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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report examines the status of Anchorage housing in 1989 and describes

housing trends during the 1980s. The 1980s brought unprecedented growth followed by
unprecedented decline to the Anchorage housing market. Both population and housing
stock grew close to 40 percent between 1980 and 1986. In the recession of the late
1980s, Anchorage lost 12 percent of its population and the housing market went into a
steep decline. By the end of the decade the population had stabilized and there was
some improvement in the housing market. Among the report findings are:

The vacancy rate in Anchorage in 1989 was still high — 14 percent — but it was
down from the high of 16 percent in 1988.

Between 1987 and 1989 Anchorage’s housing stock declined 2 percent, mainly
because about 600 low-quality apartments and 1,200 mobile homes were either
demolished or moved out of the city. A combination of stock reduction and the
addition of about 1,250 new households caused Anchorage’s vacancy rate to drop
between 1988 and 1989.

Vacancy rates varied substantially by housing type and by region of the city in
1989. More than one-quarter of condominiums were vacant as compared with just
7 percent of single-family houses. Vacancy rates were highest in the Northeast and
Northwest regions of the city (where apartments, condominiums, and mobile
homes are concentrated) and lowest in the Southeast and Eagle River areas,
where single-family houses make up more of the stock.

All regions of the city lost population between 1985 and 1988, but the losses were
biggest in the Northwest, the Northeast, and the Southwest, because more
renters — the most mobile residents — lived in those areas.

By 1989 populations had stabilized in all areas except the Northwest (which
continued to decline slightly). Population in the Northeast region grew 5 percent
between 1988 and 1989.

About one-quarter of the housing units that had been in foreclosure in mid-1988
were occupied by owners in mid-1989. Another one-third were rented. But roughly
another 30 percent were still vacant at least a year after they had gone into
foreclosure.

Close to two-thirds of the single-family houses and zero-lot line units that had been
in foreclosure in mid-1988 were occupied by owners a year later, as compared
with less than a third of condominiums.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

This report is the first in a series of reports prepared for the Alaska Housing Finance
Corporation on the economies and housing markets of urban areas of Alaska. This first
report discusses the status of and recent changes in the housing stock within the
Municipality of Anchorage. The next report addresses economic and housing market
indicators and analyzes indicators for the Mat-Su Borough and Fairbanks, as well as for
Anchorage.

Anchorage Population and Housing Surveys

Most of the information analyzed in this report is based on survey data. In the
1980s, the Anchorage Department of Economic Development and Planning, in
cooperation with the Anchorage School District, surveyed Anchorage households
periodically in order to obtain more accurate estimates of population and housing stock.
These surveys were taken during the summer months, and generally show population
and housing vacancies for the month of July. Through arrangements with the planning
department, ISER has had access to the data for the three most recent surveys,
performed in 1987, 1988, and 1989. In addition, ISER, sponsored by the Alaska Housing
Finance Corporation, assisted with the survey design and provided partial funding for the
1989 survey.

Although there are minor differences among the years, the 1987, 1988, and 1989
Anchorage population and housing surveys follow the same basic method. The sample
contains approximately 5,000 housing units, stratified by four structure types and six
regions of Anchorage. The four structure categories are (1) one unit, (2) two-to-four
units, (3) five or more units, and (4) mobile homes. The first three structure types refer
only to the number of housing units in the structure, so they do not distinguish, for
example, between apartments and condominiums. The six regions for the sample
stratification are the municipal planning regions consisting of Eagle River-Chugiak,
Turnagain Arm, and four sections of the Anchorage Bowl. The boundaries of the regions
are shown on Map 1.
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Map 1. Municipality of Anchorage Planning Regions.




The six planning regions are aggregations of Anchorage community council areas.
As Map 1 shows, they also correspond roughly to aggregations of Multiple Listing Service
(MLS) market areas. The main discrepancy is that the East Tudor-Abbott Road MLS area
(no. 35) is split between the Northeast and Southeast planning regions. Because the
MLS boundaries do not correspond either to community council or to census tract
boundaries, it is not possible to provide tabulations for the MLS areas.

Within each of the 24 strata, housing units were initially selected at random for the
1987 survey. In subsequent years, the same units were selected again, so the sample
represents a panel of housing units. Since there was a little new construction and some
housing units — particularly mobile homes — disappeared over the next two years, new
units were randomly added to maintain the target sample size of around 200 units within
each of the strata. The data provided by the surveys do not include information on group
quarters such as the military on-base housing, the Anchorage Pioneer Home, dormitories,
correctional facilities, or hotels.

The questionnaire was initially mailed to survey households, achieving about a 40
percent mail-back response rate after two mailings. Then using a combination of
telephone and door-to-door follow-up methods, about a 95 percent response rate was
achieved for household size. The response rate dropped off to around 80 percent for
some of the more sensitive questions, such as household income. Survey workers
through a door-to-door canvass determined a presumptive occupancy status for each
sample unit. The questionnaire used in each of the three years is attached as
Appendix A.

Other Data Sources

The analysis in this report of the status of Anchorage housing also makes use of
some additional data from the Anchorage Department of Economic Development and
Planning, as well as Anchorage real property assessment records obtained through
Motznick Computer Services. We were able to match the sample housing units in the
surveys to property assessment records using property tax identification numbers. This
allowed us to identify housing units in condominiums, zero-lot lines, and townhouses
separately from those in apartment buildings. As a result, we analyze the housing stock
in the six regions by six housing types: (1) single-family detached, (2) zero-lot lines and
townhouses, (3) condominiums, (4) two-to-four-unit apartments, (5) five-or-more-unit
apartments, and (6) mobile homes.

The property appraisal records reflect status as of July 1988 (midpoint of the three
years). In addition to the land use designation, we were able to obtain information from
the property appraisal records on the following three measures of housing quality: unit
square feet, year built, and 1988 appraised value of the unit. We used the appraised
values excluding land in order to measure quality of the housing stock. For apartment
units, the unit square feet and unit value is the average for all units in the building,
computed as the area of value of the structure divided by the number of units in the
structure.




We used control totals for the number of each type of unit in each of the six regions,
provided by the planning department, in order to weight the survey results up to the total
housing stock. Because our survey weights are based on six instead of four types of
housing units, the total owner-occupancy and vacancy rates reported in this report differ
slightly from those reported by the planning department. This difference also implies a
slightly different estimate of the Anchorage population from the official estimates. We
believe our weighting system represents the most accurate approach to analyzing the
survey data. However, we use the officially reported numbers for the municipal population
in order not to confuse the reader. Using the ISER survey weights instead of the
municipal weights to estimate the population of Anchorage would change the 1987, 1988,
and 1989 figures each by less than 1,000 people.

Analyses Performed with the Survey Data

The requirement that the survey responses remain confidential places certain limits
on the analyses we can provide from the data. More limiting, however, is the degree to
which one can generalize from the survey results to the population and housing stock as
a whole based on a small sample. Geographic breakdowns of housing status to the
planning area are reasonably reliable; a cell size of 200 implies roughly a 7 percent
margin of error. While it is possible to generate results down to the community council
area, the sampling error of 20 percent or more for most such estimates makes analyses
of such tabulations of doubtful analytical value.

The next three chapters discuss results obtained from the survey data. Chapter two
summarizes the status of Anchorage housing in the summer of 1989. Chapter three
discusses recent trends in the Anchorage housing stock and places them in the context
of changes that have occurred in the 1980s. The final chapter summarizes the results
and offers some concluding observations.




CHAPTER 2. ANCHORAGE’S HOUSING IN 1989

This chapter profiles Anchorage housing in 1989, at the end of a decade that saw
unprecedented growth and unprecedented decline in the housing market. We show how
much stock was vacant; how many owners and renters there were; and how much they
spent for mortgage payments, rent, and utilities. We report that information by type of
housing, by region of the city, and by selected housing characteristics.

Occupied and Vacant Housing

In this study we count homes as "occupied" if someone was living there at the time
of the survey, including places where the occupants reported that they were not
permanent residents of Anchorage. This is a broader definition of occupants than the
municipality’s Economic Development and Planning Department uses; if everyone living
in a given place is a temporary resident, the municipality counts the housing as vacant.

Since this report is about the status of the housing stock rather than the Anchorage
population, we think our broader definition is more appropriate here. The number of
persons who reported being non-residents was very small, but our use of the broader
definition makes our vacancies rates slightly lower than those reported by the municipality.

® /n 1989 Anchorage had 89,800 housing units, of which single-family houses
made up 44 percent; condominiums 10 percent; units in 2-to-4-plexes 17
percent; apartments in large complexes 16 percent; townhouses and zero-lot
line units 5 percent; and mobile homes 7 percent. (Figure 1)

®  Owners lived in nearly half (49 percent) of Anchorage’s housing in 1989, and
renters in just over a third (37 percent). About 12,200 units — or 14 percent of
the stock — stood vacant. Second homes, mostly on Turnagain Arm, made up
less than 1 percent of housing. (Figure 2)

Ownership and Vacancy by Housing Type

®  Vacancy rates among housing types in 1989 varied from a low of 7 percent for
single-family houses to a high of 26 percent for condominiums.

