SITE DEVELOPMENT COSTS - Total development costs incurred 

in preparing each dwelling site (lot) for actual unit 
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construction. 

5. SITE DEVELOPMENT COSTS AS % OF TOTAL PRICE - The percentage 

of total unit cost that is attributed to developing each 

lot. To maintain a competitive product (both townhouse and 

detached house), this percentage should not exceed 50% 

of the total cost. 

6. POTENTIAL MARKET - The percentage of Harris County fam¬ 

ilies* that can afford the ultimate dwelling unit. 

7. TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 

8. NET PROFIT OF TOTAL DEVELOPMENT 

9. NET-PROFIT DIFFERENTIAL - The percentage of difference 

between the respective projects. 

10. CONCLUSIONS 

NOTE: The economic guidelines stated in items 2 § 4 are 
those that were established from interviews with 
Houston residential developers. These rules-of- 
thumb, however, are conditionâl with respect to 
specific market conditions. 

The following analyses will assume a quality housing 
product and environment; location is in west section 
of the city between FM 1960 and Voss. 

* Harris County families - 567,852 families (1974 pro¬ 
jection; see footnote 53). 
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CASE STUDY 1 ANALYSIS 

Project Conditions - This study compares a townhouse 

(TH) and detached house (DH) project developed on 

$2.00/SF raw land costs. 

^ SUBJECT TH 
\ 

DH 

1. Total Unit Price $77,770 $108,931 

2. Unit Price Differential -28.6% 

3. Unit Price/SF $43.20/SF $60.52/SF 

4. Site Development Costs $31,166 $57,344 

5. Dev. Costs as % of 
Total Unit Price 40% 52.6% 

6. Potential Market (HCF) 6.8% HCF 3.5% HCF 

7. Total Project Costs $7,128 M $3,594 M 

8. Net Profit Total Dev $648,:M. $327 M 

9. Net Profit Differential jf + 98% 
% 

) 
f 

10. CONCLUSIONS: 

TH Items 2 § S are wéll below pre-set limits; 

Sales price/SF is acceptable , and likewise 

potential market (6.8% HCF). 

DH -Sales price/SF ($60.52) is unacceptable; 1 would 

require exclusive setting for possible sales; 

Potential market is one half that of TH; ; Site 

development cost exceeds economical limit. 

V / 
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CASE STUDY 2 ANALYSIS 

Project Conditions - This study compares a townhouse 

and detached house project developed on $4.00/SF. 

raw land; This represents a 100% increase in land 

costs from Case Study 1. 

Ç SUBJECT TH 
A 

DH 

1. Total Unit P£ice $91,037 $143,536 

2. Unit Price Differential -36.5% 

3. Unit Price/SF $ 50.58/SF $ 79.74/SF 

4. Site Development Costs $43,397 $91,949 

5. Dev. Costs as % of 
Total Unit Price 47.6% 64% 

6. Potential Market (HCF) 5% HCF 3%HCF 

7. Total Project Costs $8,358 M $4,783 M 

8. Net Profit Total Dev. $761 M $440 M 

9. Net Profit Differential 

1
 +73% J 

10.CONCLUSIONS: 

TH - Item 2 indicates TH would be extremely com - 

petitive with DH; Unit price/SF is at market¬ 

able limits; Item 5 is still below pre-set limit. 

DH - Sales price/SF and total price are very unacceptable 

for 1800 SF house; Item 5 reflects the problem: 

development cost e.g. $4.00/SF land. 
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CASE STUDY 3 ANALYSIS 

Project Conditions - This study compares a townhouse 

and detached house project of which the density has 

been increased 50%, yielding 15 DU/Acre and 5.4 DU/Acre 

respectively. Raw land costs is $2.00/SF. 

— 

SUBJECT TH 
\ 

DH 

1. Total Unit Price $71,623 $92,089 

2. Unit Price Differential -22.2% 

3. Unit Price/SF $39.79/SF $51.16/SF 

4. Site Development Costs $25,973 $43,113 

5. Dev. Costs as % of 
Total Unit Price 36% 46.8% 

6. Potential Market (HCF) 8.3%HCF 5% HCF 

7. Total Project Costs $9,826 M $4,558 M 

8. Net Profit Total Dev. ,$917 M $414 M 

9. Net Profit Differential +121% ' 

10. CONCLUSIONS: 
■ 

TH - Although all figures (costs § percentages) are 

very acceptable, the density is not that acceptable 

by present market standards ; would require excellent 

design for success. 

