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ABSTRACT 

ANALYSIS OF FACTORS WHICH AFFECT SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT IN NORTHWEST HARRIS COUNTY. 

Vinod Iser. 

This study attempts to seek answers to questions listed 

below using as a vehicle a selected area in Northwest 

Harris County. 

1. Are developers and builders increasing the number of 

single family housing units per acre to maximize their 

returns on investments or maintain constant profits? 

2. Are single family home buyers getting their dollar value 

in terms of home size as compared to previous years? 

3. Are single family homes decreasing in size? 

4. Corresponding to this decrease in size in single family 

homes are more multi-family housing units being built? 

5. And, finally, if single family homes are decreasing in 

size; are home buyers still purchasing single family homes 

as a matter of preference and consequently, are they paying 

more for their homes? 

The basic approach consists of a selection of factors-whi ch 

affect single family residential development, and an 

analysis of these factors between the years 1962-1971 with 

the intent to reach conclusive answers to the above mentioned 

questions. 



The study shows that for the most part the answers to the 

above mentioned questions are in the affirmative. 

Developers have been constantly increasing the density of 

single family housing units per acre to maximize their 

returns on investments. Prospective single family home 

buyers were being offered larger home sizes for their dollar 

until 1968. Single family home sizes began to decrease after 

1968 mainly as a result of increasing construction costs and 

higher interest rates. This decrease in single family home 

size lead to a corresponding increase in multi-family 

housing activity, which began to be accepted at an increasing 

rate. Nevertheless, prospective home buyers still purchased 

single family homes at increasing prices as a matter of pre¬ 

ference over multi-family housing, despite a decrease in 

square foot area. 



i i i 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

I would like to express my appreciation to Mr. William T. 

Cannady, Mr. Peter Rowe and Mr. Stephen N. Montgomery, 

professors in the School of Architecture at Rice University, 

for their guidance, assistance and genuine interest in the 

preparation of this thesis. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

Abstract   

List of Tables  vi 

List of Figures  vii 

Introduction   1 

CHAPTER I 

1.0 ASSUMPTIONS, RESIDENTIAL TRENDS IN HOUSTON, 
STUDY AREA LOCATION: 

1 .1 Assumptions  5 

1.2 Residential Development in Houston, 
1850-1971   6 

1.3 Location of Study Area  8 

CHAPTER II 

2.0 DISCUSSION OF FACTORS. 

2.1 Ph.ysi cal. 

2.1.1 Number of Housing Units per Acre 11 

2.1.2 Number of Single Family Housing Units per Acre 11 

2.1.3 Acres Sold for Single Family Housing Units . . 12 

2.1.4 Square Foot Area for Single Family Housing 
Units. ..   14 

2.1.5 Number of People per Acre 14 

2.1.6 Multi-Family Housing Trends 15 

2.2 Non-Physical 

2.2.1 Residential Raw Land Value 15 

2.2.2 Single Family Home Value 16 



V 

Page 

2.2.3 Household Income   16 

2.2.4 Construction Costs   16 

2.2.5 Prime Interest Rates   17 

2.2.6 Dow Jones Industrial Average   17 

CHAPTER III 

3.0 ANALYSIS OF FACTORS. 

3.1 The Period between 1962-1963   19 

3.2 The Period between 1963-1964   22 

3.3 The Period between 1964-1965   25 

3.4 The Period between 1965-1966   28 

3.5 The Period between 1966-1967   30 

3.6 The Period between 1967-1968   32 

3.7 The Period between 1968-1969   36 

3.8 The Period between 1969-1970   39 

3.9 The Period between 1970-1971   41 

CHAPTER IV 

4.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RESULTANT OBSERVATIONS. 

4.1 Summary of Analysis  43 

4.2 General Relationship of Factors 45 

4.3 Resultant Observations   49 

BIBLIOGRAPHY   52 

APPENDIX 55 



vi 

List of Tables 

Page 

1. Total Housing per Acre - Study area 56 

2. Single Family Housing Units per Acre - Study 
Area.   57 

3. Acres Sold (over 10 acres) - Study Area 58 

4. Single Family Housing Unit Square Footage - 
National Level 59 

5. Population per Acre - Study Area 60 

6. Population - Study Area 61 

7. Single Family Housing - Study Area 62 

8. Multi-Family Housing - Study Area 63 

9. Housing Activity - Study Area 64 

10. Population - Harris County 65 

11. Residential Raw Land Value - Study Area 66 

12. Single Family Home Value - Study Area 67 

13. Household Income - Harris County 68 

14. Construction Costs - Harris County 69 

15. Prime Interest Rates - National Level   70 

16. Household Income: Single Family 
Home Value Ratio - Study Area 71 



List of Figures 

vi i 

Page 

1. Houston Regional Area   9 

2. Study Area - Northwest Harris County 10 

3. Total Land Sales - Study Area 13 

4. Total Housing/Acre - Study Area 72 

5. Single Family Housing Units - Study Area 73 

6. Acres Sold (over 10 acres) - Study Area   74 

7. Single Family Housing Unit Square Footage - 
National Level   75 

8. Population/Acre - Study Area 76 

9. Population - Study Area 77 

10. Single Family Housing - Study Area 78 

11. Multi-Family Housing - Study Area 79 

12. Residential Raw Land Value - Study Area   80 

13. Single Family Home Value - Study Area 81 

14. Household Income - Harris County 82 

15. Construction Costs - Harris County 83 

16. Prime Interest Rates - National Level   84 

17. Dow Jones Averages - National Level   85 



1 

Introduction 

The thesis was originally approached from the viewpoint of 

determining if land value was a major determinant of single 

family residential development. The ensuing study showed 

that land value, in itself, was insufficient as a deter¬ 

minant of single family residential development, because, 

the suburban land market exhibited many pecularities which 

affected single family residential development. Some of 

these factors were found to be local economic conditions, f 
prime interest rates, construction costs, locational / 

factors, consumer demands and preferences and capital 

improvement programs. Therefore, additional data on the 

above mentioned factors was accumulated, the base of existing 

information broadened and a new approach taken which is 

presented in this study. 

Residential projects are extending into the vast amount of 

undeveloped land surrounding Houston; single family residen¬ 

tial developments are the most prominent and almost encircle 

the city. There are 124 square miles of single family 

residential development in the city taking up 28 percent of 

the total areaJ An additional 88 square miles of single 

family residential development in Harris County lie outside 

Houston.2 These figures indicate that a sizeable amount of 

^Houston City Planning Dept., Unpublished Report, Houston, 
Texas , Apri 1 , 1970. 

2Ibid. 
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single family residential development lies outside the city 

limits of Houston. Without delving into the factors that have 

led to this suburban migration, the study focuses attention 

on a specific suburban area of Northwest Harris County, with 

the purpose of analyzing those factors that influence single 

family residential development. These factors can be 

broadly categorized into two interrelated segments - 1) phy¬ 

sical and 2) non-physical considerations. Physical consid¬ 

erations can be directly associated with the land area and 

improvements on it while the non-physical are essentially 

economic indicators. 

The purpose of the study is to analyze information pertaining 

to single family residential development in Northwest Harris 

County, between the years 1962-1971 within the context of 

1) Physical and 2) Non-physical considerations with the 

intention of answering the following questions: 

1. Are developers and builders increasing the number of 1 

single family housing units per acre to maximize their 

returns on investments or maintain constant profits? j 

2. Are single family home buyers getting their dollar 

value in terms of home size as compared to previous years? . 

3. Are single family homes decreasing in size? ' 

4. Corresponding to this decrease in size in single family 

homes are more multi-family housing units being built? 

5. And finally, if single family homes are decreasing in 

size; are home buyers still purchasing single family homes 
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as a matter of preference and consequently, are they paying 

more for their homes? 

The factors considered for this study are: 

Physical. 

1. Number of housing units per acre. 

2. Number of single family housing units per acre. 

3. Acres sold for single family housing units. (These sales 

are adjusted and the basis of the adjustment is the elimin¬ 

ation of all small acreage below 10 acres. These sales had 

major freeway or FM1960 frontage and were assumed to have 

been put to commercial usage and hence were not considered 

comparable sales for this study).^ 

4. Square foot area of single family housing units. (Data 

specifically for the study area is not available therefore 

local trends are assumed to follow national trends).^ 

5. Number of people per acre. 

6. Population trends. 

7. Single family housing trends. 

8. Multi-family housing trends. 

Non-Physical. 

1. Residential raw land value. 

2. Single family home value. 

Laguarta, Gavrel and Bolin, Real Estate Agents, Houston, 
Texas, 1972. 

