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This Regional 
Analyst presents a 
new Housing Needs 
projection based on the 
population projection 
we have developed and 
refined since 2008.  
Our projection relies 
on estimating new 
household formation  
by estimating headship 
rates by age, race, 
and gender in a detailed population 
projection model. This method 
allowed us to develop a population-
driven model to predict future housing 
need.  The model sheds light on 
details of the eventual recovery of 
housing construction in San Joaquin 
County – a critical component for 
economic recovery and a stable, 
sustainable economy in the long-run. 
This Housing Needs projection was 
developed for the San Joaquin Council 
of Governments (SJCOG) to aid in 
their upcoming Regional Housing 
Needs Assessment (RHNA). The 
RHNA seeks to aid in the allocation 

of local resources and strategies to 
address identified existing and future 
housing needs. The RHNA is intended 
to allow communities to anticipate 
growth, so the region may collectively 
grow in ways that enhance quality of 
life, improve access to jobs, promote 
transportation mobility, and addresses 
social equity and fair share housing 
needs.

The analysis begins with an assessment 
of current housing trends, the 
extent to which there is remaining 
excess housing inventory from the 
construction boom, and when supply 
and demand will be brought back into 

balance. The data shows vacancy rates 
are already declining in the County, 
and with continued population growth 
and low levels of construction, excess 
housing should be fully absorbed by 
2015. Next, we project future housing 
needs based on household formation. 
The demographic model projects 
a cyclical peak in new household 
formation from 2015 to 2025, and 
a significant need for new housing 
over this period. Finally, we look at 
comparisons between areas within 
San Joaquin County, and find that 
the City of Stockton has somewhat 
higher levels of excess housing than 
other parts of the County, and will 
take somewhat longer to return to 
normal conditions and experience new 
housing production. 

Current Housing Trends
Figure 1 shows the housing vacancy 
rate in San Joaquin County and 
California between 2005 and 2010 
according to the Census Bureau. 
Historically, the vacancy rate in San 
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The decline in vacancy rates has been 
accompanied by a shift from owner-
occupied to renter-occupied housing, 
shown in Table 1.  San Joaquin 
County’s owner-occupied housing 
rate peaked at 63% between 2005 
and 2007.  In just three years, the 
owner-occupancy rate declined 5.5 
percentage points to 57.7% matching 
levels last seen in 1990.  The trend has 
certainly continued in the past two 
years, although current data is not yet 
available.

There has also been a shift in 
household size for owner- and renter-
occupied units. The average household 
size of an owner-occupied unit 

decreased from 3.15 to 3.0, while renter 
occupied units increased in occupants 
from 3.1 to 3.25. This indicates a 
shift of single-family homes from 
owner-occupied to renter-occupied, 
as well as a shift of families to rentals. 
This suggests that foreclosures have 
disproportionately hit younger 
families with children, whereas older 
households who have occupied their 
homes for a longer period are less 
likely to face foreclosure and have 
fewer children living at home.

An often overlooked aspect of housing 
is the household formation rate, which 
we can measure as the rate of heads 
of household among the population, 

Joaquin County has been much lower 
relative to that of California. San 
Joaquin County had a 5% vacancy 
rate in 1990, and 4% in 2000. With 
increased building, vacancy levels 
increased slowly through 2006, then 
increased rapidly with the onset of the 
foreclosure crisis in 2007 and peaked 
at 10% in 2008. In 2008, new housing 
starts plummeted to below 1,000 units 
from levels over 6,000 new housing 
starts from 2003 to 2005. Despite the 
recession and foreclosure crisis, new 
housing starts have lagged behind 
household formation since 2008, and 
overall housing vacancies have been 
declining in San Joaquin County for 
several years.