®  Owners lived in most single-family houses (77 percent), mobile homes (60
percent), and zero-lot lines (63 percent) in 1989.

Vacancy rates and the mix of owners and renters varied considerably in different
housing types in 1989, as Figure 3 shows. Just 7 percent of single-family houses were
vacant, as compared with 26 percent of condominiums. About 21 percent of mobile
homes were vacant; vacancies in the other types of housing were within a few percentage
points of the overall rate of 14 percent.




Figure 1. Anchorage Housing Stock by
Type, 1989 (89,799 Units)
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Figure 2. Occupancy and Vacancy, Anchorage
Housing Stock, 1989 (89,799 Units)
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Figure 3. Occupancy and Vacancy
Anchorage Housing by Type, 1989
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As we would expect, owners were concentrated in single-family houses (77 percent)
and renters in apartments (83 percent). Owners also lived in most mobile homes (60
percent) and zero-lot lines and townhouses (63 percent). Owners lived in just 41 percent
of condominiums, with the rest almost evenly split between vacant units and rentals. Most
units in 2-to-4-plexes were rented, but owners did live in units in 14 percent of them.

Ownership and Vacancies by Region

® Nearly 90 percent of Anchorage’s housing is in the Southeast, Southwest,
Northeast, and Northwest regions, with a third in just the Northeast region.

®  Most of Anchorage’s condominiums, apartments, and mobile homes are in just
the Northeast and Northwest regions.

® Vacancy rates for different housing types varied dramatically around
Anchorage in 1989, but vacancies in condominiums and mobile homes were
high throughout the city and vacancies in single-family houses were generally
low.

©  Homeowners are most concentrated in the Eagle River and Southeast regions,
occupying about 70 percent of housing, while renters are in the majority
(62 percent) only in the Northwest.

The densities and types of housing vary substantially around the city. To describe
differences within Anchorage in 1989 we use the six regions shown in Map 1 in
Chapter 1. Figure 4 shows number of housing units by type in each region. Figure 5
shows vacancy rates by housing type in each region. Figure 6 shows the mix of owners
and renters by region. Table 1 draws together information from the three figures; it
shows percentages of owners, renters, and vacancies for each type of housing in each
region in 1989. Read down the columns to see the breakdown of occupancy for each
type of housing within a region. Read across the columns to see differences in occupancy
across regions.
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Table 1. Housing Stock and Occupancy by Region

Eagle R/
Chugiak | Southeast | Northeast | Northwest | Southwest | Turn. Arm
S-F Houses
Owner-Occupied 79% 81% 77% 70% 80% 37%
Rented 12 13 15 24 11 19
Vacant 8 6 8 6 8 10
2nd Home 1 - - - - 34
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Zero-Lot Lines
Owner-Occupied 59% 60% 68% 64% 62% 0
Rented 26 18 20 20 28 0
Vacant 15 22 12 16 11 0
2nd Home - - - - - 0
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Condos
Owner-Occupied 40% 36% 50% 35% 40% 2%
Rented 40 22 29 34 30 8
Vacant 20 41 20 29 30 8
2nd Home - 1 - 2 - 82
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
2- 4-Plexes
Owner-Occupied 14% 10% 11% 18% 14% 21%
Rented 62 76 69 66 73 33
Vacant 24 14 20 16 13 20
2nd Home - - - - - 26
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Apartments
Owner-Occupied 3% - 2% 1% 2% 0
Rented 78 97 87 78 91 0
Vacant 19 3 11 20 7 0
2nd Home - - - 1 - 0
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Mobile Homes
Owner-Occupied 57% 60% 63% 54% 56% 56%
Rented 22 25 14 28 21 14
Vacant 21 15 23 17 23 26
2nd Home - - - 1 1 5
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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As Figure 4 shows, the Southeast, Southwest, Northeast, and Northwest regions
include nearly 90 percent of Anchorage’s housing. The Eagle River area at the northern
rim of the city is largely a bedroom community that developed in the past 20 years or so.
The Turnagain Arm region at the southern end of the municipality is very sparsely
populated; most of the residents live in the resort community of Girdwood, and nearly half
the houses in the region are second homes.

A third of the municipality’s housing is in the Northeast region alone. At the other
end of the spectrum is the Turnagain Arm region, with just 2 percent of total housing.
Other regions have from 13 to 24 percent of housing.

There are more single-family houses than any other kind of housing in all areas of
the city except the Northwest, where apartments dominate. About 60 percent of the city’s
zero-lot line units and townhouses are in the Northeast and Southwest regions.
Condominiums are concentrated in the Northeast, Northwest, and Southwest regions.
Nearly 75 percent of the 2-to-4-plexes and more than 85 percent of the apartments in
large complexes are in the Northeast and Northwest regions. Haif the mobile homes are
in just the Northeast area.

As we discussed earlier, vacancy rates varied substantially among different types
of Anchorage housing in 1989. Figure 5 shows vacancy rates by housing type within
regions. Remember in looking at these vacancy rates that most foreclosed houses,
condominiums, zero-lot line units, and mobile homes were probably vacant — and the high
proportions of condominiums and mobile homes in foreclosure are reflected in the
particularly high vacancy rates for those kinds of housing.

Vacancy rates for single-family houses were relatively low throughout the city in
1989, hovering between 6 and 10 percent. Apartment vacancy rates showed the widest
range, dipping to 3 percent in the Southeast (where there are few apartments complexes)
and rising to 20 percent in the Northwest (where there are many). It may be that one of
the reasons apartment vacancies were so low in the Southeast region was that so many
of the relatively few condominiums what might otherwise have been available for renting
were in foreclosure and therefore off the market.

Condominium vacancies were high throughout Anchorage in 1989, but varied from
a low of 20 percent in the Eagle River and Northeast regions to a high of 41 percent in
the Southeast. (Again, Turnagain Arm is an exception because most of the condominiums
there are second homes.) Vacancies were also particularly high for mobile homes, moving
from 15 percent in the Southeast region to 23 percent in the Southwest.

Vacancies in zero-lot line units were lower than for condominiums and mobile homes
overall, but varied substantially from region to region — from as little as 11 percent to as
much as 22 percent.

Figure 6 and Table 1 show how occupied units were divided among homeowners
and renters around the city in 1989. In the city as a whole homeowners lived in 49
percent of the housing and renters in 37 percent. Homeowners were most concentrated
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in the Eagle River and Southeast regions of Anchorage, occupying close to 70 percent
of housing in 1989. Renters were in the majority (52 percent) in the Northwest region. In
the rest of the city the split between homeowners and renters was closer to the city
average.

Owners lived in most single-family houses (from 70 to 81 percent) and zero-lot line
units (from 59 to 68 percent) in all regions except Turnagain Arm, where many of the
houses are second homes.

A large number of condominiums (from 22 to 40 percent) around the city were
rented in 1989, but owners still occupied more (from 35 to 50 percent). Owners lived in
a few units of duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes (from 10 to 18 percent), but most in all
regions were occupied entirely by renters. At first glance it seems that very few apartment
complexes had owner-occupants, but if we recall that each complex has at least 5 units
and that one out of fifty was occupied by an owner, then about 10 percent of apartment
complexes had owner-occupants.

Housing Payments

® The median monthly payment for homeowners in 1989 was $986, with the
median for houses highest at $1,135 and the median for mobile homes lowest
at $400.

® The median monthly payment among Anchorage renters in 1989 was $505,
with the median highest for single-family houses ($882) and the median lowest
for apartments in large complexes ($395).

®  Fagle River homeowners made the highest median monthly payments in 1989
($1,199), while Turnagain Arm homeowners paid the lowest ($766).

® The highest median rent in 1989 was in the Southeast region ($605) and the
lowest in the Northwest region ($425).

®  Housing values varied from a high of $51 per square foot in Turnagain Arm,
Eagle River, and Southeast regions to a low of $21 per square foot in the
Northwest region in 1989.

Figure 7 shows median monthly housing payments of renters and owners living in
various types of Anchorage housing in 1989. Owners’ payments include mortgage
payments, utilities, and condominium association fees. Renter’'s payments include rent,
space rent, and any utilities not included in the rent.

The median monthly housing payment for owners of all types of Anchorage housing
in 1989 was $986. Owners of single-family houses had the highest median payments, at
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$1,135 monthly. Mobile home owners had the lowest median payments, at $400. Owners
of 2-to-4-plexes paid $534 per unit each month.

Figure 8 shows how owners’ and renters’ payments varied around the city in 1989.
The highest median payment for owners was in Eagle River, at $1,199 monthly. That
makes sense, since most of the housing in that area consists of single-family houses,
which cost more than other kinds of housing. The lowest median payment was $766 in
the Turnagain Arm region, where distance from Anchorage and the prevalence of second
homes affect proces. In the Anchorage bowl, the lowest median payment was $800 in
the Northeast region, where there are thousands of mobile homes and condominiums —
which cost less than other kinds of housing.