^Lou Castro, Kikerillo Homes, Houston, Texas, 1972. (Interview). 
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3. Household income. (Data specifically for the study area 

for each year between 1962-1971 is not available, therefore 

it is assumed that Harris County's figures are applicable 

to the study area). 

4. Construction costs. 

5. Prime interest rates. (National figures are used on the 

assumption that local market trends for the most part follow 

national trends).^ 

6. Dow Jones Industrial Average. 

^Jim Gibbs, Economic Development Dept., Texas Commerce Bank, 
Houston, Texas, 1972. (Interview) 
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CHAPTER I 

1.0 ASSUMPTIONS, RESIDENTIAL TRENDS IN HOUSTON, STUDY 
AREA LOCATTBr: 

1.1). Assumptions. 

Past trends indicate that as cities have grown in population 

and resultant physical size, peripherial raw land has been 

put to urban uses. In response to this growth, the task of 

land conversion is accomplished by a great number of actors. 

First of all it begins with the landowner, proceeds through 

various intermediaries such as realtors, land speculators, 

lawyers, lending agencies, through the developers selection 

of the site and its assembly into parcels of a combination 

of house and lot, and finally to the prospective home buyer. 

In some cases the developers may sell the land with improve¬ 

ments to builders, while in other cases they may buy the raw 

land, package it with house and lot and sell it to prospective 

home buyers. In some cases individuals may purchase a tract 

of land and build homes on it themselves. This is the basic 

approach to residential development. Rather than trying to 

differentiate between the developer, builder and individual 

builder, the study assumes their roles to be executed by a 

single monolithic agent which is henceforth referred to as 

the developer. The data available for single family housing 

units encompasses homes put up by developers, builders and 

individual builders. 
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The answers sought to questions in this study focus attention 

in part on the developer and in part on the consumer, using 

as a basis some selected factors that influence single family 

residential development. While considerable data on physical 

factors was available for the study area, some data on non¬ 

physical factors was not easily obtainable exclusively for 

the study area. Thus national data was used on the general 

assumption that local trends for the most part follow na¬ 

tional trends.^ In the case of land sales for single family 

residential development data was obtained from a local real 

estate firm.^ This data cannot be regarded as extremely 

accurate because land sales below 10 acres were eliminated. 

In any case the study considers the above mentioned data 

helpful in the analysis as it was the only source of 

available data on land sales. 

1.2). Residential Development in Houston, 1850-1971. 

The first Houston area census in 1850 revealed that the 

population density was south of Buffalo Bayou.8 The 

population then was 2,396 and increased to 9,332 by the year 

1870.9 From this time on until 1912 the population moved 

north along Buffalo Bayou with new developments occurring 

8Refer pg. 3 and pg. 4 of this study for specific footnotes. 

^Laguarta, Gavrel and Bolin, Real Estate Agents, Houston, 
Texas, 1972. 
8Research Dept., Houston Facts (Houston: Chamber of Commerce, 
1971) pg. 1. 
9Ibid. 
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to the southeast along Harrisburg and Navigation Boulevards. 

The coming of automobiles influenced the development of 

Houston and suburban communities. The city grew toward 

Galveston, southeast of the central city. 

Between 1930 and 1950 developments occurred in areas north 

and south of the city.^ The development of the central 

city core was in the making. Industrial development occurred 

along theship channel which gave rise to suburban commun¬ 

ities developing in the southeast and east. The trends of 

suburban development between 1950 and 1958 were heaviest 

west of the city.'*'* Most of the vacant land along the ship 

channel became occupied, particularly in the Pasadena area. 

In 1955, the first public hearing for the Southwest Freeway / 

was held and construction began in 1957. This stimulated 

development which led to the regional shopping center, 

industrial and residential complex of Sharpstown. This 

accelerated the growth in the west and southwest sections 
1 3 of greater Houston. 

By 1968 much land west of the city core was developed, with 

^Jim Corbitt, Laguarta, Gavrel and Bolin, Real Estate Agents, 
Houston, Texas, 1972. (Interview) 
11 Ibid. 

^Dick Kabot, Texas Highway Dept., Houston, Texas, 1972. 
(Interview) 

"*^A1 Abbott, Independent Appraiser, Houston, Texas, 1972. 
(Interview) 
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the Addicks and Barker Flood Control Dams acting as physical 

barriers against further growth westward.^ 

Subdivision activity in the north and northwest sections 

of Harris County has been scattered. The momentum of 

development increased via improved access and availability 

of large wooded tracts along FM1960, the North Freeway 

(Interstate Highway 45) and the heavily wooded Cypress 
1 5 Creek areas. 

1.3) Location of Study Area. 

The study area contains 73,452 acres and is confined to the 

northwest quadrant of Harris County. The site is bounded 

on the south by Little York Road and Hall's bayou; on the 

east by Interstate Highway 45 and East Hardy; on the west 

by U.S. Highway 290, Jones Road and Grant Road, and on the 

north by FM 1960 and Cypress Creek. A more specific 

definition would be all of Census Tracts 530, 531, 533, 534, 

536, 537, 538, 539, 540, and 541 including all of Census 

Tract 551, south of Cypress Creek and all of Census Tract 

244, west of Hardy Road. 

The general location of the study area in the Houston region 

is shown in Fig. 1. and a detailed outline of the site in 

Fig. 2. 

141bi d. 

^Patrick Morgan, Champion Land Co., Houston, Texas, 1972. 
(Interview) 



9 

Fig. 1 
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CHAPTER II 

2.0 DISCUSSION OF FACTORS. 

2.1) . Ph.ys i cal. 

2.1.1) . Number of Housing units per Acre. 

In absolute terms total housing has been increasing rapidly 

in the study area. From 552 housing units in 1962 it 

increased to 16,905 housing units in 1971. (Table 7). The 

greatest increase in % change over the previous year was 

between 1962-1963 when the number of housing units almost /' 

tripled. Over the next two years it almost doubled and then 

steadily increased through 1971. Corresponding to this in¬ 

crease in total housing there has been a steady increase in 

l housing density per acre with the greatest increase between 

1962-1963 and the lowest between 1966-1967 (Table 1). 

2.1.2) . Number of Single Family Housing Units per Acre. 

The study area is noticeably more active in single family 

housing units (Table 9). Of the total housing units put up 

in 1962, single family housing constituted nearly 90.0% of 

the total housing development. Since then it dropped to 

80.0% in 1963 and held constant at that figure through 1964. 

However, since then it began to increase steadily, reaching 

its previous high of 90.0% in 1970. Due to the high per¬ 

centage of single family residential development in the study 
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area, the figures obtained for single family housing density 

per acre bear a close resemblance to the figures obtained for 

total housing density per acre, with the greatest percentage 

change over the previous year being between 1962-1963 and 

the lowest between 1966-1967. The figures indicate that the 

density of single family housing units has been increasing 

steadily between 1962-1971. 

2.1.3). Acres Sold for Single Family Housing Units. 

The number of sales and the acres sold for raw land pertaining 

to single family housing units are shown in Table 3. These 

sales have been adjusted and the basis for the adjustment 

is the elimination of all small acreage below 10 acres. 

These under 10 acre sales had major freeway of FM1960 

frontage, and hence are assumed to be put to commercial usage.^ 

The total land sales activity that occurred between 1969-1971 

is shown in Fig. 3. It does not single out single family 

residential land sales but gives some idea as to where the 

land sales have been taking place in the study area. It is 

noticed that most of the small acreage is situated along 

major roadways while the larger residential tracts are along 

FM1960 and Cypress Creek, most of which is heavily wooded. 

The West Belt is not yet completed but it can be speculated 

that when it is completed, considerable land sales for 

commercial purposes would occur there. 

^Laguarta, Gavrel and Bolin, Real Estate Agents, Houston 
Texas, 1972. (Interview) 
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Considering the number of sales over 10 acres it is observed 

that the average acres per sale has been fluctuating and no 

trend is evident (Fig. 3). In 1962 the average acres per 

sale was 126 and increased in 1963 to its highest point and 

declined steadily, reaching its lowest point in 1967 and 

has since been fluctuating. On an average over a period of 

nine years, approximately 115 acres were sold per sale. 

2.1.4) . Square Footage of Single Family Housing Units. 

The size of single family housing units has been increasing 

steadily from an average of 983 square feet in 1950 to 1605 

square feet in 1968. It declined to 1585 square feet in 1968 

and to 1,400 in 1970 (Table 4). According to W.A. Marquard, 

President of American Standard - 

"Through July of 1971, the average square footage of new 
single family houses had gone down to just over 1,300 square 
feet. Average square footage of homes in all new buildings - 
houses and apartment units combined - was down to 1,135 
square feet, a 5 percent decline from the almost 1,200 square 
feet in 1970." 17 

2.1.5) . Number of People per Acre. 

