
Trends in Economic Activity and Transportation in the 
San Francisco Bay Area 

DAVID A. REVZAN, Professor, School of Business Administration, University of California, Berkeley 

This study attempts to place the analysis of centralization, decentralization, and dispersion 
of urban economic activities in a wider perspective. Analyzed are trends in the diversity, 
geographical distribution, and differential amounts and rates of change of population, agri
culture, manufacturing, wholesale trade, retail trade, and selected service trades for the six
county San Francisco Bay area. In addition to the usual physical locational aspects, the con
cepts utilized have been sharpened to include such control and linkage factors as changing 
urban functions, marketing changes, effects of World War II, and governmental activities. 

The impact of evolving transportation technologies on spatial arrangement of these economic 
activities is dealt with in detailed analyses of the mass-transit and parking problems in the major 
cities of the area. While transportation inadequacies have been instrumental in spreading the 
economic base, the importance of the automobile and motor truck in enabling acceleration of 
this geographic expansion is noted. 

e MUCH has been written about the decentralization 
of population and economic activities and about traffic 
congestion and parking problems in cities. We hear 
talk these days of the decline of the downtown shopping 
areas and of their possible conversion into blighted 
areas. Congestion plagues automobile drivers wherever 
they drive in the city. And if one is" to believe one 
publication, everyone is indulging in what this source 
has described as "the race, to the suburbs. " 1 

The spectacular rise of one-stop shopping centers in 
large and small cities alike; the sharp shifts of people 
from the populated sections of cities to the outskirts 
and the suburbs; the surge in the use of the automobile 
and the truck; and the scrambling movements of 
business establishments and business offices within and 
between cities; these are all fragments of the problems 
of urban decentralization and dispersion which this 
study is going to analyze. In addition, this study will 
concern itself with the implication of these changes for 
parking facilities needed for automobiles and trucks. 

What has been happening in the San Francisco-Oak
land metropolitan area? To what extent are the patterns 
of occurrences similar for all large cities and for all 
metropolitan areas? What are the explanations of these 
occurrences? This study intends to devote much atten
tion to answering these and other questions. Since the 
"laboratory" of the San Francisco-Oakland metro
politan area represents one of the more dynamic centers 

1 "The Race to the Suburbs," Fortune, December, 1951. 
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in which these problems arise, it seems only natural to 
point the study in its direction. 

The background of the problem of decentralization 
and dispersion in this San Francisco Bay metropolitan 
area required consideration of two sets of materials. 
For perspective, this report will discuss first the con
cepts of the city and the metropolitan area and their 
functions in modern society. Included in this discussion 
will be such topics as: establishing the basic economic, 
political, and social concepts of the city and of the 
metropolitan area; factors causing changes in the 
functions of the cities and metropolitan areas; and 
finally, the relationships between the metropolitan area 
and its component segments. 

The second set of background materials deals with 
the meaning of certain terms used in this study. The 
term "decentralization" has become so established that 
careful reconsideration of its more technical meaning is 
necessary. In addition, other terms are useful in con
nection with the types of problems to be handled. 
Accordingly, this report will deal with the basic mean
ings of decentralization, centralization, and dispersion. 
As is true in problem areas such as this, some discus
sion must be devoted to problems and to types of 
measurement possible for these. 

With the background materials out of the way, the 
problem next turns to the analysis of decentralization 
and dispersion in the area. Thus, the data of manu
facturing, wholesaling, retailing, and service activities 
will be analyzed in order to answer such questions as 
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these: (1) What has been happening in the metro
politan area as a whole? (2) What has been happening 
to each county in the metropolitan area relevant to the 
areas as a whole? (3) What has been happening, 
similarly, to the cities and the unincorporated places? 
(4) What are the amounts and rates of change over time 
in Items 1 and 3 above, as applied to each type of 
activity? (5) What has been happening to the disper
sion and diversification of economic activities, in 
Oakland, San Francisco, and the remaining incorporated 
and unincorporated places? 

In developing answers to these questions, several 
factors will be analyzed. Certainly, the changing func
tions of the metropolitan area and its component 
segments are important. Technological factors need to 
be considered. The impacts of transportation are highly 
important, of course, as is the matter of deterioration 
and/or adjustment of mass transportation on an urban 
and suburban basis. The development of locational 
theory and management practices relative to this 
theory is of importance. A special analysis, to be 
presented separately, will be made of factors of con
gestion and parking. Marketing changes, such as in the 
varieties of goods to be marketed and in marketing 
methods, are closely related to the heart of the problem. 
Growth factors in the economy, the locational separa
tion of various activities of the same firm, the effects of 
governmental activities, and effects of vV orld War II 
are other important factors which need to be con
sidered, and meaningful comparisons with other 
metropolitan areas are certainly in order. 

Finally, the study will relate the findings to four 
other problem areas. Of great importance is the rela
tionship of the study to land-use patterns within the 
metropolitan centers proper and the peripheral areas. 
A second area of relationship is to movements of people 
by public and private transportation media. A third 
area of relationship concerns movements of goods by 
shipper-owned and for-hire facilities. The relationship 
of the findings to the administration of cities is a final 
part of that section of the report. 

Several types of data furnish the raw materials for 
the study. The largest single source comes from census 
data of wholesale and retail trade, service activities, 
manufactures, and agriculture. These data will be 
supplemented by data from chambers of commerce and 
city-planning boards. Other data are available from 
the following sources: (1) telephone and city directories; 
(2) Hearst newspaper studies; (3) Sales 111 anagement 
magazine; (4) Federal Reserve Board; a11d (5) the 
State Board of Equalization. Special data of traffic 
flows and parking are available from state and city 

sources and from the special studies made by private 
consulting firms. From a bibliography collected for this 
study will c.ome other valuable quantitative and 
qualitative information. 

HYPOTHESES 

This study follows the practice of the usual research 
report by presenting several hypotheses at the outset 
for their value in pointing up the analysis which is to 
follow: 

1. The broadening base of urban economic activity, 
on the one hand, and of population, on the other, are 
the underlying causes of shifts in location of metro~ 
politan area economic activities and thus in the changing 
importance of cities in the metropolitan area. 

2. Centralization, decentralization, and dispersion 
must be thought of in terms of control and group 
action patterns, as well as in physical terms. 

3. That geographical shifts in location, and the 
growth and expansion of economic activities have 
varied according to: (a) type of activity, (b) type of 
urban community, (c) relative adequacy of urban 
transportation, and (d) other qualitative factors. 

4. Present shifts and expansions are developing 
potential overcapacity, particularly at the retailing 
level. 

5. Uneconomic overdevelopment of mass individual 
transportation facilities is taking place. 

6. Present policies of government and other agencies 
may be aggravating rather than correcting basic 
problems by: (a) overdeveloping roads, etc., (b) 
overemphasis on planned economic facilities, and 
(c) conflicting activities which have supported central 
urban redevelopment on the one hand and suburban 
developments on the other. 

TYPES OF DATA 

In measuring the extent of urban decentralization 
and dispersion in the bay area, great reliance has been 
placed, first of all, on the various census data of popula
tion, manufacturers, agriculture, wholesale and retail 
trade, and selected service activities. These data have 
been supplemented by estimates of state and local 
chambers of commerce; by data and studies made 
available from city-planning boards; by city and tele
phone directories; by newspaper studies; by data from 
the Federal Reserve Bank and the California State 
Board of Equalization; and by estimates from Sales 
Management magazine. To these sources have been 
added the vast fund of descriptive and analytical 
materials contained in the comprehensive bibliography 
contained in the appendix. 
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Cities and Metropolitan Units: Background Materials 

This section brings together necessary background 
materials dealing with the concepts and structure of, 
the city and metropolitan unit. It serves, in this way 
as an introduction to the specific structure of the San 
Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area and as a back
drop for the several sections dealing with geographical 
shifts in population and economic activities within 
this area. 

Materials drawn from economics, marketing, so
ciology, and political science are included in discussing 
the concepts and structure of the city and the metro
politan area. The rise in importance of cities and 
metropolitan areas in the United States is explored. 
In addition, some attention is devoted to the organic 
nature of the metropolitan unit and to an introduction 
of the factors influencing the rise of cities and metro
politan units and changes in their functions. 

The approach of this section is organic, and that 
approach is extended as well to the various analyses 
which stem from this section in the remaining parts 
of this research study. Emphasis is placed upon the 
existence of a complex interrelationship of functions, 
structures, and environment in the over-all phenomena 
we call "the city" and the "metropolitan unit." This 
organic approach stresses the objective element in the 
city and the metropolitan unit; the element of planning 
entering into their growth; and the presence of barriers 
by individuals and groups of individuals (mainly 
through institutions) to change. 

THE CITY 

Concept of the City 

The city is a demonstration, once again, of the 
principle of spatial specialization in economic and social 
activities. It is a manifestation, as well, of the im
portance of natural factors and of historical rela
tionships. It has a multitude of bases-economic, 
sociological, political, and geographical- and the com
bination and relative importance of these vary with 
each case. 

In its economic sense, the city is the spatial unit for 
the performance of many types of activities: a great 
majority (but certainly not all) of the manufacturing 
activities which do not have to be tied geographically 
to the raw materials sources; the activities of a high 
percentage of the various types of wholesale middlemen, 
except those associated with marketing of selected 
agricultural, mineral, and petroleum products at the 
production points; the activities of many types of 

retail middlemen, especially those marketing shopping 
and specialty goods. It includes, as well, the various 
construction industries, the public-utility group, and 
the activities of many professional and business- and 
consumer-service categories. Many writers, in this 
connection, emphasize the lack of self-sufficiency among 
the residents of the city and the high degree of de
pendency of these persons upon many other specialists 
for the satisfaction of their wants. 

Sociologically, the city stresses a concept of a huge 
network of persons, institutions, various social and 
economic customs and habits, and the restrictions to 
and acceptance of change into a complex organic 
structure. These elements may conflict, exist in har
mony, or reach a temporary equilibrium arrangement. 
They account for the rise of specialized formal and 
informal institutions having various functional pur
poses. They create problems of integration, coordina
tion, and control. And there arises, also, the competition 
between cities and the attempt of the larger to become 
the metropolises to which the subdominant areas at
tach themselves. 

Finally, the city is a political creature emphasizing, 
once again, the over-all combination of institutions and 
activities by means of which the individual and his 
various activities and institutions are made responsible 
to various levels of governmental authority. It is only 
one of the complexities of modern urban living that 
these various levels of government can and do operate 
at the same time in relation to the identical unit we call 
"the city." They may and often do compete each with 
the other. 

The city, then, is a compact geographical area in 
which varying numbers of people live and work in order 
to get the benefits of improved economic and social 
standards of living through larger scale economic, 
social, political, and cultural institutions and functions. 
Many may argue that these can be performed else
where than in the city. This may be so, but it is a 
fundamental argument of this report that to do so 
would mean a lowering of economic living standards by 
losing that spatial organization and combination 
peculiar only to the city. These activities are changing 
constantly both in terms of absolute performance, and 
perhaps more importantly, in relation to each other. 
For these advantages, the city extracts payment in the 
form of many nonmonetary as well as monetary costs: 
congestion in living, traveling, and working; a faster, 
noisier tempo of living; a less-attractive physical en-
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vironment; and the rest of the disadvantages advanced 
by many writers. 

But for better or for worse, the city is, along with the 
metropolitan unit, the key geographical element in 
modern economic, social, and political structures, at 
least in the more-advanced countries. The city makes 
possible the more-intensive utilization of geographical 
space having unique characteristics by permitting 
vertical as well as horizontal building and by creating a 
base for integrating many activities. This report em
phasizes viewing the whole metmpolitan unit as a 
natural organizational unit for our type of economy. 

Evolution of the Modern City 

Cities merely as compact geographical accumulations 
of people are not new, having been known to ancient 
and medieval civilizations. But the ancient and 
medieval cities rested primarily upon governmental or 
military bases, or else upon the possession of some 
unique geographical factor, such as a port facility. 
The modern city, while encompassing these bases to a 
limited degree, is a function mainly of: (1) the break
down of the feudal system; (2) the economic need for a 
geographical unit of organization associated with the 
rise of the factory system ai1d large-scale, mechanized 
production; (3) the development of transportation and 
communication facilities in their local, regional, 
national, and international aspects; and (4) the de
velopment of modern marketing structures designed to 
keep pace with the tremendous increase in the volume 
of goods and services. 

In addition, the modern city is made possible through 
the advances made by man in designing and construct
ing the business and the residential skyscrapers suited 
to the increasing size and needs of the city; in reducing 
problems of social and governmental relationships 
stemming from the economic bases; and in mastering 
problems created by the city through the piling up of 
masses of people so far as sanitation, health, and the 
like are concerned. 

One author2 characterizes the evolution of a geo
graphical organization as divided into five stages par
alleling man's economic and technological advances: 
the collectional economy, the cultural-nomadic econ
omy, the settled-village economy, the town economy, 
and the metropolitan economy. This classification 
scheme suffers from the oversimplification inherent in 
all such schemes and from the many variations in its 
applicability to various types of economies at any one 
time. The categories are useful, however, in helping to 

2 N. RH Grns 1 An Tnlrnd1u•Jfrm In FJr.nnnmfr- T-'1°,'ilm·11 (NP.w York: H1:irpAr & 
Brothers, 1922). 

guide the thinking of urban-structure research workers 
along some systematic historical lines. 

In the present century, the evolution of the city has 
been reinforced by the development of flexible in
dividualized forms of goods-carrying and people
carrying transportation and by revolutionary develop
ments in communication which have made possible our 
form of integrated society, viz., the telephone, tele
graph, radio, newspaper, and television. 

Data of Growth of Cities 

Table 1 traces the growth since 1860 in the number 
of cities in the United States by population-size class. 
Based on the census' "old" concept of urban place, the 
number of cities grew from 392 in 1860 to 4,023 in 1950. 
As might be expected, there is an inverse relation be
tween the number of places and the population size. 
Under the "new" concept of urban places, the census 
tabulated 4,741 in 1950 as against 4,023 under the old 
concept. 

The urban places, as a group, accounted for but 19.8 
percent of the 1860 total population and 59 percent of 
the 1950 total. 3 By size-groups, the following patterns 
are discernible: (1) The 1,000,000-or-more group rose 
from 2.4 to 12.3 percent by 1930, but has since declined 
to 11.5 percent. (2) The 500,000-to-l,000,000 group 
declined from 4.4 percent in 1860 to a low of 1.3 percent 
in 1890; then rose steadily to a peak of 5.9 percent in 
1920; had some setback in 1930 and 1940; and reached 
an over-all peak of 6.1 percent in 1950. (3) The 250,000-
to-500,000 group has had a variable pattern, reaching a 
peak of 6.5 percent of the 1930 total and then falling 
off to 5.5 percent in 1950. (4) The 100,000-to-250,000 
group has risen from 3.2 percent in 1860 to 6.4 percent 
in 1950, with setbacks in 1870 and in the 1930-to-
1940 decade. (5) The 50,000-to-100,000 group has 
increased steadily in relative importance from 1.4 
percent in 1860 to 6.0 percent in 1950. (6) The 
25,000-to-50,000 group increased steadily during the 
1860-to-1950 period from 2.1 to 6.3 percent. (7) Simi
larly, the 10,000-to-25,000 group increased from 2.8 to 
8.3 percent, and the 5,000-to-10,000 group from 3.1 to 
5.2 percent. (8) The under-5,000 group rose steadily 
in the 1860-to-1920 period from 1.9 to 4.1 percent, 
and then fell off to 3.7 percent in 1950. 

Thus, the total expansion in the importance of the 
urban places has resulted in similar steady expansion for 
all groups; and in six out of ten groups, a peak of 
relative importance in 1950. 

A different picture may be had by analyzing, first of 
all, changes in the number of cities, by selected time 

3 This becomes 64 percent under the new concept. 
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TABLE 1 
POPULATION IN GROUPS OF URBAN PLACES CLASSII'IED ACCORIHNG TO SrzE, 1860-1950 

1950 

Population-Size Group 1940 1930 1920 1910 1900 1890 1880 1870 1860 
New Urban Old Urban 

Concept Concept 

Number of Places 
1,000,000 or more 5 5 5 5 3 3 3 3 1 - -

500 ,000-1,000 ,000 13 13 9 8 9 5 3 1 3 2 2 
250,000- 500,000 23 23 23 24 13 11 9 7 4 5 1 
100,000- 250,000 65 66 55 56 43 31 23 17 12 7 6 
50,000- 100,000 126 128 107 98 76 59 40 30 15 11 7 
25,000- 50,000 252 271 213 185 143 119 82 66 42 27 19 
10,000- 25 ,000 778 814 665 606 465 369 280 230 146 116 58 
5,000- 10,000 J,176 1,133 965 851 715 605 465 340 249 186 

I 
136 

2,500- 5,000 1,846 1,570 1,422 1,332 1,255 1,060 832 654 467 309 163 
Under 2,500 457 - - - - - - - - - -

Total . ...... 4,741 I 4,023 I 3,464 3,165 2,722 2,262 1,737 1,348 I 939 I 663 I 392 

Percent of Total 
Population 

1,000,000 or more 11.5 11.5 12.1 12.3 9.6 9.2 8.5 5.8 2.4 - -
500 ,000-1,000 ,000 6.1 6.1 4.9 4.7 5.9 3.3 2.2 1.3 3.8 4.2 4.4 
250 ,000- 500,000 5.5 5. 5 5.9 6.5 4.3 4.3 3.8 3.9 2.6 4.0 0.8 
100,000- 250,000 6.3 6.4 5.9 6.1 6.2 5.3 4.3 4.4 3.6 2.6 3.2 
50,000- 100,000 5.9 6.0 5.6 5.3 5.0 4.5 3.6 3.2 1.9 2.0 1.4 
25,000- 50,000 5.8 6.3 5.6 5.2 4.8 4.4 3.7 3.6 2.9 2.4 2.1 
10,000- 25,000 7.9 8.3 7.6 7.4 6.7 6.0 5.7 5.5 4.4 4.4 2.8 
5,000- 10,000 5.4 5.2 5.1 4.8 4.7 4.6 4.2 3.8 3.4 3.3 3.1 
2,500- 5,000 4.3 3.7 3.8 3.8 4.1 4.1 3.8 3.6 3.2 2.8 1. 9 

Under 2,500 5.3 - - - - - - - - - -

and other 
I I I I Total . . ... ..... 64.0 59.0 56.5 56.2 51.2 45.7 39.7 35.1 28.2 25.7 19.8 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Population, 1950- Vol. I, Number of Inhab itants (Washington, D. C.: U.S. 
Govt. Printing Office, 1952). 

periods (see Table 2). It will be seen from this table, 
that the absolute increase in number of cities has had 
variable patterns. It will be noticed, also, that the cities 
in the 5,000-to-50,000 groups have had more of the 
increases relative to other groups. The number of 
very-large cities has been relatively stable since 1920. 
And the 2,500-to-5,000 group has been accounting for 
a decreasing share, proportionately, of the growth. 

Similar analysis is made of absolute changes in 
population in each size group in Table 3. Partially be
cause of the nature of the size-group division it will be 
noticed that the pattern of change varies from size 
group to size group. Thus, in the 1860-1900 and 1920-
1940 periods, the largest size cities accounted for the 
most population gain. In the 1900- 1920 and 1940-
1950 periods, it. was the cities having 500,000 to 
1,000,000 persons. The 25,000-to-50,000 and 50,000-to-
100,000 groups have accounted for an increasing per
centage of the absolute gains. The single most im
portant gain was in the 1920-1930 decade for all urban 
places, followed closely by the 1940-1950 decade. 

Types of Present-Day Cities 

The preceding discussion has hinted at the compli
cated nature of cities. It has indicated, as well, some 

difficulties inherent in classifying cities into types. 
Later sections will utilize many different groupings, 
but this section will serve to introduce several of the 
classification schemes emphasizing economic, cultural, 
social, and geographical characteristics. 

A useful classification scheme by itself and in con
junction with other bases is the population-size cate
gories used by the Bureau of the Census and given in 
Table 3. 

Many writers have developed various classifications 
of cities which emphasize the predominant economic 
functions contained in each.4 Thus Gist and Halbert• 
speak of production centers, trade and commerce 
centers, political capitals, cultural centers, health and 
recreational centers, and diversified centers. It needs 
no elaboration here to indicate that, in the absence of 
definite standards, this grouping lacks exactness, and 
that many of the more-important cities fall into more 
than one category. Too many, in fact, may have to be 
listed under the "diversified" heading. 

Harris6 similarly has developed a nine-fold grouping 
on economic functions: manufacturing cities, retail 

1 !>or n useful rcsurn6 •cu, Wilbur C. l h1 llonbcek, 1lmtrica 11 Utba11 Cv111-
11,u11ilit1 (N w York : l·lnq,cr · Brotl11•rs. 1051 ), 

> ool P. Gist nnd L . .-\ , ll111l;e1·t, 'rl,1111 &c1tlU (New York: 'l'h 'l'homn.~ 
Y. ·,"Owoll 'o., 194 ) , pp, 15. 

• lmuncO)' llhrris, .. A Fun 1iom,I h ifi~tion or •iti in tl10 · nitcd 
States," 7'h~ <Jwgr,171hical Utoit ,u, XXXII I (,lunuury, 1943). -SO. 
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TABLE 2 
ABSOLUTE INCREASES IN NUMBER OF CITIES, BY POPULATION GROUPSj SELECTED PERIODS, 1860-1950 

1860-1900 1900-1920 1920-1940 1940-1950 
Population-Size Group 

Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

1,000,000 or more 3 0.22 0 0.0 2 0.27 0 0.0 
500,000-1,000,000 1 0.07 6 0.61 0 0.0 4 0.72 
250,000- 500,000 8 0.59 4 0.41 10 1.35 0 0.0 
100,000- 250,000 17 1.26 20 2.03 12 1.62 11 1.97 
50,000- 100,000 33 2.45 36 3.65 31 4.18 21 3.76 
25,000- 50,000 63 4.68 61 6.19 70 9.44 58 10.38 
10,000- 25,000 222 16.51 185 18.78 200 26.95 149 26 .65 
5,000- 10,000 329 24.46 250 24.37 250 33.69 168 30.05 
2,/iOO- ,5,000 669 49.74 423 42.95 167 22.51 148 26.48 

Total . . . , ..• ... . . 1,345 I 100. I 985 I 100 . ! 742 I 100 . I 559 100. 

Source: Computed from Table 1. 

TABLE 3 
ABSOLUTE lNCREASIIS IN POPULATION, BY CITY GROUl'Sj SELECTED PERIODS, 1860-1950 

1860- 1900 1900-1920 1920-1940 1940-1950 
Population-Size Group - - -

Amount Percent Amount - - -
1,000,000 or more 6,429,474 26,85 3,716,058 

500,000-1,000,000 265,889 1.11 4,578,682 
250,000- 500,000 2,594,635 10.84 1,679 542 
100,000- 250,000 2,279,568 9.52 3,246,697 
50,000- 100,000 2,257,278 9.43 2,556,070 
25,000- 50,000 2,130,334 8.90 2,274,414 
10,000- 25,000 3,453,817 14.42 2,696,418 
5,000- 10,000 2,227,759 9.30 1,763,430 
2,500- 5,000 2,304,649 9.63 1,486,741 

Total ..... ---···· . .. 23,943,403 100 . I 23,998,052 

Source : Computed from U. ti. Census of Population. 

cities, diversified cities, wholesale centers, transporta
tion centers, mining towns, university towns, resort 
and retirement towns, and political centers. 

The International City Managers' Association7 has 
developed a more-detailed classification using two sets 
of criteria. The classification is as follows: 

I. City classification based upon the metropolitan com-

II. 

plex 
A. Central cities 
B. Independent cities 
C. Suburbs 

1. employing 
2. balanced 
3. dormitory 

City classifications based upon economfc functions 
A. Mining 
B. Transportation 
C. Manufacturing 
D . Industrial 
E. Diversified 

1. manufacturing 
2. retail 

F. Retail 
G. Wholesale 
H. Resort 
I. Educational 
J. Governmental 
K Dormitory 

7 Grace IC Ohlson, 41Econamic "' l11.Msi fic11tkm of Cities," in tl-11niicipa1 Yea/' 
Book 1949 (Chi~Hij:O: Internutionol il)' Mam1RCrs' Association). 

Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

15.48 5,765,334 28.45 1,493,584 10.30 
19.08 233,190 1.15 2,729,986 18.82 
7.00 3,286,676 16.22 414,046 2.85 

13.53 1,273,463 6.28 1,821,461 12.56 
10.65 2,078,509 10.26 1,729,446 11.92 
9.48 2,342,052 11.56 2,078,769 14 .33 

11.24 2,932,230 14.47 2,500,331 17.24 
7.35 1,714,269 8.46 1,196,781 8.25 
6.20 640,006 3.16 539,358 3.72 

I 100 . I 20,265,729 I 100. I 14,503,762 l 100 . 

A less complicated grouping is Leiffer's 8 four-fold 
classification into (1) the commercial city, (2) the 
industrial city, (3) the industrial suburb, and (4) the 
residential suburb of the metropolis. Similar in nature 
in its use of combination bases, is Munro's9 five-fold 
classification: (1) cities depending upon a single source 
of commercial livelihood; (2) cities industrialized or 
becoming industrialized: (a) those concentrating on a 
single industry and (b) those having industrial diver
sification; (3) cities combining commerce and industry; 
(4) metropolitan cities; and (5) satellite cities. This 
scheme is particularly burdensome to use in view of the 
fact that the five categories are not mutually exclusive. 

Thorndike10 has attempted to classify cities on the 
basis of 37 statistically-measurable attributes of good
ness, such as health, education, recreation, socio
economic status, creature comforts, per-capita value of 
taxable property, per-capita incomes, and various 
personal qualities. From these, he concludes that the 
following factors measure the relative "goodness" 
of a city: (1) mental health, (2) moral qualities, (3) 

8 Murray H. Leifler, City and Church in Transition (Chicago: Willett, Clark 
& ',., 19:111) , J>I'- 27--:!3. 

• Willium U. Mu nro, "CILy," in &11ryr /opcdia of lh, .<;o,fal Sciences, Vol. III 
(Ne\\' 'York: M11c111i1111n, 1930), Jll>- HHR2. 

•• ts. J,. '.l'hor-od il<c , Yo,. , Cilu ( ~w York: H11rconrt. llrnce "nd Co., 1947). 
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physical health and energy, (4) differences in income, 
(5) differences in work of previous generations, (6) 
differences in race and cultural homogeneity, and (7) 
residential factors. 

Finally, attention may be directed to Goodrich's 
classification which is based on census data and em
phasizes the manufacturing aspects11 : (A) the principal 
city of the industrial area; (B) the larger satellite city 
in the industrial area; (C) remainder of the industrial 
area; (D) city of 100,000 or more inhabitants outside of 
the industrial area; (E) remainder of county in which 
city (D) is located; (F) important industrial county 
without a city having as many as 100,000 inhabitants; 
(G) remainder of the United States. 

None of these classification schemes is useful for this 
research study. The larger cities of the San Francisco
Oakland metropolitan area are cities with diverse 
economic activities. To be useful, therefore, separate 
classifications would be necessary for each category of 
economic activity emphasizing sales volume, numbers 
of establishment, relative percentage of the metro
politan-area total accounted for, and concentration or 
diversification to be found within each category. In 
addition, population size is of underlying importance. 
Later sections will develop these characteristics. 

THE METROPOLITAN UNIT 

The concept of the metropolitan unit arose in this 
country at the beginning of the present century when 
the larger cities had begun to demonstrate their at
traction and organizing characteristics in terms of the 
diverse considerations to be discussed later. As a result, 
beginning with the collection of data on a metropolitan 
unit for 1910-census publications, many writers and re
search workers have devoted many writings and efforts 
to the analysis of the concept and characteristics of 
metropolitan units. 

Basic Concepts 

The terms "metropolitan area," "metropolitan 
district," "metropolitan community," and "urbanized 
areas" are all to be found in the available writings. 
These terms all possess the common core of having the 
definition based on the interrelationships which pre
vail between the large cities which dominate the manu
facturing and marketing activities and their tributary, 
or satellite, or hinterland areas. In this common con
ceptual core is emphasized the economic, cultural, and 
organizing domination of the metropolitan center ( or 
centers) and the dependence of much of the remaining 
segments of the metropolitan unit upon this center for 

11 Carter Goodrich, et al., Migration and Economic Opportunity (Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1936). 

employment, trade, facilities, communication, and the 
like. Only in the development of an over-all political 
administration has the concept of a metropolitan unit 
failed to take hold. The developing ideas of the metro
politan unit have emphasized, also, the degrees of in
terrelationships between metropolitan units. 

Various measuring devices have been utilized in 
order to establish the boundaries of the metropolitan 
unit. And these variations in criteria have led, as might 
be expected, to some of the variations in concepts which 
exist today. These criteria emphasize a wide variety of 
factors: (1) population densities per square mile around 
a central city containing usually not fewer than 50,000 
or 100,000 inhabitants; (2) transportation linkages via 
personal and mass transportation agencies; (3) economic 
linkages in terms of manufacturing, wholesaling, re
tailing, and service trades activities, and in terms of 
retail and wholesale trading area boundaries; (4) 
communication linkages in terms of newspaper circu
lation, radio and television listening-viewing patterns, 
volume of telephone calls, etc.; and finally (5) socio
logical linkages in terms of institutional relationships
cultural, social, educational, and religious. 

Keeping these basic concepts in mind, the sections 
which follow explore some of the principal definitions 
which may be useful to this study. These may be listed 
as follows: the census concepts of the metropolitan 
district, the standard metropolitan area, and the 
urbanized area; McKenzie's concept of the "metro
politan community"; Bogue's concept of metropolitan 
"dominance and subdominance"; Hallenbeck's con
cept; and Duffus' concept.12 

The Census Definition of "Jvl etropolitan District" 

Beginning in 1910, the Bureau of the Census has been 
active in developing concepts of the metropolitan unit 
which could be useful in compilations of data. From its 
work has evolved the concept of the metropolitan 
district, and in the last census publications, the con
cept of the "standard metropolitan area," and the 
"urbanized area." 

The concept of the metropolitan district may be ex
amined first of all as it has evolved through the various 
decennial census reports since 1910: 

1. The 1910 and 1920 concepts: (a) cities of 100,000 
inhabitants, or more, together with all of the civil units 
which are located completely or principally within a 
10-mile radius of such cities; and (b) metropolitan 
districts as such comprising cities of 200,000 or more 
inhabitants and the civil units located entirely or 
principally within a 10-mile radius which have a 

12 These are representative only of the more-important concepts. The bibliog~ 
raphy, however, contains a wide list of teferences which mELy be consulted in 
this connection. 
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population density of not less than 150 persons per 
square mile. 

2. The 1930 concept: a metropolitan district includes 
any central city, and the contiguous or surrounding 
civil divisions, with a density of not less than 150 
persons per square mile; provided that the aggregate 
population totals 100,000 or more persons. 

3. The 1940 concept: the basic 1930 concept was con
tinued in use except that such districts were defined to 
include one or more central cities of 50,000 inhabitants 
or more in addition to the requirement of a population 
density of 150 or more persons in the adjacent or con
tiguous territory. In a few cases, where special quali
fications were met, the density in the adjoining and 
contiguous territory could fall below 150 persons per 
square mile. 

The Census Definition of "Standard Jl1etropolitan Area" 

In order to meet the objections of users of census 
materials that the metropolitan district concept would 
not allow use of other data and to secure comparability 
among governmental agencies, the following concept 
has been used for census publications since 194 713

: 

Except in New England, a standard metropolitan area is a 
county or group of contiguous counties which contain at least 
one city of 50,000 inhabitants or more. In addition to the 
county, or countie , containing such a city or ci t,ic ·, conti gu us 
counties are included in a standard metropolitan area if 
according to certain criteria they are essentially metropolitan 
in character and socially and economically integrated with the 
central city. 

The criteria of metropolitan character relate primarily to 
the character of the county as a place of work or as a home for 
concentrations of nonagricultural workers and their de
pendents. Specifically, these criteria are: 

1. The county must (a) contain 10,000 nonagricultural 
workers or, (b) contain 10 percent of the nonagricultural 
workers working in the standard metropolitan area or, 
(c) have at least one-half of its population residing in 
minor civil divisions with a population density of 150 
or more per square mile and contiguous to the central 
city. 

2. Nonagricultural workers must constitute at least 
two-thirds of the total number of employed persons of 
the county. 

The criteria of integration relate pl'imal'ily Lu Lhe exLenL uf 
economic and social communication between the outlying 
counties and the central county as indicated by such items as 
the following: 

1. Fifteen percent or more of the workers residing in the 
contiguous county work in the county containing the 
largest city in the standard metropolitan area, or 

2. Twenty-five percent or more of the persons working in 
the contiguous county reside in the county containing 
the largest city in the standard metropolitan area, or 

3. The number of telephone calls per month to the county 
containing the largest city of the standard metropolitan 

13 U . • Bureau of th Con1,us, U.S. Census of Popula/.fo11- , WW , Vol. I, Num
ber of Jnl,abitants (Wa~lri nglon: Government Printing Omc , 1052) , p. xxxiii. 

area from the contiguous county is four or more times 
the number of subscribers in the contiguous county. 

In New England, the city and the town are administratively 
more important than the county, and data are compiled locally 
for such minor civil divisions ... [In all such cases] a popul~
tion density criterion of 150 persons or more per square mile, 
or 100 persons or more per square mile where strong integration 
was evident has been used. 

The Census Concept of" Urbanized Areas" 

The standard metropolitan area concept results in 
combining data on a full county basis. In many cases, 
however, the county is too broad an area for careful 
analysis. And the work of many research workers into 
urban areas, emphasizing both economic and socio
logical factors, indicated a need for more-carefully 
delineated boundaries. As a result, the Bureau of the 
Census has introduced, in its 1950 reports, the following 
concept of an "urbanized area": 

Urbanized area is an area that includes at least one city 
with 50,000 inhabitants or more in 1940 or later according to a 
special census taken prior to 1950 and also the sunoundin" 
closely settled incorporated places and unincorporated area~ 
that meet the criteria listed below. Since the urbanized area 
outside of incorporated places was defined on the basis of 
housing or population density or of land use, its boundaries 
for the most part are not political but follow such features as 
roads, streets, railroads, streams, and other clearly defined 
lines which may be easily identified by census enumerators in 
the field .... 

The urban fringe of an urbanized area is that part which is 
outside the central city or cities. The following types of areas 
are embraced if they are contiguous to the central city or cities 
or if they are contiguous to any area already included in the 
urban fringe: 

1. Incorporated places with 2,500 inhabitants or more in 
1940 or at a subsequent special census conducted prior 
to 1950. 