Renters in the Southeast region paid the highest monthly payments, at $605. Those
living in the Northwest region paid the lowest median at $425; that region has more
apartments than any other, and apartments rent for less than other kinds of housing.

Details on how median payments varied by type of housing in different areas of the
city are included in Appendix B.

Figures 7 and 8 show that overall owners’ costs are higher than renters’ costs, and
that median payments of both owners and renters vary considerably around town. But
those figures are determined by the types and quality of housing in each region. They
don't tell us how much owners’ and renters’ costs vary for the same type and quality of
housing, but Figure 9 provides a partial answer by showing differences in the unit value
per square foot of housing occupied by owners and renters in different areas of town.
Appendix B provides details on costs per square foot for five different housing types. (The
unit value is based on the municipal property assessment, and reflects age of the
property, location, and other factors but excludes land value. We are not able to show
mobile home costs per square foot because most are in trailer courts and are considered
personal rather than real property — so they do not appear on the municipality’s
assessment files.)

The figure shows that value per square foot was highest ($49) for homeowners in
Turnagain Arm, which includes primarily the resort community of Girdwood. Owners in the
Southeast area, which includes a large portion of the exclusive Hillside area, had the next
highest value at $44 per square foot. Third highest was the Eagle River area ($42 per
square foot), where most of the housing is relatively new.
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Figure 7. Median Housing Payments by Type of Unit
Owners and Renters, 1989
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Figure 8. Median Housing Payments by Area
Owners and Renters, 1989
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Figure 9. Unit Value per Square Foot
Owners and Renters, 1989
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The Northwest, Northeast, and Southwest areas, which include the city’s older
housing, had per square foot values of about $38 in 1989.

Value of rental property generally followed the same patterns, with Turnagain and
Southeast values highest and Northwest values lowest.

In all regions except Turnagain Arm, rental properties had lower values than owner-
occupied properties; the difference ranged from $4 per square foot in the Southwest
region to $19 per square foot in the Northwest. In Turnagain, values of rental properties
were comparable to those of owner-occupied properties — which makes sense, if we
remember that most of those rental units are in Girdwood, where second homes are in
high demand by skiers and others.

Earlier we showed that owners pay more for single-family houses than for
condominiums or zero-lot line units. But payments per 1,000 square feet are often higher
for Anchorage condominiums or zero-lot line units, as Figure 10 shows. An important
reason for that difference is that Anchorage single-family houses in general are older and
therefore many cost less when they were purchased. Most condominiums and zero-lot
line units were built in the early 1980s, when prices and mortgage interest rates were
higher.
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Figure 10. Median Housing Payments per 1,000 Square Feet
Owners and Renters, 1989
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Owner’s payments per square foot for 2 to 4 plexes are much lower than for other
types of structures. (This is probably also true of apartments, where are sample size is
too small to be reliable,) In 1989 owners of single-family houses paid $699 per 1,000
square feet, while owners of 2 to 4 plexes paid $455 per 1,000 square feet.

Renters’ relative costs per 1,000 square feet of housing are influenced most by the
current state of the market, whereas owners’ costs are influenced most by when they
purchased their homes. Those renting single-family houses, condos, and zero-lot lines
paid more per 1,000 square feet than did those renting apartments in 1989. In part that
difference reflects the "flight to quality" in the rental markets in recent years. Because rents
have been low, more renters could afford to rent houses — leaving more lower quality
apartments vacant. These high apartment vacancies in turn force the landlords to reduce
apartment rents even further to attract tenants.

Notice that owner-occupants of 2-to-4-plexes and apartments paid less per 1,000
square feet in 1989 than did renters. That happened at least in part because AHFC
programs made it possible for some owner-occupants to borrow money at lower interest
rates than investors could — so owner-occupants would have lower costs than investors
borrowing the same amount of money.
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Age, Size, and Value of Anchorage Housing

® A quarter of all the housing in Anchorage was built between 1981 and 1985,
while only 1 percent was built in the last half of the decade.

®  Almost all condominiums and zero-lot lines were built in the early 1980s.

®  Owners occupy most Anchorage housing of all ages except the oidest, which
is more likely to be rented.

® The older, the smaller, and the less valuable housing was most likely to be
vacant in 1989.

® Three out of four owners lived in units worth more than $45,000 in 1989, while
three out of four renters lived in units worth less than $45,000.

®  The larger the housing unit, the more likely owners would live in it and the less
likely it would have been vacant in 1989.

Figure 11 shows how much of the housing built in each period was occupied by
owners and renters in 1989 and how much was vacant. Owners lived in between 43 and
57 percent of housing of all ages, except the oldest, which had a higher share of renters.
Vacancy rates in most housing were at or below 14 percent, but were slightly higher in
the oldest and the newest stock.

Details on age and occupancy of individual kinds of housing are in Appendix B. The
biggest period of construction for all kinds of units except apartments was from 1981-
1985. Anchorage condominiums and zero-lot line units date almost exclusively from that
period.

More apartments were built from 1976 to 1980 than at any other time. That period

included the last years of construction of the trans-Alaska pipeline, when Anchorage'’s
population was growing fast and many apartments were built to house the newcomers.
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Figure 11. Occupancy by Unit Age
All Housing Types, 1989
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Figure 12 shows the distribution of values of Anchorage housing in 1989, and
occupancy in units of different value. These are just values of the buildings themselves —
not including the land they sit on. By excluding the land values, we look just at the quality
of the structures themselves. (We estimate the value of each unit in a multi-family
structure by dividing the structure value by the number of units.)

More than 80 percent of the housing units in Anchorage in 1989 were valued at
$75,000 or less. At the top end, about 2 percent were valued at more than $140,000.
Three out of four renters lived in units valued at $45,000 or less, while three out of four
owners lived in units worth more than $45,000.
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Figure 12. Occupancy by Unit Value

All Housing Types, 1989
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Vacancies were much higher in units worth less than $45,000, sometimes exceeding
20 percent — as compared with 4 to 8 percent in more valuable housing. Details on value
and occupancy for five housing types are included in Appendix B. (We are not able to
provide that information for mobile homes, because our source is the municipality’s
property assessment files. Most mobile homes do not appear on those files because

they’re considered personal rather than real property.)

Figure 13 shows the distribution by size of Anchorage’s housing, and occupancy
and vacancy rates. Close to 50 percent of the units in Anchorage are between 1,000 and

2,000 square feet, and another 15 percent are larger than 2,000 square feet.

Renters live in nearly 60 percent of the units smaller than 1,000 square feet. Owners

live in 70 percent of the units 1,500 square feet or larger.
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Figure 13. Occupancy by Unit Size
All Housing Types, 1989
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About one-quarter of the units 800 square feet or smaller were vacant in 1989, while
only about 3 percent of the units larger than 2,000 square feet were vacant. (The overall
vacancy rate in 1989 was 14 percent.)

Details on size and occupancy by housing type are included in Appendix B. In
general, single-family houses are the biggest units in Anchorage, with 60 percent larger
than 1,500 square feet. Zero-lot line units and townhouses are the next largest, with about
one-quarter larger than 1,500 square feet. Only about 10 percent of condominiums, units
in 2-to-4-plexes, and apartments are as large as 1,500 square feet.
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CHAPTER 3. TRENDS IN HOUSING

Housing Changes During the 1980s

® Anchorage’s population grew 40 percent and 26,000 households were added
between 1980 and 1985.

® Rapid growth in the population and number of households rather than
speculation or AHFC policies drove construction in the first half of the 1980s.
Roughly the same number of housing units were built as new households were
added.

® Anchorage lost 12 percent of its population and 2 percent of its housing stock
in the late 1980s. By 1989 population had started to grow again.

If we looked only at the difference in Anchorage’s population and housing stock in
1980 and 1989, the 1980s would look like a decade of strong growth. The city’'s
population was 26 percent higher in 1989 than in 1980. The housing stock was 38
percent larger.

But as everyone knows who lived through the past few years in Anchorage, the
1980s actually fall into two disparate periods. From 1980 through 1985 the city went
through an unprecedented economic boom accompanied by surging population and
hectic construction. From 1986 through 1988 the city went through the worst recession
in recent memory. Tens of thousands left the city, and as properties went unsold and
unrented foreclosures cascaded.

Figures 14, 15, and 16 show changes in population, housing stock, and vacancies
over the course of the 1980s. It's important to emphasize here that it was tremendous
growth in the population and number of households that was driving housing construction
in the first half of the 1980s, rather than either speculation or AHFC financing policies.

Anchorage’s population stood at 175,000 in 1980 and rose steadily and sharply
through 1985 to peak at 248,000 — a gain of more than 40 percent in just 5 years. The
number of households increased by nearly 26,000.

Then came the drop; the city lost 12 percent of its population between 1986 and
1988. By 1989 the population had leveled out and started to grow very slightly. The
Municipality of Anchorage reported in early 1990 that the city’s population appeared to
be growing quickly, but there won’t be any conclusive figures until the preliminary figures
from the 1990 federal census are available in late 1990 or 1991.
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Figure 14. Anchorage Population, 1980 — 1989
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Figure 15. Anchorage Housing Stock, 1980 — 1989
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Figure 16. Anchorage Housing Vacancies
Selected Years, 1980 — 1989
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Note: The Municipality counts as vacant units second homes and units occupied by
temporary residents; our surveys count second homes as a separate category and include
units occupied by temporary residents as occupied.