The population in the study area has increased steadily from 

36,609 in 1962 to 48,950 in 1970 (Table 5). The most heavily 

populated areas are along Cypress Creek in Census Tracts 

536,537 and 538. The racial breakdown between whites and 

non-whites in 1960 was 70.0% and 30.0% and in 1970 72.0% 

17 U.S. News and World Report, Nov. 15, 1971. 
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and 28.0% respectively. This indicates a slight 2.0% in¬ 

crease in the white population. Most of the non-whites are 

in Census Tracts 530 and 531, which together account for 55.0% 

of the non-white population. The greatest increase in popu¬ 

lation density occurred between 1963-1964 and lowest between 

1969-1970. 

2.1.6). Multi-Family Housing Trends. 

Although mul ti - fami ly housing units constituted a small 

percentage of the housing development in the study area, 

there has been sizeable increase in absolute terms. In 

1962, out of the total new housing units constructed, 14 were 

multi-family housing units, and this figure in 1971 was 2 ,025. 

The greatest percentage increase occurred between 1962-1963 

and the lowest between 1968-1969 (Table 8). 

2.2). Non-Ph.ysi cal. 

2.2.1). Residential Raw Land Value. 

The price of raw land per acre is tabulated for each year 

between 1962-1969 in Table 1.1 to determine the percentage 

rate of change over the previous year. Land value has been 

increasing steadily from 1,972/acre in 1962 to 5,683/acre 

in 1971. The one time land values did register a decline 

was in 1967. The greatest percentage increase was between 

1962-1963 and the lowest between 1966-1967. 
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2.2.2) . Single Family Home Value. 

The prices of single family housing units have been con¬ 

stantly rising since 1962-1971 (Fig. 13). According to the 

tax assessors office the average cost of a single family 

house in the study area rose from $20,000 in 1960 to 

$30,000 in 1970."*® Data for the intervening years is not 

readily available, and hence the rise is assumed to be on a 

straight line basis. Local developers indicated that single 

family homes in the heavily wooded areas of FM1960 and 

Cypress Creek were more expensive than those in other sections 

of the study area. 

2.2.3) . Household Income. 

The income per household has been increasing steadily in 

absolute terms. In 1962 this figure was $7,283 and rose to 

$11,196 in 1970. The greatest percentage increase was between 

1966-1967 and the lowest between 1962-1963. Since 1967 there 

has been a general decline in percentage rate of growth 

(Fig. 14). 

2.2.4) . Construction Costs. 

Construction costs for the most part have been increasing 

steadily, registering the greatest percentage increase 

between 1970-1971 and the lowest between 1962-1963 (Table 14). 

18 Tax Assessors Office, Houston, Texas, 1972. 
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An effort was made to break up the construction costs into 

its two segments - material costs and labor costs. Since 

most single family homes are made up of wood;, an effort was 

made to get lumber costs between 1962-1971 without success. 

Labor costs were not obtainable because the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics compiles data available from labor unions, but 

since most of the laborers for single family residential 

development are non-union members, no records have been 

maintained on their wage rates by the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics. Hence, a generalized version consisting of 

labor and material costs (construction costs) put out by 

Dodge Construction reports was considered for this study 

(Table 14). The construction cost figures include the cost 

of labor, material, architectural and engineering fees, 

contractors overhead profits, and insurance for all types 

of structures on a nominal scale. 

2.2.5). Prime Interest Rates. 

The prime interest rate in 1962 was 4.7% and increased to 

9.0% in 1971, almost doubling over a period of nine years. 

Only once has there been a decline in prime interest rates, 

and that was between 1969-1970 (Table 15). The greatest 

percentage increase was registered between 1965-1966 and 

the lowest between 1962-1965. 

2.2.6) Dow Jones Industrial Average. 

The Dow Jones Industrial Average can be regarded as a 
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barometer of the nation's economic conditions. Between 

1962-1965 there was a constant increase in the industrial 

average from a low of 524.6 points to an all time high of 

1001.1 points. Between 1965-1966 it registered a decline 

to 735.7 points. The next two years it worked upwards to a 

high of 994.7 points in 1968 and then declined rapidly to a 

low of 627.5 in 1970 after which it began to look upwards 

again. After a constant increase from 1962-1965 it showed 

signs of varying fluctuations till 1971 (Fig. 17). 
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CHAPTER III 

3.0 ANALYSIS OF ATTRIBUTES 

3.1). The Period Between 1 962-1963. 

During this period there was a considerable surge in total 

housing units which almost tripled. Most of these housing 

units were single family in nature and occupied almost 

90.0% of the total housing units in 1962. This high per¬ 

centage declined to 80.0% in 1963 (Table 9). This does not 

mean that there was decline in single family units, because 

in absolute numbers they rose considerably, and the rate at 

which they were being constructed rose 141.4% (Table 7). 

The reason that the percentage occupancy of single family 

housing units in relation to total housing declined was that 

developers were just beginning to focus their attention on 

multi-family housing units which rose 735.7% in 1963 over 1962 

(Table 8). This high percentage is, however, deceptive, in 

that out of a total of 552 housing units only 14 were devoted 

to multi-family housing units in 1962 and rose to 117 units 

in 1963, and doubling such a low figure is easier than had 

it been a larger figure running into the hundreds. 

The considerable surge in housing activity prompted developers 

to maximize their returns on investments or maintain constant 

profits by putting up more housing units per acre. This is 

reflected in Tables 1 and 2 which show an increase in both 
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total housing per acre and single family housing per acre 

reaching a peak. The peak attained during this period was 

due to the fact that the local money market had come off a 
19 good year. This is reflected in the slight increase in 

prime interest rate from 4.7% to 4.8% (Table 15). 

Developers had been previously concentrating their efforts 

in the south and southwest quadrants of Harris County. This 

being mainly due to the fact that the Southwest Freeway had 

just been completed and offered better accessibility and 

stimulated development. This is one reason why the per¬ 

centage of single family housing units in the study area is 

so high. Since a substantial proportion of developers are 

in the market for suitable land, they cannot wait until 

the residential market settles down in one area before they 

focus their attention on another area. They must keep pace 

with the business monumentun and inves.t ahead of time for 

future residential development. Attractive locational 

factors such as social and environmental amenities, the 

presence of a body of water and economically available raw 

land were available in the study area. Thus developers 

purchased land in the northwest quadrant of Harris County. 

There was a 110.6% increase in the rate of sale for raw 

land during this period (Table 3). An independent appraiser 

^Jean Palmer, Business Development, Bank of the Southwest, 
Houston, Texas, 1972. (Interview) 



21 

was of the opinion that these sales were not indicative of 

the developers' desire to actually purchase raw land in this 

area. It was the pressure on some developers to invest their 

money elsewhere for future development purposes, rather than 

seek choice locations, spend time on lengthy negotiations, and 

pay the high land prices in the south and southwest quadrants 
o n 

of Harris County. This may have been the case since 

developers do not actually know in which direction increased 

residential activity may occur, though some of the larger 

firms do conduct studies to help them in their investment 

ventures. But it seems unlikely that the developers were 

not aware of the plus factors that the study area had to offer 

which was tailored to their investment needs. 

If the theory that capital improvements usually attract 

speculative investments is true, then it follows that devel¬ 

opers should have begun to focus their attention on the 

northwest quadrant and to the study area in particular. This 

is because the city acquired 7,200 acres near the study area 

for a new airport to meet the challenge of continuing growth 

of aviation in the Houston area, the construction of which 
21 commenced in 1962. As a result of this, land value registered 

its maximum percentage increase of 45.7% (Table 11) within the 

on 
A1 Abbott, Independent Appraiser, Houston, Texas, 1972. 

(Interview) 

21 Research Dept., Houston Area Economic and Air Traffic 
Data Compiled for Japan Airlines (Houston: Chamber of 
Commerce, 1971) pg. 3. 
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time span considered for this study. However, this increase 

from $972/acre to $1,416/acre was considerably lower than 

the prices that the developers were paying in the south and 

southwest quadrants of Harris County. The availability 

of raw wooded land in the study area at an economical price 

induced developers to purchase raw land in the area. 

The great increase in raw land value should suggest that 

developers would focus their attention on multi-family 

housing units, but there was a lack in market demand for 

this type of housing. Hence they catered to a clientele 

seeking single family homes. The number of people moving 

into the study area was on the increase (Table 6), and they 

had more money with them which is indicated by the 1.37% 

increase in household income Table 13. These people were 

being offered larger home sites by the developers in 1963 

than they were in 1962. (Fig. 7). Consequently, a large 

number of the people who moved into the study area purchased 

single family housing units. Construction costs registered 

their smallest increase during this period (Table 14), and 

this helped developers in focusing their attention on single 

family housing units, which, during this particular period, 

could be purchased at around $22 ,000 - $23,000. 