Table 1. Rate of Owner- and Renter-Occupied Housing Units in San Joaquin County
1990 2000 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Owner-occupied 57.6% 60.4% 62.8% 62.9% 63.2% 59.2% 60.9% 57.7%
Renter-occupied 42.4% 39.6% 37.2% 37.1% 36.8% 40.8% 39.1% 42.3%

Source: 1990 & 2000 Decennial Census, U.S. Census Bureau; 2005-2010 American Community Survey 1-year Estimates, U.S. Census Bureau
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Figure 1. Vacancy Rate, 2005 to 2010

San Joaquin County
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The vacancy rate in San Joaquin County has fallen significantly from it’s 10.3% peak in 2008. 

Source: 2005-2010 American Community Survey 1-Year estimates, U.S. Census Bureau
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The housing vacancy rate in San Joaquin county 
peaked at 10% in 2008, but fell to 8% in 2010 and 
will continue to gradually decline.  

or headship rate. In Figure 2, we 
compare headship rates in San Joaquin 
County to California and the nation 
at three points in time. Overall, the 
headship rate of San Joaquin County 
residents has historically been lower 
than California and the rest of the 
United States, falling further behind 
in recent years. Headship rates are 
affected by a number of factors 
such as the state of the economy 
and demographics. Thus, declining 
headship rates in recent years can 
likely be attributed to recession. 
Headship rates often increase during 
economic booms, such as in 2000, and 
fall during housing crises and periods 
of economic contraction, such as 2007, 
as financial or occupational issues 
interfere with household formation. As 
the economy recovers, unemployment 
decreases, and people become more 
financially stable, headship rates will 

improve. The economy, however, 
does not explain why headship rates 
are generally lower in San Joaquin 
County.

Headship rates are comparatively 
low in San Joaquin County because 
its population is relatively young 
and diverse compared to California 
and the United States. San Joaquin 
County has a large Hispanic and 
Asian population as a percentage 
of the total population. These 
populations typically have lower 
headship rates than the White and 
Black populations. Young adults - for a 
variety of reasons - have lower rates of 
household formation.

As shown in Figure 3, headship rates 
increase rapidly after age 25.  As 
people age beyond 25, headship rates 

begin to increase significantly, rising 
from about 8% for the 15-to-25 age 
group to 38% for the 25-35 age group, 
and nearly 50% between the ages of 
35 to 45, and over 50% beyond age 
45.    The median age of a San Joaquin 
County resident is 32 years and rising, 
and the 15 to 24 year age group is 
large which suggests significant levels 
of new household formation over the 
next two decades.

 
Future Housing Needs

Future housing needs for the 
County are projected using a cohort-
component population model coupled 
with headship rate data using the 
2010 Census to create a household 
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Figure 2. Headship Rates, Population 15 and Older, by Region

2000 2007 2010

Headship rates in San Joaquin County are generally lower than the California  and National average.

Source: 2007, 2010 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimates, U.S. Census Bureau; 2000 Decennial Census, U.S. Census Bureau
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current housing stock. As discussed 
earlier, vacancy rates are declining, 
but were still historically high at 8% 
in 2010. The California Department 
of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) assumes a 
vacancy rate of 5% in its housing 
needs assessments, similar to those 
seen in San Joaquin County during 
calmer housing markets. For non-
resort areas without large numbers of 
second homes, five-percent vacancy 
levels are thought by experts to 
be a good benchmark that allows 
for normal turnover of owner and 
renter-occupied units. Based on a 
5% vacancy rate, we estimate that 
San Joaquin County had about 7,500 
excess housing units in 2010.

This excess housing capacity will 
keep the pace of new housing unit 
construction very low for the next 
few years. With about 3,000 new 
households being formed per year 
between 2010 and 2015, and current 
housing production below 1,000 

units, the excess capacity should be 
fully absorbed by 2015. Household 
formation will essentially play “catch 
up” over the next few years until the 
vacancy rate falls to the 5% range.