2. Incorporated places with fewer than 2,500 inhabitants 
containing an area with a concentration of 100 dwelling 
units or more with a density in this concentration of 
500 units or more per square mile. This density repre
sents approximately 2,000 persons per square mile and 
normally is the minimum found associated with a 
closely spaced street pattern. 

3. Unincorporated territory with at least 500 dwelling 
units per square mile. 

4. Territory devoted to commercial, industrial, trans
portational, recreational, and other purposes func
tionally related Lu Lite eeuLnil eiLy. 

Also included are outlying noncontiguous areas with the 
required dwelling unit density located within lH miles of the 
main contiguous urbanized part, measured along the shortest 
connecting highway, and other outlying areas within one-half 
mile of such noncontiguous areas which meet the minimum 
residential density rule. 

Although an urbanized area may contain more than one city 
of 50,000 or more, not all cities of this size are necessarily 
central cities. The largest city of an area is always a central 
city. In addition, the second and third most populous cities 
in the area may qualify as central cities provided they have a 
population of at least one-third of that of the largest city in 
the area and a minimum of 25,000 inhabitants. 
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McKenzie's Concept of the "Metropolitan Community" 

The pioneering work of McKenzie14 is so well known 
that only some of the highlights of his concept of the 
"metropolitan community" need be reviewed here. 
He stresses, first of all, the metropolitan community as a 
functional entity. Geographically, this unity extends as 
far as the central city can exert a dominant influence. 
Structurally, the metropolitan community possesses 
three characteristics: (1) it is a constellation of centers 
the interrelationships of which are characterized b; 
dominance and subdominance, or subordination; (2) 
the center city has the institutions and services which 
cater to all of the region and which tie the region 
economically and otherwise to other regions; and (3) 
the subcenter, so far as economic activities are con
cerned, is rarely complete. 

The economic unity of the metropolitan community is 
attributable mainly to transportation and communica
tion and the interdependence of the various parts of the 
metropolitan community needs additional attention. 
The size of each community within the total of the 
metropolitan ,vhole influences the degree of specializa
tion. The character of each suburban center's institu
tions is determined more by its distance from the 
metropolis and the income and occupational char
acteristics of the population than by its mere size. Those 
suburbs closer to the metropolis will tend to have more
pronounced specialization. Those suburbs which have 
an industrial composition are likely to be more complete 
in the service-trade structure designed to meet the 
needs of their local population than the residential 
suburb which must place more reliance on central city 
ins ti tu tions. 

Bogue' s Hypothesis of .Metropolitan Dominance 

Bogue15 has set forth a concept of metropolitan 
community dominance which stems directly from the 
work of McKenzie. His "hypothesis of metropolitan 
dominance" begins with the observation that, in all 
technologically-advanced societies, the great cities or 
metropolises dominate the social and economic or
ganization and are the foci about which the life of the 
modern nation is organized. In developing this hy
pothesis, he divides cities into metropolitan centers and 
hinterland cities. The metropolitan center (or metrop
olis) can produce and distribute more-varied goods and 
services than small cities for the reasons to be discussed 
later. As the kinds of goods became more specialized 

• 14 Roderick D. McKenzie 1 The 1llctropolilan Community (New York: McGraw
Hill Book Company, Inc., 1033) . 

15 ,Don J. Bogue, 1.'h~ Structure of the Melr~po~ilan Con~rnunity: A Study of 
Dominance and Subdominance (Ann Arbor, M1c)ngan: University of 1.{ichigan 
Press, 1949). 

and more amenable to mass production, the greater 
became the apparent advantages of the metropolitan 
center. 

Bogue emphasizes three sets of assumptions in 
formulating his hypothesis: (1) a system of inter
dependency among cities; (2) considerable difference in 
the composition of activities between individual cities· 
and (3) a view of the modern metropolis as one of th; 
forces making for intensity differentiation, as well as 
one of the important organizing agents. The relation
ship of his findings to the findings of this study will be 
discussed later. 

Other Concepts 

Three other concepts may be referred to briefly as 
less-important variations on the main ideas already 
described. The first by Hallenbeck states: " ... the 
metropolitan community is the urban community as it 
is taking form. It consists of city of quantitative im
portance, together with that part of the surrounding 
area wherein the activities and peoples are inextricably 
woven together in a complex of interrelationships in the 
process of daily living." Hallenbeck sets forth the 
commuting limits between the central city and the re
mainder of the metropolitan community as normally 
35 mi. and indicates that the larger the suburb the 
smaller the commuting ratio because more of the 
suburb's labor force will be needed to operate its own 
activities. 

Duffus16 states merely that a metropolitan district is 
"all that territory in which people's ways of living and 
working are directly affected by the presence of the 
metropolis." 

Finally, Reed17 defines a metropolitan area as: 
"The area within which there is a large daily movement 
of population to and from the center for work trade 

' ' amusement, or other purposes. This definition includes 
relatively distant subcenters and often large stretches 
of open country." 

It will be the function of later sections to relate these 
general concepts to the San Francisco-Oakland metro
politan area in oMer to measure the extent of decen
tralization and dispersion of agricultural, manufactur
ing, wholesaling, retailing, and selected service trade 
patterns. 

Number of Metropolitan Units, 1940 and 1950 

Table 4 compares the number and population of 
metropolitan districts, standard metropolitan areas, 

16 R. L. Duffus, Jfastcring a ivlelropolis (New York: Harper & Brothers, 
1930), ]). 2. 

• 17 Thomas ~- Reed, n:Het1·opo1itan Areas," in Encyclopedia of the Social 
Sciences, Vol. X (New York: Macmillan, 1933), pp, 396-401. 
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TABLE 4 
NUMBER AND POPULATION OF URBANIZED AREAS, STANl)ARIJ M~;•r1t( I' LTTAN i\JU:AS AND l\1ETROPOLITAN Drs'l'RICTS (1940 CONCEPT) 

IN THE . NITl.rn TATI,;$, 1940 AN I) 1950 

Popuhttion 
Type of Metropolitan Unit Number --- Increase 

1950 1940 

--
Tota l Urban Population ... ........... 96,467,686 * * 

nized Areas .. ... . Urba . ,, ......... .. 157 
To tal P pulillion ..... . . 69,249,148 * * .. ......... 

In cent,rnl ·i ies .... . .. 48,377,240 * * ' ......... 
In urban fringes , . ..... 20,871,908 * * ......... 

Stan dard lvI etropolitan Areas . ··-··· 168 
To tal Population .... . ..... 84,500,680 69,279,675 15,221,005 

ln central cities . .... . .. .. ....... 49,412,792 43,391,718 6,021,074 
Outside central cities .. ····-· · ·· 35,087,888 25,887,957 9,199,931 

1940 Metropolitan Districts ........... 140 76,203,566 62,965,773 12,237,783 

Soiirce: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Pop1ilation, 1950- Vol. I, Number of Inhabifan/.s (Wttshington; Government 
Printing Office, 1952). 

• Data not available. 

and urbanized areas based on the census concepts. It 
will be noticed immediately that the standard-metro
politan-area concept yields the largest population base, 
while the 157 urbanized areas, by reason of the more
careful geographical determination, cover a far smaller 
population base. It will be noticed, also, that the 
central cities rank far ahead of outlying places in the 
urbanized area concept as compared with the standard 
metropolitan area. 

Finally, the data for the standard metropolitan 
area reveal a much-greater absolute and relative in
crease in population of outlying places as compared with 
the central cities. However, since the number of 
central cities has remained relatively unchanged, the 
average increase per central city has been quite large. 

FACTORS INFLUENCING THE RISE OF crrrns AND 

METROPOLITAN UNITS 

The discussion at this point cannot be all inclusive. 
It serves mainly to bring together some of the basic 
groupings of factors which help to explain the begin
nings and the growth of cities and metropolitan units in 
the United States. A later section ,,~ill deal concretely, 
within the framework of the San Francisco-Oakland 
metropolitan area, with factors causing geographical 
shifts in economic activities within metropolitan centers 
and between the metropolitan center and the re
mainder of the metropolitan area. The complexity of 
the array of factors involved and the lack of knowledge 
of the timing and relative importance of each must be 
kept in mind at all times. The problems being dealt 
with are complex, and much research work remains in 

order to obtain increasingly better insight into all of 
the forces leading to our present-day urban structure. 

Major Factors Influencing the Rise of the Modern City 

There are several factors which have operated to 
influence the location and growth of the modern city. 
These can be grouped more or less systematically for the 
purposes of this section into the following six categories: 
(1) natural, (2) historical, (3) economic, (4) govern
mental, (5) sociological, and (6) accidental or unex
plainable. 

Natural factors are of many kinds, and the limita
tions of space permit only the barest discussion. Of 
great importance is the role of geographic factors in 
providing natural facilities, such as ports or other 
transportation breaking points, as well as providing 
natural transportation routes via waterways, mountain 
gaps, and the like. The outstanding significance of the 
geographical distribution of raw materials for the 
initial location of economic activity is almost self
apparent. And similarly, the contribution of the natural 
distribution of resources useful in developing large 
supplies of relatively low-priced power has been a key 
factor. 

Of less importance, but often significant in the 
location of particular cities and activities within them, 
are the so-called natural amenities, such as climate and 
scenery. Certainly, these are of importance in building 
up resort centers, health spas, and the like. But fre
quently they may attract a single industry, such as the 
movie industry, which may, in turn, become the 
nucleus for later diversified growth. And in individual 
cases, these amenities may serve to attract key in
dividuals who supply the necessary capital or man-
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agerial spark which may create a whole urban develop
ment.18 

It is sufficient at this point merely to say that these 
natural factors are of key importance in the early 
rise of cities and often exe1:t continuing influence on the 
relocation of urban activities as industries move with 
changes in supplies or types of resources or as activities 
shift in location to secure the benefits of the amenities. 

Historical factors frequently play an important role. 
These may be the direction of flow of immigration into 
a new country, such as the earlier development of the 
Atlantic seaboard cities in the United States. Modern 
cities may have their roots in the location of religious 
activities in earlier days-note the relationship of the 
location of Spanish missions to the later California 
cities. Or the growth of the city may be related to 
early elements of needs for military defense or as 
capitals for political activities. 

In turn, these historical elements may crystallize 
economic advantages of transportation facilities, trans
portation costs, and the like, which may continue the . 
city's over-all advantages for many years to come. 

Economic factors are of many types and of varying 
degrees of importance in explaining the rise of the 
modern city. At the top of the list must be placed the 
change in the economic requirements of modern 
production resulting from the advances associated with 
the Industrial Revolution. These are, first of all, spatial 
in nature. Large-scale, mechanized production requires 
specialized building. When this requirement is con
sidered along with other factors to be mentioned, it 
means locations within larger cities, except for those 
types associated with the extractive industries. And 
the interrelationships (linkages) between production 
activities are such that all sorts of groupings in cities are 
necessary for efficient, continuous operation. 

Large-scale production requires, in turn, large, 
centralized reservoirs of professional, skilled, semi
skilled, and unskilled labor supplies. The city is the 
natural place for people to work, reside, and play, if 
they prefer or are forced to accept such sources of 
employment. The continuous freeing of pools of 
agricultural labor through technological advances in 
agricultural production, coupled with natural increases 
in the population, are related importantly to this 
factor. 

Large, geographically compact markets are required 
also by large-scale production for the disposal of its 
ever-expanding output. This means, of course, that 

,. Seo in this conncction1 Edw,ud Ullnrnn, " Rcgionnl Growth ,rnd Amenities : 
,\ Hypoth<;"Jlil," in l'roccc«fo~• of the Wc1t,r11 F.~plornlor11 Groi.11 of thr ocial 
&,'c11 c~ /(,;,arch C'o"ncil 011 Rcgio,1111 Eco,,omic A11aJq•i>t, .ll11~ S/-£S, J9~t, proc
<'SllC<l (Borkclo,r, nlif.: , ~houl of Business Adm1nistr11 tlo11, nivcr&1t,y of 
C,llifornia , 106.}, 1•r- 28--~0. 

location of the manufacturing plant in or near the 
larger cities gives it accessibility at low transportation 
cost to that market. And the economic linkages between 
cities make possible expansions of markets as increases 
of output and the nature of managerial policies warrant. 

Finally, under this heading comes the necessity for 
developing the auxiliary facilities needed along with 
the production facilities. These include necessary ter
minal transportation and storage facilities, banking fa
cilities, the necessary wholesale middlemen and mar
kets, and market news agencies. 

Transportation factors, both national and local, are 
vital to the city's beginnings and to its continual de
velopment. Under this heading must be analyzed the 
quality of the facilities for carrying goods, the supply 
of these facilities, the relationships between the costs of 
carrying goods via each type and in comparison with 
competing cities, and the nature of changes in these 
relationships. In addition, the same type of analysis 
must be directed toward the transportation of persons 
within and between cities. 

Closely related to transportation is the effect of 
communication factors of many types. The newspapers, 
telephone, radio, and television are the main agencies. 
But there are, in addition, the network of individualized 
communication agencies controlled by various business, 
governmental, and social institutions. 

The city has been intensified in its beginnings by the 
development of diversified economic activities other 
than production in the sense of business specialization, 
e.g., wholesale middlemen, retail middlemen, · and 
business- professional- and service-trade activities. 
Increasingly, these may account for a larger share of 
a city's economic activity than does the manufacturing 
segment. 

Under economic factors, also, must be placed the role 
of inventions. Apart from their contributions, in general, 
to the whole area of technology and "production through 
the development of machines, processes, and products, 
one must not overlook the location of the inventor as 
being the nucleus for the use of the invention. In 
addition, invention has been important to city growth 
through the discovery of principles of construction and 
structural steel which have made possible the miracle 
of the urban skyscraper. 

Finally, under economic factors must be placed the 
availability of manag -rial abi lity, Lh availability of 
capital and differ nc s in the" ability of a ity to 
promote itself as a center of manufacturing, or retail 
trade, of health and pleasure facilities, and the like. 

Governmental activities may be noted as the basis 
either for the establishment of a city as a political 
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center or for its later growth. But other aspects should 
be noted as well. Development of new forms of govern
mental organization has facilitated, undoubtedly, the 
administration of urban units in many ways through 
promotion of legal efficiency, regulation of economic 
activity, financing of necessary urban facilities, and the 
like. And the development of various forms of planning 
activities by governmental and quasi-governmental 
agencies has affected the development of new cities 
and the redevelopment of older ones. 

Sociological factors include many forces which have 
molded urban growth. These would include all aspects 
of population beginnings, trends, composition, quality, 
and the like which underlie the human structure of 
urban communities. It would include, parallel to the 
economic side, a study of the intricate social institutions 
and the intertwining of both sets of factors in the 
modern city. It would include, as well, the structure of 
neighborhoods composing the city, and as will be noted 
below, the various kinds of linkages and blockages 
which affect the course of urban development. This 
includes all of the factors which modern sociology 
presently is beginning to mold into a meaningful, 
systematic analysis of the structure of urban society. 

Included under this heading, although having both 
strong economic and political implications, is the de
velopment of modern water and sanitation facilities. 
These facilities certainly have been of value in per
mitting cities to grow to present-day levels and fre
quently, of course, are not found in the isolated non
urban sections of the country. 

Finally, certain accidental or unexplainable factors 
need to be mentioned. In some cases, the fact that an 
inventor lives in a certain area at the time that he 
completes an important invention may be the sole 
reason apparently serving to explain the rise of an 
industry which serves as the roots of a city. Personal 
preferences of key management personnel may in
fluence the location or relocation of an economic 
activity. These may be due to the attraction of these 
persons to the natural amenities described above, or to 
the fact that the health of members of the family may 
require change, or a desire to be close to transportation 
which may make it easier to reach other cities or to 
reach preferred vacation places. Smaller cities may 
result from the preferences of certain classes of people 
for a certain way of life19 ; other groups may later be 
attracted as well. 

Not to be underestimated in this connection may be 
the special appeals resulting from personal acquaint-

19 Note cities such as Taos, New lt'lexico; Carmel, California, in this connec
tion. Note, as well , many of the white-collar suburbs around any metropolitan 
center. 

anceships. The fortuitous timing of many factors may 
be a significant factor, although little organized in
formation concerning such timing is available. Then, 
too, there are the speculative ventures of various 
groups-individuals, real estate men, and the like
which have both economic and noneconomic bases in 
terms of timing and attractiveness to individuals. 

Major Factors I nfiuencing the Rise of the Metropolitan 
Unit 

The rise of the city must precede the development 
of the metropolitan unit by virtue of the basic char
acteristics of the metropolitan unit as described above. 
Once again, the present discussion serves only to survey 
an area which will be discussed more fully later. 

Most present-day writers on this subject attribute 
the rise of the metropolitan unit to, above all else, the 
development of modern local transportation, which 
furnished the necessary mechanism by which goods and 
people could be integrated into the various geographical 
segments of an urban society. Just as a country could 
not develop economically so long as its means of trans
portation could not guarantee easy, fast, and eco
nomical linkages to other countries, so a city was con
stricted geographically in its earliest days by crude 
transportation- mainly horse-drawn vehicles both for 
business and personal use. The first breaking down of 
this restriction was attributable to the application of 
eledrie power Lu lueal Lrarn;purLaLiuu via Lhe :;LreeLear 
and interurban railroad. By means of these develop
ments, it was possible for people to widen the distance 
between place of employment and place of residence 
without any substantial change in transportation time 
consumed. At the same time, it made possible a choice 
of alternative business locations, both within the city 
and between the city and the adjoining metropolitan 
subcenters, so long as transportation linkages could be 
maintained or improved. 

A second, important local-transportation develop
ment came with improved methods of building and 
paving city streets and radial highways. This made 
possible faster movements of people by even horse and 
buggy but was more significant in connection with the 
next factor to be discussed. It made possible, also, 
faster movements of goods within and between cities. 

But the revolutionary development which has led, 
transportationally speaking, to the modern metro
politan unit is the motor truck and the automobile. 
These agencies made possible transport of goods and 
people with a degree of flexibility hitherto unknown. 
They permitted centrifugal movements of activities 
and peoples, integrated with the facilities and markets 
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which could only be furnished by the central city (or 
cities). The automobile and truck made it possible to 
systematize the relationships between the center of the 
metropolitan unit and the hinterland areas upon the 
foundations begun with the streetcar and interurban 
railway systems. Further, these forms have increasingly 
superseded the streetcar and interurban railway as 
forms of mass transportation. 

With improvements in transportation must come 
parallel developments in communication. If trans
portation made pos_sible the rearrangement of people 
and their activities on a wider geographical basis, then 
communication was to become the medium for inte
grating economic and personal ideas and information on 
a systematic metropolitan community basis. In the 
earlier stages of the metropolitan units' development, 
the newspaper and the telephone were the key com
munication media. More recently, radio and television 
have become valuable auxiliary aids. Here, again, these 
communication media have done for the metropolitan 
area what the printing press and other developments did 
for wider geographical specialization and integration. 

Although these are the key factors, certain ad
ditional elements may be noted: (1) Development of 
the electric power industry freed economic activities 
from sole dependency on central city locations. This 
development made poss1ble, also, more comfortable 
living in the metropolitan subcenters. (2) The widening 
complex array of economic activities and the increasing 
interplay between each led to a widened base upon 
which the metropolitan unit could build its own 
variations of relationships. (3) The search for better 
spatial arrangements led to a search for new locations 
within the confines of an expanded urban structure. 
(4) Speculative developments aided the spilling over of 
the city, although frequently on a poorly conceived 
and executed base. · · 

It is this complex array of factors, in which modern 
transportation plays such an important role, that 
furnishes the basis for the main problem area which 
t,his research study is investigating. 

THE ORGANIC STRUCTURE OF THE METROPOLITAN UNIT 

This approach20 to the study of the metropolitan 
unit views it as an organic whole which functions 
through a great variety of economic, political, and 
social structures to carry on a wide variety of urban 
activities. In using the idea of "an organic whole," 
less emphasis is placed on the idea of the organic whole 

20 See Edward A. Duddy and David A. Revzan, Marketing: An Institutional 
A1rpraa~h, 2d ed. (New York: M0Gn.1w-Hill Uook Com pany, Inc., 1953), Chap. 
II nnd Appendix C for the development of the institutional idea. See references 
in the bibliography for the ecological approach in sociolog~ 

as a biological organism. Rather, what is emphasized 
is the organism as a series of institutional structures 
which, while in large part inherited and subject to 
environmental influence because of their human com
position, may be modified or invented at the will of the 
human beings who constitute the membership. 

In keeping with the biologic analogy, this organic 
approach emphasizes the structure (anatomy) and 
functioning (physiology) of the metropolitan unit 
through its component parts (institutions). It em
phasizes the necessary linkages between the institutions 
and their structural arrangement, and the blockages21 

by individuals acting as individuals, but more im
portantly as members of institutions. Similarly, this 
approach calls attention to the growth and develop
ment of the organic whole and its component parts 
through processes of evolutionary change. 

The approach outlined above implies a process which 
includes a function of coordination and control. This 
function relates the various activities of the metro
politan unit in a kind of order which gives the metro
politan unit its over-all organization. The instru
mentalities of coordination and control include all of 
the decisions made by individuals acting as members 
of various social, economic, and political groups at 
various levels of authority, and subject to various 
social conventions and customs. The sections which 
follow will deal with the various elements of this 
approach. 

The Functional Activity of the Metropolitan Unit 

Functional activity is used here in its meaning as a 
series of purposeful operations carried on by the various 
institutions which comprise the structural organiza
tion of the metropolitan unit in order to achieve ob
jectives noted elsewhere. The following outline gives a 
classification of functions which is suggestive of the 
possibilities so far as this study is concerned: 

I. Economic junctions 
A. Agricultural production 

1. For local market 
2. For commercial shipment to other markets 

B. Manufacturing production 
1. For local market 
2. For commercial shipment to other markets 

C. Marketing activities 
1. Wholesaling 
2. Retailing 

ti Th conce1>t 'lf blorkau• lu beM sug~estcd 10 tho author b.,, 1-1 rbe.r~ CJ. 
Blumer, oh1llrurn n, DcnnrtmouLOI Sooiolo/lY. Uni,•or.iit,v of Q,.liforuln Borkalcw 

nlifornin. The ~llDSition of thi., cunc:Qpt. here and in lnler .sc tions. l;OWlWOr ~ 
th rea11o nsibilit)' llOl~ly of t lu, 1rnihor. ' 
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3. Service trades 
a. business 
b. professional 
c. personal 

D. Construction activities 
1. Business 
2. Residential 
3. Other 

E. Auxiliary and facilitating functions 
1. Transportation 

a. intermetropolitan unit 
b. intrametropolitan unit 

2. Storage 
3. Financing 

a. business 
b. personal 

4. Risk-bearing 
5. Communication 
6. Standardization and grading 
7. Packaging 

F. Institutional (not elsewhere classified) 

II. Governmental and political functions 
A. Regulative 
B. Protective 
C. Promotive 
D. Military 
E. Institutional 
Ji'. Economic 
G. Educational 
H. Political organization 
I. Financial 
J. Administrative 
K. Planning 

III. Social and cultural functions 
A. Educational 
B. Communication 
C. Entertainment 
D. Recreational 
E. Fraternal and other organizational 
F. Racial and religious 
G. Ethical 
H. Combinations of (A) through (G) 
I. Private planning 

Structural Organization 

Structural organization implies the various ways, 
systematic and otherwise, in which individuals group 
themselves together by means of institutions. The 
organic approach is mainly concerned with the be
havior of these individuals acting as members of 
groups. Individuals act, whether consciously or un-

consciously, as members of a group for a particular 
purpose; and their decisions and acts are usually 
conditioned by the standards of this particular group. 
Collective action, rather than ina.ividual action, 
characterizes the metropolitan unit as a geographic 
accumulation of people and their groups. 

Individuals, while still motivated by self-interest, 
nevertheless organize and cooperate consciously as 
groups and become motivated by the interests of such 
groups. Such motivation becomes quite complex, be
cause of the variety of groups to which the ordinary 
individual becomes affiliated in his lifetime. Compe
tition becomes mainly competition between groups, and 
stronger groups attempt to negotiate with weaker 
groups mainly through force in the form of coercion 
and persuasion. 

These structures are coordinated into a system 
through which the processes of urban life in metro
politan units are carried on in an orderly fashion. Their 
basic classification parallels the main divisions already 
noted above for functions, 22 and they all have the 
common characteristic of lacking self-sufficiency. 

In their interactions, these structures develop 
linkages which have valuable significance for purposes 
of this study.23 The following schematic outline in
dicates the range of linkages possible in the metro
politan unit: 

I. Intermetropolitan area linkages (linkage:,, !JeLween a 
metropolitan unit and one or more other 
metropolitan units). 

A. Economic 
1. Simple 
2. Complex 

B. Governmental 
C. Social 

II. Intrametropolitan area linkages 
A. Central city dominance 

1. Economic 
2. Governmental 
3. Social and cultural 

B. Subdominant city linkages 
1. Residential and marketing 
2. Residential and manufacturing, etc. 

C. Subdominant city-nonurban metropolitan 
area linkages 

1. Residential and marketing 
2. Residential and manufacturing 
3. Agriculture area and city, etc. 

"Apfl<:ndix B cot1luin>1 U,o dotnilc<l listinH undcl' LhCM ho,ulillj!S. 
u BAAe<l , in rmrt., HlXln n d_m.ft .., ction of n study in rnogrcss : Leo Grublcr, 

1'h• Core o/ 11,. C{ty: ii i'ilol 'tudu of ChaT1gi1,9 I.and, Utcll ill //10 Co11tral n,~;,,.,.. 
Di,t , it t 1>/ 1'Mlndd ·phi11 (Now York: Ins titute of rb nn Lnnd r,,., ""d Mn11Ring 

ludics, Colunibiil Unh·cr,si~y. 1852). 
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III. I ntra-ce:ntral-city linkages (interrelations between 
structures within the central city). 

A. Direct linkages: two units within any structure 
having direct contacts with each other, 
viz., a business establishment and its 
customers. 

B. Semidirect linkages: linkages of the type of 
Item A in which one or more types of 
wholesale or retail middlemen are used. 

C. Competitive linkages: two or more business 
units (or other types) competing for the 
same structure's patronage. 

D. Facilitating linkages: The interactions of two 
or more units involving the indirect use 
by either or both units of the services of a 
facilitating agency in order to complete 
the necessary interaction, e.g., the linkage 
between an automobile dealer and his 
customer, in which the customer goes to 
his own bank to arrange for a loan which 
is used, in turn, to pay the dealer for the 
automobile instead of obtaining the loan 
directly from the dealer. 

E. Control linkages: interrelationships between 
various groups, each striving for direct or 
indirect social, economic, or political 
control (or combinations of these) over 
other groups. 

It can be seen from this classification that, when the 
various types of structures listed in Appendix B are 
combined with the various functions listed above, 
many thousands of linkages can and do take place. 
These complex patterns of linkages require, in turn, 
specialization of land use and structures in the metro
politan unit-buildings, transportation facilities, com
munication facilities, and the like. 

The Economic, Governmental, Social, and Cultural En
vironme:nt 

It is the essence of the organic concept of the metro
politan area that the organisms being discussed cannot 
exist without certain environmental conditions, or at 
least not without taking them into account. The 
organism, in order to survive, must adapt itself to the 
environment. Much could be said about this aspect of 
the organic approach, and to point out how an or
ganism, as it develops, gains more control over its own 
behavior and in its ability to manipulate the environ
mental factors. But suffice at this point merely to 
indicate the broad nature of this component element 
of the organic approach. 

Coordination and Control 

The functioning of a metropolitan unit as an organic 
entity is the result of various forces of coordination and 
control. Psychologically, control takes many forms. 
It may work through the use of persuasion and coercion 
as one group attempts to establish the superiority 
of its decisions and actions over other groups. These 
become forms of control which lead, in turn, to a 
coordination of the weaker groups by the stronger 
groups. 

These psychological forms lead to a hierarchy of 
power among groups. At the bottom level of this 
hierarchy will be the control by each group over its 
individual members. This is followed by the control of 
the stronger groups over the weaker groups. At the top 
is the control by individuals as members of govern
mental groups over the other groups. And permeating 
the entire hierarchy of power based upon these groups 
and their control are the influences of social convention 
and custom. 

Much of the coordination and control may represent 
attempts at conscious, objective planning. Much of it 
may represent efforts either to institute changes in the 
metropolitan unit along economic, governmental, 
social, and cultural lines or to adapt the structure to 
such changes. But many of these efforts are directed 
individually and collectively toward setting up block
ages to such changes. These blockages are found af
fecting each of the functional aspects of the metro
politan area. Not too much is known about these 
blockages, or how they arise, but enough is known to be 
able to realize how they serve to mold the various 
structural aspects of the metropolitan unit. In con
nection with certain functions and structures, they may 
indeed become the dominant coordinating and con
trolling force. And even those forces making for change 
may themselves set up blockages to other types of 
change. 

Note, for example, how these blockages have worked 
in the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area in 
relation to problems of how to bridge the San Fran
cisco Bay, or how to provide for a system of rapid 
transit, or in any of hundreds of problem areas. And the 
jealousies of different geographical segments within this 
metropolitan area have led to serious blockages to an 
integrated approach to problems of economic activity, 
transportation, and government. 

SUMMARY 

Much remains to be known and studied in order to 
understand our present-day, complex urban society. 
The organic concept being attempted here, and as it is 
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v lving in the ,v rk of many social science research 
work rs, is an a,·· mpt to set up one descriptive, 
analytical framework. For this study, it will ·erv as a 
framework for describing and analyzing the cl I rali
zation and dispersion of economic functions and struc-

tures within the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan 
area. It will serve, also, as a background against which 
to understand the size and complexity of the problems 
of transporting persons and goods within the metro
politan area's boundaries. 

Meaning and Measurement of Centralization, Decentralization, and Dispersion 

There appear to be almost as many meanings of the 
coll(:epl· of <' ntralii~\tion I -11tralization, and dis
p rsion n. t.h0n: ,i re writer · 11 the. 1bj · · . Thi '·tion 
will no · attempt to .·un ty all thaL hav 'V lv I in any 
complet fashion . RaLhe1·, its main mpha is will be 
cent red on accomplishing three obj ·tives: (1) to 
indicate a sampling of the widely varying definitions 
which have evolved; (2) to outline the meanings of 
these concepts useful to this study, and from these, to 
develop a systematic outline of the various types; and 
(3) to indicate . om of the meth ds of m asurement 
which may be u · tl and the princ:ipal pl'Oblem · in
herent in these methods. 

The reader should keep in mind that this study is 
dealing with the many types of economic activities en
·ompa.·s •d within the modern cit, 11.J\d !,he m-•tro-

poli ~n area. The cone pt· a11d mca Ul'ing tool· whi ·h 
viii h· elev lop cl, accordingly, have mueb wider ap

plication than those which are used for a single class of 
economic activity, such as retailing. 

SOME VARIATIONS IN TERMINOLOGY 

The variations in terminology found in the existing 
literature reflect, in addition to differences in various 
writers' objectives and ideas, differences in the class of 
economic activity being analyzed and in the extent of 
its geographical coverage. Thus, these writers may be 
emphasizing manufacturing activities as a group, or 
wholesale trade, or in increasing frequency, retailing 
and consumers' services trades. From the point of view 
of geographical coverage, they may be applying the 
concepts to the structure of the city itself; to the 
metropolitan unit (in its varying forms) and its con
stituent central city and subcenter cities and unin
corporated parts; or to the United States as a ·whole. 

Centralization 

The general notion of centralization, depending upon 
the geographical coverage intended, is a peaking-up or 
concentration of a specified class of economic activity 
in a central (downtown) section of a city, or in the 
central city (metropolis) of a metropolitan unit, or in 
relatively few cities, counties, or metropolitan units of 

the United States as a whole. It involves, as well, the 
ideas of higher proportions of some or all economic 
activities being located in these geographical units than 
are found of population, income, land area, or other 
economic indicators and combinations. Emphasis is 
pla · •d, here, on a physical aspe •t of th t; pie. 

1h e economic a.·tiviti s ·o studied may in turn, be 
measured in terms of such units as dollar sales, numbers 
of establishments, numbers of wage-earners, and the 
like. Such relationships as emerge may be a cross
sectional awdysis of a single time p riod, or th y ma' be 
stuclied over a succession of year , or n u p riods, 
d p nding upon th ava,ilabiliLy f h · data f r 
he g• graphi al uni being studi d upon he am u11 

of detail clesi1•e.d, and upon the fina,n ·iul a11d futalyt,ical 
resources of the research workers involved. Finally, such 
relationships may be measured and stated in absolute 
tet:ms, in relativ term , or bo h. 

Thu·, in oun c ion wi h t h retail trade, Petcrs2-1 

state. tha centraliza io11 i::; Lh "tendency for people 
in ou tlyin r. ections to pur,·has • commoditi in c>ntrn.l 
hopping di l;ri ts ra her than in th> ·e ·Lion in whi ·h 

I.hey r side." Thi· d frnition, as the author indi ·ates, 
t,re •. lhe r In.ti m;hip bet.ween where p pl live 

where the retail stores are located, and where people 
buy. I thou rh P Lei" d v -lop d thi on ·ept fo1· use in 
stud in m Topolitan uni ts, Lh•r writers hav used 
the same i.dea, with a . ligbL rew rding, to d ribe 
centralization in a single city. 

In connection with manufacturing activities, centrali
zation may refer to the absolute or relative domination 
of a single manufacturing district within a city in 
relation to the city as a whole; to the absolute or 
relative domination of a city in relation to the metro
politan area as a ·whole; or to the domination, as noted 
before, of a few cities, counties or metropolitan units 
in relation to the United States total. The activity may 
be measured by itself, which is most usually the case, or 
it may be related, as the analytical needs warrant, to 
one or more factors for the necessary comparisons. 

" Wlllinm •• Peter,;, "Concepts and ,\l ca.<un.'il of Rotnll C •111mllxnli,m uuu 
Dccent-mlir.ntion in Melrol)Olitn u Arcrus." In fton,•is Co, u11d .-\ldcl'l!On, cditon1 
Tlocoru i11 Ma rkoling l hicngo: n,chllrd D. Irwin, Inc ,, 1060), h1111. 17 , llfl, 281-
296. 
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Similarly, writers may talk of centralization merely 
in terms of the "concentration of considerable pro
portions of population into great cities. " 25 

A valuable and increasingly important aspect of 
centralization emphasizes the point of view of man
agerial control rather than the physical aspects. It 
involves considering the increasing concentration of the 
decision-making activities of a business in a centrally
located group of top executives, together with the 
increasing domination, through formal and informal 
control devices, of smaller business units by the larger 
units . Thus, while the activities of the business unit 
may spread out geographically, in the manner to be 
outlined below, the control element makes it necessary 
for such units to establish increasingly complex linkages 
with the larger city or key cities because of the com
pulsion exerted by the types of managerial control. 