3.2). The Period Between 1963-1964. 

The rate at which housing units were being put up in the 
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study area slackened off considerably with single family 

housing units still maintaining a high proportion of the 

total housing (Table 9). In absolute numbers single 

family housing units almost doubled from 1 ,299 units to 

2,197 units during this period (Table 7) while multi-family 

almost tripled (Table 8). The percentage rate of increase 

for multi-family showed a surge greater than single family 

housing units, which indicates that developers were focusing 

increased attention to multi-family housing units. Supposedly, 

this interest in multi-family housing units stemmed from the 

fact that most of the developers who were previously concen¬ 

trating their efforts on multi-family construction in the 

south and southwest quadrants of Harris County had begun 

to shift their attention to the study area. They had been 

geared to the construction of multi-family housing units and 

speculated that there would be increased activity in this 

particular category of housing, mainly due to the exogeneous 
p p 

influence of the Houston Intercontinental Airport. 

Capital improvements of this magnitude usually open up raw 

land by virtue of transportation cut-throughs and road 

building and road improvements programs to meet the access¬ 

ibility needs of the new airport. This was the case, 

because two major thoroughfares, FM149 and FM1960, both 

pp 
Friendswood Development Co., Humble Building, Houston 

Texas, 1972. (Interview) 
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in the study area, were improved and redone. The improve¬ 

ments on FM1960 first began in 1958 and were completed in 

the early 1960's.These road improvement programs stim¬ 

ulated the land sales activity, the number of which more 

than doubled from 2,121 acres in 1963 to 4,666 acres in 

1964 (Table 3). The rate at which land prices rose slowed 

down by 17.1% (Table 11). This should have prompted devel¬ 

opers to purchase more land and accounts for the land sales 

more than doubling. A sizeable amount of this land was put 

to multi-family usage which explains why the proportion of 

single family housing units in relation to total housing 

units maintained a constant level (Table 9). 

If there were a shift to multi-family housing units, population 

per acre should register an increase, and this is the case 

as is observed in Fig. 8. Another factor is that construction 

costs jumped up 1.4% (Table 14), which prompted developers 

to maximize their returns on investments or maintain constant 

profits by focusing attention on multi-family housing units. 

Even in the case of single family housing units there was an 

increase in density (Table 2), but the rate at which they had 

increased in the 1962-1963 period slowed down. However, 

prospective single family home buyers were being offered more 

home size as compared to the previous year (Table 4). With 

O O 

Dick Kabet, Texas Highway Dept., Houston, Texas 1972. 
(Intervi ew) 

24Ibid. 
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an increase in household income (Table 13) prospective home 

buyers could buy larger homes and pay more for their homes 

because the cost of a single family housing unit had not 

reached a point where they could not afford the price. The 

cost per unit of a single family housing unit rose to $24,000 

in 1964 or an increase of $10,000 over the previous year. 

During this period local economic conditions were good and 

prime interest rates rose only slightly from 4.8% to 4.9% 

(Table 15). 

3.3). The Period Between 1964-1965. 

The tendency to purchase single family housing units was 

strong during this period with single family housing units 

in relation to total housing units increasing slightly from 

80.0% to 81.0% (Table 9). The number of single family housing 

units rose from 2,197 units in 1964 to 3,236 units in 1965 

(Table 7). This was an increase of 47.3%. Although this 

percentage rate of increase was not as high as between 

1963-1964, it was higher than the rate of increase registered 

for multi-family housing units (comparison of Tables 7 and 

8). 

Thus it is evident that developers were once again shifting 

th.ei r attention to the construction of single family housing 

units. One of the major reasons for this was that the rate 

at which construction costs had been increasing slowed down 

(Table 14). This offset the slight increase in prime 
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interest rates (Table 15) and presented a favorable economic 

picture for developers to borrow money for investment into 

residential developments. A substantial proportion of the 

developers invested their money in single family residential 

developments and only a small proportion in multi-family. 

This is one reason why the rate at which apartment units were 

being put up dropped slightly during this period. 

Most of the larger local developers interviewed indicated that 

they always conducted a market research and maintained an 

active research department.^ The aim of the market research 

is to find holes, identify them accurately and give the 

developer, with considerable precision, the market's absopr- 

tion rate - the number of units he can expect to sell in a 

given period of time. In the language of the market re¬ 

searcher, a hole is an unfulfilled market demand - a 

particular price range, housing type or any other element 

that represents a market opportunity for the developer. 

Quite conceivably, some of the larger developing firms that 

had been involved in meeting the fantastic demands in multi¬ 

family units in the south and southwest quadrants of Harris 

County ventured to try the same projects in the study area. 

This was based primarily on the speculation that the high 

increase in land values, together with the impact of the 

Intercontinental Airport in 1962-1963, would present a 

^Friendswood Development Co., Humble Building, Houston, 
Texas, 19.72. (Interview) 
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phenomena similar to the south and southwest quadrants 

of Harris County. Hence, they purchased land, put it 

in the planning stage and had units constructed and ready 

for occupancy by 1963-1964; during which years, multi¬ 

family housing units almost quadrupled. However, the 

success of multi-family housing construction in the south 

and southwest quadrants of Harris County could not readily 

be transplanted with the same success to the study area 

because the highest demand does not necessarily mean the 

greatest opportunity. Opportunity lies in the least satisfied 

demand, and the demand in the study area was for single family 

housing units (Table 9). Furthermore, the home sizes offered 

to prospective single family home buyers had always been 

increasing steadily and even during this period there was 

an increase (Fig. 7). Thus there was a slackening off in 

the percentage rate at which multi-family housing units were 

being constructed. Even though there was an increase in small 

single family home size, the density of single family units 

per acre was on the increase which is indicative of the 

developer's desire to maximize on his investments (Table 2), 

in absolute terms. 

That more people sought single family homes is reinforced 

by the decline in the rate of population per acre in the 

study area (Fig. 8). There was also an increase in household 

income (Fig. 14). This shows that people had more money to 

spend on the purchase of single family homes which rose from 
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$24,000 in 1964 to $25,000 in 1965 (Fig. 13). Land value 

registered an increase in its percentage rate of increases, 

but this did not in any way hinder the purchase of single 

family homes or the amount of land purchased - which almost 

doubled from 4,666 acres in 1964 to 7,104 acres in 1965 

(Table 3). 

3.4). The Period Between 1965-1966. 

During this period favorable economic conditions prevailed 

even though the prime interest rates increased at a rate of 

20.0% from 5.0% to 6.0% (Table 15). This jump was largely 

d.ue to increased industrial production which responded to 
o £ 

the Vietnam buildup. This increase in industrial produc¬ 

tion resulted in an increase in government spending, especially 

in the early part of 1965. If the Dow Jones Industrial average 

is taken as an indicator of the nation's economic health 

barometer, it will be observed in Fig. 17 that the industrial 

averages rose from a low of 832.7 points in early 1965 to 

1,001.1 points in the later part of the year 1965. This 

was the highest point ever reached by the Dow Jones Industrial 

average for the time span considered for this study. 

Thedemand for loans from banks increased during this period, 

with most of the people borrowing money in the later part 

p £ 
c Jim Gibbs, Economic Development Dept., Texas Commerce Bank, 
Houston, Texas, 1972. (Interview) 
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? 7 of 1965. As a result of this, developers found credit 

easily available for investments. Not all developers 

focused their attention to the study area, as is indicated 

by the land sales increasing from 7,104 acres in 1965 to 

8,225 acres in 1966 (Table 3). They may have found it more 

profitable to focus their attention to the other quadrants 

in Harris County and especially into those quadrants where 

multi-family housing construction was on the increase. This 

stemmed from the fact that, with a substantial increase in 

prime interest rates, they figured their returns in their 

investments would be better in multi-family housing con¬ 

struction than in single family housing construction. There¬ 

fore, the percentage rate of single family housing units 

being put up in the study area declined more than that for 

multi-family housing units (comparison of Tables 7 and 8). 

The developers who did venture into single family housing 

construction in the study area increased the housing density 

to maximize on their investments (Table 2). 

The rate at which people were moving into the study area 

slowed down (Table 6) and there was a resulting decline in 

the rate of population density per acre (Table 5). One of 

the.reasons for this was the slight increase in household 

income (Table 13) despite favorable economic conditions. 

This could have led consumers to either hold on to their 

money or to spend it on commodities other than housing. On 

271bi d. 
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the other hand it may be less desirable on the part of the 

consumer to seek a new home. Many owners or occupiers of 

housing occupy their space for reasons of sentiment or 

inertia, or because they do not know the cost they might 

incur elsewhere for equal or better housing, or the price 

they could receive for their house if they decided to sell. 