After 2015, we estimate housing 
needs will exceed 4,000 units per 
year through 2030 by applying a 5% 
vacancy rate on to the projections 
of new household formation. 
Given current low prices and the 
troubled state of the housing market, 
construction will probably lag 
somewhat behind these housing needs. 
By 2020, we would expect about 
5,000 housing starts per year in the 
County followed by a gradual decline 
to a long-run sustainable rate of about 
4,000 new housing units per year. 
This rate of housing construction is 
similar to the 1990s rate of housing 
construction and is about two-thirds 
the annual rate of construction during 
the peak of the housing boom from 
2003 to 2005.

projection out to 2040. This is a 
relatively more reliable method of 
projecting housing units than other 
methods, albeit more computationally 
complex and with more reliance on 
data availability.

We first gathered head of household 
data from the 2010 Census, which 
is only reported by relationship type 
(married, female with no husband 
present, single living alone, etc.), 
gender, and race/ethnicity. We then 
applied these rates to householder 
by age data to generate estimates of 
headship rates by age, race, and gender 
for the population 15 and older. These 
estimated headship rates are applied to 
the appropriate age, race, and gender 
populations projected in each 5-year 
increment. By summing across age, 
race, and gender cohorts, we were able 
to produce an estimate for the number 
of households in each projected year.

To project housing needs, we first 
need to assess the adequacy of the 
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Figure 3. Headship Rate by Age, 2010
Headship rates increase dramatically after 25 years of age and continue to increase in older populations.

Source: 2010 Decennial Census, U.S. Census Bureau; Business Forecasting Center
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San Joaquin county had approximately 7,500 excess 
housing units in 2010, but these units should be  
completely absorbed by 2015 as construction remains  
at historic lows.

Table 2 displays the results of the 
housing projection, with the exception 
of the values reported for 2010 
which are results from the Census. 
The top row entitled “Households” 
is projected by the model based on 
headship rates. It is worth noting 
that household growth between 
2010 and 2015 is much lower than 
other time periods because of our 
assumption that migration will be 
particularly low during this period, 
reducing population growth and 
therefore household formation. After 
2015, however, we expect migration 
to return to historical levels as the 
economy and housing market return 
to more normal conditions. Population 
growth will peak in 2025 before an 
aging population reduces growth 
over the remainder of the projection, 
consequently reducing household 
formation and thereby housing need. 
This demonstrates that household 
formation, and therefore housing need, 
is tightly coupled with population 
growth.

 The “Housing Units” component is 
estimated by adding an additional 5% 
to account for vacant housing units, 
as noted earlier. This is consistent with 
past RHNA assessments produced 
by HCD and SJCOG. Over the 

next 30 years, we expect the number 
of households to increase by about 
117,000, an increase of 54%, or slightly 
more than 3,900 new households per 
year. Total Housing units, however, 
will increase slightly less than 50% 
over the next 30 years, because of 
excess housing capacity from the 
housing boom. This amounts to 
116,000 new housing units, or about 
3,850 new housing units constructed 
per year. The annual growth in 
households and housing units over the 
course of the forecast is displayed in 
Figure 4.

One feature of future housing growth 
not reflected in our housing unit 
projection is the mix between single-
family and multifamily housing 
construction. Over the past twenty 
years, new housing in San Joaquin 
County has been almost exclusively 
single-family homes. Between 2000 
and 2008 there was 1 multifamily 
housing unit built for every 100 single-
family homes. While we do not expect 
multifamily housing to supplant 
single-family homes in the long-run, 
we do anticipate the shift towards 
renting, public policies encouraging 
greater density, and other factors 

to spur more multifamily housing 
construction in the future.

As part of the planning process for 
their RHNA, SJCOG is required 
to project new housing out to 2020 
across 5 income categories defined by 
HCD. These categories are defined in 
terms of the 2010 median household 
income of $50,011 and are defined as 
follows:

•	 Extremely Low: Income below 
30% of the Median Household 
Income.

•	 Very Low: Income between 
30% and 50% of the Median 
Household Income.

•	 Low: Income between 50% and 
80% of the Median Household 
Income.

•	 Moderate: Income between 
80% and 120% of the Median 
Household Income.