While the outline below will classify some of the 
more-obvious types, a few examples can be given at 
this point. Thus, a large-scale manufacturing organ
ization may have several manufacturing plants and, in 
conjunction with these, sales branches or sales offices 
located throughout the United States. While these are 
permitted some degree of autonomy at the local level, 
they cannot operate on a coordinated basis nor can they 
be controlled with a high degree of uniformity, unless 
there is central policy guidance and control exercised 
by the company's top management working from a 
central office. This, in turn, creates a type of centraliza
tion requiring special physical facilities. It creates, 
also, a variety of complex linkages of the type out
lined previously. 

A different aspect of this type of centralization may 
be realized by studying the centralization. of control 
exercised by a department store such as The Emporium 
in San Francisco over its branch store in the Stones
town shopping center in the same city. Not only does it 
control the managerial aspects of the branch store, but 
the parent store centralizes many physical functions 
such as ordering, receiving, and warehousing. 

In any case, as the managerial know-how increases, 
and as the scale and diversity of business expands, there 
results a corresponding increase in the ownership, 
organizational, and contractual devices (formal and 
informal) used to achieve centralization of control. 
These devices serve, undoubtedly, to cast an entirely 
different point of view on the relation of a central city 
to the subcenter cities of a metropolitan area and on the 
relations of the super metropolitan-area cities to smaller 
metropolitan-area cities, than is obtained merely by 

2s Homer Tioyt, "Forces of Centrali~nUon and Decentralization.'' American. 
Journal of SOlli~oqv, XLVI (May, 1941), 843-852. 

considering the concepts of centralization, decentraliza
tion, and dispersion in purely physical terms. 

Decentralization 

It is in the definition of the concept of decentral
ization that one begins to find much confusion and 
difference of opinion in the available writings. To some, 
for example, it may mean a rationalization of subur
banization, the movement of people and activities to 
suburban cities.26 To others, it may mean a movement 
from the center of a city to the periphery contained 
within its own boundaries. The term has been used to 
denote, in addition, movements from incorporated 
cities to the unincorporated areas. Or it may be used to 
designate a movement away from the urban segment 
of a metropolitan area to the geographical segments 
which are located outside of any metropolitan area. 

In connection with retail trade, Peters makes several 
observations. He indicates, first, that the usual meaning 
of decentralization implies that the percentage of 
retail trade done in the outlying districts of a metro
politan area is increasing relative to the central areas. 
This he rejects as useful, because a difference must be 
made between a change in the physical location of an 
existing structure of retail trade and changes in the 
structure itself. Accordingly, he introduces a funda
mental distinction between locational decentralization 
and institutional decentralization as follows: 

Locational decentralization is the "movement toward 
dispersion or diffusion in the location of retail sales 
associated with a like movement of relevant market 
factors, particularly population and purchasing power." 

Institutional decentralization "occurs when the state or 
movement of dispersion or diffusion in the physical 
location of retail sales exceeds that of relevant market 
factors." 

Dispersion 

The term dispersion appears less frequently in the 
writings than do the two preceding concepts. In in
troducing the term in this discussion, the main distinc
tion to be made between it and decentralization is that 
decentralization emphasizes the geographical spreading 
out of an economic activity as a whole, either within the 
city, or between different parts of the metropolitan 
area, or on some other geographic base. Dispersion, on 
the other hand, involves the geographical spreading out 
of the different types of business or kinds of operations 
which are subdivisions of a class of economic activity 
as a whole, viz., the geographical breakdown of different 
types of wholesale middlemen's operations relative to 

"See the writers quoted in Hallenbeck, op. cit., pp. 212-223. 
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total wholesale trade. Thus, if in this example, one 
were using the percentages of a metropolitan area's 
total wholesale sales accounted for by each city and 
"other places," dispersion could be measured in one 
way by comparing with these percentages the percent
ages for each type of ·wholesale middleman. A different 
way of looking at dispersion is to compare the relative 
diversification of establishments and sales for. each 
economic activity by geographical breakdowns, either 
of the city or of the metropolitan area. 

Another useful ,distinction, but one which will not 
be developed in this study, is to limit decentralization 
to geographical shifts taking place within a city, and 
to use dispersion to denote geographical shifts taking 
place between segments of the metropolitan area 
within the framework set forth above. 

Both decentralization and dispersion carry with 
them relationships of importance to the spatial concept 
of the city and the metropolitan unit. These, in turn, 
are of key significance to the later study of transporta
tion and parking in the bay area. Fundamental to these 
relationships is the idea first to spatial expansion of 
economic activities, due mainly to the necessity of 
servicing an increasing population. It implies the 
pressures placed upon existing land uses so that expan
sion becomes necessary merely to provide the necessary 
space for these activities. The second aspect of these 
relationships is the necessity of expanding the existing 
space used for various types of economic, social, 
political, and other activities, because of the expanding 
diversity and size of such activities and because of 
increasingly complex interrelationships between their 
functions. 

TYPES OF CENTRALIZATION, DECENTRALIZATION, 

AND DISPERSION 

Building upon the core of the variations of the con
cepts of centralization, decentralization, and dispersion 
discussed above, the following outline classifies the 
various types of each which are pertinent to this and 
related studies. 

Outline of Types of Centralization, Decentralization, 
and Dispersion 

I. Types of Physical Centralization 
A. Over-all locational centralization: measured by the 

percentage of a city's total activity in a given 
central district of the city; or the proportion of a 
metropolitan area's total activity in a given central 
city 

1. For each principal class of economic activity 
2. For each principal class of economic activity in 

relation to 
a. population distribution 
b. purchasing-power distribution 
c. other relevant factors 

B. Over-all f1inctional centralization: measured by the 
percentage of each city's type of functional activity 
in a given central district of the city relative to the 
percentage for the class of economic activity; or the 
percentage of each metropolitan area's type of 
functional activity in a given central city relative to 
the percentage for the class of economic activity 

C. Intracity relocations 
1. Manufacturing and wholesale trade 

a. from secondary districts to the primary district 
b. from smaller secondary districts to larger 

secondary districts 
2. Retail and service trades 

a. from secondary shopping districts to central 
shopping districts 

b. from smaller secondary shopping districts to 
larger secondary shopping districts 

c. from string street locations to 
(1) secondary shopping districts 
(2) central shopping districts 

D. Intercity relocations 
1. Manufacturing and wholesale trade 

a. from subcenter city's primary districts to 
central city's primary district 

b. from subcenter city's smaller secondary districts 
to 

(1) subcenter city's more important districts 
(2) central city's secondary or primary district 

c. from small subcenter city's districts to large 
subcenter city's districts 

2. Retail and service trades 
a. from subcenter city's central shopping districts 

to 
(1) central city's secondary shopping districts 
(2) central city's central shopping district 

b. from subcenter city's secondary shopping 
district to 

(1) central city's secondary shopping districts 
(~) central city's central shopping district 

c. from smaller subcenter city's districts to larger 
subcenter city's districts 

d. from unincorporated places to incorporated sub
center or central city districts 

II. Types of Centralization of Control 
A. Through direct internal centralization 

1. Headquarters office control over branch plant, sales 
branch, or sales office policies and operations 

2. Central city retail store control over branch store 
policies and operations 

3. Headquarters chain store (or regional) control over 
unit store policies and operations 

4. Linkages between centralized location of executive 
offices and decentralized location of manu
facturing, warehousing, or accounting facilities 

B. Through direct intercompany formal controls 
1. Direct ownership of subsidiaries or of diversified 

enterprises 
2. Financial control of subsidiaries or diversified 

enterprises 
3. Holding company control 
4. Interlocking directorate type of control 
5. Seller-middlemen relationships 

a. involving passage of title 
b. involving agency contractual arrangements 
c. involving auxiliary functional relationships 
d. involving central market arrangements 

C. Indirect and informal types 
1. -Patent controls, patent pooling, cross-licensing, 

etc. 
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2. Cooperative integration: viz., buying pools, 
wholesaler-sponsored retail chains, cooperative 
marketing associations 

3. Price maintenance arrangements 
4. Leasing and servicing arrangements 
5. Exclusive franchise arrangements for dealers 
6. Marketing tactics; viz., full-line forcing 
7. Credit control devices 
8. Group control devices; viz., trade associations 
9. Communication control; viz., advertising 

10. Collusive devices, both extra-legal and illegal 

III. 'J'ypes of Physical Decentralization 
A. Over-all measure: percentages of a city's total economic 

activity located in outlying districts as compared 
with the central district; or the percentages of a 
metropolitan area's total economic activity located 
in subcenter cities and unincorporated places com
pared with the central city 

1. For each principal class of economic activity 
2. For each principal class of economic activity in 

relation to 
a. population distribution 
b. purchasing power distribution 
c. other relevant factors 

B. Intracity relocations 
1. Manufacturing and wholesale trade 

a. from the primary district to &econdary districts 
b. from more important to less important secondary 

districts 
c. opening of branches in secondary districts by 

primary district establishments 
2. Retail and services trade's 

a. from central shopping district to secondary 
shopping districts 

b. from the larger secondary shopping district to 
the smaller secondary shopping districts 

c. opening of branches •in secondary shopping 
districts 

(1) by central shopping district establishments 
(2) by secondary shopping district establish

ments 
C. Intercity relocations 

1. Manufacturing and wholesale trade 
a. from the central city's primary district to: 

(1) subcenter city's primary district 
(2) subcenter city's secondary district 

b. from the central city's secondary district to: 
(1) subcenter city's primary district 
(2) subcenter city's secondary district 

c. from the central city's districts to umn
corporated places 

d. from the larger subcenter city's districts to the 
smaller subcenter city's districts 

e. from subcenter cities' districts to unincorporated 
places 

f. opening of branches 
(1) in subcenter cities by central city establish

ment 
(2) in smaller subcenter cities by larger sub

center city establishments 
(3) in unincorporated places by central city 

and/or subcenter city establishments 
2. Retail and service trades 

a. from central city's central shopping districts 
to: 

(1) subcenter city's central shopping districts 
(2) subcenter city's secondary shopping dis

tricts 

b. from central city's secondary shopping dis
tricts to: 

(1) subcenter city's central shopping districts 
(2) subcenter city's secondary shopping dis

tricts 
c. from the central city's districts to unincor

porated places 
d. from large subcenter city's districts to: 

(1) smaller subcenter city's districts 
(2) unincorporated places 

e. opening of branches 
(1) in subcenter cities by the central city's 

establishments 
(2) in smaller subcenter cities by larger sub

center city's establishments 
(3) in unincorporated places by central city 

and/or subcenter city establishments 

IV. Types of Physical Dispersion 
A. Over-all measure: the percentages of each component 

type of economic activity located in the outlying 
districts of a city as against the central district, 
compared with the percentages for the class of eco
nomic activity as a whole; or the percentages of 
each component type of activity located in sub
center cities or unincorporated places as against the 
central city, compared with the percentages for 
the class of economic activity as a whole. 

B . Intracity dispersion 
1. Manufacturing and wholesale trade 

a. types of activity predominantly located in the 
larger secondary districts 

b. types of activity predominantly located in the 
smaller secondary districts 

2. Retail and services trades 
a. types of activity predominantly located m 

larger secondary shopping districts 
b. types of activity predominantly located m 

smaller secondary shopping districts 
c. types of activity predominantly located m 

string street locations 
C. Intercity dispersion 

1. Manufacturing and wholesale trade 
a. types of activity predominantly located in sub

center cities classified by population size 
b. types of activity predominantly located in un

incorporated places 
2. Retail and services trades 

a. types of activity predominantly located in sub
center cities , classified by population size 

b. types of activity predominantly located in un
incorporated places. 

This outline reveals the many-sided nature of 
centralization, decentralization, and dispersion, both in 
physical and in managerial-control aspects. Not all of 
the types are of equal importance. This report will 
emphasize mainly the managerial-control aspects of 
centralization and the intercity forms of physical 
centralization, decentralization, and dispersion. 

RELATIONSHIP OF CONCEPTS OF CENTRALIZATION, 

DECENTRALIZATION, AND DISPERSION TO LINKAGES 

Building upon the many forms of centralization, 
decentralization, and dispersion outlined above, it is 
necessary to keep in mind how these both result from 
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and lead to the types of linkages discussed previously. 
Some of the linkages which result from purely physical 
aspects of decentralization and dispersion are fairly 
obvious. But it is from the nonphysical aspects that 
the variety and complexity of linkages stem. 

The widening physical location of economic activities 
calls for a whole series of changes in the various business 
linkages by which necessary goods and services, various 
managerial decisions, and relationships between groups 
are created, extended, or maintained. But in addition 
to these business linkages, additional linkages must be 
provided for with governmental groups, union groups, 
various agencies of communication,, and others. Old 
linkages may be eliminated or modified and new linkages 
evolved. The old linkages, through the groups involved, 
battle for maintenance of their previous level of im
portance or may change functions and membership in 
order to obtain new offsetting types of linkages. 

A whole series· of decisions involving varying com
binations of groups precede the various forms of 
physical decentralization and dispersion outlined 
above. Once the physical manifestations have been 
forthcoming, then another series of group actions are 
generated which attempt, in time, to create offsetting 
types of linkages, such as have been noted. It is im
portant to keep in mind that physical linkages, based 
on the types of physical centralization, decentralization, 
and dispersion noted above, involve a whole series of 
decisions and the accompanying communication 
linkages by which these decisions are executed and 
placed into operation. These create the need for all 
types of physical requirements, for spatial needs, for 
transportation, and for group organizations which 
serve as bases for linkages once again. 

MEASUREMENT OF PHYSICAL CENTRALIZATION, 

DECENTRALIZATION, AND DISPERSION 

General Considerations and Problems 

Many of the difficulties involved in actually measur
ing each of these concepts arise, first of all, from 
problems connected with the measurement of the 
geographical unit to be used. The boundaries of many 
cities (and other units as well) may not remain stable 
during the period of the investigation. A shift, ac
cordingly, in its percentage of an economic activity 
may reflect nothing more than such a change in its 
physical boundaries. Similarly, the variations in 
distances between cities may create difficulties, as can 
the selection of criteria for determining how to classify 
geographic units according to size. 

The availability of detailed statistical data for cities, 
and for districts within the city, varies with the size 

of the city, the nature of the census data collected to 
meet each community's needs, and the number of 
business establishments involved, governing whether 
or not confidential data will be released. Thus, data of 
manufacturing activities or of wholesale trade by 
types of operation or kind of product are available for 
only a few larger cities in each metropolitan area. 
Similar variations exist even for data of retail trade. 
And with few exceptions, data for selected services 
trades, by detailed type, may be had only for 1948. 

Changes in the concept of the metropolitan unit 
have led to changes in over-all hrnmdaries in many 
cases from census period to census period. As a result, 
the analyst must decide whether to measure the 
needed relationships in terms of the most-recent 
boundaries or to use a variable boundary basis. 

Other problems of changing definitions of each 
component kind of economic activity, and of coverage, 
as ,vell as in degrees of accuracy, are fairly self apparent. 
They limit, of course, the degree of accuracy of findings 
based on such data and make necessary the introduc
tion of qualitative restrictions. 

Measurement of Centralization and Decentralization 

Several methods may be utilized in the measurement 
of centralization and decentralization. The changing 
component percentages of each class of economic 
activity accounted for by t.he subffo;t.rid,i:; of a r,ity, 
or of each component geographic unit of a metropolitan 
area, may be compared over time in order to detect 
and analyze meaningful shifts. Further refinements may 
be introduced by computing: (a) ratios between these 
percentages and corresponding percentages of popula
tion, purchasing power, or other relevant market 
factors; (b) per-capita comparisons between each 
component geographic segment; and (c) square-mile 
relationships in order to compensate, in part, for 
changing boundaries. 

A somewhat different picture may result from 
computing first the absolute changes in the level of the 
class of economic activity being studied between two 
or more periods by the component geographic units. 
Then, each unit's share of the total absolute change 
may be computed and the necessary conclusions 
formulated. If mixed patterns are found, a useful 
variation may be introduced by computing the per
centages separately for those geographic units register
ing increases and those suffering losses.27 

n A siruilnr 111Hn cun be nsod lor r>or<.-entugo d11t11 . Tim clmnges botwccn thc
COH1Jl(,mcnt i,cn::cnCo,'CC6 mny b com1H1h,·•d for cuo·h g gm1•hi<: unlt for c..wo o,· 
mortl ti1no poriotts. Thcn\,cnch 1u.'Ogt'111, hio unitr'H l)rO/)Ortion or the totn,l ohonJ$e 
in perco-ntnsm points umy coni/mtcd for th ',;r<>•• \' o unil.8 rcguttcring 111crco ~ 
und nnotl, r ,seL for tho '1roup '! "!'!ts sulI~r,r!g declines. •: na,lpli 'u&<~dy , 
J r. nnd W, K. Dowden, ' l11lt,n11 I mdc W,tlun th Los Aagul )lclrupohhrn 
Arc,,," '/'hr Jour,1111 u/ Murk •li11v, Vfl I (A1,rll, 1044), 39ll-104. 
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Again, where data are available, comparisons of the 
type indicated may be computed by using concentric 
mileage zones, and comparing the percentages of sales, 
for example, in relation to percentages of population, 
by means of Lorenz curves.28 

Finally, further valuable computations may be made, 
using any of these measures, by breaking down the 
analysis in terms of establishments, sales volume, em
ployment, etc., and then making the necessary cross 
comparisons.29 

The Measurement of Dispersion 

Since the concept of dispersion is used in this study 
in a different sense, two measuring devices have been 
developed. The first method is to compute the per
centages of each kind of business comprising a general 
class of economic activity for each component unit of 
the metropolitan area.30 Thus, if retail trade is studied, 
the percentages may be computed for grocery stores, 
drug stores, department stores, and so on. These may 
then be compared with the geographic unit's correspond
ing percentage of the over-all class of economic activity. 
From these comparisons functional centralization or 
dispersion may be inferred (intracity or intercity) 
depending on the nature and size of the relationship. 

Thus, if the central shopping district in a city accounts 
for 20 percent of total retail sales for that city, but 
food stores in the same district account for but 3 per
cent, one may infer a high degree of dispersion. Con
versely, if department stores in that district account 
for 75 percent, one may infer an exceptionally high 
degree of functional centralization for that type of 
store. 

Further refinements may be introduced into this 
measurement method by comparing changes in these 
relationships over time. Meaningful conclusions may 
be reached, also, by comparing such relationships for a 
group of cities or metropolitan areas. 

A second type of measurement may be developed by 
computing the proportion of the total economic activity 
accounted for by each component type of operation 
for each component geographic unit being studied. 
Relationships by subdistricts with the city as a whole, 
or for intercity comparisons within a metropolitan 
area, will reveal another aspect of the dispersion process 
in terms of the presence or absence of diversification. 
Additional meaningful comparisons, similar to those 
mentioned for the first method, may be had by analyz
ing changes over time and by making comparisons 
with other cities and other metropolitan areas. 

San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area 

This section is designed to give a brief introduction 
to the various concepts and boundaries of the San 
Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area; the concepts 
and boundaries to be used in this study and the ac
companying reasons; some of the predominant physical, 
economic, and population characteristics; and the 
relative importance of the area. It serves as a descriptive 
transition between the conceptual materials discussed 
before and the analyses which follow. 

VARYING CONCEPTS OF TI-IE METROPOLITAN AREA 

As this report is being written, there exist three main 
concepts of the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan 
area: the urbanized-area concept; the standard
metropolitan-area concept, consisting of six counties; 
and the nine-county concept. In addition, attention 
will be directed to other possibilities. 

Urbanized-Area Concept 

The urbanized-area concept was introduced in the 
1950 United States Census of Population. In general, 

f ?a Peters, 011. oil ., pJ>. W3- 2{H . A ,·urlntion of this i8 cQ ntuined in Bogue. 
·" A iroo111atric11I model dc,·0101,cd by l'c,lur.-l ""'l' be not«I. 
"The sn111c rncthod m11y be uactl for the sub11islriets ol n city. 

this urbanized area covers the most-densely populated 
segments (meeting the criteria defined earlier) of eight 
counties: (1) the western segment of Alameda County 
centering around San Francisco Bay and the adjoining 
waters; (2) that part of Contra Costa County contain
ing segments bordering on San Francisco Bay and the 
adjoining waters; (3) that part of Marin County most
heavily populated and most accessible to San Francisco, 
and the East Bay cities of Richmond, Berkeley, 
Oakland, etc.; (4) a part of Napa township in Napa 
County; (5) the city and county of San Francisco; 
(6) the heavily-populated peninsula sections of San 
Mateo County; (7) parts of Fremont and Palo Alto 
townships in Santa Clara County; and (8) part of 
Vallejo township in Solano County. As of April 1, 
1950, this urbanized area had 2,022,078 inhabitants. 

Standard-Metropolitan-Area Concept 

The second concept, and the concept to be used in 
this study for the reasons to be discussed later, is the 
standard-metropolitan-area concept of the United 
States Bureau of the Census. Under this concept, using 
the criteria already discussed, the San Francisco-
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Oakland area consists of Alameda, Contra Costa, 
Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Solano counties. 
These six counties contained 2,240,767 inhabitants as 
of April 1, 1950, or slightly more than 10 percent over 
the urbanized-area base. 

Nine-County Concept 

The nine-county concept is used mainly by various 
economic and governmental groups active in the area. 
It adds to the census' standard metropolitan area the 
counties of Napa, Santa Clara, and Sonoma. As a 
rP-imlt of adding theRe r,mmtieR, and with them, the 
San Jose standard metropolitan area, this nine-county 
area had a population of 2,681,322 persons as of April 
1, 1950. 

Other Concepts 

There are other valuable metropolitan-unit concepts 
which should be noticed. One such concept would be 
the retail-trading area of the San Francisco-Oakland 
centers for shopping and specialty goods using Reilly's 
"law of retail gravitation," and additional research 
tools which have been developed. A second concept 
would involve a similar determination of the wholesale 
trading area based upon Fetter's "law of market areas" 
and additional research tools. 

The boundaries of the metropolitan area can be 
delimited, also, by determining the circulation outreach 
of the principal San Francisco and Oakland newspapers 
in terms of whether or not they account for 50 percent 
or more of total newspaper circulation in a given 
geographic unit. Similarly, the broadcasting range of 
radio and television stations can be measured. Com
muting patterns can be analyzed. 

Problem of Changes in Boundaries over Time 

It should be noticed that, no matter which of the 
above concepts of the metropolitan area is accepted 
and used, another problem arises. This problem con
cerns the question of how to determine and account for 
changes in boundaries over time as a metropolitan 
area may either expand or contract. So far as outward 
form is concerned, these time shifts are of two types: 
changes in the boundaries of the geographic units 
already included and changes in the actual geographic 
units to be included. The analysis in later sections 
will deal with some aspects of this problem of shifts in 
boundaries over time. 

WHY USE THE SIX-COUNTY STANDARD METROPOLITAN 

AREA CONCEPT? 

In view of the many alternative concepts of the San 
Francisco-Oakland metropolitan ur1it discussed, any 

choice of a single concept must be, of necessity, a 
compromise. This section outlines the principal reasons 
underlying the selection for this study of the standard
metropolitan-area concept. The reasons to be discussed 
group themselves into those working against the use 
of the urbanized-area and the nine-county concepts. 

There are two fundamental reasons why the ur
banized-area concept was not used, despite the fact 
that it incorporates, in many respects, the most-useful 
boundaries for purposes of this study. The first of these 
reasons is the inability to make comparable population 
analyRes for census periods prior to 19.50. The second 
reason is the impossibility of securing data of manu
facturing, wholesale trade, retail trade, agriculture, and 
selected service-trade activities for such boundaries. 
Thus, if the urbanized-area concept were used, many 
of the types of analyses most useful to this report 
would be impossible to make. These reasons are 
sufficiently important, therefore, to justify the decision 
not to use the urbanized-area boundaries. 

Why use the six-county standard-metropolitan-area 
concept as against the nine-county metropolitan area? 
The most-important single reason is that the criteria 
used for the standard-metropolitan-area concept have 
been codified by the Bureau of the Census and are 
known to all. No comparable set of criteria are known 
to the author to have been formulated for the nine
county concept. As a result of the existence of uniform 
criteria for standard metropolitan areas, the use of the 
six-county concept possesses the following additional 
advantages: (1) it represents a more-homogeneous 
geographical grouping than the nine-county concept; 
(2) it includes less agricultural activity not tied directly 
to San Francisco and Oakland; (3) it includes far 
fewer geographic segments with low population den
sities; and (4) it permits more-comparable relationships 
to be made with other metropolitan areas. 

It must be admitted that even the six-county stand
ard metropolitan area includes a broader geographic 
coverage than is needed. But the inability to secure 
data of economic activity on a finer geographical base 
makes it impossible to adjust the data. The greatest 
damage is probably to include too much agricultural 
activity, to include such cities as Antioch and Dixon, 
which probably are in the orbit of such other large 
centers as Sacramento and Stockton, and to include too 
much area for computing population densities and the 
like. 

Because this study is interested mainly in comparing 
changes over time, the six-county area has been kept 
intact for all such comparisons. It is recognized, of 
course, that this overlooks the expansion in boundaries 
during the period covered. 



PART FIVE: TRENDS IN ECONOMIC AC'l'IVITY AND TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA 183 

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Area 

The San Francisco-Oakland standard metropolitan 
area31 encompassed 3,314 sq. mi. of land area in 1950, 
distributed by counties as follows: Alameda, 733; 
Contra Costa, 734; Marin, 52; San Francisco, 45; 
San Mateo, 454; and Solano, 827. It is especially in the 
western coastal section of Marin County and in the 
eastern sections of Solano and Contra Costa counties 
that much area is included which does not have true 
metropolitan-area characteristics for purposes of this 
study. 

Physical Shape and Topography 

The San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area is an 
irregularly shaped geographic unit. This is due in part 
to the nature of the Pacific coastline and in part to 
the breaking up of the area caused by the intrusion of 
San Francisco Bay and adjoining waters between the 
various counties (see Fig. 1) . Except for the land im
mediately adjacent to these bodies of water and river 
valleys, the area is marked by hills and low mountain 
ranges ·which have slopes unsuited for ordinary eco
nomic activities. These are found even in the more
important cities, although they become useful here 
for homemakers desiring the benefits of elevation and 
view. Such slopes make it virtually impossible to 
locate any great amount of economic activity on their 
sides, even in the cities. 

The physical separation of the metropolitan area 
caused by the water bodies is, of course, one of the 
principal characteristics affecting the location of cities 
and the movements of persons and goods within its 
boundaries. It has led to the bridging of the San Fran
cisco Bay at certain places (see Fig. 1). An additional 
bridge has just been authorized for construction which 
will connect Richmond and San Rafael. Several 

• plans exist for other bridges, and intense conflicts 
between local interests have created much division of 
opinion as to which should receive highest priority. 
A few ferries provide connections at present for auto
mobiles and railroad passengers (traveling via the 
Southern Pacific and Western Pacific lines), and some 
lighterage of freight cars is done as well by these 
railroads terminating at East Bay points. 

Weather Conditions 

The following quotation summarizes the pertinent 
characteristics of the weather in the bay area: 

Although the influence of weather on the future distribu
tion of industry within the Bay Area will probably be slight, 

;n The expression 1'hay ar(l'H •• will be usctl int.erchangeahl~~ with the Snn 
Francisco-Oak1and standard metropolitan nrr11. 

a study of its pattern within the Bay Area may occasionally 
be useful, though seldom vital to an analysis of sites. 

As is generally known, the climate lacks violent extremes 
of temperature due to the moderating effect of prevailing 
ocean winds. This effect, of course, diminishes as one proceeds 
inland, with the result that (1) average annual temperatures 
rise, and (2) the range between maximums and minimums 
also increases .... The low isotherm (Average Annual Tem
perature, 56°) near the ocean is accompanied by a very narrow 
band, indicating a small range between the January Monthly 
Average Minimum of 45° and the July Monthly Average Max
mum of 65°. On the other hand , at Antioch, where the in
fluence of ocean winds is less pronounced, we find an Average 
Annual Temperature of 60° and a range of 55° between Winter 
Minimums and Summer Maximums . ... 

The numerous deviations ... from the basic patterns (out
lined above) reflect the Area's characteristic variety of cli
mates within short distances. They are caused by gaps in the 
Coast Range allowing larger quantities of ocean air to pass 
through them elsewhere. Areas subject to an added moder
ating influence through these gaps are: 

(1) San Francisco and the East Bay Shore (from the 
Golden Gate) 

(2) The Bay-side of San Mateo County (from Colma Gap) 
(3) The North Bay Area (influenced by air currents 

traveling through Carquinez Straits into the Cen
tral Valley) 

Thus, although variety exists, it generally takes place well 
within the limits of worker comfort. Weather is therefore 
seldom a determining (location) factor. 32 

Water Factors 

Because fresh water has to be supplied to the bay 
area users from distant mountain sources and because 
supply conditions have changed drastically, the supply 
and cost of water is an important factor. 

Soil Factors 

Because so much of the land suitable for economic 
use is located adjacent to bodies of water, construction 
on these sites may require preliminary piling. The 
necessity for making actual test borings and frequent 
requirements as indicated for some protection pilings 
need to be determined in every case. Where required, ' 
it follows that these facilities will serve to increase 
construction costs. 

Many areas, closely adjacent to cities, have such 
quantities of high-grade soil useful for agricultural 
purposes that the agricultural use demand may be 
strongly competitive with industrial or business use 
purposes. 

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Since the next section explores certain phases of the 
bay area population since 1900 in detail, this section 
will deal mainly with a cross-sectional view of the 
current situation and with a comparison of the area 
with other metropolitan areas in California and the 
United States. 

32 Roberti P. 1 i.rnielson, A Guide tQ l11d1~l riol Locations in the San Francisco 
Bay Area ( 0 11n Fnmoisco, Calif.: San Frnucisco Bay Area Council, 1951) , p. 40. 
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TABLE 5 
TOTAL POPULATION OF THE SA N FRANCISCO-OAKLAND 

METROPOLITAN AREA, BY COUNTIES: APRIL 1, 1950 
AND ESTIMATED DECEMBER 31, 1952 

April 1, 1950 Dec. 31, 1952 (Est.) 
County 

Number Percent Number Percent 
-- - --- -- - ---

Alameda .... .. . .... , 740,315 33.04 788,150 32.58 
Contra Costa... , .. 298,984 13 .34 335,400 13.87 
Marin ... ....... .. ... 85,619 3.82 96,300 3.98 
San Francisco .. 775,357 34 .60 800,000 33.08 
San Mateo ... .. ... .. 235,659 10 .52 283,000 11.70 
Solano .... ........ 104,833 4.68 115,800 4.79 

Total ........... j 2,240,767 J 100.00 J 2,418,650 100.00 
- --

Source: 1950 data-U. S. Census of Population: 1950; 1952 
estimates- Pacific Gas and Electric Co. 

Total Population 

The distribution of the 1950 and 1952 population of 
the bay area, by counties, is shown in Table 5.33 From 
this table it can be seen that the population distributes 
itself into three groups of counties. Alameda and San 
Francisco counties, containing the two central cities, 
account for nearly two out of every three persons. 
Contra Costa and San Mateo counties form a second 
level of importance having a combined total of about a 
fourth of the total. Solano and Marin counties are much 
lo,ver in importance, together accounting for only 
about a twelfth of the total. 

Ranlc in Importance 

The San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area 
ranks second in importance to the Los Angeles 
metropolitan area in population size within the State of 
California. As of April 1, 1950, the latter had 4,367,911 
persons, nearly twice the number living in the bay 
area. N atiomvide, the San Francisco-Oakland metro
politan area ranked seventh in importance in 1950, 
being surpassed only by New York, Northeastern New 
Jersey, Chicago, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, Detroit, 
and Boston. 

So far as density of population per square mile is 
concerned, the bay area averaged 676 persons in 1950 
compared with an over-all average of 407 persons for 
the 168 standard metropolitan areas. However, 36 
areas had higher densities; the highest was Milwaukee 
with 3,645 persons per sq. mi. In California, the Los 
Angeles metropolitan area, with a land area 50 per 
cent higher than for the bay area, had a density of 900 
persons per sq. mi. 

Size of Cities 

A breakdown of the 1950 census data of population 
for the bay area can be made for 61 incorporated and 

33 See Table 14 for city breakdowns. 

TABLE 6 
SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA POPULATION 

CLASSIFIED BY SizE OF CrTY: 1950 

Number 
Population 

Population Group of Places 
Number Percent 

---
1,000, 000 or more - - -

500,000 to 1,000,000 1 775,357 34 .6 
250,000 to 500,000 1 384,575 17.2 
100,000 to 250,000 1 113,805 5,1 
50,000 to 100,000 2 163,975 7.3 
25,000 to 50,000 4 120,906 5.4 
10,000 to 25,000 14 207,107 9.2 
5,000 to 10,000 8 59,249 2.6 
2,500 to 5,000 13 46,035 2.1 

Under 2,500 17 25,565 1.1 

Remainder of area - 344,193 I 15.4 

Total. ... . ... . . ...... 1 61 2,240,767 I 100.0 

unincorporated places. These range in size from Colma 
with 297 persons, to San Francisco with 775,357 
persons. Of this group, more than half (38 cities) each 
had fewer than 10,000 persons in 1950. Table 6 groups 
the 61 cities according to population size and shows 
the percentages for each group. 

Viewed in terms of the classification in Table 6, it 
can be seen that the bay area consists of a nucleus 
of two central cities ( one being twice as large as the 
other) accounting for over half of the total population; 
three subcenter cities totaling 277,780 persons; and 
four cities with a total of 120,906. These nine cities, 
containing 1,561,618 persons (nearly 70 percent of the 
metropolitan area total) are the key segment. It is to 
be expected, of course, that these nine cities will 
dominate most of the economic activities (except 
agriculture), and that the remaining 52 cities are sub
sidiary, both in population and economic activities. 
Such economic activities as are to be found in these 
subsidiary cities will be mainly those retail and services 
trade activities needed by the residents on a day-to-day 
basis and an occasional manufacturing activity or 
wholesale establishment of lesser importance. Indi
cating the nature of the times, will be found military 
establishments and related activities which may serve 
to build up the smaller cities' retail and services trade 
volume-or else to contribute to a city's manufacturing 
activities, as in the case of the naval shipbuilding and 
repair facilities at Mare Island adjacent to the cities 
of Vallejo and Benicia. San Francisco and Oakland 
also have such activities. 