All these factors might well be more powerful if the income 

per household registers only a slight increase. This reasoning 

could have affected the slight increase in the rate at which 

construction costs had been rising. A slowing down in the rate 

of rising construction costs could have prompted developers 

to offer prospective single family home buyers larger home 

sizes (Table 4). 

Land value registered an increase of 37.3% during this 

period, but this cannot be regarded as the major reason for 

the slowing down in the rate of residential land sales 

activity; rather it was the decline in the rate of increase 

in household income and related factors mentioned earlier. 

3.5). The Period Between 1966-1967. 

In the latter part of 1966 the local money market tightened 

up, which is reflected in the Dow Jones Industrial average 

dropping off to 735.7 points from a previous high of 1,001.1 

points in 1965 (Fig. 17). People were becoming credit 

conscious and the growth of prime interest rates maintained 
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a status quo at 6.0% (Table 16). There was a wait and see 

attitude as to what the economic picture would be in the 

coming year. Developers were not eager to commit them¬ 

selves to large scale investments in the area of residential 

development for fear of worsening economic conditions in the 

coming year. This was because from the time of purchasing 

the land to actually packaging it into house plus lot 

usually takes from twelve to eighteen months. Thus residen¬ 

tial land sales activity slowed down by 10.0% (Table 3). On 

the other hand, these developers who did invest in single 

family residential development found that the rate at which 

they were being occupied declined 16.5% (Table 7). There 

was also a decline in the rate at which multi-family housing 

units were being put up (Table 8). There was a decline in 

the rate at which people were moving into the study area from 

3.7% between 1965-1966 to 3.0% during this period and a 
t 

corresponding decline in the rate of increase in population 

density per acre (Tables 6 and 5 respectively). 

Land value registered its only decrease during this period, 

dropping from $2,964 in 1966 to $2,839 in 1967. This, 

coupled with a 9.5% increase in the household income (Table 

13), should have prompted developers to purchase more raw 

land for residential development, but this was offset by 

the tightening of the local money market and the sharp 

increase in the rate of construction costs (Table 14). 
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Despite this increase in construction costs, developers 

still offered prospective single family home buyers more 

square foot area. Since there was an increase in household 

income, home buyers felt that they were being offered their 

dollar value in terms of home size. This explains the slightly 

higher percentage increase in single housing units as compared 

to multi-family (comparison of Tables 7 and 8). 

However, developers were still maximizing their returns on 

investments or maintaining constant profit as can be 

observed in terms of absolute figures in Table 2. Single 

family homes during this period could be purchased from 

$26,000 in 1966 to $27,000 in 1967. 

3.6). The Period Between 1967-1968. 

The tightening of the money market which occurred the year 

before eased up a little and the national economic picture 

looked brighter with the Dow Jones Industrial averave in¬ 

creasing to 951.6 points during the later part of 1967 (Fig. 

17). The wait and see attitude on the part of developers with 

respect to the local economy and prime interest rates was set 

aside, with prime interest registering a decline in its rate 

of increase (Fig. 16); in absolute figures it rose from 6.0% 

in 1967 to 6.25% in 1968. This prompted developers to seek 

loans and purchase raw land; the sales of which jumped up 

49.0%, from 9,046 acres in 1967 to 13,480 acres in 

1968 (Table 3). Most of this land was put to single family 

residential activity as can be seen by the 38.96% increase 
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in its rate of construction (Table 7). This is further 

reinforced by observing Table 9, which shows the occupancy 

of single family housing units in relation to total housing 

rising up from 80.0% in 1967 to 87.0% in 1968. Due to this 

large percentage occupancy of single family housing units in 

the study area, total housing units per acre followed a 

corresponding path of single family housing units per acre 

(comparison of Figures 4 and 5). 

During this period the local economic picture was bright. 

In number of oil industry units, Houston ranks above all 

other leading centers in the nation. In 1967 the Petroleum 

Equipment Suppliers Association showed that equipment and 

machinery worth approximately $493 million was manufactured 
2 8 in Houston and its immediate vicinity. This accounted for 

50 percent of the total production, approximately $986 million 

as reported by the United States Department of Commerce. 

Houston's image in the business-industrial world began to 

change. It reflected in the increased emphasis upon Houston, 

the industrial complex. 

The city's rising status as a headquarters' center is not 

due solely to the interest of feastern-based croporations 

moving here, or eyeing Houston as a future home, but a 

^Research Dept., Economic Profile of Houston (Houston: 
Chamber of Commerce, 1971), pg.5. 

29Ibid. 
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result of Houston having a fertile stimulating location and 

economic climate for corporate activities. 

Companies such as Shell Oil Company, M. W. Kellog Company, 

and three major divisions of Standard Oil Company of New 

Jersey are examples of major headquarters which moved to 

Houston.^ Local officials began a successful drive to 

bring these and other companies to Houston which helped to 

stimulate the economy. Along with these corporations came 

their respective employees - a potential market of pro¬ 

spective home buyers. Most of these prospective home buyers 

had been with their respective firms for some time and had 

owned two or three single family homes before in the wooded 

areas on the East Coast. Hence they sought the same features, 

such as trees, upon moving to Houston. By this time the 

Spring Branch Memorial areas had been fast running out of 

economically priced raw wooded land; developers sought 

other areas to cater to this anticipated increase in pro- 
O 1 

spective single family home buyers. 

If the City of Houston is observed specifically with respect 

to available raw wooded land, the northwest and northeast 

are the only areas with reasonable driving distance to the 

•^Research Dept., Houston Facts (Houston: Chamber of Commerce, 
1971) pg. 1. 
31 Patrick Morgan, Champion Land Co., Houston, Texas, 1972. 
(Interview) 
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Central Business District. The northeast quadrant of Harris 

County can be ruled out because developers feel that pro¬ 

spective home buyers have a psychological barrier as far as 

moving to this quadrant is concerned. ^ This leaves us with 

the northwest quadrant, where most of the trees are along 

Cypress Creek and FM1960, which is in the study area. Therefore, 

developers focused their attention to the study area, accounting 

for the increase in the rate of raw land sales (Table 3). 

Not all of this land purchased was developed within this 

period. There was an increased activity in the number of 

subdivisions being planned for anticipated increase in pro- 

spective single family home buyers. The rate at which 

people were moving into the study area held constant at 

3.0% (Table 6) while the rate of increase in population 

density per acre declined slightly (Table 5). This indicates 

again that more people were purchasing single family housing 

units as they hold less people than multi-family housing units. 

There was a decline in the rate of increase in multi-family 

housing units (Table 8) while land value registered an increase 

of 14.5 percent (Table 11). This increase in land value did 

not deter land sales or the rise in single family housing 

^Friendswood Development Co., Humble Building, Houston, Texas, 
1972. (Interview) 
3 3 Morgan, 0£. cit. (Interview) 
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units constructed because of favorable economic conditions 

and the move of major corporations to Houston. Those who 

did purchase single family homes were offered increased 

square footage despite an increase in construction costs 

(Table 14). The rate of increase in household income 

declined from 9.5% between 1966-1967 to 8.43% during this 

period. However, the increased size offered to prospective 

home buyers induced them to purchase single family homes. 

In fact, in 1968, developers offered prospective single 

family home buyers the maximum home size of 1 ,400 square 

feet (Table 4). 

3.7). The Period Between 1968-1969. 

Inflationary elements had been creeping in at an alarming 
34 

rate ever since the Vietnam War buildup in 1964-1965. 

President Nixon committed himself to curbing inflation by 

cutting back on federal spending and in 1968 the Federal 

Government slowed down the growth of monetary aggregates.^ 

This resulted in a decline in buisness contracts in the early 

part of 1968 and is reflected in the decline in Dow Jones 

Industrial average (Fig. 17). Prime interest rates jumped 

up sharply, registering its maximum percentage increase of 

36.0% from 6.25% in 1968 to 8.5% in 1969 (Table 15). To 

slow down the flow of money from banks the method usually 

S^Gibbs, o£. cit. (Interview) 

351b i d. 
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applied is to raise the interest rates, which would make 

people less eager to borrow funds and cut the inflationary 

surplus flow of money. Although this seemed to have worked 

for the first few months in 1968, it didn't slow down the 

business cycle because the Dow Jones Industrial average 

reached a high point of 994.7 points towards the end of 

1968 (Fig. 17). 

On the local scene, developers were cautioned by the increase 

in prime interest rates, and the rate at which residential 

land sales had been taking place dropped from 49.0% between 

1967-1968 to 40.8% during this period (Table 3). This is 

not a very sharp decline as can be evidenced by the absolute 

figures of land sales which increased from 13,480 acres in 

1968 to 18,979 acres in 1969. 