•	 Above Average: Income greater 
than 120% of the Median 
Household Income.

 

Table 2. Projected Household and Housing Unit Growth, 2010 to 2040
Households 5-yr Change Annual Change Housing Units 5-yr Change Annual Change Population 5-yr Change Annual Change

2010 215,007      233,755          685,306      
2015 229,771      14,764        2,953             241,864          8,109          1,622             730,632      45,326        9,065             
2020 251,000      21,229        4,246             264,210          22,346        4,469             790,623      59,992        11,998           
2025 273,944      22,944        4,589             288,362          24,152        4,830             864,482      73,859        14,772           
2030 294,476      20,532        4,106             309,975          21,613        4,323             933,761      69,279        13,856           
2035 312,295      17,819        3,564             328,731          18,756        3,751             998,432      64,672        12,934           
2040 332,245      19,950        3,990             349,732          21,000        4,200             1,071,936   73,504        14,701           

Source: Housing Needs Projection, Business Forecasting Center; 2010 Decennial Census, U.S. Census Bureau
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for currently available affordable 
housing for households in each income 
category. This would require a much 
more extensive survey and analysis 
than we were able to do, but is a 
critically essential component of any 
ultimate housing allocation based on 
income.

 
Housing Data by 
Geography
The American Community Survey 
also gives us a reliable look at regions 
smaller than the county, such as 
individual cities. To get a large enough 
sample to compare between cities and 
sub-county areas, we have to use the 
3-year ACS data. The most recent 
3-year ACS data is for 2008-2010 the 
first ACS release in which all of the 
data was collected after the bursting 
of the housing bubble. We then 
compared this newest release with the 
2005-2007 ACS 3-year estimates to 
get the first comparison of the housing 

Table 3 shows our allocation of the 
30,455 housing units we estimate 
will be built between 2010 and 2020. 
These allocations are based upon 
the distribution of income across 
San Joaquin County households 
as estimated by the 2010 American 
Community Survey 1-year estimates. 
Affordable housing is defined by 
HUD as no more than 30% of income 
for gross housing costs including 
utilities. Thus, the median household 
in San Joaquin County could afford 

to spend $1,250 per month on 
housing costs using this definition. 
The maximum affordable housing 
cost for low-income households is 
$1,000 per month. Given building 
costs and current permit fees, it is 
unlikely new housing can be profitably 
built that is affordable for low and 
moderate income households once 
the current excess supply is absorbed 
by the market. It is important to 
note that this allocation is based on 
the distribution of income across 
households and does not account 

Table 3. Housing Need Allocation by Income Category
Income Category Population Share Allotment

Extremely Low 11.1% 3,391                   
Very low 11.0% 3,360                   
Low 18.0% 5,472                   
Moderate 18.0% 5,497                   
Above Moderate 41.8% 12,735                
Total 100% 30,455                

Source: Housing Unit Projection, Business Forecasting Center
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Figure 4. Annual New Households and Housing Needs During Each 5-Year Interval

Housing Needs New Households
Source: Housing Needs Projection, Business Forecasting Center

Housing need will stay well below household formation between 2010 and 2015, however, housing need will quickly return to historic norms after 2015.
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market before and after the bursting of 
the housing bubble.

We wanted to examine both the most 
recent trends in housing as well as 
the changes brought about by the 
recession through the county. The 
housing bubble developed somewhat 
differently throughout the county; 
therefore the after-effects of the 
foreclosure crisis will be varied. 
This is a brief analysis of some of 
the trends and changes at the city 
level and by Public Use Microdata 
Area (or PUMA), sub-county level 
regions defined by the Census Bureau. 
There are four Census PUMAs in 
San Joaquin County. The North 
Stockton and Central/South Stockton 
PUMAs roughly divide the city at the 
Calaveras River. The Tracy/Manteca 
PUMA includes the southern area 
of the County including Ripon, 

Mountain House and Lathrop. The 
Lodi/Escalon PUMA covers Lodi 
and rural areas to the north, east, 
and west of Stockton. Detailed data 
is also available for the city limits of 
Stockton, Tracy, Manteca, and Lodi.