Housing construction lagged population growth and some construction was
continuing even during the early part of the recession. The housing stock was at its
highest in 1987 — 40 percent above where it had been seven years earlier. About 25,500
units (a number roughly equal to the number of new Anchorage households in the first
half of the decade) were added to the stock between 1980 and 1987.

Once housing is in place it tends to stay in place, even when there aren’t enough
people to fill it. Still, after 1987 Anchorage’s housing stock did shrink about 2 percent as
some mobile homes and low-quality apartments were removed (as we discuss more in
the next section.)

Vacancies shrank to just 5 percent in 1983, when population growth was still
outpacing construction. But as early as 1984 vacancies had begun to rise. By 1987 more
than 14 percent of the stock was empty, and in the following year almost 17 percent.
Because some stock was removed throughout the late 1980s and the number of
households increased in 1989, vacancies dropped below 15 percent by the end of the
decade.
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Changes, 1987-1989

®  Population losses in the late 1980s were greatest in the Northwest and
Northeast regions, which had the highest shares of renters.

®  Residential construction virtually stopped in Anchorage when the recession
began, and it remained very slight at the end of the decade.

® The thousands of foreclosures in the late 1980s dropped the percentage of
homeowners, but by 1989 homeownership had begun to move back up.

In this section we look more closely at population and housing changes in the most
recent years. Figure 17 shows how Anchorage population changed by region from the
peak in 1985 through 1989. All areas of the city (with the possible exception of Eagle
River, where the pattern is erratic) lost significant numbers of people between 1985 and
1988. As we would expect, population losses were greatest in those areas where renters
(the most mobile residents) lived; the population of the Northwest region shrank 17
percent, and the Northeast 16 percent. On the other hand, areas most dominated by
homeowners shrank less; the population in the Southeast area dropped just 6 percent.
The Turnagain Arm region lost a few hundred people as compared with thousands from
other regions, but the Turnagain population is so small to begin with that its proportionate
loss was high.

Some of the change in population by region also reflects another phenomenon in
Anchorage in recent years — the much-discussed "flight to quality." Some people who
stayed in Anchorage moved from one region to another to take advantage of lower prices
for better housing. (Also, within regions, people moved out of poorer housing and into
better housing.)

By 1989, the populations of all regions except the Northwest and Eagle River began
to grow again. The biggest gain was in the Northeast region, where the population was
up 5 percent between 1988 and 1989. Some analysts attribute at least a part of the
population growth to the number of jobs created by the clean-up of the huge 1989 oil spill
in Prince William Sound, but most of the effects of the clean-up came after the 1989
survey.

The population in the Northwest region dropped slightly between 1988 and 1989;

we don’t know how much of the continuing decline was due to residents of that region
leaving Anchorage and how much to residents moving elsewhere in the city.
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Anchorage’s housing stock did shrink about two percent in the face of dwindling
population in the late 1980s, dropping from about 91,300 units to 89,800. (Figure 18) That
happened, as the bar totals in Figure 19 show, mostly because roughly 1,200 mobile
homes were either moved out of the city or demolished, and several big complexes with
nearly 600 apartments were either demolished or condemned and were waiting to be
demolished. A few units of other kinds of housing were also taken out of the stock.

Residential construction virtually stopped in Anchorage when the recession began

in the last 1980s, with the exception of a relative few single-family houses (high-quality
houses built in neighborhoods where land values were relatively high).

Figure 18. Total Anchorage Housing Stock, 1987 — 1989
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Figure 19. Occupancy, Vacancy, and Total Housing Stock,
1987 — 1989, Six Housing Types
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Figure 20 shows the effects of the recession on occupancy of Anchorage’s housing
in the late 1980s. Our surveys (which count vacancies slightly differently than the
municipality) shows vacancies at 14 percent in 1987, 16 percent in 1988, and 14 percent
in 1989. Vacancies dropped between 1988 and 1989 in part because the population grew
(about 1,250 new households were added during that time) but also because financial
institutions and others continued to take mobile homes and apartments out of the stock.

Figure 20. Occupancy in Total Housing Stock, 1987 — 1989
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In 1987 owners lived in 51 percent of Anchorage’s housing stock and renters
34 percent. By 1988, when thousands of properties had gone into foreclosure and many
residents had left the city, owners lived in just 48 percent of the stock, renters in
35 percent, and the vacancy rate was 2 percentage points higher than it had been the
year before. By mid-1989, hundreds of mobile homes and apartments had been taken out
of the housing stock; a number of houses that had been in foreclosure had been re-sold;
and Anchorage’s population had stabilized. As a resuit, owners occupied slightly more
of the stock (49 percent), as did renters (37 percent) and the vacancy rate was down
from 16 to 14 percent.

Details on how occupancy and vacancy rates changed for individual types of
housing from 1987 to 1989 are shown in Figure 19. Owners of apartment buildings were
the first to feel the effects of the recession. Renters began leaving the city in 1986; the
vacancy rate for large complexes as reported by the municipality jumped from 14 percent
in 1985 to 26 percent by 1987.

As the recession wore on, owners of other kinds of housing felt the effects.
Thousands of residential properties went into foreclosure as jobs disappeared, the
population shrank, and property values sank. From 1987 to 1989 the number of
condominium owners dropped more than 15 percent, as did the numbers of mobile home
owners and owners of 2-to-4-plexes. By contrast, the number of owners of single-family
houses dropped just one percent during that period. This relatively small drop in
ownership of single-family houses shows that a smaller percentage of single-family
houses went into foreclosure, and that houses re-sold more quickly.
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The Status of Foreclosed Properties

® Foreclosed houses and zero-lot lines re-sold much more readily than did
condominiums in the late 1980s. Half of the houses and 60 percent of the zero-
lot lines that had been in foreclosure in the summer of 1988 had been re-sold
a year later, as compared with 30 percent of condominiums.

What has happened to the thousands of properties that have gone into foreclosure
in Anchorage in the past few years? We don’t have complete information on the history
of all those properties, but we do have information on a specific group of properties that
were in foreclosure in the summer of 1988. We estimate that in mid-1988 financial
institutions held about 7,700 units, excluding mobile homes in trailer parks. About 2,200
of the foreclosures were condominiums, 1,600 single-family houses, 800 zero-lot line
units, 1,600 2-to-4-plexes, and 1,500 apartments. Changes in the status of that specific
group by summer of 1989 give us important information about conditions in the housing
market.

Figure 21 shows the status of all Anchorage residential properties owned by financial
institutions as of July 1988 and their status a year later. Remember that this is just one
specific group of properties; it does not include any properties that went into foreclosure
after July 1988.

In the summer of 1988, 65 percent of the foreclosures were vacant and 27 percent
were rented. Owners are shown as living in 8 percent of the foreclosed properties
because the survey fieldwork was done over several months, while foreclosure status is
at one point.

By the summer of 1989, owners were living in 27 percent of these properties

(reflecting sales of foreclosures), 36 percent were rented, and 30 percent still sat vacant.
Approximately 7 percent — almost entirely low-quality apartments — had been removed.
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Status in Summer 1989




Figure 22 breaks down the same group of properties into housing types. About 19
percent of the foreclosures were single-family houses, 10 percent zero-lot line units, 27
percent condominiums, 19 percent 2-to-4-plexes, 25 percent apartments. (Again, mobile
homes are excluded here because most are in trailer courts and are considered personal
rather than real property — so they do not appear on the municipality’s real property
assessment file, the source of this foreclosure information.)

By the summer of 1989, new owners lived in half the single-family houses, 60
percent of the zero-lot line units, and 32 percent of the condominiums that had been in
foreclosure. Still standing vacant in mid-1989 were 36 percent of the single-family houses,
20 percent of the zero-iot line units, and 44 percent of the condominiums. The rest — 8
percent of houses, 22 percent of zero-lot lines, and 23 percent of condos — were rented.

Owners lived in 12 percent of the units in 2-to-4 plexes that had been in foreclosure
and renters in 58 percent; 31 percent were still vacant. About one-quarter of the
apartments that had been in foreclosure — the ones of poorest quality — had been torn
down (or at least condemned and readied for demolition) by mid-1989. Of the remaining
apartments, 83 percent were rented and 17 percent were still vacant.
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CHAPTER 4. CONCLUSIONS

Between 1980 and 1986, Anchorage’s population grew by nearly 40 percent. During
the next two years, the population declined by 12 percent. These rapid changes brought
on almost chaotic conditions in the housing market. Over 40 percent of all housing units
in Anchorage in 1989 were built in the 1980s, and many of these units became property
of financial institutions as prices fell in the latter part or the decade.