DH - Unit price/SF is slightly high, but item 5 is 

acceptable; again, this density (5.4) is high 

for a $92,000 home; note the net profit dif¬ 

ferential increased with density change. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

In the Houston housing market, market demand (consumers) did 

not dictate that rowhousing (or cluster housing) be built. 

On the contrary, rising development costs and increased 

pressures on limited urban land resources dictated a change, 

or alternative in housing form. Higher density housing has 

generally been a matter of convenience and necessity - not 

of choice. 

Because this rowhouse paradigm for urban housing development 

happens to be deeply rooted in the American European urban 

experience, it might seem to the casual observer as an end¬ 

point rather than a beginning or transitional state for Hous¬ 

ton's urban form. The observer could easily forecast future 

Houston as a city of rowhouses based upon the evidence his 

eyes alone reveal. Closer analysis, however, linked with a 

clear understanding of the development processes which largely 

dictate urban form in this city, suggest that this might be 

an invalid forecast. In fact, one can realistically expect the 

same processes and forces to create new forms in time as the ex 

igencies of increasing demand for decreasing land resources 

dictate. 

Americans in general and southwesterners in particular, have 

always expressed a strong preference for the single-family 

detached dwelling. Market demand for attached housing emerged 

only after upper-middle income families established the concept 

as socially acceptable. If not desireable, developers then pené- 
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building form, but only after acceptability had been established. 

This suggests that a townhouse market was created, not found, 

and reinforces the significance of development economics as a 

primary causal factor. 

In conditions of growth and relative affluence, the demand 

for living space is very much greater than in times of poverty. 

The combination of greater populations and higher expectations 

accelerates the rate of social and physical change, thus 

taxing man’s limits of adaptability; this accelerating thrust 

has "personal and pshychological, as well as sociological, 

—consequences"*^ (e.g. culture shocIO that must be reconciled 

when the advent of certain conditions dictate change. 

As populations continue to polarize within urban centers at 

soaring rates, certain social (and economic) philosophies 

cannot continue in their current form, for we are moving into an 

unprecedented era of accommodation - With its populatibn 

doubling in twenty years, Houston has experienced, without excep¬ 

tion, the birth pangs of this new era. Growth accommodation 

within environmental restraints required that building technology 

either find new resources for exploitation, or use present 

resources with ever-greater efficiency. The latter alternate, in 

Houston’s case, became the means for a change in philosophy; 

Medium-density housing, basically an efficiency concept, surfaced 

in Houston, not as a panacea, but as a temporary solution to ac¬ 

commodation of growth. 

Change was imminent, but the townhouse concept minimized 
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any potential culture shock - rowhousing offered an increment 

of change that closest approximated the. traditional detached 

house (the American "dream"),,yet was tenable in terms of dev¬ 

elopment realities. 

Housing solutions for the next twenty-five years will require 

complex trade-offs between present and future needs; Enviorn- 

mental imperatives will dictate scrupulous husbanding of limited 

resources if we are to achieve the ideal - a full-fledged steady- 

state economy. 

The market will respond to what Is built - and what is 

built is a matter of what can be built - which is a function 

of economic realities. Unless technology can overcome the 

problems associated with these realities, tomorrow's urban 

housing will inevitably be even higher density developments. 

The process of change that created a shift from single-family 

detached housing to "townhousing" will continue to occur. 
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APPENDIX 

Item A 
DEVELOPER QUESTIONAIRE - Part 1 

This eight page survey was taken per person (by author) with 

ten of Houston's townhouse developers to establish guidelines 

for analysis of Case Studies in this thesis. The actual results 

of this furvey cannot be published because some information 

is of a confidential nature, and some of the answers were too 

vague to have any meaningful conclusions. 