Developers were still concentrating their efforts on single 

family residential developments which accounted for 89.0% 

of the total housing units constructed in the study area 

in 1969 (Table 9). Multi-family housing construction 

registered a decline of 5.8% in its rate of increase 

(Table 8). 

Most of the people who purchased single family homes were 

not being offered homes as large in size in 1969 as they were 

in 1968 (Table 4). This was primarily due to the construction 

costs rising sharply as a result of inflationary elements 
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(Table 14). Logically it would stand to reason that a 

sharp rate of increase in prime interest rates, construction 

costs and land values (Tables 15, 14, 11), would cause 

developers to slow down on housing activity or focus their 

attention on the construction of multi-family housing units. 

However, this does not appear to be the case for the study 

area. 

This can be attributed to the Intercontinental Airport 

nearing completion towards the end of 1968. By November 

30, 1968, the first phase of the new airport was 90.4% 

complete.36 The exogeneous effect of the new airport 

brought with it road building programs and opened up raw 

land by virtue of transportation cut-throughs. Another 

factor was that major corporations were still moving down 

to Houston with their employees who sought homes. By 1968, 

much of the land west of the city core had been developed, 

with the Addicks and Barker Flo'od Control Dams acting as 

physical barriers to future growth westward.37 The heavily 

wooded areas along Cypress Creek and FM1960 with economically 

priced raw land in the study, area attracted prospective 

single family home buyers, who settled mostly in the newly 

36Research Dept. , Houston Area Economic and Air Traffic Data 
Compiled for Japan Airlines (Houston: Chamber of Commerce, 
1971 ) pg.3. 

37A1 Abbott, Independent Appraiser, Houston, Texas, 1972. 
(Interview) 
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created subdivisions.^ 

The rate at which people were moving into the study area 

increased by 3.5% (Table 6) while the population density 

per acre in absolute terms rose (Table 5). The density of 

single family housing per acre rose in absolute figures but 

slowed down in its percentage rate of increase (Table 2). 

Thus developers were once again maximizing on their profits 

by increasing the number of single family units per acre. 

The percentage rate of increase in household income declined 

(Table 13). Despite this, prospective home buyers showed a 

preference to purchase single family homes for $28,000 in 

1968 even when the square footage being offered to them was 

not as high in 1969 as it was in 1968. 

3.8). The Period Between 1969-1970. 

By 1969 the new airport was operational. Most of the specu¬ 

lative buildup in terms of land sales, single family housing 

activity and land value in the two years preceding 1969 had 

slowed down (Tables 7, and 11). This is not to say that 

the increasing housing activity had slowed down now that the 

new airport was in operation and the stimuli for development 

was static. There was a general slowdown in business activity 

in the area and a reduction in loan demand.39 Profitable 

^Patrick Morgan, Champion Land Co., Houston, Texas, 1972. 
(Interview). 

^Gibbs, o£. ci t. (Interview) 
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investments are made when the nation's economy is healthy, 

but during this period the Dow Jones Industrial average 

exhibited a sharp drop (Fig. 17) which accounts for the slow¬ 

down in business activity. This was because the efforts 

being made by the Federal Government to curb inflation had 

not been succeeding. Thus, to induce buisnesses to seek 

loans for investments, the prime interest rates were dropped 

from 8.5% in 1969 to 8.0% in 1970 (Table 15). 

By this time most of the subdivisions planned earlier were 

ready for occupancy and absorbed the 4.5% increase in 

population (Table 6). Those developers who purchased land 

during this period were showing increasing interest in 

multi-family housing construction. They felt that, since 

there was a general decline in the square foot area of 

single family housing units, it would be more profitable 

to invest in multi-family housing units, which showed an 

increase of 21.7% in its rate of construction (Table 8). 

Those developers who ventured into single family housing 

developments did so on a large scale - namely, setting up 

large subdivisions.^ The completion of IH45 stimulated 

growth and opened up commercial traffic. Developers 

floated bond issues, created water districts and sewage 

facilities through money obtained from prospective home 

buyers. Thus they could afford to have city-type utilities 

^Coy Doyle, Kikerillo Homes, 17130 Rolling Creek, Houston, 
Texas, 1972. (Interview). 
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without paying for their installment. The availability of 

heavily wooded areas along Cypress Creek and FM1960, coupled 

with the consumers' desire to have trees on their lots, en¬ 

couraged developers to translate their residential efforts 

into an emotional purchase by offering amenities or added 

features in a subdivision. Both, site and houses were 

planned to convey an air of solidity, dignity and under¬ 

statement. Special care was taken to maximize the feeling 

of privacy while retaining the scenic advantage of the trees 

in the site. Developers were nonetheless still increasing 

the density of single family housing units per acre in 

absolute figures though the percentage rate of increase 

slowed down (Table 2). Single family homes could be bought 

for $29,000 in 1969 and $30,000 in 1970 (Fig. 13). The rate 

of increase in household income dropped down 3.51% but 

prospective home buyers still indicated a preference for 

single family homes, which accounted for 90% of the total 

housing constructed in 1970 as compared to 89% in 1969 (Table 9). 

This increase in single family housing units can also be at¬ 

tributed to the general decline in the percentage rate of 

increase in construction costs (Table 14). 

3.9). The Period Between 1970-1971. 

During this period raw land sales more than doubled, from 

22,608 acres in 1970 to 49,759 acres in 1971 (Table 3), with 

most of it being devoted to multi-family housing units which 

almost doubled in absolute numbers (Table 8). 
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Single family housing units in relation to total housing 

declined to 88.0% (Table 9), but this was offset by a 

larger increase in multi-family housing units which more 

than neutralized the increase in single family housing 

units. The people who did purchase single family homes 

had to pay more and were getting less square footage for 

their dollar value (Figs. 14 and 7). One reason the developers 

focused their attention on multi-family units was because 

of the sharp rise in construction costs (Table 14), coupled 

with an increase in prime interest rates (Table 15). Thus 

developers tried to maximize their returns on investments 

or maintain constant profit by increasing the density of 

single family housing units per acre, which rose by 31.82% 

(Table 3). 

The local economic conditions which did not appear to be 

bright until the middle of 1970 began to move up following 

the national trend. The Dow Jones Industrial average, after 

dropping to a low of 627.5 points in mid-1970, began to 

move upwards (Fig. 17). Land value registered a percentage 

rate of increase of 13.9% (Table 11). Despite this, land 

sales activity and housing development moved upwards. This 

was primarily due to the fact that by now definite trends 

in housing had been established in the study area, now 

that the Spring Branch and Memorial areas had run out of 

economically priced land. 
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CHAPTER IV 

4.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RESULTANT OBSERVATIONS. 

4.1). Summary of Analysis. 

Trends in single family residential development can effec- / 

tively be correlated to and best be explained by such 

attributes as - local economic conditions, prime interest; 

rates, construction costs, household income, population 

increase and consumer tests and preferences. The least ^ 

important of all the attributes considered for this study 

was the value of raw land. There is little evidence that 

the continuous absolute increase in raw land value affected 

single family residential development. Rather, the volume 

of development of single family housing units in any par¬ 

ticular area would appear to be related to a complex system 

of events concerning both, market and housing trends and 

the physical amenity of the site. 

Other factors that emerged as being of significance in the 
{ 

study area were the exogenous influence of capital improve¬ 

ments, such as the Intercontinental Airport and road 

improvement programs. 

The one factor probably most responsible for a sharp increase 

in single family residential development in the study area 

between 1968-1970 was the move of major national corporations' 
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headquarters to Houston, namely Shell Oil Company, M. W. j 
I 

Kellog Company, Foods Division of Coca-Cola Co., Cooper j 
i 

Industries, Inc., Stran Steel Corp., Enjay Chemical Co.,j 
i 

Esso Standard Eastern, Inc., Esso Exploration, Inc., ! 
/ 

Occidental Chemical Co., UniRoyal Merchandising Co., 

Pennzoi1-Uni ted, Inc., Telecom Corp., and the Rucker Company. 

This stimulated the local market. Along with these corpor¬ 

ations came their respective employees - a potential market 

of prospective home buyers. 

The Memorial and Spring Branch areas had run out of 

economically priced wooded raw land and hence developers 

started looking elsewhere for raw land. Presently, the 

northwest and northeast are the only sections of Harris 

County where developers can purchase large tracts of 

economically priced wooded raw land. Speculating that 

these additional employees would be looking for detached 

housing units, they bought up raw land especially in the 

study area to cater to the increase in population. The 

availability of large tracts of wooded raw land along 

Cypress Creek and FM1960 in the study area proved ideal 

to meet prospective home buyers' preference to having 

trees on their home lots. 