TRANSPORTATION CHARACTERISTICS 

This section will be concerned only with those 
aspects of transportation affecting the metropolitan 
area as a whole. A more detailed analysis is presented 
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later. The discussion 1s subdivided by type of trans
portation agency. 

Rail Transportation 

The bay area is serviced by three transcontinental 
railroads and two intrastate roads. The three trans
continental railroads are the Santa Fe, the Southern 
Pacific, and the Western Pacific; and the two intrastate 
railroads are the Northwestern Pacific, connecting 
Marin County with northern California, and the 
Racramento Northern, a freight-carrying railroad only, 
connecting Alameda County points with Sacramento 
and adjacent cities. These railroads perform, in addition 
to line movements, all necessary switching operations, 
except that in San Francisco, Oakland, Richmond, and 
Alameda there are special terminal switching lines. In 
addition to these facilities, the Key System operates 
interurban electric railway lines on five routes between 
San Francisco and selected sections of Berkeley, Oak
land, and Piedmont. 

The Southern Pacific Railroad provides, in addition 
to its longer passenger and freight hauls, regular com
muting passenger-train service in the bay area between 
San Francisco and the suburbs in San Mateo County. 

This report cannot discuss the complex freight
carrying activities of these agencies. It may be pointed 
out, however, that distances within the metropolitan 
area generally preclude the possibility of much rapid, 
economic shipment by rail. Freight rates covering 
movements to points outside the bay area vary with 
the city of origin and of destination for shipments 
within the Pacific Coast states, and to the mountain
states area up to roughly the Continental Divide. 
Beyond this breaking point, freight rates usually are 
equalized to and from all bay area cities. For less-than
carlot shipments, the freight rates quoted include 
truck pick-up and delivery within the geographic 
limits prescribed in the carriers' tariff. 

M olor Transportation 

So far as mass transportation is concerned, com
muting service between the central cities of San 
Francisco and Oakland and the rest of the metropolitan 
area is provided by the following facilities: 

l. Routes to and from San Francisco-(a) Pacific 
Greyhound buses serving cities in Marin, San Mateo, 
and Contra Costa counties and (b) Key System buses 
serving Oakland, Berkeley, Alameda, Albany, Rich
mond, San Leandro, and Hayward. 

2. Routes lo and from Central Oakland-(a) Pacific 
Greyhound buses to places in Alameda and Contra 
Costa counties; (b) Key System buses serving Berkeley, 

Alameda, Albany, Richmond, San Leandro, and 
Hayward; and (c) Peerless Stages buses to places in 
Alameda and San Mateo counties. 

Waler Transportation 

Facilities for handling ocean-going freight vessels 
are maintained at San Francisco, Oakland, Richmond, 
Alameda, Redwood City, Pittsburg, and Antioch. 
Together with these port facilities, additional barge 
traffic is maintained at the following points: Fairfield 
Channel, San Rafael Creek, Newark Slough, Alviso 
Slough, Sausalito, Emeryville, Berkeley, and Castro 
Point. Danielson claims that these barges handle half 
as much tonnage as do the ocean-going vessels. The 
ocean-going vessels from San Francisco provide 
passenger service to many parts of the world. 

Air Transportation 

The bay area is serviced at present by 10 scheduled 
airlines, 27 nonscheduled airlines, and two air-freight 
lines. These link the San Francisco-Oakland metro
politan area with the leading airports in the United 
States and the rest of the world . Within the area are 
23 usable airports operated by municipalities and 
private agencies. These do not include the restricted 
facilities under the control of the various branches of 
the armed services. While principally important for the 
transportation of persons, the civilian airlines are 
increasing regularly the volume of airborne freight. 
In some cases, as for fresh flowers, air transportation 
has made possible movement from the bay area's 
production points to an ever-widening group of markets. 

ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES 

The San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area has, 
of course, a wide range of economic activities making 
up the agriculture, manufacturing, wholesale trade, 
retail trade, and selected service-trade categories. It 
is, with Los Angeles, the largest center of varied eco
nomic activity in the West. What is described here is 
merely the basic framework. Detailed patterns are 
discussed in the sections which follow. 

It has been noted already that the bay area. ranked 
seventh among the metropolitan areas of the United 
States, based on 1950 population data. For retail trade, 
based on 1948 data, it ranked sixth both in number of 
stores and in dollar sales. Comparable data of wholesale 
trade are available only for the merchant wholesaler 
group. The area ranked sixth both in number of 
establishments and sales. 

For manufacturing activity, the picture is entirely 
different. In terms of number of establishments in 1!:)47, 
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the area ranked seventh, or on a par with its population 
rank. So far as average number of employees is con
cerned, the area was thirteenth in 1947. In terms of 
value added by manufacture, the bay area ranked 
tenth. 

What inferences may be drawn from these differences 
in rank importance for each broad category of eco
nomic activity? The most important would seem to be, 
first of all, the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area 
is a more-important marketing center than its popula
tion rank would indicate. This is related, in turn, to 
factors of differences in consumer purchasing power, 
number of tourists visiting the area, armed forces 
stationed in the area, etc. The second inference is that 
the area has not reached the same level of maturity 
and diversification in its manufacturing activities. 

Related to these inferences, and as will be discussed 
later, the bay area, so far as manufacturing and 
wholesale trade activities are concerned, still reflects a 
situation in which many establishments are merely 
branches of companies located elsewhere in the United 
States. The result for manufacturing establishments is 
both a smaller size of establishment, dollarwise and 
employmentwise, and a lesser degree of diversification 
than for other important metropolitan centers. For 
wholesale trade, the result is a much-greater relative 

importance of manufacturers' sales branches and sales 
offices than is found for the United States as a whole. 

The agriculture of the area is a resultant of the 
climatic, soil, and topographical features already 
discussed. It is a resultant, also, of the demand for 
dairy products, truck crops, and the like, generated by 
the population of San Francisco, Oakland, and other 
cities. And it is conditioned by the increasing com
petition of alternative uses of the land for urban 
purposes. 

From the point of view of retail and service trades 
activities, the bay area has the usual varieties of stores 
handling shopping, specialty, and convenience goods, 
and establishments offering a wide range of repair, 
personal, amusement, and hotel and tourist-court 
(motel) services. The usual trading subcenters are 
found supplementary to San Francisco and Oakland. 
Such variations as are found are associated with a 
higher per-capita use of automobiles reflected in more 
automobile dealers and filling stations proportionately; 
the larger number per capita of restaurants in the 
cosmopolitan San Francisco center and the high per
capi ta demands for gardening equipment and various 
horticultural products associated with a high number 
of single-family homes and a year-round growing 
climate. 

Shifts in the Geographic Distribution of Population 

This section is concerned primarily -with an analysis 
of the shifts which have taken place in geographic 
distribution of population in the bay area. Except for 
census-tract data for selected cities, the geographical 
units used throughout are the political boundaries of 
the cities and the six counties which constitute the 
metropolitan area. These political boundaries will be 
related, however, to changes in boundaries, as meas
ured by square miles of land area, in order to 

correct for the growth accomplished 
annexation of adjoining incorporated 
corporated places. 

through the 
and unm-

GROWTH IN TOTAL POPULATION 

The much-publicized growth of population in the 
bay area is revealed in Table 7 in terms of its own 
data and relative to the changes in California and 
United States totals. The 1950 population, 2,240,767 , 

TABLE 7 
COMPARISONS OF POPULATION OROW'l'H IN THE SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND Mf:'l'IWPOLITAN AREA Wl'l'H CALU'ORNIA AND THE 

UNI'l'ED STATES, BY DECADES, 1900- J!"lSD* 
-

San Francisco-Oakland 1\.1:etropolitan Area California United States 

Year Percent Percent of Percent Percent 
Total Population Increase Percent of United States Total Population Increase Total Population Increase 

By Decades California Total Total By Decades By Decades 

1900 542,964 - 36.56 0.71 1,485,053 - 75,994,575 -
1910 . 773,975 +42 .5 32.55 0.84 2,377,549 +60 .1 91,972,266 +21.0 
1920 1,009,467 +30.4 29 .46 0.95 3,426,861 +44 .1 105,710,620 +14.9 
1930 1,347,772 +33.5 23.74 1.10 5,677,251 +65.7 122,775,046 

I 
+16.1 

1940 1,461,804 +8.5 21.16 1.11 6,907,387 +21. 7 131,669,275 +7.2 
1950 2,240,767 +53 .3 21.17 1.49 10,586,223 +53 .3 150,697,000 +14.5 

* Source: Bureau of Census Reports. 
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TABLE 8 
DISTRIBUTION OF SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, BY COUNTIES, BY DECADES, 1900-1950, IN DECLINING ORDER 

OF IMPORTANCE 

Number of Persons Percent of Total 
County 

1950 1940 1930 1920 1910 1900 1950 1940 1930 1920 1910 1900 
--- ---~-

San Francisco . . 775,357 634,536 634,394 506,676 416 012 342,782 34.60 43.41 47.07 50.19 53.87 63.13 
Alameda . .... .. 740,315 513,011 474,883 344,177 246,131 130,197 33.04 35.09 35.24 34.10 31.80 23.98 
Contra Costa ... 298,984 100,450 78,608 53,889 31,674. 18, 0-16 13.34 6.87 5.83 5.34 4.09 3.32 
San Mateo .. . . . 235,659 111,782 77,405 36,781 26,5 6 12,094 10.52 7.65 5.74 3.64 3.43 2.23 
Solano .. .. ... . . 104,833 49,118 40,834 40,602 27,559 24,143 4.68 3.36 3.03 4.02 3.56 4.45 
Marin ..... .... . 85,619 52,907 41,648 27,342 25,11-1 15,702 3.82 3.62 3.09 2. 71 3.25 2.89 

Total ...... 2,240,767 1,461,804 1,347,772 1,009,467 773,975 542,001: 100. 00 100.00 100.00 100 00 100,00 100.00 

was more than four times larger than the population 
of 542,964 at the beginning of the century. The growth 
between 1940 and 1950 was by far the most rapid with 
the 1900-to-1910 growth second in terms of relative 
gains. 

Relative to the state as a whole, Table 7 reveals that 
the area's increases did not keep pace until the 1940-
1950 decade. In 1900 the bay area accounted for 36.56 
percent of the state's population; by 1940 it accounted 
for only 21.16 percent. Between 1940 and 1950, how
ever, population in the area expanded at exactly the 
rate for the state as a whole. 

Compared to the United States, however, the 
population of the bay area has been increasing at a 
more-rapid rate. In 1950, the area had 1.49 percent of 
the United States total, compared with 0.71 percent 
in 1900. Thus, for the 50-year span, population in the 
bay area doubled in relative importance compared with 
the United States. 

CHANGES IN COUN'.rY DISTRIBUTION 

As has been pointed out earlier, all measurements of 
change in the metropolitan area have been based upon 
the number of counties making up its present bound
anes. 

When a metropolitan area has two urban centers as 
does the San Francisco Bay area, it may be expected 
that an analysis of the population distribution by 
counties will be highly skewed in the direction of the 
counties containing these centers. This is even more 
the case for the area under discussion when it is kept 
in mind that one of the counties, San Francisco, is 
identical in boundary with the city. 

Table 8 shows the changes in the amounts of popula
tion and percentage distributions by counties in 
declining order of importance since 1900. A study of 
these data reveals immediately that there have been 
several stages in the pattern of population growth and 
shifts by counties. Despite sharp growth in absolute 
population, the most-important county, San Francisco, 

has failed to keep pace with the rate of expansion for 
the entire six-county area. Its percentage of the area's 
total has been nearly halved between 1900 and 1950 
from 63.13 to 34.60. The greatest relative declines took 
place between 1900 and 1910 and between 1940 and 
1950. 

Although Alameda County, the next in importance, 
has only 35,000 fewer people now (1950) than has 
San Francisco, its population trend has shown two 
periods of change: from 1900 to 1910, a sharp relative 
growth followed by a smaller rate of growth between 
1910 and 1930; and a small loss in relative importance 
between 1940 and 1950. In combination with San 
Francisco County, the two centers of the area now 
account for 67 .6 percent of the total population as 
compared with 87.1 at the beginning of the century. 

Two counties, Contra Costa and San Mateo, have 
had moderate growths in relative importance between 
1900 and 1940, with the rate of growth higher for the 
latter county. But between 1940 and 1950, Contra 
Costa County nearly doubled its relative importance, 
while San Mateo County had approximately one half 
of that rate of change. 

The remaining counties, Solano and Marin, have 
had considerably more-mixed patterns of change. 
Solano County is now only slightly more important 
percentagewise than it was in 1900. Between 1900 and 
1940, it alternated decades of relative growth with 
decades of relative decline. Marin County, last in 
relative importance, was more important, relatively 
speaking, in 1950 than in 1900. But between 1900 and 
1930, it had alternate periods of relative growth and 
decline. 

All in all, as one looks at the county composition of 
bay area population between 1900 and 1950, it becomes 
apparent that although the two counties (San Fran
cisco and Alameda) housing the largest cities have lost 
a considerable amount of their relative importance, 
they still account for slightly more than two out of 
every three persons in the area. The greatest expansion 
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of population away from these two centers, again 
relatively speaking, has been north and east into Contra 
Costa County, and south into the peninsula. Marin and 
Solano counties have yet to show any tremendous 
expansion of population relative to the area as a whole. 

RELATIVE SHIFTS IN POPULATION BY PRINCIPAL CITIES 

The discussion of shifts in population by counties is 
limited in usefulness because the county is primarily a 
political unit rather than an economic unit, and as such, 
too large for measuring meaningful shifts. The im
portance of the economic unit is better illustrated, 
although not completely so, by studying population 
shifts by cities without correction for change in physical 
size, and after correction for such changes. 

Table A-1 (see Appendix A) measures the relative 
change in population in the principal cities of the 
metropolitan area arranged according to 1950 rank of 
importance, by city-size groupings. This table shows, 
also, the population contained in the remaining sections 
of each township in each county not accounted for by 
these cities. In studying these data, the reader is 
reminded once again that no correction has been made 
for changes in each city's physical size. 

A comparison of the data for the cities shown in this 
table reveals immediately the inequalities of population 
growth in the different segments of the bay area be
tween 1900 and 1950. As of 1950, population data 
compiled for 49 cities showed a range in size from 
775,357 for San Francisco, 34.60 percent of the total, 
down to 800 for Belvedere, or 0.04 percent. These 
cities have been classified into six size groups on the 
basis of their 1950 population as follows: (1) 300,000 and 
over, 2 cities; (2) 75,000 to 299,999, 2 cities; (3) 25,000 
to 74,999, 5 cities; (4) 10,000 to 19,999, 14 cities; (5) 
5,000 to 9,999, 7 cities; and (6) under 5,000, 19 cities. 

Because of the large differences in the population 
distribution, the first size group dominates the whole 
area, accounting for 51.76 percent of the 1950 total. 
San Francisco, although increasing in population, has 
had its relative importance nearly halved between 1900 
and 1950 from 63.13 to 34.60 percent. Oakland, on the 
other hand, rose from 12.33 percent in 1900 to 21.43 
percent in 1920. Between 1920 and 1940, there was a 
gradual decline and then, in 1950, a sharp decline to 
17.16 percent. 

The next size group, 75,000 to 299,999, contains 
Berkeley and Richmond, and accounted for 9.52 per
cent of the 1950 total, as compared with 2.43 percent in 
1900. Richmond has had the most publicity as one of 
the fastest-growing cities. Not incorporated until 1905, 
it had 6,802 persons in 1910. By 1950, however, it had 

99,545 persons or 4.44 percent of the total, with the 
largest increment of increase coming since 1940. 
Berkeley's importance rose steadily from 2.43 percent 
in 1900 to 6.09 percent in 1930; by 1950, however, it 
had declined to 5.08 percent. 

The 25,000-to-74,999 group contains five cities, 
ranging in 1950 size from 25,544 for Redwood City 
to 64,430 for Alameda. The group as a whole accounted 
for 8.27 percent of the 1950 total as against 5.56 per
cent in 1900. Three cities-San Mateo, San Leandro, 
and Redwood City-have increased steadily in relative 
importance since 1900. Alameda declined from 3.03 
percent in 1900 to 2.48 percent in 1940, but by 1950 
had risen to 2.88 percent. Vallejo has had a bumpy 
trend. After a rise from 1.46 percent in 1910 to 2.09 
percent in 1920, it declined to 1.19 percent in 1930, 
rose slightly to 1.37 percent in 1940, and then fell to 
1.16 percent in 1950. 

Fourteen cities in 1950 comprised the 10,000-to-
19,999 group. As a group, they rose steadily from 1.19 
percent of the 1900 total to 9.24 percent of the 1950 
total. Eleven of these cities were not incorporated in 
1900, and one city, San Pablo, was not incorporated 
at the time of the 1940 census. Of this group, all except 
San Rafael, Pittsburg, and Piedmont had steady 
increases in relative importance. This group represents 
one of the segments of the metropolitan area which 
has become urbanized as a result of incorporations and 
annexations since 1900. 

The 5,000-to-9,999 group consisting of seven cities 
rose from 0.76 percent of the 1900 total to 2.40 percent 
in 1950. Only two of these cities, Martinez and Benicia 
were incorporated as of 1900. San Anselmo, Millbrae, 
Concord, and Belmont, have had increases in relative 
importance since their respective incorporation dates. 
Martinez reached a peak of relative importance in 
1940; Mill Valley has been rather stable over the period; 
Benicia lost ground steadily between 1900 and 1940 
but has since gained ground. 

The final group of 19 cities, having fewer than 5,000 
persons each, accounted for 1.80 percent of the 1900 
total and only 2.22 percent of the 1950 total. Only 
eight of the group had increases in relative importance, 
and none of these increases were of any significance. The 
remaining 11 cities had mixed trends, and again no 
sharp shifts were registered. Nine of these cities were 
incorporated since 1900. 

As a group, the 49 principal incorporated cities 
increased from 473,435 persons in 1900 to 1,868,664 
persons in 1950. Relatively speaking, these cities rose 
from 87.20 percent of the 1900 total to 92.13 percent 
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of the 1920 total. Since that time their importance has 
declined to 83.41 percent of the 1950 total. 

RELATIVE SHIFTS IN POPULATION BY "REMAINDER 

OF TOWNSHIPS" 

The remainders of townships appearing in Table A-1 
are arranged by counties and have been adjusted to 
the 1950 coverage basis as far as census data permit. 
Since the incorporated cities are carved from these 
townships, it may be expected that the remaining 
segments show sharp variations frequently. Listed, 
also, are those townships which have no incorporated 
cities. The discussion that follows is arranged by 
counties. 

Alameda County 

Eden township to the east and south of Oakland has 
had the most-rapid increase in its unincorporated areas 
from 5,112 to 73,789 between 1900 and 1950, and from 
0.94 percent of the 1900 total to 3.29 percent of the 
1950 total. This segment contains the fast-growing 
San Lorenzo Valley section, which will, in the near 
future, furnish the basis for a new incorporated city. 
Washington township, containing the unincorporated 
cities of Centerville, Decoto, Newark, and Niles, is also 
becoming the nucleus of an urbanized segment con
taining 0.76 percent of the 1950 total. The remaining 
townships have all lost ground as annexations to 
existing cities have sharply reduced the importance of 
the unincorporated parts. 

Contra Costa County 

Only four townships, Numbers 3, 6, 5, and 10, 
in order of importance, contain significant numbers of 
persons. Township 3 contains one of the fast-growing 
sections around Walnut Creek, including the un
incorporated city of Saranap. In 1910, it accounted for 
only 0.17 percent, while in 1950 it had 1.10 percent of 
the area's total. Township 6 has the unincorporated 
sections developing around the city of Pittsburg, 
including Shell Point. Its growth is parallel to the 
growth of the unincorporated sections of Township 3. 
Township 5 centers around the city of Concord and 
includes the unincorporated cities of El Monte and 
Pleasant Hills. From only 0.20 percent of the 1910 
total, its population has risen to 0.83 percent of the 
1950 total. The remaining important township, Number 
10, includes the unincorporated sections developing 
around the city of San Pablo, itself incorporated only 
in 1948. While the other townships are of lesser .im
portance, it is interesting to note that most have 
unincorporated sections built around existing cities. 

As a group, these unincorporated remainders of 
townships had 2.94 per cent of the 1900 population 
and 5.47 percent of the 1950 population. 

Marin County 

No sharp increases in relative importance characterize 
the unincorporated sections of the four townships in 
Marin County. As a group, they accounted for 1.80 
percent of the 1900 total and 1.72 percent of the 1950 
total. The most important of these unincorporated 
sections center around the existing incorporated cities 
found mainly in the southern part of Marin County 
directly north of San Francisco via the Golden Gate 
Bridge. 

San Mateo County 

The unincorporated sections of this county in the 
five townships have varied in importance from decade 
to decade, reaching 2.30 percent of the 1950 total. 
The bulk of this unincorporated group is found in 
Townships 3 and 1, clustering around such cities due 
south of San Francisco as Redwood City, South San 
Francisco, Daly City, and Menlo Park, to mention 
the more important. 

Solano County 

This county is the least-urbanized part of the bay 
area in terms of incorporated cities. The unincorporated 
sections of this county are found in 12 townships, but 
most of the population of these sections center around 
the City of Vallejo in the township of the same name. 
Much of this expansion is related to the expansion of 
government naval activities at the Mare Island ship
yards. The other accumulation of any importance is 
found in Suisun township around the cities of Fairfield 
and Suisun. In this case the expansion is related to Air 
Force operations centering in these cities. 

With nearly a sixth of the bay area's total population 
in 1950, the unincorporated sections of the townships 
in the above counties contain the nucleus of future 
incorporated cities and of annexations to existing in
corporated cities. 

ABSOLUTE SHIFTS IN POPULATION, BY PRINCIPAL CITIES, 

AND UNINCORPORATED REMAINDERS OF TOWNSHIPS, 

1900~1950 

The preceding discussion has emphasized geographical 
shifts in terms of shifts in relative importance. But this 
discussion did not emphasize that a failure of a city 
(or other unit) to increase in relative importance may 
conceal sizeable absolute population gains. To overcome 
this gap, the present discussion emphasizes these 
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absolute changes for the same city-size groupings and 
townships (see Table A-2 in Appendix A). 

Viewing the metropolitan area as a whole, it is 
apparent that it has had a net gain of nearly 1.7 
million per ons between 19.00 and 1950, and that nearly 
half of Lbis absolute gain took place between 1940 and 
1950 in response to World War II and postwar attrac
tions. The next-largest absolute gr wth came during 
the prosperity period of the 1920- 1930 decade. The 
depression of the 1930's, with its population movement 
back to the farms, served t,o reduce the ri.mount of 
absolute gains. 

City Patterns of Population Growth 

The two largest cities in the area, San Francisco 
and Oakland, accounted for more than 44 percent of 
the net gain in population between 1900 and 1950. 
And even though these cities accounted for a larger 
part of the gains before 1930 than after, in the 1940-
1950 decade they experienced a net gain of nearly a 
quarter million persons, or 28.7 percent of the area's 
total net gain. Over the five census periods, these two 
cities gained 750,000 persons. 

Berkeley and Richmond in the next city-size group 
averaged 11.8 percent of the area's net gain over the 
1900-1950 period. However, Berkeley's largest absolute 
gains took place between 1900-1910, 1920- 1930, and 
1940-1950.34 Richmond, on the other hand, had three 
fourths of its present population added during the 
1940- 1950 decade. 

For the five cities included in the 25,000-to-74,999 
group, there was a net gain of 155,169 persons during 
the 50-year period, or 9.1 percent of the area's total 
net gain. Most of the population gain for these cities, 
except Vallejo, came, again during the 1940-1950 
decade. Vallejo had its peak expansion between 1910 
and 1920 and considerably less expansion in the 1940-50 
period. It lost population in the 1920-30 period. 

As a group, the 14 cities in the l ,000-to-19,999 size, 
gained over half of their 50-year growth in the 1940- 0 
decade. Individually, however, some of the 14 show 
sharp deviations. Albany, Burlingame, Piedmont, and 
Pittsburg, for example, gained more during the 1920-
30 decade than during 1940-50. In some cases, the 
gains in the 1940-50 period represent more recent 
incorporation periods. Combined, the net gain of these 
cities between 1940 and 1950 accounted for about 13.4 
percent of the total gain. 

Three fifths of the total population increase in seven 
cities in the 5,000-to-9,999 size group came during the 

34 Part of this decade's increase resulted fro1n including university students, 
for the first time, in 1060. 

1940-50 decade. Much of this m · accounted for by 
the in orporation of Millbrae dming that period. San 
Anselmo, Benicia, Concord, and Belmont also had 
substantial gains in that decade. Martinez, on the 
other hand, had most of its gains between 1910 and 
1930, and Mill Valley gained more persons between 
1900 and 1910 than between 1940 and 1950. Benicia, 
despite its large 1940- 50 rain, lost population in the 
1900-1910 and 1930- 1940 decades. As a group, these 
cities accounted for 3.9 percent of the 1940-1950 net 
increase, and 2.9 percent of the 50-year gains. 

The 19 citi . comprising the under-5,000 group have 
had a less-impressive picture of rain., as their 1950 
population size would indicate. As a group they gained 
a net of 39,813 persons during the 50-year period; 
18,617 of these persons were gained in the 1940-50 
period. This 1940-50 gain was only 2.4 percent of the 
total net increase. 

It is apparent from this analysis that the largest cities 
of the bay area were still the most-attractive centers in 
terms of absolute increases in population, even between 
1940 and 1950, although small centers have shown 
remarkable percentage gains. Of 563,171 persons gained 
by the 49 cities between 1940 and 1950, the four largest 
bay area cities accounted for 327,394 persons. 

Patterns of Population Growth in Unincorporated Sec
tions of Townships 

The unincorporated sections of townships experienced 
a net increase in population of 302,574 persons between 
1900 and 1950. Of this amount, 215,792 persons were 
accounted for in the 1940-50 growth period. In the 
analysis that follows, the growth patterns are analyzed 
by counties. The foregoing has emphasized the pattern 
of growth of these sections around existing incorporated 
cities. 

The unincorporated townships of Contra Costa 
county have had the largest over-all gains, accounting 
for net increases of 106,629 persons over the period, 
with 77,842 coming during the 1940-50 decade. The 
four most-important townships in absolute gains, 
Numbers 3, 6, 5, and 10, are located around the county's 
most-important cities. It should be noted in passing, 
also, that several unincorporated sections of the town
ships have had declines in population, or very small 
gains, as the result of drainage of persons to the cities. 

Alameda County, with a net gain of 72,740 persons 
in the unincorporated sections, ranked second in 
importance. Most of this gain followed the area pattern 
in taking place in the 1940- 50 decade. And nearly all 
of the increase has taken place in Eden township to the 
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east and south of the city population in East Oakland, 
Hayward, and San Leandro. 

Solano County, with a net gain of 51,298 persons 
was third in importance. About 80 percent of this gain 
came in the last decade. And the great proportion of the 
gain is centered in the unincorporated parts of Vallejo 
township around the city of Vallejo. 

Most of the increase of 43,139 persons in San Mateo 
County has come in the last two decades so far as the 
unincorporated sections are concerned. The long 
h11ilrh1p of incorporated sections during the 1910-1920 
decad caused an actual lo' of population in the 
county's unincorporated ection . Tile gain · in the 
un..iucorporated c tiou hav - been mai.nly in Town hip 
3 (a.round tJ1e cities of Redw od i y, fonl Park, and 

th -rton), and in 'l'own hip l (arowtd ~he citi of 
South San Francisco, Daly City, and San Bruno). 

The unincorporated parts of Marin County have 
higg,d [ar behfod wiLh II t gain of on ly 2 ,768 pei. ons 
du ri:n th 50-year p · t'i d. B tt. r than half this gain 
ame in U1 - la · LO y ar . 1o t of th s popula ion 

gains have centered in the unincorporated sec ·ion 
around Mill Valley and Sausalito in 'au alito town
ship; around San Rafael, San Anselmo, and the smaller 
cities of San Rafael township; and in Novato town
ship in a11d arn 1nd the unin ·orporated city of Novato. 

These uni11corporated section: have accounted for 
somewhat over a sixth of the net gain in bay area 
p pulation ov r 50 years. But during 1940-50 the ·e 
sections acconn ed for 215,592 persons out of a (;otaJ. 
net increase of 778,963, or almost a third. 

INTRACITY POPULATION SHIFTS, 1940-1950 

Census data for census tracts make it possible to 
analyze intracity population shifts between 1940 and 
1950 for the following cities: San Francisco, Oakland, 
Berk.el y, Ri ·hmond, Alameda, San Leandro E~ 
Cerrito, and Albany. Table -3 to A-5 in ppendix A 
present the salient data. 

San Francisco 

This city was divided into 118 census tracts in 1950, 
which comprised 15 community areas and 28 retail
trading areas. Of this number of census tracts, 31 had 
actual declines in population between 1940 and 1950, 
while 96 had suffered declines in relative importance or 
had not changed their level. If the latter situation is 
studied, it becomes apparent that most of the drastic 
shifts of population on the growth side have been 
concentrated in relatively few census tracts. 

If the areas showing the biggest absolute and relative 
gains are grouped by retail-trading areas, the data shown 

TABLE 9 
RETAIL TRADING AREAS IN SAN FRANCISCO ACCOUNTING FOR 

THE LARGEST POPULATION GAINS BETWEEN 1940 AND 1950* 

Trading Area , umber Amount of Gain Percent of Total Net Gain 

5- 1 37,395 26.55 
14-2 21,081 14.97 
14-1 15,999 11 .36 
5-2 12,979 9.22 
9-1 8,743 6.21 

15-2 8,158 5.80 
6-1 7,524 5.35 

15-3 5,635 4.01 

Total. . . . . 117,514 I 83.47 

* Source: Appendix Table A-3. 

in Table 9 result. These areas of large population 
increases are in the southeastern part of San Francisco; 
in west San Francisco in the Sloat Boulevard develop
ment, just south of ,olden Gate Park; in the north 
Van N , . Avenue area; in the Ston' town and ake 
Merced areas of heavy apartment-buildiI).g construc
tion; and in south central San Francisco to the east of 
the Stonestown development. 

Those retail-trading areas which have had declines 
in relative importance, or in which there have been 
actwil population. de tin . , are in the older section, of 
tb •i ty i11 Lh northen tem 1uartcr; in part of the 
" u th of lfarkei tr et ec i n; an l in the central 
parts of the city. The great majority of th ·e are older 
sections of the city and contain h older hou ing and 
retail shopping facilities. 

Oakland 

Oakland has 72 census tracts, and of this number, 
only ·ev n had actual declin s in popnla ·ion between 
1940 and 1950 (. e Table - ). The ma.gnjtude of the 
intracity population hifts and growth is shown, also, in 
t he fact that 47 of the:· census ti:a Ls have had varying 
losses in relative importance during the decade. 

far a patterns of gu,in ar 011 el'lled, Lhere i.: a 
sharp con trasL with , an Francis ·o. s Table -4 (ii1 
th a ppendix) an.d ':Pabl 10 show, some 24 tracL have 
had the majority of the city's gain. These tracts are 
located both in the older sections of Oakland, par
ticularly West Oakland, and in the newer developments 
in East Oakland. Thus, while the general pattern of 
urban expansion has been followed in that expansion 
has been rapid at the outskirts, the expansion of the 
older sections of Oakland is equally important. This 
latter expansion is tied to the location of military 
establishments in these older sections, the larger in
migration of Negroes, and the pattern of public housing 
developmeuLs. 
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TABLE 10 
CENSUS TRACTS IN OAKLAND AccoUN'l'ING FOR THE LARGEST 

POPULATION GAINS BETWEEN 1940 AND 1950 

Census Tract Numbers Amount of 
Gain 

Percent of Total 
Net Gain 

14-18 (\Vest :\kl1111d).......... 17,300 20.99 
21 (W -$l ltl ln.nd) .. .. . .. . . . 5,231 6.35 
7 (Norlhwo Oakland)..... 1,379 1.67 
39-44 (N rlhM t; ORklnnd)...... 8,422 10.22 
56 ( Ol!LhensL O11-klnnd)...... 2,523 3.06 
60-62 (Nod.hen O11klal)d) . . ... . 6,969 8.46 
66-72 ( outhMst, nk lnnd) ...... 24,735 30.02 

1----- :------
Total.. ................ ... 66,559 80.77 

Source: Appendix Table A-3. 

Berkeley 

Table A-5 (appendix) shows that better than a sixth 
of the city's net population gain of 28,258 persons took 
place in the Negro and other minority sections in West 
Berkeley. The census tracts around the University of 
California campus, the heaviest populated section of 
the city, gained three out of every ten added to the 
city.36 

Most of the other important gains were also in 
older sections including Tract 2B (southwest Berkeley), 
Tract 3A (south of the university campus), and Tract 
4E (the former site of the University of California 
Experimental Gardens in west central Berkeley). Of 
passing interest are the relatively small gains shown by 
the Berkeley Hills areas. 

Richmond 

Since Richmond gained a net amount of 75,903 
persons between 1940 and 1950, all of its eight census 
tracts have increased. However, over 50,000 of this 
increase, 66.2 percent of the total net gain, was con
centrated in two census tracts, CCC-6 and CCC-8 
(see Table A-5). These are located nearby the industrial 
area of Richmond and include large public-housing 
and veteran-housing projects. They include as well the 
areas into which minority groups have been provided 
with housing. Another adjoining tract, CCC-3, ac
counted for 10.2 percent of the gain, while the hill 
areas of eastern Richmond have had an increase 
amounting to 16.3 percent of the total net gain. 

Alameda 

About 85 percent of this city's net growth between 
1940 and 1950 took place in Tracts AC-10 and AC-11. 
These adjoin the large naval air station and include 
important public-housing projects. 

36 Part of this wna due to chno-,c in census procedures whereby out-of-town 
students were counted as part of l3orkeley's popuh1Uon in 1950. 