Item B 
DEVELOPER QUESTIONAIRE - Part 2 

This one page telephone survey was taken (by author) with 

twelve of Houston's townhouse developers (ten of which were 

different from the first questionaire) to basically estab¬ 

lish why each respective developer decided to build town- 

houses in lieu of detached houses. The reasons were initially 

the same, (see conclusions, p. 24.) 

Item C 
DAILY BUILDING PERMIT SUMMARY 

These daily building permit summaries are tabulated by Dorran 

Reports, Inc., and reflect the important information about 

all residential and commercial projects that will be built 

within Houston's corporate limits. Figure 4, p. 19, re¬ 

flects the location by zones of all townhouse permit issu¬ 

ances during the years 1969 and 1974. The "amount" column on 

the report is construction cost only, therefore is not mean¬ 

ingful for comparative purposes (e.g. townhouse v. detached 

houses) since land costs are a prime determinate of townhouse 
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APPENDIX 

Rice University Item A 

School of 
Architecture 
Houston Texas 
77001 

Developer Questionaire • Part 1 

GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT COMPANY 

t) Name of developers 

2) Mailing address: Phs 

3) Interviewee: Backgrounds 

4) Pre sent pro j ect s 

5) Joint venture or Partnership with: 

6) Length of time developing: Townhouses yrs. 

S.F. houses yrs. 

7) Y/hat personel are involved in the decision making con¬ 

cerned with the project’s dev. process, cost, location, 

design and management? (how many & position) 

8) Number of employees in: Management 

Other 

Total 

9) Source of professional services: 

In house Outside Both 

Market studies 0 o o 
Planning & design o o o 
Construction 0 o o 
Interium financing o o 

o 
o 

Permanent financing o o 
Legal o o o 
Sales (realtor) o o. o 
Advertising o o o 
Engineering 0 o o 
Other: o 52 O o 



Page 2 

PROJECT MARKETING 

1) What "market" are your projects directed towards: 

Family type: S NW F EN All 

Age: 

Income: $ 

Job status: Prof. Non-prof. Both Retired 

2) General "market philosophy": 

3) What do you consider a measure of success in a project? 

Profit Peer group respect Self respect Public acc'p 

4) How do you feel that your market is changing in it*s 

attitudes towards townhouses, personal life styles, design, 

etc.? 

5) What do you feel is the future of "townhouses"-'in Houston? 

6) What type of townhouse unit is your strongest seller? 

7) What projects are your strongest competitors? 

8) What do you try to offer to beat this competition? 

9) Total amount of money spent on outside "market research" 

reports? $ Was it worth it, and how? 

tO) What has hindered your sales the most? 

Do you consider your present T/H project a success? 
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Page 5 

11) What do you see that could improve your sales? 

12) What is your "Opening" strategy .for a new project? 

(i.e. come-on aspects, advertising campaign, etc.) 

15) What problems have you had with your "Home Owners 

Association"? O Not applicable 

14) Gash Plow strategy: 

C SEHEHAL PROJECT IMPORTATION 

1) Name and size of townhause projects built to date: 

Name No. of units Total cost 

2) Number of units built and sold in: 

Built Sold 

1972 

1975 

1974 

5) Valuation of use of professional "design" services with 

respect to a projects potential success: (i.e. Architects, 

land planners, etc.) 

4) Do you use a computerized cost accounting system? Why? 
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d DEVELOPMENT PROCESS- 

List in sequence each step of development process with a brief 

description of each, and note length of time from start to fin- 

ish of ea. step, 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

(indicate steps that "lap" each other) 

10) 
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6 EVALUATION OP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

1) Which of the listed steps axe the most critical or 

important to the potential success of the project? 

2) Y/hich of the steps are the most ’’flexible” in terms 

of sequential position within the process? (which are 

done at same time or in tandem) 

3) What changes have you made in your process in the last 

one or two projects? 

4) What future changes do you foresee in your process? 

I 

5) What effect does your "process" have on the end "product”? 

(e.g. what, is it’s greatest value) 

6) Source of construction financings 

O Syndication of investors 

O Commercial bank 

0 Other: 

7) Which steps do you have the most problems with? 
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f SPECIFIC TOWNHOUSE- PROJECT INFORMATION 

1) Project names Status: PD ÏÏC . S SO 

2) Locations Distance from CBDs 

3) Design philosophy: /UNIT MIX: \ 

2 DR; fo tot. 
4) Architects (Q None) 

3 BR; f* tot. 
3) .School districts 

4 BR; i* tot. 
6) Why-.particular locations V.  J 
7) Site sizes acres No* of phases: 1 

12 3 4 

3) Total unitss f j Gr* density: /ac. 