When Anchorage’s population stabilized in 1988 at around 220,000, the overall
housing vacancy rate stood at 16 percent. Between 1988 and 1989, the vacancy rate
dropped to 14 percent. Although Anchorage gained about 1,250 new households in 1989,
another 1,000 housing units--mostly mobile homes and low-quality apartments--were
removed from the stock. The lower prices for housing associated with the recession had
induced a "flight to quality", reducing demand for these lower-quality units.

The removal of low-rent apartments, combined with a continued large inventory of
foreclosed condominiums, has led to an imbalance in vacancy rates within the
municipality. In 1989, apartments units in complexes with five or more units had a
vacancy rate of 15 percent, while 26 percent of condominiums were vacant. However,
the vacancy rate for condominiums was 31 percent in 1988, so financial institutions
actually made significant progress in divesting their inventory of foreclosed condominiums.

The recession of 1986-88 has had at least one beneficial impact. Nearly 2,000
mostly low-quality housing units have already been removed from the housing stock. As
the Anchorage economy recovers and the population begins to grow again, these units
will have to be replaced with new units. The Anchorage population can look forward to
living in better-quality housing in the 1990s than they were able to afford in the 1980s.
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APPENDIX A

Survey Instruments for 1987, 1988, and 1989
Municipality of Anchorage
Population and Housing Surveys







Municipality of Anchorage - Official 1987 Population Survey

How many people are now staying in this household? include all family members, relatives, lodgers, boarders, visitors or
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How many different telephone numbers are currently in service in your home? Please check one box.
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PERSON S

PERSON S

PERGONT

Households with more than 7 people should use
ot Queat:ions 4 through 13 for
wach additional person

4 How is this person rsisted 1o person 17
Plesse check 008 box {01 e8Ch person starl-

ing with porson 2

1. JA Primary Household
Meomber

2 O Husband or Wite
3 O 50n or Dsughier
4 O Other Relative
S O Non-Relative

2 O Husbend or Wile
3 O Son or Deughter
4 O Other Relative
5 O Non-Relstive

2 0 Husband or Wife
3 0 Son or Daughter
4 O Other Retative
5 O Non-Relstive

2 0 Husbend or Wite
3 O Son or Deughier
4 O Othec Relative

8 O Non-Reistive

2 T Husbend or Wite
3 O Son or Deughter
4 O Other Relstive
5 O Non-Relative

2 O Husbens or Wite
3 O Son or Bsughter
4 O Other Baistive
S 0 Non-Raistive

k one box which most

describes this person’s residency stsius In

1. O Usuaity lived hers
2 O Usuatty livad here but wes

1 O Usually tved here
2 1 Unusity lived here but was

1 O Usuatiy lived hera
2 O Usustly tived hers but was

1
2

O Ususiy lived here
O Usually lived here but was

10 Ususity lived bers
2 0 Ususity lived hers but wes

1 O Usuatly ived hers -
2 D Usustty ived hers but wes

1 0 Usustly ived here
2 O Usuaily irod hete but was

his housshold during the lesl week semporenly sbeent for teenporacily sbeent for ;mpomw sbesnt for temporanty sbeent for ::ponmy nb'-:u for tempotariy absent for :lmpof&niy ;‘mnl tor
. Dusiness or other business or oiher SneRs of Other business or other ress Of Other busingsse of other siness o olher
lmpoﬂ.tnl;'crt:c: :.:l #3 only H the person py o roa Py rousons
whera They normelty lve for more thanhat | 3 (7 Temporsrity staying hers. | 3 O Temporarity atsying hecs | 3 O Teeporarity staying hece 13 O Temporsrity staying here { 3 O Temporarily staying hers | 3 O Temporarity staying hecs | 3 0 Tempossaily staying here
of the yesr Has o swrrent veusl Hes & ourrend usst Het & currend veval Hae o ourvent ususl Has 8 currset usual Haa & currend ususl Has ususl
h residencs sisewhers residencs slsawhare
6 H does Ib intend 1 [}
e e oy | 1oves 20m0 1Oves 2 0no 10vs 20n0 10ves 2 0m0 1Dves 20mn0 1Ovs 20n0 10ves 20wo
origs of the Mumicipality of Anchorage?
7 Excoptior lemporary shsences, this person
has continuously fived in the Municipality MONTH YEAR MONTH YEAR MONTH YEAR MONTH YEAR MONTH YEAR MONTH YEAR MONTH YEAR
since what dete? Plasse enter month and
yesr (il 8 continuous resident mince bith, PRSI P g e e —_— UV — —— — — e — — R — JRS——— PR —— e
enter month and year of birth.) (Please use numbers ) (Please use numbers ) (Plesse use numbers ) (Plonse use numben ) (Ploase use numbers ) {Please use numbers ) {Please uze numbers |
8 Has or will this person spply lor & 1087
Alasks Permanent Fung Dividend? 1Oves  20NO 10ves  20n0 1Oves 20n0 t1Oves  20n0 1D0ves 2z OnNO 1Oves 20wn0 1Oves 20NO
9 Sex Y OMALE 2 OFEMALE | 1 OMALE 2 OFEMALE | $ OMALE 2 OFEMALE | + OMALE 2 OFEMALE | 1 OMALE 2 OFEMALE | . OMALE 2 OFEMALE | 1 OMALE 2 O FEMALE
10 Age al iast birthday - YEARS e e YEARS . YEARS YEARS YEARS YEARS e YEARS

Please check one box that most accurately 1 Disesthan 18ysarncinge [+ O Lessthan t6ysarsoiage | 1+ O Lensthan 18 yearsofage [ 1+ O Lesathen 16 ysars ol age [ 1 O Less than 16 yeern ol age | 1 3 Less than 16 yeers of sge | 1 O Lews than 18 yoars of age
°"°"':" this P‘"&"': ":‘m ;"‘P"’Y' 2 O Military Active Duty. 2 O Military Active Duty 2 O Mititary Active Duty 2 O Military Active Duty. 2 O Military Active Duty 2 O Military Active Duty 2 O Militery Activs Duty
T yesre and oldss recoing any mey for | 3 5 Employwe of privste fim |3 O Employws of prieta tiem | 3 O Emphoyes of piivate trm | 3 O Employes of peivata tim | 3 0 Empdoyen of private tem | 3 O Empboyes of privats tum. | 3 O Empiores of private frm
work parformed last week should check 40 olg 40 7w of g 40 yoe ol g 4 O emph ol g 4«0 ol g 4 O empicyee of g 4 OE ot g
one of the boxes numbered 2,3, 4 or § sgency sgency agency sgency sgency agency agency

5 O seft-Employed 5. D golt-Empioyed 5 O poi-l 5 ) SeM-Employed & O seM-Empioyed § O gol-Employed 5 O geM-Eeployed

6 O Unempioyed looking lor
wark

7 O Unemploysd not looking
tor work

8 O Retired

9 O Other non-paid

8 O Unemployed looking lor
work

7 0 Unemployed not lookdng
for work

& O Retired

8 O Other non-paig

mployed
8 O tnemployed looking for
work
7 O Unemployed not looking
for work

8 O Retired
9 O Other non-paid

©o

€3 Unempiloyed tooking lo¢
work

O Unempiloysd not Sooking
for wock

O Ratired
13 Other non-paid

8 O Unemployed looking for
work

7 O Unemployed not looking
for work

8 O Ralired
¢ O Other non-paid

8 O Unemployed looking for
work

1 U Unemployed nol looking
for work

8 O Retreg

9 O Other non-paid

8 O Unempioyed looking for
‘work

7 D Unemgioyed not tooking
tor werk

8 O Retirng

9 D Other con-pewdt

18 this parson -
(Ploase chack one box §

1 O white

2 O Blsck

3 O American indisn, Eskimo
of Aleut

4 3 Asian o Pacific Islander

S O Othet

1 O white

2 O Btack

3 O Americen Indian. Eskimo
or Aleut

4 O Asen or Pacitic Islsnder

§ O Other

1 0 wnite

2 O Biack

3 O Americen Indien, Eskimo
or Aleut

4 O Asian or Pacitic tstander

5 D Oher

" -

4

w

O whie

O Biack

D Amencan Indian, Eskimo
o Aleut

O Asian or Pacific istander

O Other

+ O wnite

2 O Binck

3 O American indian. Eskimo
or Aleul

4 O Asian or Pacitic talandor
s O Ower

t O white

2 O piscx

3 O American Indlan, Eskimo
or Aleul

4 O Asian o Pacific tstander

& O Owher

1 0 white

2 O Biack

3 O Americen Indisn, Eskimo
o Aleut

4 O Asien o Pacitic tstander

s O Other

13 this parsan of Spanish/
Hispanic ongin or descont?

1 O ves 2 OnNO

t O YES 2 (1NO

v Oves 2 Uno

1 O vgs 2 ONnO

1 O vEs 2 ONO

1 O ves 2 OnoO

' Oves 2 OnO




Municipality of Anchorage - Anchorage School District

OFFICIAL 1988 POPULATION SURVEY

1. How many people are now staying in this household? Include all family members, relatives, lodgers, boarders, visitors or

other persons staying here, including persons temporarlly sent due to their job, vacation, or brief illness.

1]

2. Are your living quarters - 1, J owned or being bought by you or by someone else in household? 2. (I rented for cash rent? 3. (] Other, please specify.