San Leandro 
, ith a net incrc of 12,941 during the decade, 

55.2 p rcent took pla in Tract AC-20 on the southern 
limits of the city, while 22.7 percent took place in 

TABLE 11 
T 'l'AL Nu~L1.1Nll J>- ANN1•:.·Nn0Ns BY CITIES OF THE SAN 

FnA 01s00-0,uo,A ' D M1:,--.rnoPOLITAN AREA, 1900-1948 

Number of Annexations 

County and City 
Inhabited Uninhab- City or Total Area ited Area School 
--- ------ ---

Total, Metropolitan !)9 111 10 220 Area . ............. . .... 
Alameda 

Alameda ... . .......... 0 1 0 1 
Albany .. .. ........•.. 0 0 0 0 
B rkeley .. ............ 3 0 0 3 
Em ryville . .......... 0 0 0 0 
Hayward · ·· ·········· 2 5 1 8 
Livermore .. . , ........ 0 0 0 0 
Oakland .. . ..........• 1 1 1 3 
Piedmont .. . .......... 0 0 0 0 
Pleasanton, ... . ...... , 0 0 0 0 
San Leandro .......... 2 10 0 12 

---
Total. .. .......... 8 17 2 27 

Contra Costa 
Antioch . . . . ... .. .. ... , 9 6 2 17 
Concord .. . .. . .. . .. ... 8 10 1 19 
EI Cerrito .. . ...... , .. 2 0 0 2 
Hercules . ........ . . .. . 3 0 0 3 
Martinez .. . . , . . .. ..•.. 12 5 0 17 
Pinole 0 0 0 0 Pitl~burg::::::: :: ::: : 8 6 2 16 

(Bin k Diamond) ... 2 0 0 2 
H.ichrnond . . .. ... ... ... 5 1 0 6 
Walnut Creek . .. .. . ... 0 1 0 1 

--- ---
Total. .. . ......... 49 29 5 83 

Marin 
Belvedere . ... · ·· ····-· 0 0 0 0 
Corte Madera . ........ 0 5 0 5 
Fairfax .. . . .. . .. ...... 0 0 0 0 
Larkspur . . ... ......... 1 0 0 1 
Mill Valley .... ....... 3 0 1 4 
Ross .......... . .. . .... 1 2 0 3 
San Anselmo ..... ... .. 1 0 0 1 
San Rafael. . ...... , . .. 1 0 0 1 
Sausalito . .. ..... .... 0 1 0 1 

--- ------ ---
Total. . . ..... . . ... 7 8 1 16 

San Francisco . ... .. .... . .. 0 0 0 0 

San Mateo 
Atherton . .. . ..... ..... 3 0 0 3 
Bayshore .... . .. . .. ... 0 0 0 0 
Belmont .. . ....... . . .. 3 2 0 5 
Burlingame ......... .. 3 7 0 10 
Colma .............. . . 0 0 0 0 

(Law11dale) ..... .. . . 0 0 0 0 
Daly City .. . ....... .. 2 1 0 3 
Hillsborough ........ .. 5 5 0 10 

Ien1o Pnrk ......... .. 0 10 1 11 
Redwood City ...... .. 3 10 0 13 
San llnmo .......... .. 0 5 0 5 
San Cnrlos .......... . . 3 1 0 4 
San M:.i.t o. ' .. ' .. '' ' .. 8 4 0 12 
South San Francisco .. 1 6 0 7 - - - ---

Total ............. 31 51 1 83 
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TABLE 11-Concluded pattern of building up the outlying, less-populated 

Number of Annexations 

County and City 
Inhabited Uninhab- City or 

Area ited Area School Total 

---
Solano 

Benicia .... .. ......... 0 0 0 0 
Dixon . . .. . .... ... ..... 0 0 1 1 
Fairfield , . . ........... 1 1 0 2 
Rio Vista .. . . .. .... . .. 0 0 0 0 
Suisun City ........... 0 0 0 0 
Vacaville . . ........... 2 2 0 4 
Vallejo . . .... ....... .. .. 1 3 0 4 

Total. . .... . ...... 4 6 J 11 

ourca: 13ollens, John C. 'J'/1c Problc1n of Govemment in the 
San Francisco Bay Ruqion, Durenu or Public Administrntion, 

niveraity or 11,lifornm . .Berkeley, alif.: niv r ity or 'nli
fornin Pr s, 194 , pp. 62-63. 

AC-17 on the northeastern sections. They represent the 
rapid annexations of previously uninhabited areas to 
the city's corporate boundaries as they become sub
divided and inhabited. 

El Cerrito 

With a total net gain of 11,874 persons, all of the 
city' - four census tract luwe had ignificant in rea es. 
Tb large t ha· taken place iu Tra LC ~-10 adjoining 
the fa te t-growing se ·tions of Ri hmoud. 

Albany 

Four out of every five persons added to Albany's 
population between 1940 and 1950 located in Census 
Tract AC-5 adjoining San Francisco Bay. This section 
of Albany includes the section in which much housing 
has been provided for minority and veteran groups. 

In summary it may be said that the principal cities 
of the area have expanded by: building up existing, 
well-populated areas, particularly where special military 
or industrial establishments and minority and veteran 
housing are involved and by following the usual city 

sections. 

DENSITY OF POPULATION DISTRIBUTION 

J3 cau e many of the citie · of the bay area, unlike 
many iti in th ea ern tates have hi h proportions 
of laud ioned for l'e, id ntial us devoted to one-fa.mil 
or two-family dw lliog units, sharp variation · in the 
di tribution of popula ion p r qua.re mile may be 
expected. In nddition, this cha.racte1:istic coupled wjth 
the la rge population incr a e noted above, hav led 
to widespread expan ion f t h physical ize of in~ 
corporat cl citie through the annexation of surrounding 
lands in previously un.incorpornted .- ction . 

General Nature of Annexations 

'l'he general patt rn of a1mexations bet.., een 1900 
and 1948 is howu in Tabl • 11 for the principal cities 
of the bay aretL. Wlul · data wer not available to 
indicate the acrea re or mileag of the annexations, the 
mere number ar , of h -m elve , quite ·ignificant, 
par i ularly when related to th pr din, dis 'U sion 
of g ogrnphi shifts and expausi n of population for the 
p:rincipal c:ities. 

Th 1 , for t,h metl'opolit:.an area a · a whole, there 
were 220 annexation , with a slightly higher 11tuuber 
consistin of uninhabi ed as again t in.habited areas. 
'\• hen th is is broken down by coun ies, it u found Lhat 
the two cotrnties showing th harpe relative gain. in 
population, ontra ostn tind ,. an Mateo, have tied 
for Lhe largest number of annexa.tion with 3 for ach. 

s broken down by cities, how :ver ther i not always 
any 1>0 itive orrebition between the fa test-growing 
citi s and th number of anne."<ation , although ma11y 
of this grnup do bav high number of annexation . I3ut 
some cities would hav had larger relative d cline or 
el would not hav maintain <l _. :1.bility, without such 
annexations. 

TABLE 12 
DENSITY OF BAY AREA POPULATION, BY COUNTIES, 1930, 1940, AND 1950 

1950 1940 1930 

County Population Population Population Area Area Area Population (Sq. Mi.) Per Population (Sq . Mi.) Per Population (Sq. Mi.) Per 
Square Mile Square:Mile Square Mile 

Alameda . . . .... ...... .. . 740,315 733 1,010.0 513,011 733 699.9 474,883 732 648 .7 
Contra Costa .. ........ . 298,984 734 407.3 100,450 734 136.9 78,608 714 101 .0 
Marin .. , . . . . . .. ... .. .... 85,619 521 164.3 52,907 521 101.5 41,648 529 78 .7 
San Francisco . . ......... 775,357 45 17,230.2 634,536 45 14,130.8 634,394 42 15 ,104.6 
San Mateo ..... ....... . . 235,659 454 519.1 111,782 454 246.2 77,405 447 173 .2 
Solano .. . ...... . . . . ... . . 104,833 827 126.8 49,118 827 59.4 40,834 822 49.7 

Bay Area Total. .... .... 2,240,767 3,314 616.2 I 1,461,804 3,314 441.1 l 1,347,772 3,286 I 410 .2 

State of California . . .... 10,586,233 166,710 67 .5 I 6,901,387 156,740 44.1 I 5,677,251 156,740 I 36.2 
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Alameda County ranks third in annexations with 27. 
In this ca e, the fast-growing Castro Valley cities, 
Hayward u.nd San Leandro, account for 20 of the 27 
annexations. Marin County has had 16 annexations 
with lightly le s t han half in the citi · of Mill Valley 
and Ro s. olano ounty bas had only 11 annexations, 
mainly in th i ies of Tallejo and Vacaville. 

TABLE 13 
POPULATION PER SQ .UU: MILE FOR PRINCIPAL CITIES, BY 

0UNTIES, IN 1940 

County and City 

Alameda 
Alameda .... . .. .. . ..... . . 
Albony .. ........ .. . .... . 
Berkeley ........ ....... . 
E moJ"yville ......... .. . .. . 
iayward ........ ...... . 

Livermore .. . . . ... ...... . 
Oakland .. . ... . ... ..... . . 
Piedmont . . . .. . .. ...... . 
Plea an Lon . .. . ... ••....• 
San Leand1·0 . . .... ..... . . 
Remainder ... .. , ...... . . 

Contra Costa 
Antioch . . . .. . ..... ..... . 
Concord . . . , .. . .... . . . . . . 
El Cerrito . . ...... . . .... . 
Martinez . . .. . . . ... ....•. 
Pi lsbw·g .. .. . . . ... .. . .. . 
Richmond . . .. . .... . . ... . 
Walnut Creek . .. . ...... . 
Remainder . . . . . . 

Marin 
Corte Madera . . .. ... . . . 
Fairfnx ..... ....... ..... . 
Larkspur . . , . ...... ..... . 
Mill Valley .. ....... .... . 
U.oss ........ ..... . . 
f 0 11 A11sclmo. 
'an r afncl ...... . 
nusalito .. .... ... . . , ... . 

Remaindel' ......... .... . 

San Francisco , .. . . . . .. ,,., 

San Mateo 
Atherton .. . . ....... . .. . . 
Belmont. ..... ....... .. . . . 
J3urlingamo . .. . ..... . ... . 
Daly City ... ....... .... . 
Flil lsl>ol'ough ...... . .. . . . 
Menlo Pm·k . ... . . , . . ... . 
'Redwood City ... ....... . 
'an Bruno . ... ... .. ... .. . 
'11n Carlos ., .. .. . . ... . . . 
illl MM o .... ... ...... .. 
ou~h Snn Froncisco ... . 

Remainder .. , . .. ,. , , . .. . 

Solano 
D nici a . .. . , . . .......... . 
Dixon ............ . ... . . . 
Fa irli Id ............. . .. 
Rio Vista. ............. . . 
Vacaville ....... . ... .... . 
Vnllejo ................ . 
Remainder . .... . .. ..... . 

1940 
Population 

36,256 
11,493 
85,547 
2,521 
6,736 
2,885 

302,163 
9,866 
1,278 

14,601 
39,665 

5,106 
1,373 
6,137 
7,381 
9,520 

23,642 
1,578 

45,713 

1,098 
2,198 
1,558 
4,847 
1,751 
5,790 
8,573 
3,540 

23,652 

634,536 

1,908 
1,229 

15,940 
9,625 
2,747 
3,258 

12,453 
6,519 
3,520 

19,403 
6,629 

28,551 

2,419 
1,108 
1,312 
1,666 
1,614 

20,072 
20,927 

Area 
(Sq. Mi.) 

6.5 
1.6 
9.4 
1.0 
1. 9 
1.6 

52.8 
1.8 
1.0 
2.6 

650.2 

1.1 
0.3 
3.3 
1.3 
1.0 

13.2 
0.6 

713.2 

0.7 
5.0 
3.0 
2.3 
1.5 
2.0 
5.4 
1. 5 

499.6 

44.6 

4.5 
2.6 
2.2 
1.2 
5.8 
1.2 
4.5 
1.8 
2.6 
7.1 
5.0 

415.5 

3.1 
0.3 
0.2 
3.0 
0.7 
4.8 

814.9 

Population per 
Square Mile 

5,577.9 
7,183.2 
9,100.8 
2,521.0 
3,545.3 
1,803.1 
5,722.8 
5,481.1 
1,278.0 
5,615.8 

61.0 

4,641.8 
4,576.7 
1,859.6 
5,677.7 
9,520 .0 
1,791.1 
2,630 .0 

64.1 

1,568 .6 
439.6 
519 .3 

2,107.4 
1,167 .3 
2,895.0 
1,587.6 
2,360.0 

47.3 

14,227.3 

424.0 
472.7 

7,245.5 
8,020 . 

473.6 
2,915.0 
2,767.3 
3,621.7 
1,353.8 
2,732.8 
1,325.8 

68.7 

780.3 
3,693.3 
6,500.0 

555.3 
2,305.7 
4,181.7 

25.7 

It is interesting to note that of the 49 cities for which 
the annexation data are given, about a third have had 
no annexations between 1900 and 1948. This includes 

an Fran ·i o and probably helps to explain why it 
has lo t mu ·h r lativ, importance. An additional seven 
<li ti . · ha re had ot1ly on annexation. 

Square-Mile Densities of Population Distribution 

With sharp variations in the area of each of the 
counties and cities, wide ranges may be expected in the 
density of population in different parts of the metro
politan area. Table 12 shows the range, by counties, 
for 1930, 1940, and 1950. San Francisco, because of its 
small physical area, dominates the San Francisco Bay 
area with a density per square mile several times 
larger than the next county in rank, Alameda. These 

TABLE 14 
Es,'IMA'l'J,ln P orULA'l'lON IN THE SAN FJtAN 'ISC0 -OAKLAND 

j\Jli,;•l'lt POl,l'l'AN Am,;A 1 BY COUNTIES· AND PRINCIPAL 
CITIES, A$ 1,• JANUARY 1, 1952 AND 1950 

Population (4/1/50) Population (1/1/52) • 

Counties and Cities 
Number Percent Number Percent 

("l'h11usnnds) of Tota l ("l'housunds) of Total 
--- ---

Alameda .. . ... ... . , . .... 740.3 33 .04 776.7 32.82 
Oakland .. . . ....... . .. 384.6 17 .16 395.8 16.72 
Berkeley .... , ......... 113.8 5.08 117.8 4.98 
Alrtmeda .... , ... ...... 64.4 2.88 67.1 2.84 
Hayward . . .. . . ...... ,. 14.3 0.64 15.1 0.64 
San Leandro .......... 27.5 1.23 29.1 1.23 
Albany . . .. ..... ....... 17 .6 0.78 18.5 0.78 
Rem:\ i uder . ........ ... 118.1 5.27 133.3 5.63 

Contra Costa . ... ... .••.. 299.0 13.34 331.7 14.02 
Richmond. , ...... . .... 99.5 4.44 110.7 4.68 
Pittsburg . .. ......... . 12.8 0 .57 13.5 0.57 
Martinez . . ......... . .. 8.3 0.37 9.0 0.38 
El Cerrito .. . ......... 18.0 0.80 21.9 0.93 
Antioch . .............. 11.1 0.49 13 .3 0.56 
Remainder ... .... . .... 149.3 6.67 163.3 6.90 

Marin .. . ......... ····· 85.6 3 .82 91.8 3.88 
San Rafael. ..... . ..... 13.8 0.62 14.9 0.63 
Remainder ... .. ... , ... 71.8 3.20 76.9 3.25 

San Francisco ... . .. ... . . 775 .4 34.60 786.8 3S.~6 

San Mateo .. . ..... . . . . .. 235.7 10 .52 263.9 11 .14 
San Mateo .. . ..... . . .. 41.8 1.86 46.8 1.98 
Burlingame ..... , .. .. . 19.9 0.89 21. 2 0.90 
Redwood 'ity ...... .. 25.5 1.14 28.6 1.21 
Dnly City . ........ ' . .. 15.2 0.68 17.0 0.72 

nn Bruno . . ........ .. 12.5 0.56 14.0 0.59 
San Carlos . . ... .. .. . .. 14.4 0.64 16.2 0.68 
South San Francisco .. 19.4 0.86 21.7 0.92 
Remainder .. .. . , .. . . .. 87.0 3.89 98.4 4.14 

Solano .. . . . . . . .. , .. . .... 104.8 4.68 115. 7 4.89 
Vallejo ......... . ...... 26.0 1.16 26.6 1.12 
Remainder ............ 78.8 3.52 89.1 3.77 

Total, Metropolitan 
2,366 .6 I 100.00 Area ...... .. ••' I• • Io 2,240.8 100.00 

• ource: Sales Manaycm~nL M.11.gazinc, Survey of B1iying 
Power, fay 10, 1952. Copyrigh 1952; £urther reproduction not 
lie nscd. 
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two counties, then, make up the hard core of the 
metropolitan area in terms of population density. 
San Mateo and Contra Costa counties represent second 
levels of density far below these two levels. Marin and 
Solano have densities far below the average for the 
whole metropolitan area. As might be expected, the 
counties with the smaller density have had the greatest 
relative increases between 1930 and 1950. 

Data are available to show density of population 
for each of the principal cities in 1940 (see Table 13). 
The range is from 424 persons per sq. mi. for Atherton 
to 14,227 persons per sq. mi. for San Francisco. Pitts
burg had the second-highest density with 9,520 persons 
per sq. mi. followed by Berkeley with 9,101. Three 

i ies each had between 7,100 and 8,100 persons per 
sq. mi.; one city had 6,560; five cities had 5,000-6,000; 
t luee cities had 4,000- 5,000 ; three cities had 3,000-

,000; nine ities ha 1 2,000- 3,000; and nine cities had 
1,000-2,000. Only seven cities had fewer than 1,000 
persons per sq. mi. While changes have taken place 
in 1950, the general configurations in 1940 give some 
idea of the urban density patterns. 

The remainder of the counties show sparse distribu
tion ranging from 25.7 persons per sq. mi. for Solano 
County to 68.7 for San Mateo County. 

ADDITIONAL GEOGRAPHIC SHIFTS, 1950-1952 

By using the estimates of Sales Management maga
zine, it is possible to discuss geographic shifts of 
population between April 1, 1950, and January 1, 1952, 
for the six counti s and principal cities of the bay 
area. Keeping in mind that the 1952 data are estimates, 

Table 14 shows that San Francisco and Oakland have 
continu •d to lo· gl'ound relatively, although th rat 
of de bu i · I wer a11d I o h htw hnd izeablc absol 1te 
gain in population. In iidditi n 13 rkcley, !tun da, 
and \ allcjo al ·o had :mall d din :· in 1' liitive im-
1 ortance. , e,n n it ie - Haywa.rd , a11 Leandro, 
• lbany, Pittisburg lfarti11ei an Rafa l and Bur-

lingam have had no change in t· · lntiv importan e. 
Ri. lnnond ntinu - to ga,in in J.' lativ' imp rLan 'e. 

0 h r )'ai11 were regi • r d for 1tfo.r tine½ l en·ito, 
Anti ch, 811.n fa eo, R d\ ood fLl. an 
.Bruno, an arlo. tl.nd 'on h an 
mailer citie. and unincorporated ar n. of each county, 

wben considered in t tltl, a.ll r gisL -r ,d in_creases in 
relative importance, wi th th large t gain a counted 
for by h • rroup in \lameda lll1 y. 

Ba ·ed upon t hcs data, the b ar a gained a n t 
amount of 125, 00 p 1-son for the period. By oun tic., 
inorl r ofsi1.eofgai11,th a. i11 were· \lam dtl.(36, 00), 
Con tra osta (32,700), , 'a.n ateo (2 ,200) an 
Fninc:i · o (11 400), olano ( LO 900), a.nd Marin (6,200) . 
•or Lhe prin •i1 al citi , ' an Fran i. co ha 1 he large t 

absolu te gain , foll w d closely by Oakland and Ri ·h
mond. T hese tbTec iti to<Yethcr au:ounted for about a 
l'omth of the neL ain. With Lh , xception of 1arin 

ounty, the maller i i ,. and unincorp rat d areas 
on idered as a group lla import.ant iib ·olute gn-iu 

in each ounty. This group in Alameda had t h lar ·est 
gain , followed by outn1, osta, an Mateo, olan , 
n.nd Marin. To •et.her, these gr ups accounted for 
nearly 45 percent of the net gain. 

Shifts in the Geo~raphic Distribution of Manufactures 

'!'his ectiou trn. es. hift in t he geographic dj tribu
tion f m nufacturing activiLy jn th 'an I r1111ci co

aklan l roetropolita.11 area for select cl y a r from J 9J 9 
to 1950. '! he data us cl ar p1·imarily from the Census 
of (fan1,ja,ct1tres, to whicl1 ha been added, for 1949 

nd 1950, da.l;t1, from County Business Z:,auen1.s issued 
by the United , ·tates Department of ommerc · . 

OVERALL IMPORTANCE OF METROPOLITAN AREA 

Relative to 'alifornia as a whole, t he area has lo t 
grollnd teadily iuce 1919 (see Table 15) . In numb r 
of manufacturing stablishment ·, t he area l1acl 35.5 
per ent f the 1919 total, 30. per nt of the 1935 
total, 1md 20. per ent of the 19 7 total. Sin c 19,17, 
th ar a has had a.bou t one fifth of the sttl.te's ma.nu-

facturing establishments. Similarly, the area declined in 
employment from 45.2 per<:: nt, f the 1919 total for 
the , ate to 22.1 percent i11 1 150. nd, in terms of 
value added by manufacture , the d line wa from 
39.4 percent of the state total i11 1929 Lo 26.3 percent in 
1947. 

Compared with the United States, the bay area rose 
from 1.35 percent of the establishments in 1919, to 2.07 
percent in 1931, and then declined to 1.48 percent in 
1949, and about the same share in 1950. The area's 
percentage of employment was J .26 p rccnt in 1919, 
1.13 per ent in 1929, 0.97 pel' ent in 1939, and 1.05 
percent in 1950. In valu • a.dded, t h bay area had 
1.53 percent of the 1929 total, 1.68 percent of the 1931 
total, and then fell to a low for the period of 1.41 
percent in 194 7. 



PART FIVE: TRENDS IN ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA 197 

TABLE 15 

NUMBER OF MANUFACTURING ESTABLISHMENTS, AVERAGE NUMBER OF WAGE EARNERS, AND VALUE ADDED BY 
MANUFACTURES: SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, CALIFORNIA, AND THE UNITED STATES; 

SELECTED YEARS, 1919 TO 1950 

San Francisco-Oakland Area California United States 

Item and Year 
Amount Percent Percent of Percent of Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Change California United S t11tcs Change Change 

Nw11b1Jr of ma11.nf actuti11u e tab-
l•1:s1tm,m /.s 

1019 ..... . ...... . . . . . ...... 3, 651 - 35 .51 1.35 10,282 - 270,231 -
1029 .......... . ... . .... .... 3,952 +8.2 32 .88 1.91 12,019 +16 . 9 206,663 -23.5· 
1931 .. ... ..... . .... . ..... .. 3,543 -10.4 35 .25 2 .07 10,050 -16.4 171,450 -17 .0 
L933 ... .. -. ..... .. ... ... .. 2, 680 -24.4 31. 79 1.92 8,429 -16 . 1 139,325 -18 .7 
1935 ....................... 3,183 +18.8 30 .77 1. 90 10,345 +22 . 7 167,916 +20 . 5 
J.!l37 .. . .. .. .. . ............. 3,299 +3.6 30.37 1. 98 10,861 +5 .0 166,794 -0.7 
1939 .. . .. . ... . .. . . . . . . . .... 3, 213 -2.6 27.80 1.85 11,558 +6.4 173,802 +4 .2 
10it7 .... . . .. . .. ... . ·· --·· · . 3, 671 +14.3 20.80 1.52 17,648 +52.7 240,881 +38.6 
1949 (1st Quarter) ..... . . . .. 4, 077 +11.1 19 .85 1.48 20,538 +16.4 274,890 +14 .1 
1950 (1st Quarter) .... . .... 3, 937 -3.4 20.03 1.49 19,653 -4 .3 264,904 -3 .6 

Averaqc 1twnb11r of waoc ua1-ni1rs 
107,080 45.19 1.26 236 ,932 8,464,916 ]910 ............... , ....... - - -

rn20. •■ • •••••••• •I II ,•• ·· 94,669 -11.6 32.54 1.13 290 ,911 +22.8 8,369,705 -1.1 
l931. ......... .... . ... ..... 71,273 -24.8 34.75 1.16 205 , 126 -29.5 6,163,144 -26.4 
t933 ................... , ... 67,041 -5.9 34.94 1.16 191 ,861 -6.5 5,787,611 -6.l 
935 .............. . .... . .. . 79,634 +18.8 33.31 1.11 239 ,101 +24.6 7,203,794 +24.5 

[937 ......... . . ... .. ... .... 89,303 +12.1 29.56 1.04 302, 189 +26.4 8,569,231 +rn.o 
J. 93\J ....••.••.•••. ... ... . .• 76,044 -14.8 28.03 0 .97 271 , 290 -10.2 7,808,205 -9.9 
Hl47 .............. .. .. .. . .. 131, 161 +72.5 24.73 1.10 530 , 283 +95.5 11,916,188 +52.6 
1949 (Mid-March) ... . . ... .. 152,807 +16.5 23.09 1.07 661 ,875 +24.8 14,324,846 +20.2 
1950 (Mid-March) ... . .. .... 147,251 -3.6 22.05 1.05 667 ,686 +o.9 14,008,322 -2.2 

Val11c add1Ul bu 111an uf act10- 6 (tho1,-
srmd do /la t .~ ) 

HJlO ....•.... ... . . . ........ N.A. - - - 742,493 - 23,841,624 -
1029 • ••• •• • ••••••'II f • ••• 467,044 - 34.62 1.53 1,349,191 +81.7 30,591,435 +28 .3 
ll)3J. ............ .. ..... . .. 311,987 -33 .2 39.44 1.68 791,123 -41.4 18,600,532 -40 .2 
1933 I o • o • 0 0 I I • 0 o ~ • < t O • 0 I O 0 234,263 -24 .9 38.44 1.67 609,381 -23 .0 14,007,540 -24 . 7 
1935 .. ···· ···· ··' .... '. 29 , 04 +27 .6 36.99 1. 61 808,130 +32 .6 18,552,553 +32.4 
1937 ...................... . 361,596 +21. 0 33.13 1.44 1,091,597 +35.1 25,173,539 +35 .7 
l930 .. . ............... , ... , 361,966 +0 . 1 32.25 1.48 1,122,545 +2 .8 24,487,304 -2 . 7 
19,17 ...... . ........... .. .. . 1, 049,490 +71 . 1 26.27 1.41 3,994,981 +255.9 74,425,825 +203 .9 
JIMO .... . . ············. N.A. - - - 4,168,034 +4 .3 75,366,527 +1.3 
1950 .... . ...... . ........... N.A. - - - 5,120,976 +22.9 89,675,779 +rn .o 

Source: 1919-1947 data from Census of Manufactures, U. S. Dept. of Commerce. 1949-1950 data from County Business Patterns, 
U.S. Dept. of Commerce. 

CHANGES IN COUNTY DISTRIBUTION 

Data are available biennially from 1929 to 1939, 
and for 1947 to measure geographic shifts, by counties, 
for the value added by manufacture. In addition to 
these time periods, data of the number of manufacturing 
establishments and of average number of wage earners 
are available for 1919, 1949 and 1950 (see Table 16). 

Changes in Number of Manufacturing Establishments 

San Francisco dominates the metropolitan area in 
the number of manufacturing establishments. Between 
1919 and 1939, it accounted for 61.5 to 64.6 percent of 
the total. By 1947, however, its share had fallen to 
54.2 percent, with a slight recovery in 1949 andal950. 
In absolute terms, it had 196 fewer establishments in 
1950 than in 1919. 

Second in importance is Alameda County. Its 

proportion of the metropolitan area total rose from 
24 percent in 1919 to 29.3 percent in 1935. By 1939, 
however, it had declined to 27.8 percent, and then 
rose to an over-all peak of 32.3 percent in 1947. It has 
since declined, relatively, accounting for only 31.2 
percent in 1950. As of the first quarter of 1950, it had 
354 more manufacturing establishments than in 1919. 
These data and those which follow in this chapter show 
that Alameda County is a much stronger competitor to 
San Francisco in the area of manufactures than for 
any of the other economic activities analyzed, or for 
population. Together, these two metropolitan counties 
had 88.6 percent of the bay area manufacturing estab
lishments in 1919, 91 percent of the 1939 total, and 
86.2 percent of the 1947 total. 

The remaining counties, obviously, are of much-less 
importance. Within this group, however, San Mateo 
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TABLE 16 
NUMBER OF ESTABLISHMENTS, AVERAGE NUMBER OF WAGE EARNERS, AND VALUE ADDED BY MANUFACTURES 

SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, BY CouNTIESj SELECTED YEARS, 1919-1950 

Alameda Contra Costa I Marin San Francisco San Mateo Solano Total 
Item and Year 

Amount Percent Amount l''crccnl Amount PcrccnL Amount Percent Amount l'cret nt Amount Percent Amount Percent 
-- -- - ----- - - ----- ----- ---

Number of estab-
lishments 

1919 875 23.97 163 4.46 66 1.81 2,360 64 .64 117 3.20 70 1.92 3,651 100 
1929 1 116 28.24 113 2. 6 50 1.27 2,526 63 .Ql 98 2.48 49 1.24 3,952 100 
1931 999 28.18 108 3. 05 38 1.07 2,263 63 . 3 97 2.74 40 1.13 3, 545 100 
1933 763 28 .47 82 3.06 30 1.12 1,698 63 .35 76 2.84 31 1.16 2,680 100 
1935 Y31 2\J.25 120 3. 77 37 1.16 1,959 61. 54 95 2.99 41 1.29 3, 183 100 
1937 959 29.07 120 3.64 47 1.43 2,030 6L53 105 3.18 38 1.15 3, 299 100 
1939 893 27.79 115 3.58 42 1.31 2,032 63 .24 97 3.02 34 1.06 3,213 100 
1947 1, 186 32.31 168 4.58 57 1.55 1,990 54 _21 228 6.21 42 1.14 3,671 100 
1949t 1, 293 31. 71 200 4,90 63 1.54 2,233 54 .77 240 5.90 48 1.18 4,077 100 
1950t 1,229 31.22 201 5. 11 57 1.45 2,164 54 .96 242 6.14 44 1.12 3,937 100 

Average no. of 
wage earners 

1919 35, 909 33.53 13,434 12.55 583 0.54 48,550 45 .34 6,837 6.39 1,767 1.65 107,080 100 
1929 30 ,711 32 A-I. 13,029 13 .76 785 0.84 45,482 48 .0:! 3,790 4.00 872 0 .92 94,669 100 
1931 21 053 29. 5:1 11,507 16 .14 450 0 .63 34,502 48.'J.l 3,056 4.29 705 0 .99 71,273 100 
1933 19, 837 29.59 11,809 17 .61 342 0 .51 30,996 46.23 3,329 4.97 728 1.09 67,041 100 
1935 25 893 32.51 14,057 17 .65 339 0.43 34,399 43.20 4,002 5.02 944 Ll9 79,634 100 
1937 30,031 33.63 14,696 16.46 365 0.41 39,082 43.76 4,241 4.75 888 0.99 89,303 100 
1939 26, 846 35. 30 13,316 17 .51 253 0.33 31,440 41. 35 3,447 4.53 742 0.98 76,044 100 
1947 54,038 41.20 20,089 15 .32 594 0.45 47,781 36.43 7,652 5.83 1,007 0 .77 131,161 100 
1949* 51 ,657 33. () 26,337 17 .24 507 0.33 63,803 41. 75 9,224 6.04 1,279 0.84 152,807 100 
1950* 50, 240 34.12 26,111 17 .73 641 0.44 60,464 41.06 8,640 5.87 1, 155 0 .78 147,251 100 

Value added by 
manufacturet 

1929 152,242 32.60 70,116 15 .01 2,642 0.57 221,801 47.49 16,258 3.48 3,985 0.85 467,044 100 
1931 86,556 27.74 49,796 15 . 961 1, 216 0 .39 158,465 50,79 12,968 4.16 2,986 0 .96 311,987 100 
1933 66,598 28. 43 46,776 19 .97 753 0.32 107,641 45 .95 10,260 4.38 2,235 0.95 234,263 100 
1935 92,296 30.88 60,977 20 .401 942 0 .31 128,033 42 .84 12,632 4.23 4,014 1.34 298,894 100 
1937 118,465 32.76 73,147 20. 231 1,191 0 .33 146,955 40 .64 17,064 4.72 4,774 1.32 361,596 100 
1939 122,020 33.71 81,457 22 . 50, 1,142 0 .32 136,843 37.81 15,175 4.19 5,329 1.47 361,966 100 
1947 409,206 38.99 155,142 14 .7 3,333 0.32 410,326 39 .101 60,228 5.74 11,255 1.07 1,049,490 100 

Source: Census of Ma11mfact·ures, and County Business Patterns, Department of Commerce. 
* Employment as of Mid-March for years shown. 
t In thousands of dolln1•s. 
t First quarter. 

and Contra Costa counties rank far ahead of Marin and 
Solano counties. Between 1919 and 1939, San Mateo 
County had 2.5 to 3.2 percent; by 1947, its share had 
risen to 6.2 percent, and in 1950, it was 6.1 percent. 
Its establishments more than doubled in number. 
Contra Costa County had 4.5 percent of the 1919 
total, reached a low point in 1929 of 2.9 percent, and 
then returned to the 1919 level in 1947. By 1950, a 
new peak of 5.1 percent had been reached. Marin 
County has fluctuated between 1.1 and 1.8 percent, 
while Solano County has been stabilized in the 1929-
1950 period at 1.1 to 1.3 percent, after accounting for 
1.9 percent in 1919. 

Changes in Average Numbers of Wage Earners 

With the exception of 1947, San Francisco ranked 
first in importance in number of wage earners. This 
county rose from 45.3 percent of the 1919 total to 

48.4 percent in 1931. After that year, it declined to 
41.3 percent in 1939 and 36.4 percent in 1947. In 1949 
and 1950, another reversal increased its share to 41.8 
and 41.1 percent, respectively. The absolute level of 
employment in these years set new records for the 
period. However, the county does not account for as 
large a share of the employment as it does of estab
lishments. 

Alameda County, after accounting for 33.5 percent 
of the 1919 total, slipped to 29.5 percent in 1931 
and then rose steadily until 1947 when it surpassed 
San Francisco County with 41.2 percent and had a 
peak of employment for the period. By 1949, it was 
down to 33.8 percent, and rose slightly to 34.1 percent 
in 1950. The county is somewhat more important for 
employment than for number of establishments. 
Together, these metropolitan centers had 78.9 percent 
of the 1919 total, 76.7 percent of the 1939 total, and 
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75.2 perccu of the J950 total. bviously, th y h v 
lo t little ground in mannfa ·tu ring a tiv ity as m •asured 
by employment. 