9) No. completed to date: No. sold: 

10) Construction started: Sales started: 

11) Avg* absorption/mo* for: *71 ;*72 **73 ;*74 

0 PROJECT COST (fill in one or all columns; columns may be mixed) 

f Aspect Per unit Total proj. i<> tota]^ 

a. Marketing (ads* agencies) $ 

bw Sales (realtors) 

c*. Legal (H.O. Assoc.* etc.) 

d. Architectural 

e. Engineering (fees & 3t'k) 

f. Raw land (w/ taxes* fees) 

g. Common area improvements 

h. Const* cost/s.f. 

i. Financing (int. & pts.)^ 

j. Overhead (adm.* sup.* etc.] 

^ TOTALS $ 3 

1) Sq. footag,e/unit: 

2) Sales price/unit: P1 $ 

Avg: 

Gross ^profits 

.$ /unit 

P2 3 

P3 $. 

P4- $ 

/3*f.: PI $ 

P2 $ 

P3 S 
P4- 6 

5* 
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h COMMENTS 

1) "What specific results would you like to see stem from 

this thesis? 

2) What other issues should this thesis research? 

5) Whom do you consider to be the more successful large 

scale developers? 

Small scale developers? 

4) What particular developers or projects do you feel that 

this thesis should research? (successful, non-successful) 

5) Why are you developing "townhouses**? 

6) Project brochure: Q available 

O not available 
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DEVELOPMENT PROCESS SYNOPSIS 

Developer: 

FRAME 

OL 

CR 

CU 

MS 

Project: 

CODE 

PC 

SS 

MF 

FF 

FL 

OL 

AL 

TA 

DSP 

DS U 

FIC 

B1 

MM 

DDD 

CP 

B2 

FI 

FP 

CR 

Cü 

MPS 

MS 

X 

STEP 

Project conception 

Site selection 

Market feasibility analysis 

Financial feasibility anal» 

Land development financing 

Option land 

Acquire land 

Team, assemblage (arch, „man*g?etc) 

Site planning 

Schematic design of units 

Tentative fin. commitment 

Prelim, cost bidding 

Develop marketing program 

Design development & dwgs. 

Building permit 

Final bidding 

Interim financing w/ M.P. 

Permanent financing 

Site work started 

Construction of units 

Pre-sales 

Sales (full scale) 

Other: 

VALUE CODE 

o Most critical step(s) 

Flexible as indicated 
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APPENDIX 
Item B 

DEVELOPER QUESTTONAIRE - PART 2 
(Telephone survey) 

August 1974 

Developer: 

Townhouse Project: 

Location: Cost/Acre (or S*F.) 

No* of Acres: Density: /Acre 

No* of Units (ultimate) 

Date land acquired: 

Absorption Status: 

Unit Price Range: $ 

Opening Date 

Avg*: $ 

Cost/S *F. Differential for Townhouse v* Detached House 

Construction (ex: 340,000 dwelling): $ /S*P, 0T.H, OD.H. 

Reasons for building Townhouses: (gain v. loss of not building) 

Future of Townhouses: 

Marketing problems with Townhouses: 

Future growth patterns: 
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APPENDIX 
Item C 
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DEVELOPMENT FORECAST APPENDIX 
Item D 

Houston is climbing up the statistical charts, on the edge 

of claiming the title of the fifth largest city in the nat¬ 

ion. The population within the corporate limits doubled in 

the last twenty years: the 1970 census recorded 1.2 million 

people in Houston, and a total of 1.7 million in Harris 

County. By 1990, we will have doubled our population again, 

with more than 3 million people expected to live within the 

county lines.55 

As urban population figures continue to soar, the "growth is good' 

theory must be re-accessed under new parameters - the ’decision 

makers' must consider the long term implications of present as¬ 

pirations with a more objective rational, for as the scale of 

growth and development progressively increases, so does the 

complexity of the problems. The problems will be, quite simply, 

of a different order and will require solution of another kind. 