Another factor that could have prompted developers to 

focus their attention to the study area was the general 

belief that some employees of these new firms would 
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probably be involved in inter-city flights, on assignments 

for their respective companies. The convenience of the 

Intercontinental Airport nearby was, therefore, a plus 

factor. 
9 

4.2). General Relationship of Attributes. 

It would be perfectly reasonable to say that the multi¬ 

family market is increasing at a rapid pace. It is, and 

especially after 1968 in the study area. But the real 

significance goes much deeper than that. What is happening 

is that the whole thrust of suburban development is changing 

direction, and higher density and multi-family living is 

being accepted at an increasing rate. This has implications 

for the developer especially if he has been working chiefly 

with single family housing. For one thing the orientation 

has to change. Instead of looking at the house as a basic 

unit and the land simply a raw material to support housing 

production, he must see the land as a basic unit. The way 

it is planned and developed will determine the project's 

environment. Planning and design become paramount. They 

usually get short shrift in a conventional subdivision 

because not much imagination is needed to turn out rows 

of 70' x 120' lots or reasonably accepted house plans and 

facades. But developers are beginning to offer amenities 

similar to single family housing by better planning and 

increasing emphasis on recreational amenities. 
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There appears to be a general relationship between an 1 

increase in construction costs and an increase in multi¬ 

family housing activity. If Figures 15 and 11 are observed, 

it will be found that the sharpest increase in construction 

costs occurred in 1968 and a year thereafter multi-family 

housing exhibited a sharp increase. Corresponding to this, 

on the other hand, single family housing units showed a 

decline in its rate of increase (Fig. 10). This phenomena 

can also be attributed to the sharp increase in prime interest 

rates in 1968 which made the developers apprehensive in 

borrowing money from banks to purchase raw land, the rate 

of sales of which declined in 1968 . (Figures 16 and 6). 

Since developers also lay stock in the price of raw land, 

one might consider this to be one of the chief factors in 

determining single family residential development. However, 

there appears to be little correlation between the two as is 

seen from observing Figures 12 and 10. Between 1962-1963, 

1967-1968 and 1970-1971, there was a sharp rate of increase 

in both single family housing and land value. Between 1963- 

1964, 1966-1967 and 1969-1970, there was a decline in the 

rate of increase in both these categories. Logically, a 

decline in the rate of increase in land value should 

suggest an increase in single family residential development 

and vice-versa, which does not appear to be the case in the 

study area. The question then asked is, to what can the 

fluctuations in single family housing be correlated to? 
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The answer is that it can be explained best by the fluctu¬ 

ations in prime interest rates and construction costs. 

Consider prime interest rates and single family housing 

(Figures 16 and 10). During 1965-1966 and 1968-1969, there 

was a rate of increase in prime interest rates and a decline 

in single family housing. This is because developers are 

susceptible to the interest they have to pay on the money 

they borrow for investment into residential development. 

Now consider single family housing and construction costs. 

Between 1963-1965, 1966-1967 and 1968-1969, the rate of 

increase in single family housing declined while construction 

costs increased. It appears that construction costs have 

more of an impact on the rate at which single family housing 

units are constructed than prime interest rates. Since devel 

opers have to cater to the prospective single family home 

buyer, should an increase in household income mean an 

increase in single family housing units? There appears to 

be no truth to this because consumer tastes and preferences 

are hard to gauge at this time. An increase in household 

income should suggest an increase in single family housing. 

But consider Figures 14 and 10. Between 1963-1965, the 

rate of increase in household income was up and single 

family housing down. And between 1968 and 1970 there was 

a decline in both household income and single family housing. 

Thus there is no visible relationship between these two 

factors. 



48 

Housing is a major item in all family budgets. In fact the 

greatest emotional trauma a normal consumer goes through is 

buying a home. But housing must compete with food and 

clothing as well as with many other lesser but often insistent 

items. Hence, the money spent on housing will depend on the 

household income. There have been many published studies on 

the relationship between household income and the cost of 

home. Marion Clawson suggests that, normally, individuals 

purchase homes that cost 2 to 2.5 times their annual income.^ 

If this rule of thumb is applied to the study area, it is 

found that consumers were purchasing single family homes 

that were 2.5 times the household income, (Table 16), which 

confirms the application of Clawson's rule of thumb to the 

study area. However, this does not mean that consumers are 

getting their dollars value, because the size of the home 

is altogether excluded from this relationship. In the 

study area this is especially true after 1968, when the 

square foot area of single family homes began to decline 

(Fig. 7) mainly due to increasing construction costs. 

The graph showing the rate at which single family homes are 

being put up in the study area (Fig. 10) bears an identical 

relationship to two other graphs, namely - total housing per 

acre (Fig. 1) and single family housing per acre (Fig. 2). 

This is because single family housing constitutes almost 

90% of the total housing in the study area and any 

^Marion Clawson, Suburban Land Conversion in the United 
States (Baltimore: John Hopkins Press, 1971), pg.81. 
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fluctuations in single family housing is reflected in the 

total housing. 

Similarities can also be observed in population trends 

(Fig. . 9) and the population per acre (Fig. 8). Between 

1962 and 1967 there is a distinct relationship between 

these two factors. But after 1968 the trends followed 

opposite paths, mainly due to the fact that after 1968 

developers shifted their attention from the Spring Branch 

and Memorial areas to the study area. The shift of people 

to the study area had been on the increase, with most of 

them seeking single family housing units which accounts 

for the decrease in population per acre. 

At all times the population increase in the study area kept 

pace with that of the whole of Harris County.(Comparison of 

Tables 6 and 10.) This indicates the people had been showing 

considerable interest in the study area. 

4.3). Resultant Observations. 

The study indicates that developers have been constantly 

increasing the number of single family housing units per 

acre in order to maximize their returns on investments or 

maintain constant profits, though the rate at which higher 

density has occurred did not follow a pattern. This 

reflects the nature of the developer's role which essentially 

encompasses the economics of residential development process • 
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working towards a goal of profit. 

The majority of single family homes that have been constructed 

in the last nine years have cost the home buyer an increasing 

amount of money. As a rule of thumb the cost of purchasing 

a single family home has been 2.5 times the household income. 

This relationship satisfies Marion Clawson's rule of thumb 

and indicates that home buyers have been getting their 

dollar balue, in terms of home size, until 1968. The size 

of single family homes increased steadily from an average of 

983 square feet in 1950 to 1605 square feet in 1968. After 

1968 it declined to 1400 square feet in 1970. Therefore, 

prospective single family home buyers received less for 

their dollar value in terms of home size after 1968. This 

increase in cost per square foot area of single family homes 

can be conclusively attributed to rising construction costs. 

The decrease in single family home size after 1968, due to 

the high rise in construction costs, may have prompted 

developers to focus their attention to multi-family housing 

units. Statistical data gathered for multi-family housing 

exhibits this increase, especially after 1969. The time 

lapse between 1968-1969 has occurred as it usually takes 

some time for developers to purchase land, plan and effect¬ 

uate development. 

The study also shows that, despite a continuous increase in 

home value and a decrease in home size, prospective home 
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buyers continued to purchase single family homes. This rate 

of purchase decreased after 1968, which is when multi-family 

housing began to be accepted at an increasing rate. There 

is little doubt that prospective home buyers who purchased 

single family homes, especially after 1968, did so as a 

matter of preference over multi-family housing and conse¬ 

quently paid more for less usable space - lot size and 

dwelling unit size. 
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YEAR 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

•1969 

1970 

1971 

TOTAL HOUSING PER ACRE - STUDY AREA 

TOTAL TOTAL UNITS % CHANGE OVER 
UNITS PER ACRE PREVIOUS YEAR 

552 

1 ,416 

2,659 

3,857 

4,906 

5,679 

7,594 

9,884 

12,528 

16,905 

0.008 

0.019 

0.036 

0.053 

0.067 

0.077 

0.103 

0.134 

0.171 

0.230 

137.5 

89.5 

47.2 

26.4 

14.9 

33.8 

30.1 

27.6 

34.5 

Table 1 
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SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING UNITS PER ACRE - STUDY AREA 

YEAR S.F. HOUSING S.F. HOUSING % CHANGE OVER 
UNITS UNITS/ACRE PREVIOUS YEAR 

1962 538 0.007 
157.14 

1963 1,299 0.018 
66.67 

1964 2,197 0.03 
46.67 

1965 3,236 0.044 
27.27 

1966 4,096 0.056 
16.07 

1967 4,771 0.065 
38.46 

1968 6 ,630 0.09 
34.4 

.1969 8,871 0.121 
27.27 

1970 11,295 0.154 
31.82 

1971 14,880 0.203 

Table 2 



1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

.1969 

1970 

1971 

Sour 
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ACRES SOLD (OVER 10 ACRES) - STUDY AREA 

ACRES SOLD %CHANGE OVER 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

1 ,007 

2,121 

4,666 

7,104 

8,225 

9,046 

13,480 

18,979 

22,608 

49,759 

110.6 

120.0 

52.25 

15.8 

10.0 

49.0 

40.8 

19. 1 

120.1 

Table 3 

Laguarta, Gavrel and Bolin, Real Estate Agents, 
Houston, Texas, 1972. 
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SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING UNIT SQUARE FOOTAGE - NATIONAL LEVEL 

YEAR SQUARE FOOTAGE % CHANGE OVER 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

1950 983 

1962 1 ,397 
14.8 

1968 1 ,605 
12.8 

1970 1 ,400 
7.14 

1971 1 ,300 

NOTE: 1962 figure is assumed on a straight line basis from 
1950-1968. 