Contra Costa County is over three times as im
portant in employment as for number of establish
m nt due to its large petroleum and ·ugar plants, 
t mention a few activi.tie ·. It · share rose steailily from 
12.6 percent in 1919 o 17.7 percent in 1935 and then 
slipp d to J 5.3 percen in 1947 but was back to 17 .7 
percent in 1950. Its employment in that year was 
n a l'ly twic the 1919 l v l. Bet"een 1919 a nd 1939, 
San Mateo ounty al o had a higher p r entage of 
wag earner than of manufa turi11g establishments. 
Thi prnporLion. i:ang d from a high of 6.4 percent in 
1919 to only 4 percent in 1929. In 1949, it was back to 
6 percent, but in 1950 it slipped to 5.9 percent, slightly 
less than its proportion of ·Lablishment .. 

olano ounty had J.65 p r en.t of the 1919 ·otal, 
then fiuctuat d betwe n 0.92 ttnd 1.19 per ent during 
the 1029- 1939 period. By 1947, i wa down to 0.77 
percent, wi t h only sli rht; changes since. Its share of 
employment is less than its share of establishments. 
Marin County had 0.54 percent of the 1919 total, 0.84 
percent of the 1929 total, 0.33 percent in 1949, and 
only 0.44 percent in 1950. These percentages were far 
less than its percentages of manufacturing establish
ments. 

Changes in Value Added by Manufacture 

Data are available for all counties only since 1929. 
Based on 1947 data, San Frttncisco Count was only 
slightly ahead of Alameda ounty. It r . e from 47.5 
percent of the 1929 total to a peak of 50.8 percent in 
1931. From 1931, the decline was steady to a low of 
37 .8 percent in 1939, with recovery to 39.1 percent in 
1947. Alameda County had 32.6 percent of the 1929 
total, 27.7 percent of the 1931 total, and 33.7 percent 
in 1939. By 1947, it had increased sharply to 39 percent. 
Together, they accounted for 80 percent of the 1929 
total, 72 percent of the 1939 total, and 78 percent of 
t,h 19,.1:7 total. Once aga:in, th metropolitan -·enter 
had demonstrated trong attra ·tive pow -r ·. . 11d 
again Alam da ounty bud a larger p r ,n tage of 
value added than of establishments iu H.>47, while the 
reverse is true for San Francisco County. 

Value add d by manufacture in Contra Costa County 
r s from 15 percent of the 1929 total to a peak of 22.5 
per• nt jn 1939 with 11 subsequent decline to a low 
point of 14.8 percent in 1947. These proportions were 
several times larger than the county's share of manu
facturing establishments. The percentage in San Mateo 
County has risen from 3.5 percent in 1929 to 5.7 per-

cent in 1947. Solano County had an increase from 0.85 
percent of the 1929 total to 1.47 percent in 1939 and 
then declined to 1.07 percent in 19-!7. fter a. Ottnting 
for 0.57 percent of the H)29 ta.I and 0.39 percent of 
the 1931 total, Marin 'ounty has had slightly le . 
than 0.33 percent of the remaining years' total value. 

CHANGES IN CITY DISTRIBUTION 

Becau, ·e of census r triction on the r lea e of da,ta, 
t h analy is which foll ws, by ·iti ·, deals with only 11 
·iti . The remafod r of t,b ·itie ·, and the unin. orpo

n1,t d places ar lump d Lorether.36 

Changes in Number of Manufacturing Establishments 

The pattern for San Fran isco has b en dis ussed 
under the county distributi 11. Of the remahling cities 
for which data are available, Oakland and B rkeley 
are of key importance (see Tabl 17). Oaklat .d had 
16.2 percent of the establishm nt in 1919 18.7 per
cent in 1929, 17.1 percent in 1039, and reached a peak 
of 19.1 percent in 1947. Berke! y had 3.1 p rccnt f the 
1919 total and between 1929 and 1939 fluctuated 
between 4.2 and 4.8 percent. In 1947, it reached a 
peak of 5.1 percent. Of the remaining cities, Richmond 
and Alameda each accounted for between 1 and 2 
percent in 1947. 

The smaller cities and unincorporated areas of 
Alameda and San Mateo · unti · s had significant 
proportions of the esta.blishmen . These ar a in 
Alam da County rose -t adily from 3.2 percent in 
1919 to 5.7 percent in 1947. In San Mateo County, the 
percentage varied between 2.5 in 1929 and 3.2 in 1919 
and th n rose sharply to a pctil· of 6.2 perc nt in 1947. 
Th . se aJ· a in Contra Co -ta oun Ly had 3 .4 p rceut 
of the 1919 total and then lecl ined to 2 per ent in 
1929 and 1931. After that year the percentage rose 
steadily once again to 2.8 percent in 1947. 

Changes in Number of Wage Earners 

In add ition t 'an Fra11ci , ak land, and Berkeley 
- Ri •hmoncl, Alameda, and an L andro hav im
P<)r~an ·on eotra ions of wag earner in mauufa tu ring 
plant.·. a.kland had 21. per ent of t he 191!) total 
and J .2 per ·ent of t h - 1931 total (se Tabl 18) . 
By 1939, it had 21 percent of the wag earnc-r but 
declined to 19.5 percent in 1947. Richmond had a 
variable pattern with 4 percent of the 1919 total, 5.5 
percent of the 1933 total, 4.9 percent in 1939, and 5.8 
percent in 1947. The pattern has been even more 
variable for Alameda with 6.3 percent of the 1919 

"The data of absolute amount. or es1,t1blisl11n nts, \\'ft~e earners, and value 
added, by cities, are shown in AJ>1"ll11li·x A in Tnblcs A-0 lo A-8. 
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TABLE 17 
PERCENTAGE OF SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA TOTAL M AN f'AC'l'URING ESTABLISHMENTS 

ACCOUNTED FOR BY COU NTIES AND PRINCIPAL CITIESj SELECTED YE,\RS, 1919-1947 

County and City I 1919 1929 1931 

Total, Metropolitan Area .... . .. . . ! 100 . 100 . 100. 

Alameda 
Alameda . .................... . .. 1.42 1.29 1.07 
Albany . . .......•..... . ......... .. * * 
Berkeley ....... . ............... 3.10 4.38 4.74 
Oakland ........................ 16 . 24 18.67 18.51 
San Leandro . .. .. . ... ........... * * * 
Remainder .. .. . .....•.......... 3.21 3.92 3.86 

Total. .. .................. . . 23.97 28.24 28.18 

Contra Costa 
Richmond . . ......... . ... . ...... 1.10 0 .91 1.10 
Remainder ...... . .. .. .. . ...• . .. 3.36 1. 95 1.95 

Total. . .. ....... . ........... 4.46 2.86 3.05 

Marin . . .. .... ........ , . .. ........ 1.81 1. 27 1.07 

San Francisco ....•............... 64.64 63.91 63.83 

San Mateo 
Burlingame .. * 0.30 0.31 .. ............ -.... 
Redwo d 'ity .................. * * * 
San Mateo . .. . .................. * 0.41 0.34 
Remainder ... ...........•...... 3.20 1. 77 2.09 

Total. .. . . ........ . ..... , ... 3.20 2.48 2.74 

Solano 
Vallejo 0.88 * * ..... ···· ·· .. ' . ········· 
Remainder .. .. . .. ····· · ........ 1.04 1.24 1.13 

Total. .. ........... ...... 1. 92 1.24 I 1.13 

Suurcc: omputed from •rablc A-6. 
* Jn ,Jut! d under "Remuindcr" for county in which located . 

total, only one pcrc 11' in 1037, and up to 5.7 p r · •11t 
in 1947. Finally, among th impol'tant cities, B rk ley 
had 2.2 percent of the 19HJ total , 3 .G perce11L of th 
1929 total, 3 percent of the 1933 total, and 4.7 percent 
in 1947. 

Heavy concentrations of manufacturing wage earners 
are found in the smaller cities and unincorporated areas 
of Contra Costa and Alameda counties, with an im
portant secondary group in San Mateo County. In 
Con.Lra Costa County areas, the percentage rose from 

.5 in 1919 to 12.5 in 1935, with a cl ·line in 1937 
offset by recovery to 12.6 in 1939. By 1947, however, 
these areas had only 9.5 percent. In Alameda County, 
these areas had 3.2 percent in 1919, 7.4 percent in 
1929, 5.8 in 1933, and 9 percent in 1947. After having 
6.8 percent in 1919, these areas of San Mateo County 
varied between 3.8 percent in 1929 and 4.8 percent in 
1947. 

It is apparent that most of the cities, except for 
San Francisco and some of the smaller areas, had 

1933 1935 1937 1939 1947 

100 . 100 . 100. 100 . 100. 

1.34 1.45 1.30 1.15 1.31 
* 

,, 
* 0.06 0.14 

4.22 4.46 4.82 4.20 5.09 
18 .62 18.66 18.19 17.09 19 .10 

* * * 0.50 0 .98 
4.29 4.27 4.27 4.79 5.69 

28.47 29.25 29.07 27.79 82.31 

1.01 1.16 1.49 1.43 1. 74 
2.05 2.61 2.15 2.15 2.84 

3 .06 3.77 3.64 3.58 4.58 

1.12 1.16 1.43 1.31 1. 55 

63.35 61.54 61.53 63 .24 54.21 

0.30 0.25 0.24 0 . 19 0.46 
* * * 0.34 0.87 

0.30 0.32 0.33 0.16 0.49 
2.24 2.42 2.61 2.33 4.39 

2.84 2.99 3.18 3.02 6.21 

* 0 .57 0.48 * * 
1.16 0. 72 0.69 1.06 1.14 

1.16 1.2\J 1.15 1.06 1.14 

higher concentrations of wage earners than of manu
facturing establishments. 

Changes in Value Added by Manufacture 

Table 19 indicates that the distribution of value 
added by manufacture parallels closely the pattern 
for wage earners. The same cities dominate, and the 
smaller cities and unincorporated ~irea.. in Contra 

osta lam da, and San Mateo c uuti s have ig
nificant proportions. Oakland shows sharp cyclical 
flu tuations in the val 1c ad l d, falling from 19.6 pe1·-
ent of t;he 1929 total I, 13 percent in 1931 and I.hen 

rising steadily to 19. 1 er ent in 1947. B rkeley est· b
Ji . hmentl a counted for .2 p re· · nl. of the 192 t<>tal, 
3.9 percent of the 1933 total, and "' .2 p re nt .in 1933 
and 1947. Richmond rose from 3.1 percent in 1929 to 
5.7 percent in 1933 and then d lined to 4.8 percent 
in 1947. Alameda establishments, a.ft r producing 
only 0.58 to 0.82 perc nt be ·ween 1929 a.1 d 1930, rose 
sharply to 3 percent i.n 1947. 

The smaller cities and unincorporated areas of 
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TABLE 18 

PERCENTAGE OF SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA NUMBER OF MANUl'ACTURING PLANT WAGE 
EARNERS ACCOUNTED FOR BY COUNTIES AND PRINCIPAL CITIES; SELECTED YEARS, 1919-1947 

County and City 1919 1929 1931 

Total, Metropolitan Area ...... ... 100 . 100 . 100 . 

Alameda 
Alameda ... , ... , .. ............ . 6.34 1.23 1.07 
Albany . .... ... ...... ..... .. ... . * * * 
Berkeley . . .... , . .. ........... . . 2.16 3.63 3.59 
Oakland ... . •.. . .. , ..•.......... 21.80 20.17 18.18 
San Leandro . , .. ... ..... . ....... • * * 
Remainder . ... , . . .............. 3.23 7.41 6.70 

Total ... .. . .. .. .. . ..... .. ... 33.53 32.44 29.54 

Contra Costa 
Richmond ....... .. ..•.......... 4 .02 3.92 5.40 
Remainder ...... .. ....•........ 8 . 53 9.84 10.74 

Total . . . .................... 12.55 13.76 16.14 

Marin ···-·· .. ' .. . ........... 0.54 0.84 0.63 

San Francisco . . . .... ••........ ... 45.34 48.04 48.41 

San klaieo 
Burlingame • 0.05 ·· - ......... ........ 
Redwood City .... .............. • * 
San l\1ateo . . ................... • 0.11 
Remainder ... ..... ............. 6.39 3.84 

Total . . .. .. ' ... .... ......... 6.39 4.00 

Solano 
Vallejo ... .......... . .... . . , .. ,. 0.45 * 
Remainder ... . . .. ... .. ...... ... 1.20 0.92 

Total ... . . ........ . . ... ..... 1.65 0.92 I 
S onrc~: Computed fro m Table A-7. 
* ln c: luded in "Remi1i11der" for county in which located . 

Contra Costa County, after rising from 12 percent of 
the 1929 total to 16.9 percent in 1939, dropped sharply 
to a low of 9.9 percent in 1947. The same areas in 
Alameda County had 8 percent of the 1929 total, 
9.5 percent in 1931, and then declined to 6.2 percent 
in 1933. After recovering to 8.7 percent by 1935, the 
mrcentages have ranged between 9.3 and 9.6 percent. 
In San Mateo County, after ranging from 3.3 percent 
in 1929 to 4.6 percent in 1937, the smaller cities and 
unincorporated areas rose to a peak of 5 percent in 
1947. 

'The five important cities, as a group, accounted for 
three fourths of the 1929 total value added, 67 percent 
of the 1939 total, and 71.9 percent of the 1947 total. 
On the other hand, the less-important cities and un
incorporated areas had 24.8 percent of the 1929 total, 
33 percent of the 1939 total, and 28.1 percent of the 
1947 total. From these proportions, it is apparent that 
there has always been a significant proportion of 
decentralization and dispersion of manufacturing 

0.06 
* 

0.10 
4.13 

4.29 

* 
0.99 

0.99 

1933 

~ 
1937 1939 1947 

-----
100 . 100 . 100 . 100 . . 

1.09 1.05 0.99 1.14 5.66 
• * * * 0 .01 

2 .97 3.42 3.85 3.61 4 .70 
18 .99 19 .95 20.07 20.95 J9 .51 
0 .72 0.43 0.74 0.89 2. 28 
5 .82 7 .66 7.98 8.71 9 .04 

29.59 32. 51 33.63 35.30 41.20 

5.45 5 . 14 5 .23 4 .87 5 .80 
12.16 12 . 51 11. 23 12 .64 9 . 52 

17.61 17.65 16.46 17.51 15.32 

0.51 0.43 0.41 0.33 0.45 

46.23 43.20 43.76 41.35 36.43 

0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.09 
* * * 0 . 29 0 .83 

0 . 11 0.07 0 .09 0 .06 0 .09 
4 .81 4.90 4 .60 4 . 12 4 .82 

4.97 5 .02 4.75 I 4.53 5.83 

0.38 0 .33 0 .25 * * 
0.71 0 .86 0 .74 0.98 0.77 

1.09 1.19 0.99 I 0.98 0.77 
- --

activities in the bay area. They indicate, also, that the 
leading cities, despite shifts between census years, 
have been able to attract post,var industries in the bay 
area. 

ABSOLUTE CHANGES IN GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION 

Sharp changes, due in part to cyclical influences, 
characterize the absolute changes in number of manu
facturing establishments, average number of wage 
earners, and value added by manufacture, when 
analyzed by geographic units (see Table 20). These 
changes have been measured for four periods: 1919 to 
1929, 1929 to 1939, 1939 to 1947, and 1919 to 1947, 
cumulatively.37 

Absolute Changes in Number of Establishments 

There was an overall net gain of 20 manufacturing 
establishments in the bay area between 1919 and 1947. 

" 'l'hc 1919-to-1929 period r.,,. value added by mrinufacture W"8 a vnilnbln for 
only 1><1rt, of the units coverrd. Accordingly, the cu muln1iv period fron1 1920 to 
1947 was used instead 0£ 1919 to 1947. 
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TABLE 19 
PERCENTAGE OF SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA TOTAL VALUE ADDE D BY MANUFACTURING 

ACCOU NTED F OR BY COUNTIES AND PRINCIPAL CITIES; SELECTED Y E ARS , 1929- 1947 

County and City 1929 1931 

Total, Metropolitan Area . .. , .•.......... . . . .. 100 . I 100. 

Alameda 
Alameda .... ... ........... , . ... . ........... 0.82 
Albany . ..... . . . ... ............ . . . ... .. ..... * 
Berkeley .... . .... . .•... , ....• , •......... , •. 4.22 
Oakland . . . ... ...... . ............. . ........ 19.60 
San Leandro . . ............. ,. ,, ............ * 
Remainder . . . .......... .•............ . . .... 7.96 

Total. . ... . ... . ....... , .... • • • • • • • • • • • • 32.60 

Contra Costa 
Richmond . .. .. ... ..... . ......... . . .... . 3.06 
Remainder .. .. . .. . , . ...... .. ............ . .. 11.95 

Total. .. .... . .. . . ........... .. .. ..... .. 15.01 

Marin . .. · · ······· · ·· · ......... ·············· 0.57 

San Francisco .... . .. . ........... , ..... .. ..... 47.49 

San Mateo 
Burlingame . . . . . . ...... . .... , .............. 0.05 
Redwood City . . .................. , ...... . . * 
San Mateo . ... .. ............•.... , ......... 0.09 
Remainder .... .. ... ..... . ....••.... , . .. .... 3.34 

Total. ... . ............. , ....... •,.,,, , , 3.48 

Solano 
Vallejo .... ........ •. ........ ••..... . . ..... . * 
Remainder .. .. . . ... . .......... . . . .... . ..... 0.85 

Total. ......... . ...... , ......•. ....... 0.85 I 

Source: Computed from Table A-8 . 
• Included in "Remainder" for county in which located. 

This gain was the resultant of a gain of 301 establish
ments between 1919 and 1929; a loss of 739 establish
ments from 1929 to 1939; and a gain of 458 establish
ments between 1939 and 1948. 

For the period as a whole, the net gain of 20 estab
lishments was the resultant of sharply varying patterns 
for the important geographical units. Among the cities, 
Oakland with a net gain of 108 establishments and 
Berkeley with 7 4 were the dominant gainers. The smaller 
cities and incorporated areas of Alameda and San 
Mateo counties, respectively, had gains of 133 and 111. 
San Francisco, on the other hand, had a net loss of 
370 establishments, with small losses also shown for 
the City of Alameda, and in Marin County, and the 
smaller segments of Contra Costa County. 

Between 1919 and 1929, San Francisco, Oakland, and 
Berkeley, in order, had net increases of 166, 145, and 60 
establishments, while the smaller units of Alameda 
County gained 38 and of Solano, 11 establishments. At 
the same time, Richmond lost 4 establishments, and 

0.68 ,. 
4.63 

12.97 
* 

9.46 

27.74 

4.75 
11.21 

15.96 

0.39 

50.79 

0.07 
* 

0.12 
3.99 

4.16 

* 
0.96 

0.96 

l 1933 I 1935 I 1937 

I 
1939 1947 

I 100 . I 100 . I 100 . 100. 100. 

0.58 0.67 0.75 0.77 3.00 • * • .. 0.01 
3.88 5.16 4.63 4.17 5.15 

17.28 16.17 17.42 18 .70 19 .78 
0.46 0.23 0.41 0.53 1.71 
6.23 8.65 9 .55 9.54 9 .34 

28.43 30.88 32.76 33.71 38.99 

5.72 N .A. 5.70 5.60 4.84 
12 .85 N.A. 14 .53 16.90 9.94 

19.97 20.40 20.23 22.50 14.78 

0.32 0 .31 0.33 0.32 0.32 

45.95 42.84 40.64 37.81 39.10 

0.06 0.05 0.05 0 .06 0 .07 
* .. * 0 ,20 0 .57 

0.09 0 .10 0.10 0.08 0 .15 
4.23 4.08 4.57 3.85 4.95 

4.38 4.23 4.72 4.19 5.74 

* * * * • 
0.95 1.34 1. 32 1.47 1.07 

I 0.95 I 1.34 I 1.32 I 1.47 I 1.07 

the city of Alameda, 2 establishments, while the smaller 
segments of Contra Costa County declined by 46 
establishments, of San Mateo County by 19 establish
ments, and all of Marin County by 16 establishments. 

Most of the net loss of 739 establishments between 
1929 and 1939 was centered in San Francisco (494 
establishments), and Oakland (189 establishments). 
Smaller losses were registered in Berkeley, Alameda, 
San Mateo, Burlingame, and the smaller units of 
Contra Costa, Marin, and Solano counties. Small gains 
were recorded for Richmond and for the smaller cities 
and unincorporated segments of Alameda and San 
Mateo counties. 

All geographic units, except San Francisco, par
ticipated in the net gain of 458 establishments between 
1939 and 1947. Outstanding were the gains of 152 for 
Oakland and of 52 for Berkeley and of 107 for the 
smaller segments of San Mateo County and of 78 for 
Alameda County. San Francisco, in the meantime, lost 
42 establishments. 
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TABLE 20 
ABSOLUTE CHANGES IN NUMBER OF M ANUFACTURI NG E STABLISHMENTS, AVERAGE N UMBER OF WAGE EARNERS 

AND VALUE ADDED BY M ANUFACTURERS: SAN FRANCISCO -OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA , BY COUNTIES AND' 
PRINCIPAL CITIES, 1919- 1947 

County and City 

Total Area . . ....... 

Alameda 
Alameda .. .. ..... 
Berkeley . . .. . .... 
Oakland . . . . ..... 
R emainder . . .. . .. 

Total. . ...... 

Conti-a Costa 
Richmond . ... .. . . 
R emainder ... ... . 

Total , . . . . ... 

Marin . . ..... . . . .. . 

San Francisco .. ... . 

San Mateo 
Burlingame . . .. . . 
Sa n Mateo . . .... . 
Remainder . .... . . 

1919 to 
1929 

+301 

-2 
+60 

+145 
+38 

+241 

-4 
-46 

-50 

-16 

+166 

* 
* 

-19 

No. of Establishments 

1929 to 1939 to 1 1919 to 
1939 1947 1947 ,_ ----

-739 +458 

-13 +11 
- 38 +52 

-189 +152 
+17 +78 

-223 +293 

+10 +18 
-8 +35 

+2 +53 

- 8 +15 

-494 -42 

- 6 +11 
-11 +13 
+16 +107 

+20 

-4 
+74 

+108 
+133 

+311 

+24 
-19 

+5 

-9 

-370 

* 
* 

Total. ....... ~~1 +131 +111 

Solano ............. +11 -15 +8 +4 

S ource: Comput,ed from Tables A-6 A-7 and A-8. 
* Data not a.vttilable. ' 

Absolute Changes in Number of Wage Earners 

1919 to 1929 

-12,411 

-5,621 
+1,116 
-4, 251 
+3,558 

-5,198 

-590 
+185 

-405 

+202 

-3,068 

* 
* 

- 3 ,047 

-3,047 

-895 

Manufacturing establishments in the bay area gained 
a net of 24,081 wage earners between 1919 and 1947. 
This was the result of a net increase of 55,117 between 
1939 and 1947, offsetting declines of 12,411 from 1919 
to 1929 and 18,625 from 1929 to 1939. 

For the period as a whole,-increases were noted for all 
geographical units except San Francisco, with a loss of 
769, and Solano County, with a loss of 760. Among the 
cities with significant gains were Berkeley (3,843), 
Richmond (3,307), and Oakland (2,254). The smaller 
cities and unincorporated areas of Alameda County 
gained 11,401, and of Contra Costa County, 3,348 wage 
earners. 

Between 1919 and 1929, with an overall net loss of 
12,411 wage earners, the largest contractions in em
ployment took place in Alameda (5,621), Oakland 
(4,251), San Francisco (3,068), and in San Mateo 
County (3,047). Notable, in contrast, was a gain of 
1,116 for Berkeley and 3,558 for the smaller cities and 
unincorporated sections of Alameda County. 

The net effect of the depression of the 1930's was to 
reduce employment further between 1929 and 1939 by 

Average No. of Wage Earners 

1929 to 1939 

----
- 18,625 

-299 
-689 

-3, 161 
+284 

-3,865 

-12 
+299 

+287 

-532 

-14,042 

-2 
-57 

-284 

- 343 

-130 

1939 to 1947 

+55,117 

+6,651 
+3,416 
+9,666 
+7 ,559 

+27, 192 

+3,909 
+2,864 

+6, 773 

+341 

+16,341 

+69 
+74 

+4,062 

+4,205 

+265 

1919 to 1947 

+24, 081 

+631 
+3,843 
+2,254 

+11,401 

+18,129 

+3,307 
+3, 348 

+6,655 

+11 

-769 

* 
* 
+815 

+815 1 
-760 

Value Added by Manufacture 
(Thousand dollars) 

1929 to 1939 

-105,078 

-1,013 
-4,592 

-23, 906 
-711 

- 30, 222 

+5, 985 
+5,356 

+11,341 

-1,500 

-84,958 

-11 
-165 
-907 

-1,083 1 

+1,344 

1939 to 1947 

+687,524 

+28,686 
+39,022 

+139 , 901 
+79,577 

+287, 186 

+30,572 
+43, 113 

+73,685 

+2, 191 

+273,483 

+557 
+1,294 

+43,202 

1929 to 1947 

+582,446 

+27,673 
+34 ,430 

+115,995 
+78,866 

+256, 964 

+36,557 
+48,469 

+85,026 

+691 

+188,525 

+546 
+l , 129 

+42, 295 

+45,053 1 +43,970 

+5,926 +7,270 

18,625. Most of this contraction, 14,042 wage earners' 
took place in San Francisco, associated with a loss of 
494 manufacturing establishments. A large part of the 
remaining decline, 3,161 wage earners, was lost by 
Oakland manufacturing plants. A few small-sized 
increases were noted for the outlying sections of 
Alameda and Contra Costa counties. 

World War II and the postwar expansion resulted in 
a net gain of 55,117 wage earners between 1939 and 
1947. The largest part of this increase, 16,341, was 
accounted for by San Francisco, a striking example of 
the strong attraction of this city, despite a net loss of 
42 establishments. Other significant gains, in order, were 
Oakland (9,666); Alameda (6,651); the outlying sections 
of Alameda County (7,559); the outlying sections of 
San Mateo County (4,062); Richmond (3,909); 
Berkeley (3,416); and the outlying sections of Contra 
Costa County (2,864). 

Absolute Changes in Value Added by Manufacture 

With complete data available only since 1929, the 
bay area had a net increase of $582.4 million in value 
added between 1929 and 1947, with no adjustment for 
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price-level changes. A loss of $105.1 million between 
1929 and 1939 was reversed by a gain of $678.5 million 
between 1939 and 1948. 

The period 1929 to 1939 was generally one of con
traction for all geographic units except in Contra 
Costa and Solano counties. San Francisco, with a loss 
of nearly 85 million occasioned by a contraction of 494 
establi bments and of 14,042 war eamers, was the 
main cause of the overall decline. Oakland, with a 
loss of $23.9 million, and Berkeley with $4.6 million, 
were also important contributors. Richmond, with an 
increase of $6 million, and the outlying sections of 
Contra Costa County with $5.4 million, and of Solano 
County ·with $1.3 million, were important exceptions. 

TABLE 21 

NET CHAN ,ES , 1947-1050, BY Ol N'l'IES, IN NuirnER OF 
MANUFAC'.t ltING ES'r,\ULISHM l~N'fS AND WAGE EARNERS 

Establishments \Vage Earners 
County --

Number Percent Number Percent 

Alameda . . .. . . ....... +43 +16.17 -3, 798 -23.60 
Cont ra Costa . .. ... .. +33 +12.41 +6,022 +37 .42 
Marin ..... ... .. ... .. 0 0 +47 +0.30 
San Francisco . .... +174 +65.41 +12,683 +78 .82 
San Mateo . ... ..... . . +14 +5.26 +988 +6.14 
Solano .. . ... .. ....... +2 +0.95 +148 +0 .92 

Total, Metropolitan I 100 . oo I + 16. 090 Area . .. . . . . .. . . .. +266 100.00 

Source: Table 16. 

All geographic units experienced sharp increases in 
value added between 1939 and 1947 to account for the 
overall net increase of $687 .5 million. Far ahead was 
San Francisco with $273.5 million, nearly 40 percent of 
the total increase. This was especially remarkable in 
view of the decrease by 42 in the number of its manu
facturing establishments. Second, in size of gain, was 
Oakland with $139.9 million, followed by the smaller 
cities and unincorporated sections of Alameda County 
with $79.6 million: Other important increases were the 
"remainder" of San Mateo County with $43.2 million, 
the remainder of Contra Costa County with $43.1 
million; Berkeley with $39 million; Richmond with 
$30.6 million; and Alameda with $28.7 million. 

Thus, San Francisco, despite net losses in number of 
establishments and with only a small gain in number of 
wage earners between 1929 and 1947, dominated the 
bay area in terms of net increases in the value added 
by manufacture. 

Changes, 1947-1950 

Table 21 contains the data of absolute changes 
in number of establishments and wage earners for 
1947-1950. San Francisco and Contra Costa had 
significant gains both in establishments and employ
ment. Especially significant were San Francisco's 
gains. Alameda gained in establishments but lost 
ground in terms of employment. 

Shifts in Geographic Distribution of Agriculture 

It is sometimes forgotten that metropolitan areas, 
while predominantly of urban structure so far as 
economic activities are concerned, do have some 
agricultural activity as well. This is true especially for 
the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area, due to 
the size of some of the counties included and the soil 
and topographical features. The analysis that follows 
is based completely upon county data. 

SCOPE OF METROPOLITAN AREA'S 

AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITY 

Number of Farms and Acreage 

Tables 22 and 23 contain some of the basic data 
needed to show the scope of agricultural activity in 
the bay area as a whole since 1900. The number of 
farms has fluctuated sharply ranging from a low of 
6,350 in 1910 to a high of 8,877 in 1935. There has been 
a steady decline since 1935. The acreage devoted to 
these farms has 'likewise fluctuated. In 1910, nearly 
77 percent of the land area was devoted to farms. By 

1925, this proportion had shrunk to 62.6, but within 
5 yrs. there was a sharp rise, once again, to 75.1 per
cent. After declining to 64 percent of the total acreage 
in 1945, the proportion of land in farms rose once 
again to 68.1 percent in 1950. 

Value of Products Soul 

The characteristics of agricultural activity in a 
metropolitan area are revealed clearly by the data of 
value of products sold shown in Table 23. Farms in 
the bay area produced products having a value of 
$34.8 million in 1929, $30.7 million in 1939, and $83.1 
million in 1949. These values are uncorrected for 
changes in price levels. 

A further glance at this table shows that the bay 
area farms have derived increasing shares of their 
income from crops, although livestock and livestock 
products are of great significance. For the crops, it will 
be noticed that each of four categories are of fairly 
~qual importance, although horticultural specialities 
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TABLE 22 
NUMBER OF FARMS AND PROPORTION OF ACREAGE IN FARMS, SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, 

SELECTED YEARS, 1900-1950 

Item . . . . . .. . . . . .. ... . .......... 1950 

No. of farms . . . . .. . ... . . ..... . . 6,989 

Percent of land area in farms .. . 68.1 

Source: U. S. Censuses of Agriculture. 
N.A. = not available. 

TABLE 23 

1945 1940 

7,235 7,397 

64.0 66.9 

VALUE OF PRODUCTS SOLD SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND 
METROPOLITAN AREA, SELECTED YEARS, 1900-1950 

Value (Thousand Dollars) 
Type of Product 

1949 1944 1939 1929 
------------- ---- ---- ----
Total, all fllrm products . . 83,135 73 , 275 
All crops sold . ........... . 45,207 44 017 
Field crops sold .......... . 10,842 6,652 
Vegetables sold ... . . . . ... . 11,244 10,377 
Fruits and nuts sold . . . . . . 10,257 15 ,666 
Horticultural spec. sold .. . 12,865 11 320 

. All livestock + products 
sold . .. . . ... . ... . . ... .. . 37,912 29,246 

Dniry products sold ..... 
]~oultry + poultry prod-

14,183 11,141 

ucts sold ... . ........ .... 7,528 6,387 
Other livestock + prod-

ucts sold . ... . . . . ... . . .. . 16,201 11,720 
Forest products sold . .. . . . 17 192 

Source: V. S. Censuses of Agriculture. 

30 ,732 
16 ,480 
3,427 
4,534 
4,815 
3,705 

14,222 
5,621 

2,516 

6,086 
29 

34,762 
17,586 

17,143 

33 

predominate. The natural characteristics of the area 
are such that fresh flowers, fruits, nuts, truck crops, 
and certain field crops can all be produced in some 
quantities. 

The farms in this area also produce significant 
quantities of milk products and eggs for market. Other 
livestock products also rank in significance above any 
single category of agricultural products, while a 

1935 1930 1925 1920 1910 1900 

8,877 7,639 8,366 7,227 6,350 6,766 

69.7 75.1 62.6 73.8 77.0 N.A. 

significant poultry industry around Hayward (in 
Alameda County) accounted for better than 9 percent 
of the 1949 value of all farm products. 

DISTRIBUTION OF FARMS AND ACREAGE, BY COUNTIES 

Number of Farms 

Alameda and Contra Costa counties account for the 
largest percentage of farms in the area, followed by 
Solano County (see Table 24). Farms in San Mateo 
and Marin counties are of less significance, while a 
few farms are found even in San Francisco County. 
Since 1900, there has been a reduction in the proportion 
of farms found in Alameda and San Francisco counties, 
while those in Contra Costa County have increased in 
relative importance. Trends in Marin and San Mateo 
counties have been mixed, while there has been a 
narrow range of movement for farms in Solano County. 

It is interesting to note that the proportion of farms 
in Alameda and Contra Costa counties exceeds their 
proportion of the bay-area's land area, while the 
reverse is true for the remaining four counties. Also, of 
'interest, is the fact that the two counties having some 
of the more-important urban centers are important, 
also, for their proportions of farms. 

TABLE 24 
COUNTY DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER OF FARMS AND PERCENTAGE OF FARM ACREAGE IN THE SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND 

METROPOLITAN AREA, 1900-1950 

County 1950 1945 1940 1935 1930 1925 1920 1910 1900 

Percentage distribu-
tion of farms: 

Alameda ..... ...... . 32 .77 36.74 33 .08 34.09 34 .39 37.64 38.44 38.14 41.19 
Contra Costa . ... . . . 29 .90 24.40 26 .17 25.90 24.74 23.16 23 .18 23.07 22 .33 
Marin . ..... ....... . 8.60 8.54 8.49 8.37 9.03 9.10 9.93 7.84 6.83 
San Francisco ...... . 0.79 0.46 1.23 2.79 1.47 0.20 1.02 2.47 4.49 
San Mateo ....... . . . 9.37 11.73 11.21 9.64 11.01 11. 70 8.63 10.47 8.14 
Solano .............. 18 .57 18.13 19 .82 19 .21 19 .36 18.19 18 .79 18.00 17 .01 

Percent of land area 
in farms: 

Alameda . .......... . 68.1 50.4 53.0 60.9 67.4 47.9 76.8 66.5 N.A. 
Contra Costa ...... . 72 .0 70.0 64 .8 81.3 83.0 63.l 82.1 88.9 N.A. 
Marin .............. 76.5 74.2 66 .6 77.2 78.1 78.3 85.7 77 .8 N.A. 
San Francisco ...... . 0 .5 0.9 1.4 3.6 4.7 0.5 4.8 7.6 N.A. 
San Mateo ......... . 33.9 46.0 43.0 34.5 65.2 58 .9 40.9 56.2 N.A. 
Solano .............. 82 .0 77 .8 98 .3 85.0 82.0 70.2 77.6 90 .3 N.A. 