William Ophuls points out that "planning will be especially dif¬ 

ficult. For one thing, time may be our scarcest resource. Prob¬ 

lems now develop so rapidly that they must be foreseen well in 

•advance. Otherwise, our solutions will be too little and too 

late."56 Consequently, planners, and more particularly the 

housing industry, must respect the caveat implicit in this fore¬ 

cast, for we are presently watching great areas of our finite 

land supply disappear under waves of bad housing. 
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In the last twenty-five years, our "pedantic, legalistic" 

housing industry, one dominated by "fear of change and in¬ 

novation", has not made any significant transformations in 

the housing process or product; transformations (or changes), 

that will be imperative for meeting these future needs. Even 

assuming that necessity will continue to mother invention, 

empirical observations indicate that our present inherited housing 

processes are in fact moribund. In this last two and a half 

decades, the most radical change this process has created in the 

form of housing, has been the use of mobile homes as permanent 

residences. Though they are the only source of new housing for 

many small towns, and rural areas, they will not be physically 

or socially palatable for future communities. 

William Ophuls, an economist and author of two books on the 

ecological crisis, extends a most penetrating analysis: 

"For the past three centuries, we have been living in 
an age of abnormal abundance. The bonanza of the New 
World and other founts of virgin resources, the dazzling 
achievements of science and technology, the availability 
of free ecological resources such as air and water to 
absorb the waste products of industrial activities, and 
other lesser factors allowed our ancestors to dream of 
endleSs material growth...The works of John Locke and 
Adam Smith, the two men whorghve bourgepis political 
economy its fundamental direction, are shot through with 
the assumption that there is always going to be more - 
more land in the colonies, more wealth to be dug from 
the ground, and so on. Virtually all the philosophies, 
values, and institutions typical of modern capitalist 
society - the legitimacy of self-interest, the primary 
of the individual and his inalienable rights, economic 
laissez-faire, and democracy as we know it - are the 
luxuriant fruit of an era of apparently endless abundance."5? 

These philosophies, he contends, cannot continue in their 

current form as man moves into a new era of accommodation - that 
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of housing 300 million people in the United States by the 
CO 

year 2000; 2.5 million of which Houston must accommodate. 

GROWTH ACCOMMODATION 

As we move into this era of unprecedented growth accommodation, 

the resulting social and physical changes have not been, nor 

will be without problems. William Ophuls states: 

"The complexity of the overall problem grows faster than 
any of the sectors that comprise it, requiring the work 
of innovation, construction, and environmental management 
to be orchestrated into a reasonably integrated, harmon¬ 
ious whole."*^ 

The overall problem is not without solution for at least 

some of its sectors. The following commentaries, are intended 

to identify select sub-problems, and offer general recommendations 

as to tenable solutions. 

URBAN GROWTH - The traditional centralized-city concept only 

provokes the present problems related to land values and 

transportation. The concept intensifies traffic movement 

to and from the center, eventuates circulation congestion, 

and therefore is objectionable with regard to energy (gas¬ 

oline consumption) and time consumption. Houston must con¬ 

tinue development of sub-centers in its peripheral areas; 

this decentralization of metropolitan activities reduces 

pressure on the central area, thus tending to stabalize in¬ 

flationary land costs. Furthermore, a federation of centers 

would restrain inefficient low density development (suburban 

sprawl) that historically restricts central city growth. The 
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concept would also minimize traffic movement (and congestion), 

fuel consumption, and time spent in transit. Lastly, a series 

of suburban centers would maximize the effectiveness of a future 

rapid transit system. 

POPULATION - Houston’s population doubled in the last twenty 

years, and is expected to double again in the next twenty years. 

The side-effects of this unprecedented growth rate, both in 

Houston and nationwide, have been illustrated in previous text. 

This situation dictates accommodation and change both in our 

social philosophies and physical planning, that of which Houston 

is in the process of. 