Table 4 

Source: U.S. News and World Report, Nov. 15, 1971. 



YEAR 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

60 

> 

POPULATION PER ACRE - STUDY AREA 

POPULATION POPULATION/ % CHANGE OVER 
ACRE PREVIOUS YEAR 

36,609 0.49 
4.1 

37,780 0.51 
5.85 

39,518 0.54 
3.7 

41,138 0.56 
3.58 

42,660 0.58 
3.4 

43,940 0.60 
3.3 

45,258 0.62 
2.76 

46,842 0.64 
1.6 

48,950 0.65 

Table 5 
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POPULATION - STUDY AREA 

YEAR POPULATION % CHANGE OVE_R 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

36 ,609 

37,780 

39,518 

41 ,138 

42,660 

43,940 

45,258 

46,842 

48,950 

3.2 

4.6 

4.1 

3.7 

3.0 

3.0 

3.5 

4.5 

Table 6 

Source: Research Dept., Houston Area Census Data, 1960-1970 
Houston: Chamber of Commerce, 1971), pg. 4. 
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SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING - STUDY AREA 

YEAR S.F. HOUSING UNITS % CHANGE OVER 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

1962 538 

1963 1 ,299 

1964 2,197 

1965 3,236 

1966 4,096 

1967 4,771 

1968 6,630 

•1969 8,871 

1970 11 ,295 

1971 14,880 

141.4 

69.13 

47.3 

26.6 

16.5 

38.96 

33. 8 

27.3 

31 . 7 

Table 7 

Source: Research Dept., (Houston: Chamber of Commerce 
Texas , 1972). 

5 
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MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING - STUDY AREA 

YEAR MULTI-FAMILY % CHANGE OVER 
HOUSING UNIT PREVIOUS YEAR 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

.1969 

1970 

1971 

14 

117 

462 

621 

810 

908 

964 

1 ,013 

1 ,233 

2,025 

735.7 

294.8 

34.4 

30.4 

12.1 

6.2 

5.8 

21.7 

643.9 

Table 8 

Source: Research Dept., (Houston: Chamber of Commerce, 
Texas , 1972). 
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YEAR 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

Source: 

HOUSING ACTIVITY STUDY AREA -- 1962-1971 

TOTAL HOUSING SINGLE FAMILY % SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING UNITS 
UNITS HOUSING UNITS TOTAL HOUSING UNlfS 

552 538 90.0 

1 ,416 1 ,299 80.0 

2,659 2,197 80.0 

3,857 3,236 81.0 

4,906 4,096 81.0 

5,679 4,771 80.0 

7,594 6,630 87.0 

9,884 8,871 89.0 

12,528 11 ,295 90.0 

16,905 14,880 88.0 

Table 9 

Research Dept., (Houston: Chamber of Commerce 
Texas, 1972). 

5 
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POPULATION - HARRIS COUNTY 

YEAR POPULATION % CHANGE OVER 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

1962 1,365,300 

1963 1,415,000 

1964 .1 ,451 ,600 

1965 1 ,513,300 

1966 1,562,000 

1967 1 ,590,700 

1968 1 ,619,500 

1969 1 ,663,200 

1970 1,788,80.0 

1971 

3.23 

4.61 

4.12 

3.69 

2.96 

3.01 

3.54 

4.5 

Table 10 

Source: Research Dept., (Houston: Chamber of Commerce, 
Texas, 1972). 
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YEAR 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

Source: 

RESIDENTIAL RAW LAND VALUE - STUDY AREA 

LAND VALUE % CHANGE OVER 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

972 

1 ,416 

1 ,658 

2,158 

2,964 

2,839 

3,252 

4,677 

4,990 

5,683 

45.7 

17.1 

30.2 

37.3 

4.2 

14.5 

43.8 

6.7 

13.9 

Table 11 

Laguarta, Gavrel and Bolin, Real Estate Agents 
Houston, Texas, 1972. 



67 

SINGLE FAMILY HOME VALUE - STUDY AREA 

YEAR HOME VALUE % CHANGE OVER 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

1960 

1962 

1970 

20 ,000 

22,000 

30 ,000 
36.3 

NOTE: 1963 Home Value is computed on a straight line basis 
between 1960-1970. 

Table 12 

Source: Tax Assessors Office, Houston, Texas, 1972. 



1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

Sour 

68 

HOUSEHOLD INCOME - HARRIS COUNTY 

HOUSEHOLD % CHANGE OVER 
INCOME PREVIOUS YEAR 

7,283 

7,383 

7,748 

8,239 

8,557 

9,370 

10,160 

10,816 

11 ,196 

1.37 

4.94 

6.34 

3.86 

9.5 

8.43 

6.46 

3.51 

Table 13 

Research Dept., (Houston: Chamber of Commerce, 
Texas, 1971). 
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YEAR 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

Source: 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS - HARRIS COUNTY 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS % CHANGE OVER 
INDEX PREVIOUS YEAR 

246.3 

247.7 

251.1 

254.8 

257.5 

264.0 

272.0 

295.0 

309.0 

353.3 

0.6 

1.4 

1.5 

0.96 

2.6 

2.9 

8.5 

5.0 

14.1 

Table 14 

U. S. Construction Costs, McGraw Hill Information 
Systems , 1971. 
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PRIME INTEREST RATES - NATIONAL LEVEL 

YEAR PRIME INTEREST % CHANGE OVER 
MTE PREVIOUS YEAR 

1962 4.7 

1963 4.8 

1964 4.9 

1965 5.0 

1966 6.0 

1967 6.0 

1968 6.25 

1969 8.5 

1970 8.0 

1971 9.0 

2.1 

2.1 

2.1 

20.0 

4.2 

36.0 

6.25 

12.5 

Table 15 

Source: Federal Reserve Bulletin, Sept., 1971. 
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HOUSEHOLD INCOME: SINGLE FAMILY HOME VALUE RATIO - STUDY AREA 

INCOME $ SINGLE FAMILY 
HOME VALUE 

Ratio ----- -   1 : 2.5 

1962 7,283 18,207 

1963 7,383 18,457 

1964 7,748 19,370 

1965 8,239 20,597 

1966 8,557 21,392 

1967 9,370 23,425 

1968 10,160 25,150 

1969 10,816 27,040 

1970 

1971 

11 ,196 27,990 

Table 16 
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TOTAL HOUSING/ACRE STUDY AREA 

YEARS 

Fig. 4 
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SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING UNITS/ACRE - STUDY AREA 
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Source: Laguarta, Gavrel and Bolin, Real 
Agents, Houston, Texas, 1972. 

Estate 



17 

16 

15 

14 

13 

12 

11 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

0 

75 

’63. ’64 ’65 ’66 ’67 >68 ’69 ’70 ’71 YEARS 

^GLE FAMILY HOUSING UNIT SQUARE' FOOTAGE - NATIONAL LEVEL 

urce: U. S. News and World Report, Nov. 15, 1971. 

Fig. 7 
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32 ’63. ’64 ’65 ’66 ’67 ’68 ’69 ’70 

>0PULATION/ACRE - STUDY AREA 

YEARS. 
Fig. 8 
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Source: Research Dept., Houston Area Census Data, 1960- 
1970 (Houston: Chamber of Commerce, 1971) pg. 4 

Fig. 9 
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Source: Research Dept., (Houston: Chamber of 
Commerce, Texas, 1972) 

Fig. 10 
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Source: Research Dept., (Houston: Chamber of 
Commerce, Texas, 1972). 

Fig. il 



80 

Source Laguarta, Gavrel and Bolin, Real Estate 
Agents, Houston, Texas, 1972. 

Fig 12 
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Source: Tax Assessors Office, Houston, Texas, 1972. 

Fig. 13 
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Source: Research Dept., (Houston: Chamber of 
Commerce, Texas, 1971). 

Fig. 14 
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Fig. 15 
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Fig. 16 
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