N .A. = not available. 
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TABLE 25 
VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS SOLD BY BAY AREA COUNTIES, BY TYPE OF PRODUCT, SELECTED YEARS, 1909-1949 

Farm Product Year Alameda Contra Costa 

Value I Percent Value Percent 
--

Total, all farm products 1929 8,497 24.44 6,986 20.10 
sold 1939 8,096 26.28 5,394 17.55 

1944 19,305 26.35 13 ,158 17.96 
1949 23,156 27 .85 17,251 20.75 

Total, all crops sold 1909 4,277 30.26 4,032 28 .53 
1919 8,633 25.41 10,045 29 .57 
1924 1,599 15.80 3,607 35 .64 
1929 3,810 21.66 4,362 24 .80 
1939 4,447 26.98 3,875 23.51 
1944 12,773 29.02 10,628 24.15 
1949 12,935 28.61 12,117 26 .80 

Value of field crops sold 1939 792 23.11 707 20 .63 
1944 1,182 17.77 2,197 33.03 
1949 1,897 17.50 2,100 19 .37 

Value of vegetables sold 1909 811 29 .88 1,126 41.49 
1919 1,682 21.53 3,312 42 .39 
1939 1, 348 29 .73 701 15.46 
1944 4,455 42 .93 2,065 19 .90 
1949 3,570 31. 75 4,043 36.85 

Value of fruits and nuts 1909 807 27 . 75 499 17.16 
sold 1919 2,766 31. 72 1, 588 18.21 

1939 945 19.63 2 208 45.86 
1944 2,293 14.64 6,270 40.02 
1949 1,895 18.48 5,048 49.21 

Value of horticultural 1939 1,363 36 .79 260 7.02 
specialities sold 1944 4,842 42 .77 95 0.84 

1949 5,513 43.32 826 6.42 

Value of all livestock 1929 4,683 27.32 2,619 15.28 
and livestock products 1939 3,625 25.49 1,517 10.67 
sold 1944 6,529 22 .32 2,528 8.64 

1949 10 ,220 26.96 5,133 13.54 

Value of dairy products 1909 544 16.13 487 14.44 
sold 1924 1,190 19.19 777 12.53 

1939 1,248 22.20 530 9.43 
1944 1,845 16.56 660 5.92 
1949 2,458 17.33 701 4.94 

Value of poultry and 1909 340 30.41 166 14 .85 
poultry products sold 1939 1,140 45.31 204 8.11 

1944 3,336 52.23 398 6.23 
1949 4,038 53.64 818 10 .87 

Value of other livestock 1939 1,237 20.33 783 12 .87 
and livestock products 1944 1,349 11.51 1,471 12.55 
sold 1949 3,724 22.99 3,613 22 .30 

Forest products sold 1929 4 12 .12 5 15 .15 
1939 3 10 .34 2 6.90 
1944 2 1.04 2 1.04 
1949 1 5.88 2 11 .76 

Acreage Proportions 

Four of the six metropolitan area counties have 
high proportions of total acreage in farms. Solano 
County leads with 82 percent in 1950, followed by 
Marin County with 76.5 percent, Contra Costa County 
with 72 percent, and Alameda County with 68.1 

Counties 

Marin San Francisco San Mateo Solano 

Value Percent Value Percent Value Percent Value Percent 
--

4,631 13.32 579 1.67 4,250 12.23 9,819 28 .25 
3,710 12.07 868 2.82 4,280 13.93 8,404 27 .35 
8,326 11.36 1,391 1. 90 12,169 16.61 18,926 25 .83 

12,315 14.81 2,162 2.60 10,176 12.24 18,075 21.74 

534 3.78 324 2.29 1,395 9.87 3,570 25.26 
1,452 4.27 151 0.44 2,445 7.20 11 ,246 33.10 

8&2 8.71 5 0.05 708 7.00 3,320 32.80 
431 2.45 237 1.35 1,920 10.92 6,826 38.81 
229 1.39 857 5.20 2,710 16.44 4,362 26.47 
441 1.00 1,371 3.11 8,312 18.88 10,492 23.84 
480 1.06 2,151 4.76 6,803 15.05 10,721 23.72 

107 3.12 1 0.03 218 6.36 1,602 46 .75 
170 2.56 17 0.26 365 5.49 2,721 40 .90 
214 1. 97 - - 511 4.71 6,120 56 .45 

43 1.58 191 7.04 459 16 .91 84 3.10 
461 5.90 151 1.93 1,454 18 .61 754 9.65 

56 1. 24 45 0.99 1,271 28 .03 1,113 24.55 
33 0.32 104 1.00 3,073 29.61 647 6. 23 
44 0.39 - - 2,176 19.35 1,311 11.66 

32 1.10 1 0.03 73 2.51 1,496 51.44 
76 0.87 - - 45 0.52 4,245 48 .68 
9 0.19 - - 51 1.06 1,602 33.27 

41 0.26 - - 125 0.80 6,937 44.28 
20 0.19 - - 57 0.56 3,237 31.56 

57 1.54 811 21.89 1,169 31.55 45 1. 21 
197 1. 74 1,250 11.04 4,749 41.95 187 1.65 
202 1.57 2,151 16 . 72 4,060 31.56 53 0.41 

4,192 24.45 342 1.99 2,322 13 .54 2,985 17.41 
3,473 24.42 11 0.08 1,560 10 .97 4,036 28.38 
7,885 26.96 20 0.07 3,853 13.17 8,431 28.83 

11 ,832 31.21 11 0.03 3,363 8.87 7,353 19.40 

1,280 37 .96 158 4.69 542 16 .07 361 10 .71 
2,485 40.07 - - 1,121 18 .08 629 10.14 
2,518 44 .80 - - 630 11.21 695 12.36 
5,990 53.77 - - 1,270 11.40 1,376 12 .35 
8,513 60 .02 - - 1,137 8.02 1,374 9.69 

365 32.65 112 10 .02 58 5.19 77 6 .89 
458 18.20 11 0.44 367 14.59 336 13.35 

1,157 18.12 20 0.31 785 12.29 691 10 .82 
1,410 18.73 11 0.15 564 7.49 687 9. 13 

497 8.17 - - 564 9.27 3,005 49.38 
738 6.30 - - 1,798 15.34 6,364 54.30 

1,910 11. 79 - - 1,662 10.26 5,292 32.66 

8 24.24 - - 8 24.24 8 24.24 
7 24.14 - - 10 34.48 7 24.14 

- - 180 93.75 5 2.60 3 1.56 
3 17.65 - - 10 58.82 1 5.88 

percent. The trends of this percentage in each of these 
four counties has shown sharp variation during the 
1910-1950 period. 

Farms in San Mateo County in 1950 accounted for 
only 33.9 percent of the total acreage, a sharp decline 
from preceding census periods. San Francisco County, 
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being predominantly urban, had only 0.5 percent of 
its area in farms in 1950 as compared with 7.6 percent 
in 1910. 

DISTRIBUTION OF VALUE OF FARM PRODUCTS, 

BY COUNTIES 

Total Value 

Table 25 compares the six counties in terms of the 
percentage of the area's total value of farm products 
accounted for between 1909 and 1949. One amazing 
relationship is immediately apparent, namely, that 
the second-most-urban county in the metropolitan 
area, Alameda, was highest in 1949 in proportion of 
agricultural-products value with 27.9 percent. This 
represented a displacement of Solano County which has 
lost ground steadily since 1929. In third place in 1949 
was Contra Costa County with slightly more than a 
fifth of the area's total. This was about equal to its 
1929 percentage, but well above its 1939 and 1944 
positions. Marin County, with 14.8 percent of the 
1949 total, has shown some gain over the period, while 
San Mateo, with 12.2 percent, has lost ground since 
1944. San Francisco County contributes but a small 
percentage of the metropolitan area's total value of 
farm products sold. 

Principal Categories of Farm Products, by Counties 

Table 25 also shows variations in type of farming 
in each county as illustrated by the value of the 
principal categories of farm products sold. Thus 
Solano County accounts for the largest share of the 
value of field crops sold (other than fruits, nuts, and 
vegetables) with 56.5 percent of the 1949 total. Contra 
Costa and Alameda counties account for the greater 
part of the remainder. 

Contra Costa and Alameda counties account for 
nearly seven out of every ten dollars received from 
vegetables sold by San Francisco Bay area farms. The 
former has had a particularly sharp rise in importance 
between 1939 and 1949. Although San Mateo County 
has lost ground in this category, it accounted for 
nearly a fifth of the 1949 value. Solano County ac
counted for 11.7 percent of the 1949 total, compared 
with 24.6 percent in 1939. 

Of such fruits and nuts as are produced in the area, 
Contra Costa farms accounted for nearly half of the 
value, while Solano County was in second place with 
31.6 percent of the 1949 total, and Alameda County in 
third place with 18.5 percent. 

Alameda and San Mateo counties produce about 
three fourths of the total value of all horticultural 

products sold, while about a sixth come from San 
Francisco County. 

Marin County increasingly has become the leading 
producer of dairy products in the bay area. In 1909, it 
accounted for 38 percent of the total value of such 
products sold by bay area farms, but by 1939 this 
proportion had reached 44.8 percent, and by 1949, 60 
percent. Far behind is Alameda County with 17.3 
percent of the 1949 total; Solano County with 9.7 
percent; and San Mateo County with 8 percent. 
Contra Costa County which accounted for a seventh 
of the 1909 total value, accounted for only 4.9 percent 
of the 1949 total. 

Alameda County dominates the poultry and poultry
products production in the area, accounting for 53.6 
percent in 1949 of the total value of such products 
sold. Marin County is the most important of the 
remaining counties with 18. 7 percent, although it 
accounted for 32.7 percent of the 1909 total value. 

While Solano farms are still the most-important 
source for the area of other livestock and livestock 
products sold, with 32.7 percent of the 1949 total value 

' Alameda and Contra Costa counties together account 
for an additional 45.3 percent. 

OTHER DATA 

Distance to Trading Center Visited Most Frequently 

Close relationship of farming in the area to the 
urban structure is revealed by the data in Table 26. 
For the six counties as a whole, the range of average 
distance from farm to trading center varied from less 
than 1 mi. in San Francisco County to 7 mi. in Marin. 
In all counties except San Francisco, there were, 
however, several farms 10 mi. or further from the most
frequently visited trading center. 

Apart from San Francisco County, farms in Alameda 
and Contra Costa were closest to trading centers, on 
the average, followed by farms in Solano, San Mateo, 
and Marin counties in increasing distance terms. When 
type of road is introduced, then the average farm is 
only 0.2 to 0.4 mi. from trading centers over unim
proved roads. 

Kind of Road on Which Farms are Located 

The data in Table 27 do not need any detailed 
analysis. By comparing the kind of roads on which 
farms are located from 1925, 1930, 1940, and 1950, 
they reveal clearly how the shift away from dirt and 
gravel roads to hard-surfaced roads has paralleled 
the increased use of automobiles and trucks by farmers. 
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TABLE 26 
NUMBER OF FARMS REPORTING DISTANCE TO TRADING CENTER VISITED MosT FREQUENTLY; BY COUNTIES, SAN 

FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, 1950 

Alameda Contra Costa Marin San Francisco San Mateo Solano Total 
Distance 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 
---------1---- --- --------- ----- ---1---1-- --- --- --- ---
Distance to trading 

center over all 
roads: 

Under 1 mile .. .... . 
1 to 4. 9 miles . .. , , . 
5 to 9. 9 miles •.. , .. 
10 miles and over ... 

355 17 264 
1,267 61 1,280 

241 12 356 
204 10 124 

Total ...... •. 2,067 j~ 2,024 I 
Average distance . . • 4 3 

Distance to trading 
center over dirt 
or unimproved 
roads: 

13 
63 
18 
6 

100 

33 
268 
121 
164 

586 

7 

5 
46 
21 
28 

100 

63 91 186 31 97 7 998 15 
5 7 203 34 618 47 3,641 55 
1 2 63 11 474 36 1,256 19 

- - 139 24 128 10 759 11 

69 1~591[~1,317,~ 6,654 ,~ 

Less than 1 6 5 -

0 .0 to 0 . 2 miles . ... 1,637 83 1,558 89 385 76 53 91 473 91 1,029 83 5,135 85 
0.3to0 .9miles .... 148 8 95 5 41 8 5 9 12 2 66 5 367 6 
1.0 to 4.9 miles... . 163 8 83 5 83 16 - - 19 4 130 10 478 8 
5 miles and over.... 17 1 14 1 1 • - - 16 3 22 2 70 1 

Total. ...... . 1,965 j 100 1,750 100 I 510 100 I 58 j 100 I 520 J 100 , l,247 j 100 
Average distance ,.. 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.3 

1 6,050 100 

-
• Less than one percent . 

TABLE 27 
NUMBER OF BAY AREA FARMS, BY COUNTIES, REPORTING KIND OF ROAD ON WHICH LOCATED; 1925, 1930, 1940, AND 1950 

Alameda Contra Costa Marin San Francisco San Mateo Solano Total 

Year Kind of Road 
No. Per- No. Per- No. Per- No. Per- No. Per- No. Per- No. Per-

cent cent cent cen t cent cent cent 
-- ------- ----- --- -- --- -- --- -- -----
1950 Hard surfaced ......... ..... 1,752 86 1,694 85 454 78 60 86 506 88 1,041 82 5,507 84 

Gravel, shell, or shale .... .. 156 8 166 8 48 8 - - 37 6 123 10 530 8 
Dirt or unimproved ..... . ... 133 6 141 7 82 14 10 14 32 6 103 8 501 8 

--
Total ........ . .... , .. .. 2,041 100 2,001 100 584 100 70 100 575 100 1,267 100 6,538 100 

1940 Hard surface . . . .... .. ... , .. 1,681 71 1,373 72 432 72 64 72 552 67 1,012 70 5,114 71 
Gravel, shell, or shale ..... . 347 15 243 13 73 12 2 2 36 4 243 17 944 13 
Improved dirt; ....... ...... 203 9 153 8 48 8 10 11 112 14 85 6 611 8 
Urnmproved dirt ...... ... .. . 132 5 132 7 49 8 13 15 124 15 96 7 546 8 

--- - -----------------
Total. ........ . .. ... ,,. 2,363 100 1,901 100 602 100 89 100 824 100 1,436 100 7,215 100 

1930 Concrete ......... . . . ....... 414 16 356 19 90 13 - - 87 10 207 14 1-,154 15 
Brick . . .. .............. .. .. . - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Asphalt .. ...... .... ..... . .. 115 4 13 1 46 7 8 7 44 5 12 1 238 3 
Macadam ................... 429 16 387 20 15 2 18 16 288 34 179 12 1,316 17 
Gravel .. ......... . ......... 833 32 676 36 264 38 3 3 151 18 606 41 2,533 33 

nnd - •lny .................. - - - - - - 3 3 3 0 1 0 7 0 
Improvec.1 di1·t ... .... , ... .. . 103 4 65 3 125 18 6 5 55 6 151 10 505 7 
Unim1 roved dirt ... ... . .. ... 317 12 295 16 138 20 30 25 148 18 202 14 1,130 15 
All oth ·•r ................... 416 16 98 5 12 2 44 36 65 8 121 8 756 10 

---- -------
Total ............•.. . .. 2,627 100 1,890 100 690 100 112 100 841 100 1,479 100 7,639 100 

1925 Concrete or brick . . . .... ... . 486 15 314 16 30 4 - - 149 15 139 9 1,118 13 
Macadam . ........ .......... 791 25 265 14 11 1 4 24 202 21 148 10 1,421 17 
Gravel ........... .... .. •... 1,004 32 640 33 391 51 12 70 413 42 501 33 2,961 35 
Improved dirt .... .......... 430 14 55 3 122 16 - - 48 5 150 10 805 10 
Unimproved dirt . ........... 405 13 567 29 183 29 1 6 123 13 488 32 1,767 21 
All other ........ , ...... . ... 33 1 97 5 24 3 - - 44 4 96 6 294 4 

Total. ...... ...... . .. .. 3,149 1 100 1,938 1 100 I 761 100 I 17 i 100 I 979 100 1,522 [ 100 I 8,366 1wo 
Source: Census of Agriculture. 
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Shifts in Geographic Distribution of Wholesale Trade 

, , holesalLng activiti s in the nited States usually 
fal l iuto on of three imp rtanL pu.t erns: (1) a h igh 
concentration of the most-important activities in the 
larger cities, because of scale of operations, size of 
trading area needed, types of ·ommoditi s handled, 
and for ther reasons to be noted el where; (2) a 
significant amount of wholesaling of agricultural 
commodities away from urban centers at local as
sembling and producing points, because of the funda
mental nature of IIHi marketing funcLions performed; 
and (3) a small pl' p r t ion of whol ·aling activi ic::i in 
the smaller urban centers, particularly where benefits 
of cheaper warehousing space may be obtained or 
where branches of central establishments can be 
opened. 

OVERALL IMPORTANCE OF THE METROPOLITAN AREA 

The San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area had 
wholesale sales ranging from a low of slightly more than 
a billion dollars in 1933 to a high of slightly more than 
$5 billion in 1948. This volume of business was done 
by a range of 3,449 to 5,086 wholesale establishments. 
Table 28 indicates these changes relative to the volume 
of wholesale sales and number of establishments in 
California and the United States. Compared with the 
United States as a whole, the area increased its share 
of wholesale sales from 2.85 percent in 1929 to 3.19 
percent in 1933; since that year, its share of the United 
States total has declined steadily to 2.65 percent in 
1948. The share of the establishments has been well 
stabilized, ranging from 2.08 percent in 1948 to 2.19 

percent of the 1929 total. A comparison of the percent
age of sales in relation with the percentage of establish
ments indicates that the area has somewhat higher
than-average sales per establishment. 

The metropolitan area has lost ground when its 
wholesale trade data are compared with the totals for 
California. In 1929, the area had 47.46 percent of the 
state's total sales, and 38.15 percent of the establish
ments. By 1948, these were down to 37.08 percent of 
the sales, and 27 .55 percent of the establishments. 
As was true in comparison with the United States, 
the wholesale establishments in the area had higher 
average sales than they did for the state as a whole. 

CHANGES IN COUNTY DISTRIBUTION 

Sales Volume 

The data of Table 29 reveal something of the pattern 
of wholesaling discussed above. San Francisco County 
dominates Lh sales structure of the area, accounting 
f r 90.4 p>re -nt of the 1929 sales, 87 percent of the 
1939 sales, and 80.8 percent of the 1948 volume. 
Alameda County has the only other significant amount 
of wholesale sales volume, with 8 percent of the 1929 
total, 10.6 percent of the 1939 total, and 15.9 percent 
of the 1948 total. These two counties together, with 
the larger metropolitan centers contained in them, 
accounted for 98.4 percent of the 1929 sales and 96. 7 
percent of the 1948 total. Such spreading out of whole
sale sales as has taken place has been mainly from 
San Francisco to Oakland. 

TABLE 28 

Year 

1929 
1933 
1935 
1939 
1948 

1929 
1933 
1935 
1939 
1948 

CHANGES IN WHOLESALE SALES AND NUMBER OF Es•rABLISHMENTS: SAN FRAN rsco-OAK.1,AN D METROPOLITAN AREA 
COMPARED WITH CALIFORNIA AND THE UNITED S'l'ATESj 1929, J933, 1935, 1930, AND 1948 

San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area California United States 

I I I Percent Change I Amount Percent Change Pcm:n t of I Percent of United Amount Amount Percent Change Ca!Horni11 Total States Total 

Sales (thousands of dollars) 

1,073 ,947 - 47.46 2.85 4,159,323 - 69,291,548 -
1,026,413 -48.0 45.59 3.19 2,255,256 -45.78 32,151,373 -53 .6 
1,306,106 +27 .2 43. 90 3.05 2,975,253 +31.93 42,802,913 +33 .1 
1,584, 191 +21 .3 41.25 2.87 3,840,129 +29 .07 55,265,640 +29.1 
5,006,634* +216 .0 37.08 2.65 13,502,920 +251.63 188,688,801 +241.4 

Number of establishments 

3,720 - 38.15 2.19 9,751 - 169,702 -
3,449 -7.3 31.21 2.10 11,052 +13.34 164,170 -3 .3 
3,839 +11.2 31.09 2.17 12,342 +11.67 176,756 +7.7 
4,277 +11.5 29.67 2.13 14,414 +16.79 200,573 +13.5 
5,086 +18.9 27.55 2.08 18,547 +28.67 243 ,366 +21.3 

* Excludes sales of 34 administration and auxiliary units. 
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TABLE 29 
WHOLESALE SALE S AND ESTABLISHMENTS FOR SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, BY C o UNTIES j 1929, 

1933, 1935, 1939, AND 1948 

Alameda I Contra Costa I Marin 

Amount l Percent Amount ( Percent Amount Percent 

__ s_a_n _Fr_a~nc,-is_co __ l-__ s_a_n ~M-at_eo __ , Solano I Total 

Amount I Percent Amount Percent Amount I Percent Amount Percent 

Sales (Thousands of dollars) 

1029 15 ,670 8.04 3,465 0.17 1,119 0.05 1,784,175 90.39 22,234 1,13 4,284 0.22 1, 973 ,947 100 
1933 92,606 9.02 5,628 0.55 1 932 0.19 911,747 88.83 11,520 1.12 2,980 0 .29 1,026 413 100 
1935 130,009 9.96 9,779 0.75 2,335 0.18 1,149 .864 88.04 10,246 0.79 3,813 0.29 1,306 ,106 100 
1939 167,295 10.56 14,542 0.92 3,809 0.24 1,377 614 86.96 15,882 1.00 5,049 0.32 1, 584,191 100 
1948

1 
705, H 15.90 71,735 1.43 14 443 0 .29 4,044 ,429 80.78 61,721 1.23 18,492 0.37 5,006 ,634 100 

Number of establishments 

1929 466 12.52 35 0.94 11 0.30 
1933 572 16.58 51 1.48 33 0.96 
1935 648 16.87 86 2.24 34 0 .89 
1930 670 15.66 72 1.68 42 0 .98 
19481 1,066 20.96 129 2.53 42 0.83 

Contra Costa County, of the remaining four counties, 
has shown the largest gain, from 0.2 percent of the 
1929 total to 1.4 percent of the 1948 total. San Mateo 
County actually lost ground between 1929 and 1935 
but 1·egained lightly more by 1048 tban had been lost. 
Together, the four counties had uJy 1.6 perc nt of the 
1929 total and 3 .3 p rcent of the l 948 total. It i 
obvious that wholesale sales are very highly concen
trated and that little decentralization and dispersion 
have taken place. 

Changes in Number of Establishments 

San Francisco County had 84.8 percent of the 1929 
establishments, 76.7 percent of the 1935 total, and 
72.2 percent of the 1948 total. Obviously the average 
sales of San Francisco wholesale establishments are 
well above the average for the area. Most of the decline 
in the importance of San Francisco County has been 
taken by Alameda County. This county had 12.5 
percent of the 1929 e tablishments, 16.9 percent of the 
1935 total, and 21 percent of the 1948 t otal. Unlike 
the San Francisco establishments, the average sales 
size of Alameda establishments was below the area 
average. Together, t hes t wo <:ounties had 97.3 per 
cent of the 1929 establishments and 93.2 percent of the 
1948 establishments. 

Of the less-important counties, increases were 
l'egist.ered by three of four coun.ties, but with differing 
pattern fol' each. ontra o ta ounty increased from 
0.94 percent in 1929 to 2.24 perce11t in ~935, declined 
in 1939, but increa. ed once again o 2.63 perc nt in 
1948. San Mateo County rose from 0.56 percent of the 
1929 total to 1.95 percent of the 1935 total, declined 
in 1939, and then recovered to 1.97 percent in 1929. 

3,134 
2,696 
2,942 
3,359 
3,673 

84.79 21 0.56 33 0.89 3,720 100 
78.17 52 1.50 45 1.30 3,449 100 
76.68 75 1.95 52 1.35 3,837 100 
78.53 79 1.85 55 1.28 4 ,277 100 
72 .22 100 1.97 76 1.49 5 086 100 

Solano County rose fairly steadily from 0.89 to 1.49 
percent. Marin County had 0.30 percent of the 1929 
toti.d nearly l p r nt of Lhe 1933 total, slightly more 
in 939, and th 11 a de<:liu to 0. 3 p r •nt in 19;1 . In 
all a es the proportion of estab)j hments wn,1 well 
above the percentages of wholesale sales. 

CHANGES IN CITY DISTRIBUTION 

The geograpl ical shift-s of whole. ale sales and number 
of establishme·nts by ·ities merely confirm the cneml 
picture air ady described above (see Tiible 30). Data 
are available for 25 of the more-important cities; the 
information for the less important is merged with the 
unincorporated areas of the counties. 

Changes in Sales Distribution 

Only San Francisco, Oakland, and Berkeley had 1 
perc nt or more of the metropolitan-area. whol . ale 
·ales in 1948. The trend for an Francisco has been 
described in the section dealing with changes in county 
distribution. Oakland has had nearly a doubling in 
relative importance from 6.54 percent of the 1929 total 
to 12.76 percent of the 1948 total. And Berkeley, with 
only 0.14 percent of the 1929 total, had 1.06 percent 
of the 1948 total. The remaining cities each had well 
below 1 percent of the 1948 totals. 

Of the remaining 22 cities, South San Francisco, 
which had 1.02 percent of the 1929 total, accounted 
for only 0.60 percent of the 1948 total. This percentage 
represented a slight recovery from the 1935 low point. 
Richmond has gained sharply from a low of 0.04 percent 
in 1929 to a high of 0.85 percent in 1948. The remaining 
cities had percentages ranging from 0.01 percent for 
Antioch and San Bruno to 0.31 percent for San Rafael. 
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TABLE 30 

PERCE NTAGE OF SAN FRAN I · o - O AKLAN D M E·1•n l'O l, l'I' N AREA'S W HOLESALE ESTABLISHMENTS AND SALES ACCOUNTED 
l'<:>ll BY Pnrnc1 PA I, l'rrns; 1948, 1939, 1935, 1933, AND 1929 

Sales Number of Establishments 
County and City 

1948 1939 1935 1933 1929 1948 1939 1935 1933 1929 

Total , Metropolitan 
Area .. . . . ... . . . 100. 100. 100. 100. 100. 100. 100 . 100. 100. 100. 

Alameda 
Alameda ......... .. 0.28 0.31 0.12 t 0 .16 0.32 0 .35 0.31 * 0.37 
Albanr- .... .. ..... * t t t * 0.08 0.02 0.05 * * 
Berke ey ....... . .. 1.06 0.56 0.28 0.20 0.17 1.61 0.79 0.94 1.02 0.70 
lfaywnr<l .... ..... . 0.18 0.06 0.18 0.17 0.14 0.39 0 .16 0.44 • 0.30 
Onklund . . ......... 12.76 8.54 8.63 7.27 6 .54 16.20 12 .90 13.92 13.60 10.49 
Piedmont . .. ...... * * t * * * * 0.05 • 
San Leandro . . .... 0.34 t t t 0.01 0.34 0 .10 0.05 0 .06 0 .11 
Remainder . . .... .. 1.27 1.04 0 .74 1.38 1.02 1.89 1.34 1.15 1. 91 0.56 

Total . ..... . 15.90 10.56 9.96 9 .02 8.04 20.96 15 .66 16.87 16 .58 12.52 

Contra Costa 
Ant ioch .. . . . .. .. .. 0 .01 t * * * 0.12 0.04 * * * 
El Cerrito . . ...... . 0.05 t * * * 0.20 0.02 * * * 
Martinez . ... .. . ... 0 .04 0.04 0 .04 * * 0.15 0.16 0.28 0.29 0.05 
Pi t tsburg .......... 0.10 0 .03 0 .05 0.08 0 .02 0.22 0.21 0 .24 0.19 
Richmond ......... 0 .85 0 .50 0 .23 0.05 0.04 0.65 0.35 0 .50 0.18 0.19 
Remainder . . ...... 0 .37 0 .35 0.43 0.41 0. 11 1.19 0.89 1.22 1.02 0.51 

Total. ...... 1.43 0.92 0.75 0.55 0.17 2.53 1.68 2.24 1.48 0.94 

Marin 
San Rafael. ....... 0.24 0.18 0.16 0.10 0 .03 0.47 0.57 0.60 0.41 0.14 
Sausalito . .... ..... 0 .02 * * * 0.10 0.41 * * * 
Remainder . .. ... . . 0 .02 0.07 0.02 0.08 0 .02 0 .26 * 0.29 0.55 0.16 

Total ....... 0.29 0.24 0.18 0.19 0.05 0.83 0.98 0 .89 0.96 0.30 

San Francisco ....... 80.78 86.96 88.04 88.83 90 .39 72.22 78.53 76.68 78 .17 84.79 

San Mateo 
Burlinga me .. . .. . . . 0.10 0 . 10 0.07 * 0 .03 0.26 0 .18 0.15 * 0 .08 
Daly ity . ..... . .. 0.02 t * * * 0.05 0.02 * * * 
Menlo Pad<. .... ... t .. * * * 0.04 * * * * 
Millbrae . .. . . . . . ... t * * * * 0.02 * * * * 
Redwood City .. .. . 0 .20 0.14 0 .12 0 .13 0.04 0 .36 0.42 0.47 0.46 * 
San Bruno ..... ... 0 .01 • * * * 0 .05 * * * 
San Carlos ....... , 0 .02 * * * * 0 .15 * * * * 
San Mat eo .... . . ... 0 . 14 0 . 12 0 .03 0 .02 0.03 0.39 0.42 0 .39 0.29 0.11 
South San Fran-

cisco . . . . . . ... . .. 0 .60 0 .55 0.46 0 .82 1.02 0.27 0 .21 0.21 o.:H 0.21 
Remainder . . . . . ... 0.13 0 .09 0 .09 0 .16 0.01 0.36 0.59 0.73 0 .41 0.16 

Total. ... · ·• 1.23 1.00 0 .79 1.12 1.13 1. 97 1.85 1.95 1.50 0.56 

Solano 
Vallejo ... . . .... . .. 0 . 18 0 .17 0 .13 0.08 0.04 0 .65 0.47 0 .63 0 .41 0.21 
Remainder . . .... .. 0 . 19 0.15 0 .16 0 .21 I 0.17 0 .84 0 .81 0 .72 0.89 0 .68 

Total . . . ... . 0 .37 I 0.32 I 0.29 I 0.29 I 0.22 I 1.49 I 1. 28 I 1.35 I 1.30 I 0.89 

* Included in "Remainder .'' 
t Withheld to avoid disclosure of data; included in "Remainder." 

The only evidence of sizeable concentration of whole
sale sales in the smaller cities and unincorporated areas 
of each county is found in Alameda County. This 
county's areas accounted for 1.02 percent of the 1929 
totals, rose to a peak of 1.38 percent in 1933, reached 
a low of 0.74 per ·ent in 1935, and then rose st adily to 
1.27 percent in 19 . In Contra Costa, Mariu , San 

Mateo, and Solano counties these areas combined had 
0.31 percent of the 1929 total and 0.71 percent of the 
1948 total. 

Changes in Distribution of Wholesale Establishments 

As was the case for wholesale sales, only San Fran
cisco, Oakland, and Berkeley had over 1 percent of 
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the total number of wholesale establishments. The 
pattern for San Francisco will 11ot be r peatc l hc,re, 
b ·e it was discussed in ·h pr -ceding ·e t ion. Th 

perr utagc of total 'tabli.shments in OakJand J'O e in 
varying pa em from 10.,19 in 102 ·o 16.20 in 1948. 
TogeLher, these two uiti dom.iuate th "hol -sale 
trad plan of he area. B rl· -ley ha r-acb 1d a peak 
of 1.61 percent in 1948 after flu tuating between O.iO 
and 1.02 percent in preceding census periods. 

I th remaining ciU , the ran e w·ts fr m 0.02 
p rcent for 1illbra to 0.65 percent for Richmond 
a1 cl al l jo. mall i11 r ases in relative importance 
characterize many of the 22 cities, but they do not 
approximate gains registered either in populatioi1 or in 
retail sales. 

The smaller cities and unincorporated areas of the 
five counties had 2.07 percent of the total establish
ments in 1929 but 4.54 percent of the 1948 total. 
The largest concentrations in 1928 were in Alameda 
County, with 1.89 percent, followed by Contra Costa 
County, with 1.19 percent, and Solano County, with 
0.84 percent. 