Despite a rapid decrease from earlier 
in the decade, there still were about 
10,000 new housing units built 
between the 2005-07 and 2008-10 
surveys. Most of the 10,000 unit 
increase in housing units occurred 
in North Stockton and Manteca. 
Further, nearly all new housing 
unit were single-family homes – 
multifamily housing numbers were 
unchanged. Renter-occupied housing 
increased most in the Tracy/Manteca 
area and Central/South Stockton.

Figure 5 compares the vacancy rate 
in each San Joaquin County PUMA, 
California, and the United States as 
estimated by each 3-year ACS. The 
greatest increase in vacancy rates 
occurred in Central/South Stockton, 
which includes foreclosure-heavy new 
developments like Weston Ranch as 
well as someone of the poorer older 
neighborhoods in the County. The 
Vacancy rate in this region increased 
from 8.1% in the 2005-2007 period 
to 13.1% in the 2008-2010 period – a 
67% increase. By contrast, vacancy 
rates increased least in the Lodi/
Escalon PUMA, which includes Lodi, 
Escalon, and unincorporated San 
Joaquin County to the west, north 
and east of Stockton.
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Figure 5. Vacancy Rate by Region
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While vacancy rates have increased throughout San Joaquin County, they increased most significantly in South/Central Stockton.

Source: Occupancy Status Tables, 2005-2007 & 2008-2010 American Community Survey 3-year Estimates, U.S. Census Bureau
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We have noted the disparity between 
multifamily housing and single-family 
housing in San Joaquin County in the 
past, particularly in May 2011’s Rental 
Housing in San Joaquin County. Over 
the past two decades, 98.5% of new 
housing units in San Joaquin County 
were single-family homes. An analysis 
of geographic differences revealed a 
sharp divide between northern San 
Joaquin County cities, Stockton 
and Lodi, and southern San Joaquin 
County cities, Tracy and Manteca.

Figure 6 shows multifamily housing 
as a share of total housing units in 

San Joaquin Cities as compared to 
California and the United States. 
The first feature of this figure to 
note is the difference between Tracy 
and Manteca and the others. While 
Stockton and Lodi have shares of 
multifamily housing much closer 
to that of California and the rest 
of the nation, they also have much 
larger shares of renters compared to 
owners. In Stockton and Lodi, 48% 
of occupied housing units are renter-
occupied, while in Tracy and Manteca 
about 33% and 37%, respectively, are 
renter-occupied. In some ways this is 
unsurprising: both Tracy and Manteca 

are largely commuter cities with much 
higher incomes than Stockton or 
Lodi. About 84% of workers living in 
Stockton and Lodi work within the 
county, while only 68% of Manteca 
and 41% of Tracy workers work within 
the county. However, multifamily 
housing is generally more affordable to 
lower income households, and a lack 
of new multifamily housing over the 
past decade may be creating a shortage 
of affordable housing for lower income 
households in these cities and the 
surrounding region.

Of all areas in the County, the City of 
Stockton has experienced the largest 
increase in housing vacancy rates, and 
has slightly higher overall vacancy 
rates than the rest of the County. This 
suggests that Stockton will be slightly 
slower to absorb excess housing 
inventory and will lag behind southern 
communities such as Manteca and 
Tracy as new housing production 
recovers. Although current building is 
at abnormally low levels throughout 
the county, most current residential 
building permits are in the Manteca 
area.
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Figure 6. Multifamily Housing as Share of Total Housing Units, 2008-2010 ACS
Low rates of multifamily housing in Tracy and Manteca contrasts the high-income, commute-centric southern San Joaquin County from Stockton and Lodi.

Source: Housing Unit Totals, 2008-2010 American Community Survey 3-year Estimates, U.S. Census Bureau