FOR QFFICE ONLY

GISID

HUSN| - STYPE:j. UNIT

HEE

Please complete questions 3 through 15 for each of the peaple in question 1. For example, if you indicate that 3 people are staying in your household, you should complete-
questions 3 through 15 in each of the columns labeled Person 1, Person 2, and Person 3. Start in the column labsied Person 1. with the hausehold mamber (or one Qﬁhe

members ) in whose name the home is owned or rented. If there is no such person, start in this column with any adult household member.

1 1OCCUPIED |
VACANT FOR SALE '+
VACANT FOR RENT " & 0 VACANT UNKNOWN

‘4. VACANT FORECLO86D. , .
5. [ RECREATIONAL: OR SEASONAL
HOUSING UNIT (2nd hame)

QUESTION

PERSON 1

PERSON 2

PERSON 3

PERSON 4

PERSON §

PERSON 6

Households with more than 6 persons should use
this space to answer questions 3 through 15 for each
additional person.

%}

How 1s this person related to person 17 Please
check one box for each person starting with per-
son 2

o Primary Household
Member

Husband or Wife
Son or Daughter

Non-Relative

. O Husband or Wife
. 3 Son or Daughter

. {J Non-Relative

. 0 Husband or Wife
. U Son or Daughter

. CJ Non-Relative

2. [0 Husband or Wife
3.1 Son or Daughter
4.0 Other Relative

S. [J Non-Relative

2. (0 Husband or Wife
3. 00 Son or Daughter
4. 0 Other Relative

$. 0 Non-Relative

IS

Please check one box which most accurately
describes this person’s residency status in this
household during the last week

IMPORTANT: Check box #3 only if the person
currantly has a usual residence elsewhere where
they normally live {cr more than haif of the year.

1.3 Usually lived here.

2 [ Usually tived here but
was temporarily absent
for business or other
reasons.

3 I Temporarily staying
here. Has a current usuat

Usually lived here.
Usually tived here but
was temporarily absent
for business or other
reasons.

3. ClTemporarily staying
here, Has a currentusual

2.0
3.0
4. 0 Other Relative
5.0
1.0
2.0

residence e.

r elsewhere.

. 0 Usually iived here.

. O Usually lived here but
was temporarily absent
for business or other
reasons.

3 D Temporarily staying
here, Has a current usual
residence elsewhere,

2
3
4. 0 Other Relative
5
1
2

. 0 Usually lived here.

. O Usually lived here but
was temporarily absent
tor business or other
reasons.

3.0 Temporarily staying
here. Has & current usual
residence elsewhere,

2
3
4. Other Relative
S
1
2

1. 0 Usually lived here.

2.0 Usually tived here but
was temporarily absent
for business or other
r0as0NS.

3.0 Temporarily staying
here. Has a currentusual

1. [T Usually lived here,

2.0 Usually tived here but
was temporarily absent
for business or other
reasons

3.0 Temporarily staying
here. Has a current usual

[{ e.

r e.

w

Except for temporary absences, this person has
cantinuously hved in the Municipality since what
date? Please enter month and year {if a continu-
aus resident since birth, enter month and year of
birth )

Month Year

{Please use numbers.)

Month Year

(Please use numbers.)

Month Year

(Please use numbers.)

Month Year

(Please use numbers.)

Month Year

(Please use numbaers.)

Month Year

(Please use numbers.)

6 Except for temporary absences, this person has Month Year Month Year Month Year Month o Year Month Year Month Year
continuously hved at this address since: — .
7 Sex 1. [JMale 2.0 Female 1. OMale 2 OFemale 1. 0Male 2 OFemale 1.0Male 2 [3Female 1.0Msale  2.0Female 1.0 Male 2 O Female
8 Age at last birthday Years Years Years Years Years Years
9 Is this person — 1. OWhite 2. (I Biack 1. 0white 2.0 Biack 1.0 White 2. 0Black 1. Owhite 2.0 Black 1. 0White 2.0 Black 1.OWhite 2.0 Black
(Please check one box ) 3.0 American Indian, 3.0 American Indian, 3.0 American Indian, 3. O American indian, 3.0 American Indian, 3.0 American Indian,
Eskimo, or Aleut Eskimo, or Aleut Eskimo, or Aleut Eskimo, or Aleut Eskimo, or Aleut Eskimo, or Alsut
4.1 Asian or Pacific 4.0 Asian or Pacific 4. (3 Asian or Pacific 4 O Asian or Pacific 4 [ Asian or Pacilic 4. [J Asian or Pacific
istander Istander Istander istander Istander Islander
5.0 Other 5.0 Other 5. 1 Other 5.0 Other 5. 00 Other 5. 0 Other

10 Is this pers i nish/Hi
15 thhs berson of Spanish/Hispanic ongin 1.0 Yes 2 0ONo 1.0ves 2.0No 1.0 Yes 2.0No 1.0 Yes 20No 1.0 VYes 2.0No 1.0 Yes 2.0No

11 f 16 years or older, please enter this person's
primary occupation or job title. Please be specific
{e.g. carpenter, taborer - nat construction).

12 Please check one box that most accurately des- | 1 [J Less than 16 yrs. old 1. O Less than 16 yrs. old 1.0 Less than 16 yrs. old 1. O Less than 16 yrs. oid 1.0 Less than 16 yrs. ofd 1.0 Less than 16 yrs. old
cribes this person's pnimary employment status | 2. (1 Mihitary Active Duty 2. O Military Active Duty 2. O Military Active Duty 2.0 Military Active Duty 2. Military Active Duty 2. O Military Active Duty
during the last week Persons 16 years and older | 3 [] Employee of private firm | 3. [J Employee of private tirm | 3. (J Employee of private firm | 3. (] Employee of private firm | 3. (3 Employee of private firm | 3. [J Employee of private firm
receving any pay for work performed last week | 4 [JEmployee of govern- | 4 O Employee of govern-| 4 O Employse of govarn-{ 4 O Employes of govern-| 4. O Employee of govern-] 4.(JEmployee of govern-
should check one of the boxes numbered 2,3, 4 ment ment ment ment ment ment
ors 5 O Seif-Employed 5.3 Selt-Employed 5. (J Selt-Employed 5.0 Self-Employed 5.0 Selt~Employed 5. 0 Self-Employed
IF THIS PERSON'S EMPLOYMENT STATUS | 5 U Unempioyed looking for [ 6 C1Unemployed looking for | 6. O Unempioyed locking for { 6. O Unemployed leoking for | 6.0 Unempioyed looking for | 6. () Unemployed looking for
WAS LESS THAN 16 YEARS OF AGE. UNEM- work work work work work work
PLOYED, RETIRED, OR OTHER, PLEASE SKiP | (1Unemployed notlooking [ 7. [} Unemployed notlooking | 7. (3 Unemployed notlooking | 7. [ Unemployed noticoking | 7. O Unempioyed noticoking | 7 [J Unemployed notlooking
QUESTIONS 13 AND 14. ' for work tor work for work for work for work for work

8.0 Retired 8 {JRetired 8 O Retired 8 O Retired 8. ) Retired 8. (J Retired
3 {J Other non-paid 9. Other non-pad 9, O Other non-pard 9.0 Other non-paid 9.0 Other non-paid 9.0 Other non-paid

13 Piease check one box which most accurately | 1 {J Anchorage Bowl 1.0 Anchorage Bowl 1. 0 Anchorage Bowl 1.0 Anchorage Bow! 1.0 Anchorage Bow! 1. 0 Anchorage Bowl
S B O TAZ S . TAZN.. . TAZW _ TAZ# TAZW TAZ#

Bowl should refer l’; !F\e map on the back of lms 2.0 Eagle River-Chugiak 2. O Eagle River-Chugiak 2. (] Eagle River-Chugiak 2. [J Eagle River-Chugiak 2. [J Eagle River-Chugiak 2 [ Eagle River-Chugiak
3 O Girdwood-indian- 3. O Girdwood-indian- 3. 0 Girdwood-indian- 3. 0 Girdwood-Indian- 3 0 Girdwood-Indian- 3.0 Girdwood-indian-

questionnaire and indicate in the space marked N )

TAZ #. the 3-drgit Traffic Analysis Zone number in Bird Creek Bird Creek Bird Creek Bird Creek Bird Creek Bird Creek

whlch'thelr n?nar |ace of Zvork was located 4.0 Matanuska-Susitna 4. (0 Matanuska-Susitna 4.0 Matanuska-Susitna 4 [ Matanuska-Susitna 4. O Matanuska-Susitna 4 O Matanuska-Susitna

3 Yp Borough Borough Borough Borough Borough Borough

5 [0 Nerth Siope Borough 5.0 North Slope Borough 5 0O North Slope Borough § O North Slope Borough 5. 3 North Slope Borough 5.0 North Slope Borough
§Q00ther | 600ther 6. [J Other 6. 0 Other 6.0 Other 6.0 Other

Did this person’s job involve the sate of retalt mer-
chandise to the public? Examples include busi-
nesses which sell food, cars, clothing, and other
goods.

i 0 Yes 2. ONo

7 [ Yes 2 OiNo

1.0 Yes 2.0No

1. 0Yes 2.0No

1.0OYes 2 ONo

1.0 Yes 2.{INo

What was the total annual income {before taxes)
n 1987 of all people who usually hved in your
household during the last week

t [J Less than §5,000
2 {1 $5.000 to $10,000

3.1 $10,000 to $15.000
4 {1$15,000 to $20.000

5. 00 $20.000 to $30.000
6 {130,000 to $40,000

7.11$40,000 to $50,000
8 (1 $50,000 10 $60,000

9.{J $60,000 to $70,000
10 (3 $70,000 to $80,000

11. O $80.000 to $90,000

12 (1$90.000 to $100.000

13. (0 $100.000 to $110.000
14 (3 $110,000 to $120,000

15 118$120.000
or more




Municipality of Anchorage - Anchurage School District - Institute of Social and Economic Research

OFFICIAL 1989 POPULATION SURVEY

-

. How many people are now staying in this household? Include all family members, relatives, todgers, boarders, visitors or

other persons staying here, including persons temporarily absent due to their job, vacation, or brief iliness.