HOUSING - A more delicate and profound problem is that of 

accommodation of housing under the exigencies of unprecedented 

population growth, inflationary development costs, and diminishing 

resources. The obvious effect has been that these dictates 

have placed the price of new single-family housing beyond the 

means of most Houstonians. The solution has been, and will 

continue to be, the provision of higher density development - 

cluster housing. It is the more practical means of spreading 

development costs, and thereby reducing the ultimate price to 

the consumer. 

Anthony Downs, speaking at the annual conference of the 

Urban Land Institute in Houston (April 1974), made the following 

housing development forecasts, based on a future situation of 

decreading population growth rates: 
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1. "There will be less emphasis upon youth in our society." 

2. "The decline in the importance of children, plus an in¬ 

tensifying need to develop alternative interpersonal re¬ 

lationships of a primary nature, will cause a rise in 

special living communities...quasi-permanent groupings 

of people whose common interests are expressed physically 

in their dwelling clusters." 

3. "The rise of adult-oriented households to a position of 

dominance in society will also mean the further decline 

of the free-standing single-family home as the basic form 

of new dwelling unit...the bulk of new construction in the 

next twenty-five years will be multi-family units, clustered 

projects, high-rise developments and other cheaper-per-unit 

forms of housing." 

4. "Another change in physical form will be the creation of 

greater flexibility in room arrangements through the use 

of moveable interior partitions. Increasing diversity in 

lifestyles will mean that the same dwelling unit may need 

to be adapted for very different household groups." 

5. "Leisure activities will have more and more influence on 

lifestyles. People will spend higher proportions of their 

time on avocations and will want those avocations integrated 

with their primary as well as secondary residences. This 

will heighten the need for community facilities being close 

to homes..." 
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES - "The market-price mechanism" is a 

feed-back system that social optimists believe will automa¬ 

tically check trends towards consumption, pollution, and squal¬ 

or in the era to come, and therefore bring mankind "up against 

the limits to growth with scarcely a bump."^® William Ophuls 

points out, however, that this mechanism "does not coexist easily 

with environmental imperatives. This means that resources cri¬ 

tically needed in the future will be discounted - that is, 

assessed at a fraction of their future value - by today’s eco¬ 

nomic decision makers.Thus decisions that are economically 

rational today, like mine-the-soil- farming and forestry, may 

be ecologically catastrophic tomorrow. "It clearly requires pol¬ 

itical", and planning decisions, that "do not accord with current 

fi 7 
values" if we are prepare for the accommodation era. "Ecolo¬ 

gical scarcity", William Ophuls adds, "is a new concept, embracing 

more than the shortage of any particular resource. It has to 

do primarily with polution limits, complex trade-offs between 

present and future needs, and a variety of other physical re¬ 

straints, rather than a simple Malthusian overpopulation. The 

case for the coming of ecological scarcity was most forcefully 

argued in the Club of Rome study THE LIMITS TO GROWTH. That 

study says, in essence, that man lives on a finite planet con¬ 

taining limited resources and that we appear to be approaching 

some of these major limits with great speed. To use ecological 

jargon, we are about to overtax the carrying capacity of the 

planet. 
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It should go without saying, that we are all starting to feel 

the pressure of diminishing resources. (Actually, there is 

no real scarcity in nature. It is just that our numbers and 

our wants are overrunning nature's bounty.) At the very least, 

it should be perfectly clear that "ecological scarcity makes 

muddling through in a basically laissez-faire socioeconomic 

system no longer tolerable or even possible. 

The 'overall problem' does in fact, have a possible 'overall 

solution': 

THE MUMFORDIAN MIRACLE - In the near future, both science 

and technology could possibly change the structure of human 

enviornment. This new environment, so we are told, could also 

bring about a new human condition. The means for this change 

are possible by what Louis Munford has called "The Miracle", 

that is, " the abrupt and unexpected change which will enable 

us to avoid the advent of a world of human negation.This 

miracle would be of a very special nature, the result of our 

own interposition. "The Munfordian Miracle will be achieved 

through this new way of thinking and acting. In other words, 

only through a new way of thinking and acting will we be able to 

realize both theoretically and practically - the creative rela¬ 

tionship existing between the world of human negation, and the 

opposite, the workd of human affirmation."^ 

With the coming of a "post-technical" man, science will once again 
» 

turn its attention to man and his environment, thus diminishing our 

social and physical deficiencies. 
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