2SS

Bedrooms

k-

Rent or Martgage Payments

Bathrooms (include ' and % baths)

. Please indicate how much your housshold pays on average each month for each of the following expenses associated with your living quarters.
Condo Dues, Space Rent, Water and Sewer

L]

Are your living quarters - 1. [J owned or being bought by you or by someone eise in household? 2. O rented for cash rent? 3. 0 Other, please specify.
Please indicate how many rooms of each of the following types are contained in your living quarters.

Other Rooms (excluding porches, balconies, foyers, halls or half rooms)

Heat and Electricity

FOR OFFICE ONLY

Pleasg complete questions 5 through 15 for each of the people in question 1. For example, if you indicate that 3 people are staying in your household, you should complete
questions 5 through 15 in each of the columns labeled Person 1, Person 2, and Person 3. Start in the column labeled Person 1 with the household member (or one of the

members ) in whose name the home is owned or rented. If there is no such person, start in this column with any adult household member.

3.0 VACANT FOR RENT

6.0 VACANT UNKNOWN

MAP | GISID |HUSN STYPE BLDG | UNIT
HNEEEERRERRRRRRRRREN
1.01OCCUPIED 4,0 VACANT FORECLOSED

2.(JVACANTFORSALE 5. (JRECREATIONAL OR SEASONAL
HOUSING UNIT (2nd home)

QUESTION

PERSON 1

PERSON 2

PERSON 3

PERSON 4

PERSON S

PERSON &

Households with more than 8 persons should use
this space to answer questions Sthrough 15 for each

additional person

5 How is this person related 10 person 17 Plaass
check one box for mach person starling with per
son 2,

W Primary Household
Mamber

2 [JHusband or Wite
3.0 Son or Daughter
4, [ Other Relative
5. [J Non-Relative

2. [0 Husband or Wife
3.3 Son or Daughter
4.1 Other Relative

5. [ Non-Relative

2 {3 Husband or Wite
3.0 Son or Daughter
4.0 Other Retative
5. (1 Non-Relative

2 0 Husband or Wife
3.{3 Son or Daughter
4 [10ther Ralative

5. (1 Non-Relative

2. (0 Husband or Wife
3. (3 Son or Daughter
4.1 Other Relative
5. 0 Non-Relative

6 Plaase check one box which most accurately
describes this person's residency status in this
household during the last week.

IMPORTANT: Check box #3 only If the person
currently has a ususl resldence elsewhers who:«
they normally live for more than hal! of the yes:

1. 3 Usually tived here.

2. 03 Usually lived here but
was temporarily absent
for business or other
reasons.

3.0Temporarily staying

here. Has a current ysual

1. 03 Usually tived here.

2. (3 Usually lived here but
was lemporarily absent
for business or other
reasons.

3. [J Temporarily staying
here. Has a current usual

1. O Usually lived here.

2.0 Usually lived here but
was temporarily absent
for business or other
reasons,

3. O Temporarily staying
here. Has a current usual

1. [1 Usually lived here.

2.0 Usually lived here but
was temporarily absent
for business or other
reasons.

3. {1 Temporarily staying
here. Has a current usual

T

1. (3 Usually lived here.

2.3 Usually lived here but
was temporarily absent
for business or other
reasons.

3. {1 Temporarily staying
here. Has a currenl usual
residence elsewhers,

1, O Usually tived here.

2.3 Usually lived here but
was temporarily absent
for business or other
reasons.

3. 01 Temporarily staying
here. Has a currentusual
residence elsewhere.

~

Except for temporary absences, this person has
continuously lived in the Municipallty since what
date? Please enter month and year {if a continu-
ous resident since birth, enter month and year of
birth.)

Month Year

(Please use numbers,)

Month Year

(Please use numbers.)

Month Year

{Please use numbers.}

Month Year

{Please use numbers.}

Month Year

(Please use numbers.)

Month Year

{Please use numbers.)

Year

Month Year

8. Except for temporary absences, this person hax Month Year Month Year Month Year Month Year Month
continuously lived at this address since:
9. Sex, 1.0Male  2.0Female 1.0Male 2.0 Female 1.0OMale 2. (JFemale 1.0 Male 2.0 Female 1.0Male 2.0 Female 1. 0Male 2 0Female
10. Age at last birthday Years Years Years Years Years Years
11. is this person — 1.3 American indian, Aleut 1.0 Ameacan Indian, Aleut 1 O American indian, Aleut 1 00 American Indian, Aleut 1. [ American fndian, Ateut 1. [ American Indian, Aleut
{Plpase check one box.) or Eskirna 8 [ Other Astan| or Eskimo 6. [J Othor Asian | or Eskima 6. (I Other Asian | or Eswrno 6. (3 Other Astan] ar Esxsmo 6. U Otner Asian| or Eslermo 6. [ Other Asian
2.0 Black 7. 0 Pacific 2.1 Black 7. O Paciic 2.0 Blacx 7. O Pacfic 2 0 Brack 7. Q Pacific 2.0 Black 7. G pacific 2.0 Black 7. O Pacific
3.0 Fipino Islander 3 O Filipino islandeor 3.0 Fipino Islander 3 O Fipino Islander 3 0 Fiipino Islander 2 0 Flipno Istander

4.[1 Japanese 8. O white
5.0 Koean 9. 0 Other

4.0 Japanese 8 O White
5.00 Korean 9. [J Other

4.0 Japanese 8. (3 Whio
5.0) Korean 9. 0 Omer

4 O Japanese 8. O White
§.{J_Korean 9. 0 Oter

4.0 Japanese 8. O Wnite
5.0 Korean 8. O Omer

4.0 Japanese 8 (I wnite

5 (J Korean 9. (] Omer

12. I3 this person of Spanish/Hispanic origin
or descent?

1.0 Yes 2.0No

1.1 Yes 2.0No

1.0 Yes 2.0No

1.0 Yes 2.0 No

1 OVes® 2.0No

1.0Yes 2.0No

13 1 16 years or older, what is this person’s primary
occupation or job titie? A fist of occupationat
codesis printed on the back of this questionnaire
Piease enter thal code which best describes this
person’s occupation in the space at right.

S

Please check one box that most accurately des-
cribes this person’s primary employment status
during the last week. Persons 16 years and older
receiving any pay for work parformed last weai
shouid check one of the boxes numbeied 2, 3, 4
or 5,

IF THIS PERSON'S EMPLOYMENT STATUS
WAS LESS THAN 18 YEARS OF AGE, UNE®M-
PLOYED, RETIRED, OR OTHER, PLEASE SKiP
QUESTION 15,

1.0 Less than 16 yrs. old

2.0 Mititary Active Duty

3. 0 Employee of private firm

4. JEmployee of govern-
mant

5. [0 Seli-Employed

6. ) Unemployed looking for
work

7. 0 Unemployed not looking
for work

8 0 Retired

9. 3 Other non-paid

1. OJ Less than 16 yrs. old

2. O Military Active Duty

3. (] Employee of private firm

4 [)Emptoyee of govern-
ment

5 [ Selt-Employed

6. 3 Unemployed looking for
work

7.0 Unemployed notlooking
for work

8 O Retired

9. O Other non-paid

1.0 Less than 16 yrs. old

2.0 Military Active Duty

3. [J Employee of private firm

4. JEmployee of govern-
ment

5. (0 Selt-Employed

6. 0 Unemployed looking for
work

7. U Unemployed notlooking
for work

8 O Retired

9. 00 Other non-paid

1 O Less than 16 yrs. old

2 OO Military Active Duty

3 (J Employee of private firm

4.0 Empioyee of govern-
ment

5.0 Selt-Employed

6. O Unemployed looking for
work

7. 0 Unemployed notlooking
for work

8. 0 Retired

9. O Other non-paid

1.0 Less than 16 yrs. old

2. [ Military Active Duty

3. 0 Employee of private firm

4 DEmployee of govern-
ment

5 [J SeHH-Employed

6 [1Unemployed looking for
work

7. (3 Unemployed notlooking
for work

8 {1 Retired

9.0 Other non-paid

1. 0 Less than 16 yrs, old

2.0 Military Active Duty

3. O Employee of private firm

4 O Employee of govern-
ment

5. (1 Selt-Employed

6. J Unemployed looking for
work

7. 0 Unemployed not looking
for work

8.0 Retired

9. 0] Other non-paid

15 Please check one box which most accurateiy
locates this person’s primary place of work izst
week.

1. 22 Anchorage Bowl

2. [J Eagle River-Chugiak

3. O Girdwood-Indian-Bird
4.0 Matanuska-Susitna Bor.
5. 0 North Slope Borough

6. Other

1. 0 Anchorage Bowl

2. [J Eagle River-Chugiak

3. O Girdwood-Indian-8ird
4. (1 Matanuska-Susitna Bor
5. OO North Slope Borough
6. 00 Other

1.0 Anchorage Bow!
2. (0 Eagle River-Chugiak
3. (J Girdwood-Indian-Bird

1. 0] Anchorage Bowl!
2.0 Eagle River-Chugiak
3. 0 Girdwood-Indian-Bird

1 €1 Anchorage Bowl
2. J Eagle River-Chugiak
3. O Girdwood-Indian-Bird

4.0 Susitna Bor.

1.0 Anchorage Bowt
2. Q) Eagle River-Chugiak
3. 0 Girdwood-Indian-Bird

4.0 Susitna Bor

4.0\ ka-Susitna Bor.
5. 0 North Slope Borough
8. (3 Other

4.0\ S
5. 0 North Slope Borough
6.0 Other

itna Bor

5. [0 North Slope Borough
6.(10ther

5. O North Slope Borough
8.0 Other

16. What was the total annual income (before taxes)
in 1988 of all pecple who usually lived in your
household during the fast week

1.0 Less than $5,000
2.0 $5.000 to $10.000

3.0 $10,000 to $15,000
4.[1$15.000 to $20,000

5. (0 $20,000 to $30,000
6. 0 $30.000 to $40,000

7. [ $40,000 to $50.000
8. [] $50.000 to $60,000

9. 0 $60,000 to $70,000
10 O $70,000 to $80,000

11, {3 $80.000 to $90,000
12. {7 $90,000 to $100.000

13. 0 $100,000 to $110,000
14. (3 $110,000 to $120,000

5. 0 $120,000
or more
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APPENDIX B

Detailed Housing Information

Median Payments by Housing Type
Occupancy and Vacancy by Unit Age
Occupancy and Vacancy by Unit Value
Occupancy and Vacancy by Unit Size







¢d

Eagle River
Single Family
Zero-Lot Lines
Condominiums
Two to Four Plexes
Apartments
Mobile Homes

Southeast
Single Family
Zero-Lot Lines
Condominiums
Two to Four Plexes
Apartments
Mobile Homes

Northeast
Single Family
Zero-Lot Lines
Condominiums
Two to Four Plexes
Apartments
Mobile Homes

MEDIAN HOUSING PAYMENTS AND PAYMENTS PER SQ FT
BY TYPE OF HOUSING AND PLANNING AREA

Owners Renters Combined
$1,249 $945 $1,184
1073 905 935
466 590 565
575 500 500
395 390

335 550 450
1218 967 1180
891 713 871
803 500 650
598 575 575
545 545

585 565 575
968 917 967
1168 955 1030
810 593 750
559 550 550
450 445

415 550 454

Northwest
Single Family
Zero-Lot Lines
Condominiums
Two to Four Plexes
Apartments
Mobile Homes

Southwest
Single Family
Zero-Lot Lines
Condominiums
Two to Four Plexes
Apartments
Mobile Homes

Turnagain Arm
Single Family
Condominiums
Two to Four Plex
Mobile Homes

Total

Owners

$1,000
1027
930
446

355
1150
1081

851

536

408

802

378
150

986

Renters Combined
$690 $848
940 966
745 857
495 495
350 350
380 365
1075 1130
786 940
661 772
593 580
453 450
535 455
570 661
268 285
440 200
505 700



OCCUPANCY BY UNIT AGE AND TYPE

Before 1951 - 1955~ 1961 - 1966 - 1971- 1976~ 1981 - 1986 -
1951 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1988 Total
Single Family
Own 625 2068 1787 2811 3722 6143 4331 7716 269 29502
Rent 558 589 436 527 600 936 646 1110 0 5491
Vacant 172 360 97 342 354 233 311 725 60 2722
Second Home 0 0 0 28 28 61 44 83 6 289

Total 13556 3017 2320 3708 4704 7373 6332 9634 335 38004

Zero-Lot Lines

Own 0 0 0 0 32 181 432 2408 30 3083
Rent 0 0 0 0 0 126 142 799 16 1083
Vacant 0 0 0 21 0 58 223 383 0 685
Second Home 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 0 0 0 21 32 365 797 3590 46 4851
Condominiums
Own 79 0 0 0 40 548 1024 1992 0 3683
Rent 0 40 0 0 4 615 544 1476 0 2679
Vacant 0 0 0 40 79 346 420 1460 4 2349
Second Home 0 0 0 0 43 113 77 113 9 355
Total 79 40 0 40 166 1622 2065 5041 13 9066
Two- to Four-Plexes
Own 50 51 175 299 352 290 334 438 0 2008
Rent 417 500 398 927 1521 2053 1605 2561 194 10176
Vacant 140 114 239 163 546 329 610 404 46 2591
Second Home 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 7 0 13

Total 607 665 812 1392 2419 2672 2552 3410 240 14788

Apartments
Own 38 0 26 23 12 0 29 50 0 179
Rent 162 685 263 883 1732 2134 2895 1839 63 10770
Vacant 100 115 77 342 267 347 389 254 0 1891
Second Home 0 0 0 0 38 38 0 0 0 76

Total 300 800 366 1248 2049 2519 3313 2143 63 12916

Note: Total column includes 361 units of unknown age
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Single Family
Own
Rent
Vacant
Second Home
Total

Zero-Lot Lines
Own

Rent

Vacant

Second Home
Total

Condominiums
Own

Rent

Vacant

Second Home
Total

OCCUPANCY BY UNIT VALUE & TYPE

Two- to Four-Plexes

Own

Rent

Vacant
Second Home
Total

Apartments
Own
Rent
Vacant
Second Home
Total

Under  $25,000 - $45,000 - $75,000 - Over
$25,000 $45,000 $75.000 $105,000  $105,000 Total
497 2727 15800 7612 2882 29518
413 1449 2702 675 237 5476
67 843 1324 315 150 2699
34 50 150 33 0 267
1011 5069 19976 8635 3269 37960
0 803 1833 291 44 3071
0 466 524 104 0 1094
0 336 304 44 0 684
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1705 2661 439 44 4849
2443 0 0 0 0 2443
504 36 0 0 0 540
2303 6 40 0 0 2349
350 0 4 0 0 354
8910 85 70 0 0 9065
4134 3974 1044 149 118 9419
321 352 187 24 0 884
1440 893 212 40 0 2585
7 7 0 0 0 14
6250 6249 1917 229 118 14763
7018 946 437 313 680 9394
454 53 38 6 69 620
1517 183 77 23 50 1850
77 0 0 0 0 77
9194 1182 590 342 799 12107
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Under
500 sq.ft.
Single Family
Own 125
Rent 125
Vacant 0
Second Home 0
Total 249
Zero-Lot Lines
Own 0
Rent 0
Vacant 0
Second Home 0
Total 0
Condominiums
Own 41
Rent 145
Vacant 65
Second Home 113
Total 364

Two- to Four-Plexes

Own 8

Rent 411

Vacant 142
Second Home 0
Total 561

Apartments

Own 25

Rent 1036

Vacant 455
Second Home 0
Total 1516

OCCUPANCY BY UNIT SIZE AND TYPE

500 -

800 sq.ft. 1000 sq.ft.

872
554
347
44
1817

13
16

29

1019
662
1144
120
2945

227
1135
540

1909

107
4047
620
38
4812

800 -

2145
756
257

56

3214

407
198
69

643

662
672
663
53
2050

535
3804
965

5304

2910
413

3327

1000 ~
1200 sq.ft.

4226
793
520

28

5567

710
505
258

1268

827
620
250
60
1757

3N
2107
495

2996

1394
254
38
1686

B-4

1200 -
1500 sq.ft.

3409
730
461

72

4672

972
472
223

1484

618
280
117

1015

621
1680
239

2543

440
74

514

1500 -

000 sq.ft. 2000 sq.ft.

8417
1571
833
39
10860

698
338
111

1078

431
249
70

759

212
720
147

1079

41

296
23

360

Over

10278
878
237

11

11404

> 2000
76

17
348

08
38
40

176

21
294
63

378

530
54

588

Total

29467
5411
2655

250

37783

Total
1596
341

4850

Total
3692
2670
2349

355
9066

2008
10158
2591
13
14770

181
10653
1893
76
12803