When the percentages of establishments are related 
to percentages of sales, it is evident that only San 
Francisco, Richmond and South San Francisco show 
higher shares of sales indicating larger-than-average 
sales per establishment. Especially to be noted, is that 
the smaller cities and unincorporated areas have had 
an expansion of establishments beyond the expansion 

TABLE 31 
CHANGES IN WHOLESALB ' ALE S AND N MDEll 01-" W1ro1,El ·,\T,E E T IILI HMBNT3 , FOR SELECTED CITIES AND FOR COUNTIES, 

SAN FRANCISC0 -OAKLA .·n M--E'l'lt 11• 1,l"l'AN Arn;A; 1920- 39, 1939-48, AND 1929-48 

(l3a ed n u 11ndj u t d dat1i) 

folc□ Change, (Thnnsand Dollars) Establishment Changes 

-- - --
County and City 1929-48 1939-48 1929-39 1929-48 1939-48 1929-39 

Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 
--- --- --- ---- ------ ------ ---

Total, Metropolitan Area . ... +3,032,687 100 +3,422,443 100 -389, 756 100 +1,366 100 +so, 100 +557 100 

Alameda 
Alameda ... ........ ........ +10,639 +o.35 + 8,877 +0. 20 +1, 762 +0.45 +2 0.15 +1 0.12 +1 +0.18 
B erkeley • .. , . .. .. . ... .. ... , +49,250 +1.02 +43,800 +1. 28 +5,456 +!.40 +so 4.10 +48 5.93 +8 +1.44 
H ~yward ·· · ··· · ····· ··• ·· +5,900 +0.19 +1.100 +0. 23 -1, 800 -0.46 +9 0.66 +13 1.61 -4 -0. 72 
Oakland . . ... .. .... . .. .. ,. +509,900 +16.81 +503, 753 +14.72 +6,147 +1.58 +434 31. 77 +212 33 .62 +102 + 20. 08 
Remainder . . . . .•.. , . . .. . . . +61,440 + 2.03 +64 ,389 +l.88 -2, 940 -0.75 +99 7 .24 +02 7 .66 +37 +6.64 

---------
Total . .. . .. ... ... . . . . +037, 144 +21.01 +628, 519 +18.36 +8,625 +2.21 +600 43.92 +396 48. 95 +204 +36 . 62 

Contra Costa 
Pittsburg . . .. . .. ....... . ... +4,948 +0.10 +4,824 +0.14 +124 +0 .03 +4 0 .29 +2 0.25 + 2 +o.3o 
Richmond . . . . . , , ., . ...... , +41,643 +!.37 +34,682 +1.01 +6,961 +1. 79 +20 l.90 +18 2. 22 + 8 +t.44 
Remainder . . _ . . . . ... . , .• . .. +21,679 +0. 72 +17,687 +o.52 +3, 992 +1.02 +64 4. 69 +37 4 .57 +21 +4 .85 

- -----
Total. .... . .. .... ... +08,210 + 2. 25 +57,193 +t.67 +Il,077 +2.84 +94 6.88 +57 7.04 +37 +6.65 

1Vlarin 
San Rafael. . . .. ... . . . . .... +11 ,252 +0.37 +o, 228 +0.27 +2,02 4 +0 . 52 +rn l. 39 0 0 +10 + 3.41 
Remainder ,, , . . . . , . , . . , .. . , +2,012 +0.01 +1,406 +0.04 +666 +0.17 -8 -0. 59 0 0 - 8 -1.44 

--- ---
Total. ... ....... .. .. +13,324 +0.44 +I0, 634 +0. 31 +2. 690 +o. 69 +11 0. 80 0 0 +11 +1.07 

San Francisco .. . . , . . , . . , . , ,,. +2,260,254 +74 .53 +2, 666, 815 +77.92 -406, 561 -104.31 +539 39.46 +314 38.81 +225 +40.39 

San Mateo 
Burlingame . . .. · · ••·· ·· ··· +4. 902 +0. 10 +3,810 +0.11 +1,092 +0 .28 +10 o. 73 +5 0.62 +5 +0. 90 
R edwood City ... . .. ... .. .. +8 ,898 +0.20 +7,281 +0.21 +1,617 +0.41 +15 1. IO 0 0 +15 +2 . 69 
San Mateo . . .. . .... . .. ..... +6,415 +0.21 +5, 104 +0.15 +1,251 +o.32 +rn 1.17 

I 
+2 0.25 +14 +2.51 

South San Francisco . . . . . . . +J0,067 +0.33 +21,487 +0. 63 -11,420 -2 .93 +o 0.44 +5 0.62 +1 +0.18 
Reinainder , .. .... , .. , . . . . . . +9,205 +0.30 + 8,097 +0.24 +1, 108 +0.28 +32 2.34 +9 I.II +23 +4.13 

---
Total . . ... . . . , • •.. . • , +39,487 +!.30 +45,839 +l.34 -6,352 -1.63 +79 5, 78 +21 2.60 +58 +10.41 

Solano 
Vallejo . . . . . .. . . . . , .•. . . • . . ·1 +8,226 +0.21 +6,323 +0.19 +1,903 +0.49 +25 1.83 +13 1.61 +12 +2.15 
Remainder .. . ....... . , .. ... +5,982 +0.20 +7,120 +0.21 -1,138 -0.29 +18 1. 32 +8 0.99 +10 +1.80 

Total.. . . . . . . , •. •• . .. ,I +14,t08 +0. 47 1 +13,443 +o.4o +765 +0.20 I +43 3. 15 I +21 2. 60 +22 +3,95 

-
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of sales, proportionately, indicating smaller-than
average sales per establishment. 

ABSOLUTE CHANGES IN WHOLESALE SALES AND NUMBER 

OF ESTABLISHMENTS 

Although the preceding discussion has sufficiently 
indicated the much-higher proportions of wholesale 
sales and establishments found in San Francisco and 
Oakland than of population and retail sales, a study of 
absolute changes in wholesale sales and establishments 
will help to further verify this conclusion (see Table 31). 

Sales Changes 

Total wholesale sales in the San Francisco Bay area 
increased by slightly more than $3 billion between 
1929 and 1948. This over-all increase was made up 
of an increase of $3.4 billion between 1939 and 1948, 
and a decline of $389.8 million between 1929 and 1939. 
For the over-all period, San Francisco accounted for 
three fourths of the net increase, and Oakland had 
16.8 percent. The remainder of the increase was 
spread ·widely among the incorporated and unin
corporated areas. 

A decline of $406.6 million of sales for San Francisco 
between 1929 and 1939 coupled with smaller declines 
in South San Francisco, Hayward, and unincorporated 
areas, were offset by increases totaling $34 million in 
the remaining cities and unincorporated areas. 

Between 1939 and 1948, finally, San Francisco ac
counted for 77.9 percent of the total net increase, while 
Oakland accounted for an additional 14.7 percent. 
The remaining 7 .3 percent \Vas once again widely 
distributed among the remaining cities and unin
corporated areas. 

It is apparent from the foregoing that wholesale 
trade is a highly centralized activity relative to other 
economic activities and to population distribution. 
Such decentralization and dispersion as has taken 
place has resulted mainly in an increase in importance 
of Oakland, although it continues to rank far behind 
San Francisco. Such increase in importance as has 
taken place in the smaller cities and unincorporated 
areas has been mainly of smaller-than-average size 
establishments. San Francisco and Oakland together, 
in 1948, accounted for 93.5 percent of the area's 
wholesale sales and 88.4 percent of the establishments. 

Shifts in Geographic Distribution of Retail Trade 

This section deals only with retail sales of tangible 
goods and the establishments which handle such goods. 
The next section will deal with selected service trades 
including those which service the ultimate consumer. 
As has been indicated, the data used are primarily 
census data for 1929, 1933, 1935, 1939, and 1948. 
Supplementary materials on a county basis are avail
able for 1949-1951 from the State Board of Equaliza
tion sales-tax reports, and from estimates of the Cali
fornia State Chamber of Commerce. Similar estimates 
for selected cities are available from Sales Management 
magazine. 

OVERALL IMPORTANCE OF THE METROPOLITAN AREA 

Relative to the State of California, the San Francisco 
Bay area has lost ground steadily, both in sales and 
in number of establishments, between 1929 and 1948 
(see Table 32). In 1929, the area accounted for 30.86 
percent of the sales and 24.17 percent of the establish
ments. By 1948, these percentages were down to 
21.48 and 20.74, respectively. The area, however, has 
lost more importance in sales than in establishments 
but continues to account for a larger percentage of 
sales. 

Compared with the United States, the area declined 

from 2.02 percent of sales in 1929 to a low of 1.71 in 
1935. By 1951, this percentage was up once more to 
1.95. Between 1929 and 1939, the area had 1.27 to 
1.35 percent of the establishments, but in 1948 the 
percentage increased to 1.42. As for California, the 
area accounted for a higher proportion of sales than of 
establishments. 

CHANGES IN COUNTY DISTRIBUTION 

Sales Changes 

As was the case for population distribution, the two 
counties containing the largest cities also dominate 
the retail trade of the metropolitan area. However, 
the pattern of change varies sharply between San 
Francisco County and Alameda County (see Table 33). 
Retail sales in San Francisco County dropped sharply 
from 64 percent of the 1929 total to 43.7 percent in 
1948. Since 1948, the decline has been more gradual 
to 40.9 percent in 1951. Alameda County, on the other 
hand, increased from 26.7 percent in 1929 to 34.3 
percent in 1935. After a slight decline in 1939, and 
recovery by 1948, there has been a small decline to 
32.6 percent in 1951. In 1951, these two counties 
together accounted for nearly three out of every 
four dollars of retail trade in the area. 
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TABLE 32 
CHANGES IN RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS AND SALES: SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA COMPARED WITH 

CALIFORNIA AND THE UNITED STATES; 1929,U933, 1935, 1939, 1948, 1949-1951 

San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan California United States 

Year 

I I l I I Amount Percent Percent of Percent of Amount Percent Amount Percent 
Change Calif. Total U.S. Total Change Change 

Sales (thousands of dollars) 

1929 990,957 30.86 2.02 3,210,863 - 49,114,653 -

1933 453,529 -54.23 26.79 1.81 1,692,879 -47. 28 25,037,225 -49 .02 
1935 565,431 +24.67 24.28 1.71 2,329,009 +37. 58 33,161,276 +32 .45 
1939 749,526 +32.56 23.51 1. 78 3,187;809 +36 .87 42,041,790 +26 . 78 
1948 2,366,588 +215. 74 21.48 1.81 11,019,804 +245. 69 130,520,548 +210.45 
1949 2,512,926 +6.18 - 1.92 N.A. - 130,721,000 +1.54 
1950 2,731,611 +8.70 - 1.90 N.A. - 143,689,000 +9 .92 
·1951 2,934,247 +7.42 - 1.95 N.A. - 150,589,000 +4 .80 

Number of establishments 

1929 20,708 - 24 . 17 1.34 85,691 - 1,543,158 -
1933 19 ,440 -6.12 21. 71 1.27 89,554 +4 .51 1,526,119 - 1.11 
1935 21 ,937 +12 .84 21. 75 1.33 100,874 +12 .64 1,653,961 +8.38 
1939 23,938 +9 .12 21.29 1.35 112,428 +11.45 1,770,355 +7.04 
1948 25 ,119 +4 .93 20 .74 1.42 121,111 +7 .72 1,769,540 -0.05 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. CH.lifornia State Board of Eaualization; and California State Chamber of Commerce. 
N.A. = not available. 

Year 

1929 
1933 
1935 
1939 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 

1929 
1933 
1935 
1939 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
-

TABLE 33 
RETAIL SALES AND ESTABLISHMENTS FOR SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, BY COUNTIES; 1929, 1933, 

1935, 1939, 1948, 1949-51 

I 
Alameda I 

Amount Percent 

Contra Costa I Marin I 
Amount I Percent Amount I Percent 

San Francisco I San Mateo 

Amount i Percent Amount I Percent 

Solano 1---T_o_ta~l __ _ 

Amount !Percent Amount I Percent 

Sales (thousands of dollars) 

264 ,733 26.72 28,588 2.89 15 ,286 1.54 634,394 64.02 31,440 3.17 16,516 1.67 990,957 100 
146 ,030 32.20 15,931 3.51 8,839 1.95 254,075 56.02 20,009 4.41 8,645 1.91 453,529 100 
193 ,690 34.26 23,728 4.20 11,740 2.08 298,371 52.77 24,513 . 4.34 13,389 2.37 565,431 100 
250 ,580 33.43 34,397 4.59 18,448 2.46 383,554 51.17 43,542 5.81 19,005 2.54 749,526 100 
808 ,445 34.16 192,732 8.14 66,481 2.81 1,033,188 43.66 177,369 7.49 88,373 3.73 2,366,588 100 
830 ,332 33.04 219,099 8.72 76 ,518 3.04 1,089 ,241 43.35 203,546 8.10 94,190 3.75 2,512,926 100 
899 ,863 32.94 252,016 9.23 85 ,423 3.13 1,146 ,523 41.97 241,404 8.84 106,382 3.89 2,731,611 100 
957 ,767 32.64 291,450 9.93 93 ,420 3.18 1,199, 622 40.88 269,085 9.17 122,873 4.

0

19 2,934,247 100 

Number of establishments 
- --

7,408 34.17 1,213 5.60 581 2.68 10,849 50.04 1,037 4.78 591 2.73 21,679 100 
7,276 34.87 1,150 5.51 606 2.90 10,087 48.34 1,230 5.89 518 2.48 20,867 100 
7,965 35.79 1,430 6.42 598 2.69 10,251 46.06 1,371 6.16 642 2.88 22,257 100 
7,911 33.05 1,476 6.17 778 3.25 11,339 47.37 1,696 7.09 738 3.08 23,938 100 
8,554 34.05 2,632 10.48 778 3.10 10,258 40.84 1,922 7.65 975 3.88 25,119 100 

1n,073 32.92 3,259 10.64 1,022 3.34 12,321 40.24 2,703 8 .83 1,235 4.03 30,618 100 
9,817 32.49 3,242 10.73 1,048 3.47 12,070 39.95 2,852 9.44 1,185 3.92 30,214 100 
9,791 32.45 3,280 10.87 1,081 3.59 11,905 39.45 2,916 9.66 1,202 3.98 30,175 100 

-
Source: Data for 1929, 1933, 1935, 1939, and 1948, Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of Commerce; 1949-1951 data, estimates 

of California State Chamber of Commerce,· and State Board of Equalization. 

With such large losses in relative importance for 
San Francisco County, and with the mixed pattern 
as indicated for Alameda County, it is only natural 
to expect increases in relative importance for the 
remaining counties. Retail sales in Contra Costa have 
mounted steadily from 2.89 percent of the 1929 total 

to 9.93 percent in 1951. San Mateo County has had a 
somewhat less-rapid rate of growth from 3.17 percent 
to 9.17 percent during the same period. Sales in Solano 
County rose from 1.67 percent to 3.73 percent in 
1948, then shot up during the next 2 yrs., with a rise 
to 4.19 percent in 1951. Marin County had an increase 
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from 1.54 percent in 1929 to 2.81 percent in 1949, 
with a higher rate of increase thereafter to 3.18 percent 
in 1951. 

Changes in Number of Establishments. 

The pattern of changes in the size of each county's 
retail plant is different than that for sales, reflecting, 
among other things, changes in the volume of sales 
per establishment. San Francisco County had about 
half of the 1929 retail stores. By 1939, its percentage 
had fallen to 47.37 percent, a much-smaller rate of 
decline than for sales. By 1948, it had only 40.84 per
cent of the stores and then declined only slightly to 
39.45 percent in 1951. Since the percentage of stores 
in San Francisco County was below the percentage of 
sales, it is obvious that the county has above-average
sales-volume stores. • Alameda County, on the other 
hand, had a higher percentage of stores than of sales 
between 1929 and 1939; after that, its percentages 
have been about identical. Relative to the area as a 
whole, Alameda County did not begin to lose ground 
steadily until after 1948. 

Contra Costa has increased its share of the retail 
plant from 5.60 percent of the 1929 total to 10.87 
percent of the 1950 total. Most of this growth took 
place between 1939 and 1948. And year by year this 
county has had a higher percentage of stores than of 
sales. San Mateo has increased steadily from 4.78 
percent of the 1929 total to 9.66 percent of the 1951 
total. It, too, has a higher proportion of stores than 
sales. In Solano County, there was an increase from 
2.73 percent in 1929 to 4.03 percent in 1949, followed 
by a small decline in 1950 and 1951. For the first 
time in 1951, the county had a higher proportion of 
sales than of retail establishments. Marin County had a 
variable pattern between 1929 and 1948, ranging 
between a low of 2.68 percent in 1929 and 3.25 percent 
in 1939. Since 1948, there has been a steady growth 
to a peak of 3.59 percent in 1951. Once again, this 
county has had a higher proportion of stores than of 
sales. 

CHANGES I N CITY DISTRIBUTION 

Because of restrictions placed upon the release of 
census data on a city basis, comparisons can be made 
for only 34 cities in 1948; this number is reduced to 
as few as 25 cities for 1933, 1935, and 1939. Fortunately, 
however, many of the cities for which sales data are 
not available rank as of small importance. 

Sales Changes 

Table 34 immediately impresses the reader with the 
sharp variations in the distribution of sales among the 
34 cities. In 1948, for example, Piedmont with only 
0.03 percent of the area's total sales, contrasted sharply 
with 43.66 percent for San Francisco. The two largest 
metropolitan centers accounted for slightly more than 
two thirds of the total sales. An additional three cities 
accounted for only 9.5 percent more of the sales, 
while 13 other cities added only 2.26 percent more of 
sales. 

San Francisco is the only city which has suffered 
a sharp steady reduction in relative importance between 
1929 and 1948, declining from 64 to 43.66 percent of 
the metropolitan area total retail sales. Oakland rose 
steadily from 20.35 percent in 1929 to 25.07 in 1935; 
since then it has declined to 23.17 percent in 1948. 
Berkeley rose from 3.28 percent in 1929 to 4.63 percent 
in 1933, stabilized its relative share between 1933 
and 1939, and then declined slightly to 4.36 percent 
in 1948. An additional four cities-Burlingame, 
Martinez, San Anselmo, and Livermore-also showed 
mixed trends, and all except San Anselmo reached their 
peaks in 1939. 

The remainder of the cities, and especially Richmond, 
Vallejo, Alameda, San Mateo, San Rafael, Redwood 
City, Hayward, and San Leandro, have gained per
centagewise most of the ground lost by San Francisco. 

Changes in Number of Retail Establishments 

The range in relative importance of retail establish
ments, based on 1948 data, was nearly as great as for 
retail sales. The spread was from 40.84 percent for 
San Francisco to 0.03 percent for Piedmont. San 
Francisco and Oakland accounted for 62 percent of 
the establishments, while an additional three cities 
added 9.3 percent of the establishments, and the 
remaining 29 cities had only about 17 percent. 

Without developing all of the details of Table 34, 
it is apparent that changes in the percentages of retail 
establishments, by cities, vary considerably from the 
percentages of retail sales. Six cities38 have had steady 
declines in their shares of the retail establishments of 
the area. In 1939, they had about four out of every 
five establishments; by 1948, this had declined to 
67.58 percent, with most of the decline registered for 
San Francisco. Nine cities39 increased steadily in 
importance over the period, accounting for only 6.09 
percent of the retail establishments in the area in 

ss Snn Fmncisco, Oakland, Berkeley , Mnrtint!.1t, Vncaville, and ouaalito. 
"Riehmond , Vallejo , Sa.n 11,,lt-o, llcdwootl City , San Leand ro , Albany, 

San Bruno. Antioch, and Fairfield. 
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TABLE 34 

SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA RETAIL SALES AND EsTABLISHMEN'rS BY PRINCIPAL CITIES, IN 
DECLINING ORDER OF IMPORTANCE (1948 SALES) j 1929, 1933, 1935, 1939, AND 1948 

Percent of Area's Sales Percent of Area's Establishments 
Cities and Counties 

1948 1939 1935 
--- ---

San Francisco (San Francisco) . . . ..... .. . 43.66 51.17 52.77 
Oakland (Alameda) ..... . . .. . . . .. .•. .... . 23.17 24.13 25.07 
Berkeley (Alameda) . ...... . .... . .. ... ... 4.36 4.58 4.53 
Richmond (Contra Costa) ....... ....... . 3.01 1. 27 1. 27 
Vallejo (Solano) . . . . . .. . .. . .. .. . . .... . . . 2.08 1.63 1. 52 
Alameda (Alameda) . ....... .. .. . . ..... .. . 1.66 1.28 1.48 
San Mateo (San Mateo) .. ........ .. . ... . . 1.48 1.11 0.85 
Burlingame (San Mateo) .. . · • . . • · •• ·· ··· · 1.34 1.57 1. 24 
San Rafael (Marin) . . .... . .. ' .. ·· ·· ···· · · 1.32 1. 26 1.14 
Redwood City (San Mateo) ... .. ........ 1.28 0.96 0.78 
Hayward (Alameda) .. . ..... . . .. . . . .. ... . 1.17 1.15 1.05 
San Leandro (Alameda) ......... . ....... 1.13 0.58 0.50 
Pittsburg (Contra Costa) . .. ... .. ... ..... 0 . 75 0.58 0.59 
Albany (Alameda) .. .......... . .. .. .. .... 0 .59 0.37 0.26 
Daly City (Marin) . . ... .. ....... ........ 0 .57 0.44 0.29 
San Bruno (San Mateo) . . .. . .. . .. .. ..... 0 .52 0.21 0.13 
Martinez (Contra Costa) ......... ... . . . .. 0 .51 0.63 0.56 
San Carlos (San Mateo) ... . . . ... .. ...... 0.48 * * 
El Cerrito (Contra Costa) .... . . . . . .. .... 0.47 0.37 0.29 
South San Francisco (San Mateo) ....... , 0.44 0.36 0.27 
Antioch (Contra Costa) . . . ........... ... 0.42 0.24 0.25 
San Anselmo (Marin) ..... . ..... .. .... . , 0.29 0.25 0.18 
Menlo Park (San Mateo) . . 0.28 * * . . ·• ·. ••••••• I 

Livermore (Alameda) .... . . ... . ......... . 0.27 0.27 0,27 
Fairfield (Solano) . . .. . ... . .... . . . . .... . .. 0.26 * * 
Emeryville (Alameda) .. .. . ... . .. ... .. . , . 0.24 * * 
Vacaville (Solano) .. . 0.17 * * .. ········· ·•·· · .. .. 
Benicia (Solano) . . . ....... .... . .. .. ..... . 0.16 * 0.07 
Millbrae (San Mateo) ...... . ... .. .. ... 0.16 • * .. . 
Sausalito (Marin) .... . . . . ... . . . .. ... . .. . 0.14 0.13 0 .14 
Fairfax (Marin) .... . ...... . ... .. . . , . . . . . 0.12 * * 
Belmont (San Mateo) ....... . ..• . ... . ... . 0.11 * * 
Corte Madera (Marin) .... ....... .. . .... . 0.06 * * 
Piedmont (Alameda) . . . ..... . .. . .. '' .. .. 0.03 0.06 0.06 

Remainders of counties 
Contra Costa ...... .. . ......... ... . . . .. 2 .99 1.49 1.22 
Alameda . . '' . ' ... ' .. .. .... ...... ... .... 1.55 1.01 1.03 
Solano .......... . . .. . ... . ..... .. . ..... 1.07 0 .91 0 .77 
Marin ... ... . . . .. . .. . ... ....... ..... . .. 0 .88 0 .82 0 .61 
San Mateo .. ... .... ...... .. .. ........ ,. 0 .85 1.14 0 . 77 

Total Metropolitan Area ......... .. . . . . .. 100 100 100 

* Included in "Remainders of counties." 

1929, and 10.55 percent in 1948. The remammg 12 
cities40 for which some comparisons could be made 
had mixed patterns, but in all cases their 1948 im
portance was equal to or above their 1929 importance. 
Thus, as a group, they had 8.37 percent of the 1948 
establishments and 6.96 percent of the 1929 total. 

In the larger cities, as of 1948, San Francisco and 
Oakland had percentages of sales far above those for 
establishments, indicating the influence of larger
sized firms. Berkeley had a lower proportion, while 
Richmond had a parity. Among the remaining larger 
cities, Vallejo, San Mateo, Burlingame, San Rafael, 
Redwood City, and Hayward had retail-sales im-

" Alameda, Burlingame, San Raf~el, Hayward, Pittsburg, Daly City, El 
Cerrito, South San Francisco, San Anselmo, Livermore, Benicia, and Pied1nont. 

1933 1929 1948 1939 1935 1933 1929 

56.02 64.02 40 .84 47 .37 46.06 48.34 50.04 
22.91 20.35 21 .17 21.53 23.62 23.47 23.35 
4.63 3.28 4.49 4.74 5.19 5.03 5.14 
0.99 0.96 3 .00 1.46 1. 71 1.47 1.55 
1.10 0.92 1.84 1.61 1.49 1.11 1.24 
1.36 0.92 1.67 1.49 1. 75 1. 72 1.67 
0.96 0.81 i. 29 1.28 1.00 1.09 0.82 
1.23 0.84 0 .96 0 .94 0.89 1.06 0.80 
0.96 0.76 0.96 0 .94 1.00 0.95 0.84 
0.78 0.56 1.13 0.96 0.93 0.85 0.80 
1.01 0.67 1.00 0 .93 0.86 0.98 0.77 
0.43 0.34 1. 35 0 .89 0.89 0.73 0.73 
0.56 0.42 1.10 0 . 69 0.78 0.78 0.76 
0.24 0.10 0 .63 0.46 0.49 0.43 0.32 
0.27 0.15 0 .58 0 .62 0.55 0.49 0.36 
0.14 0.07 0.45 0.25 0.20 0.23 0.22 
0.59 0.41 0 .66 0.63 0.59 0.74 0.70 
* 0.04 0.45 • • * * 

0.11 0.12 0.61 0.46 0 .57 0.24 0.39 
0,27 0.25 0.51 0.43 0.49 0.49 0.45 
0.21 0.13 0.61 0.38 0 .33 0.34 0.23 
0.25 0.20 0.35 0.37 0 .24 0.45 0.34 
* 0.09 0.32 * * * * 

0.30 0.21 0.37 0.35 0.38 0.32 0.32 
* 0.10 0.25 * * * 0.18 
• 0.09 0.31 * * * * 
* 0.17 0.20 • * * 0.34 

0.08 0.09 0.23 * 0,16 0.19 0.22 
* * 0.27 * * * * 

0.16 0.14 0.22 0.24 0.20 0.32 0.36 
* * 0.14 * * * * 
* * 0.20 * * * * 
* 0.02 0.07 * * * * 

0.08 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.03 0.04 

1.06 0 .85 4.51 2.56 2.45 1.95 1.97 
1.23 0 .69 2.97 2.62 2 .58 2. 15 1.53 
0 .73 0 . 15 1.37 1.47 1.24 1.18 0 .39 
0.58 0.43 1.35 1. 70 1.25 1.19 1.07 
0 .76 0 .37 1.48 2. 59 2. 11 1.68 0 .95 

I 100 I 100 I 100 100 100 100 I 100 

portance which outstripped the percentage of retail 
establishments. 

CHANGES IN DISTRIBUTION IN UNINCORPORATED AREAS 

Another interesting aspect of the geographic dis
tribution of retail sales and establishments in the 
metropolitan area is the sharp trend towards increased 
importance of the unincorporated segments.41 As a 
group, they accounted for 7.34 percent of the 1948 
sales as against only 2.49 percent of the 1929 sales; 
and 11.68 percent of the 1948 establishments as against 
5.91 percent of the 1929 total. A comparison of these 

41 These data do include some sales and establishments data for s1naller in
corporated cities not 1•evealed in census reports as follows: (1) for retail sales, 
Wn·ec cities in 1929, nine nilfos in 1033 nnd 1935, and ten cities in 1930; (2) for re tai l 
(:$lablishments, seven citi<?f5 in 1U2'J 1 niu cities in 1933 and 1935, nnd ten uiti • · 
in 1039. 
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two sets of percentages confirms that these unin
corporated areas tend to have the smaller-sized estab
lishments. 

The increased concentration is most noticeable for 
the unincorporated areas of Contra Costa County, 
but substantial increases are shown also for Alameda 
and Solano unincorporated segments. These develop
ments, associated with population gains discussed 
earlier, presage possible drives for annexation of 
some of these areas to existing cities, or else for separate 
incorporations within the next decade. In a few in
stances, the increased importance of the unincorporated 
areas may measure the development of retail sales in 
and around military establishments. 

RELATIONSHIP OF GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF RETAIL 

SALES AND ESTABLISHMENTS TO 

POPULATION DISTRIBUTION 

It can be assumed as a basis for analyzing geographic 
shifts of retail sales that, if a city has the same propor
tion of sales and population, a one-to-one ratio, it has 

not lost ground relative to the metropolitan area as a 
whole. If it has a higher percentage of sales than of 
population, it may be rated as an important retail
trading center; and conversely, if it has a smaller 
percentage of sales than of population, it may be 
rated as a less-important trading center. Shifts in these 
relationships tend to measure changes from less to 
greater importance as trading centers, or vice versa. 

How have the changes in the relative importance 
of retail sales and retail establishments in the area's 
cities kept pace with, or lagged behind, population 
shifts? One method of measuring the assumption 
stated above is by dividing each city's percentages of 
retail establishments and sales by the corresponding 
percentage of population. The resulting ratios are 
shown in Table 35. 

Sales-Population Ratios 

Of the 24 cities with complete data listed in Table 35, 
only ten had ratios in which sales were relatively above 
population by ratios exceeding unity in 1948. In order 

TABLE 35 
RATIOS OF METROPOLITAN AREA PERCENTAGES OF RETAIL STORES AND SALES TO POPULATION, BY PRINCIPAL CITIES, 

1929-1948 

City 
(in order of 1948 sales importance) 

an Francisco . .. ... , ...... . .... ... ..... . s 
0 
B 
R 
V 
A 
s 
B 
s 
R 
H 
s 
p 

akland . . .. . .. .... ' ... ................ 
erkeley ..... . . . . .. . . .... . .....•..•... . . 
ichmond ... ..... . . . , ...•....... . ....... 
allejo ....... .. . . . .... ..... . . . .......... 
lameda . .. ·· ···· ... . ... .. .... . ...... . .. 
an Mateo ... ....... . . .. .. . .............. 
urlingame . . ... , ..................... . . . 
an Rafael .....•. .. .......•............. 
edwood City ..... ,., ................... 
ayward .. .. ' .... , ...... .......... 

an Leandro .. . . . . . .. . ...........••..... 
ittsburg .. . .... ' ... ·············•···· . 
lbany A 

D 
s 
M 
s 
E 
s 
A 
s 
M 
L 
F 
E 
V 
B 
M 
s 
F 
B 
C 
p 

......... ' ............ ····-···· 
aly City .. .. . .... .....••........•...... 
an Bruno , . ............ , ....... • .•..••. 
artinez ...... . .. .. .. . ... . .............. 

an Carlos. . ...... ' .. ···-···•··· ., ... . .. 
'1 Cerrito ..... . .. ... .. ... . .......... .. .. 
outh San Francisco ............ , ........ 
ntioch . . ........ .. ....•..•..........• 
an Anselmo .. . ... ... ··················· enlo Park ........ . .........•........... 
ivermore ... .... ... ' .......... .. ...... 
airfield ·- · ... . .. .. . ·········· ...... .. 
meryville ..... . . . ...................... 
acaville ..... . . ... ............... . ....•. 
enicia ......... . . . .. . .. ................. 
illbrae .....• ... . .. . ......... . ......... . 

ausalito .. ..... . .. . . .. . ....... .. ... . -··· 
""""··· .... . . . ... . . . ................. ·1 
elmont .. .. . ....... .. ..•.. . ......••.. .. . 
orte l\1adera ... . . . .. ... . .............. . 
iedmont .. . ....... .. . . . ............... 

N.A. = not available. 

1948 

1. 22 
1.32 
0.84 
0.73 
1. 75 
0.74 
0.82 
1.47 
2.16 
1.16 
1.88 
0.94 
1. 29 
0.75 
0.84 
0.96 
1.31 
0.81 
0.62 
0.54 
0.87 
0.60 
0.50 
1.42 
2.00 
1.85 
1.21 
0.52 
N.A. 
0.64 
0.67 
0.48 
0.75 
0.06 

Ratios of Retail-Sales Percentages to 
Population Percentages 

I 1939 1935 1933 

1.17 1.17 1.22 
1.17 1.20 1.09 
0.78 0.76 0.77 
0.79 0.81 0.65 
1. 21 1.23 0.93 
0.51 0.58 0.53 
0.85 0.72 0.86 
1.45 1.19 1.21 
2.14 1.93 1.63 
1.14 1.01 1.07 
2.50 2.39 2.40 
0.59 0.54 0.47 
0.89 0.87 0.81 
0.48 0.36 0.35 
0.68 0.47 0.44 
0.48 0.35 0.42 
1.26 1.12 1.20 
N.A. N.A . N.A. 
0.90 0.83 0.33 
0.80 0.59 0.59 
0.70 0.81 0.70 
0.74 0.58 0.83 
N.A. N.A. N.A. 
1.35 1. 29 1.36 
N.A. N.A . N.A. 
N.A. N.A. N.A. 
N.A. N.A . N.A. 
N.A. 0.37 0.40 
N.A. N.A. N.A. 
0.52 0.54 0.62 
N.A. N.A. N.A. 
N.A. N.A . N.A. 
N.A. N.A. N.A. 
0.09 0.09 0.12 

Ratios of Retail Establishment 
Percentages to Population Percentages 

1929 1948 1939 1935 1933 1929 
---

1.35 1.14 1.08 1.02 1.06 1.06 
0.96 1.20 1.04 1.13 1.12 1.11 
0.54 0.87 0.81 0.87 0.84 0.85 
0.64 0.73 0.91 1.10 0.96 1.03 
0.83 1.55 1.19 1.20 0.94 1.12 
0.35 0.75 0.60 0.69 0.67 0.64 
0 .84 0.72 0.98 0.85 0.98 0.85 
0 .88 1.05 0.87 0.86 1.04 0.84 
1.27 1. 57 1. 59 1.69 1.61 1.40 
0.85 1.03 1.14 1.21 1.16 1.21 
1.63 1.61 2.02 1. 95 2.33 1.88 
0 .41 1.13 0.91 0.96 0.79 0.88 
0 .60 1. 90 1.06 1.15 1.13 1.09 
0.16 0.80 0.60 0.68 0.63 0.52 
0.26 0.85 0.95 0.89 0.80 0.63 
0.27 0.83 0.57 0.54 0.70 0.85 
0.85 1.69 1.26 1.18 1. 51 1.46 
N.A. 0.76 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
0.43 0.80 1.12 1.63 0.73 1.39 
0.54 0.63 0.96 1.07 1.07 0.98 
0.50 1.27 1.12 1.06 1.13 0.88 
0.77 0.73 1.09 0.77 1.50 1.31 
N.A. 0.57 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
0.91 1.95 1. 75 1.81 1.45 1.39 
1.25 1.92 N.A. N.A. N.A. 2.25 
0.50 2.38 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
1. 25 1.43 N.A. N.A. N.A. 2.83 
0.41 0.74 N.A. 0.84 0.95 1.00 
N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
0.52 1.00 0.96 0.77 1.23 1.33 
N.A. 0.78 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
N.A. 0.87 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
0.29 0.88 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
0.09 0.06 0.09 0.04 0.04 0.06 
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of the size of ratio for that year, these cities were San 
Rafael, Hayward, Vallejo, Burlingame, Livermore, 
Oakland, Martinez, Pittsburg, San Francisco, and 
Redwood City. It is interesting to note in this con
nection that the two largest cities of the metropolitan 
area continue to be included in this group, despite the 
effects of the decentralization and dispersion movements. 
For most of this group of cities, the ratio has tended 
to increase since 1929; this is true especially for Vallejo, 
Burlingame, San Rafael, Redwood City, and Pittsburg. 
In the case of San Francisco, the ratio has been very 
steady since 1933, although slightly below the 1929 
position. For Hayward, the ratio rose sharply between 
1929 and 1933, remained well stabilized between 1933 
and 1939, and then declined sharply in 1948 to a posi
tion slightly higher than the 1929 ratio. 

Trends for the remaining 14 cities having ratios less 
than one in 1948 show mixed pattems. None of the 
cities in this group registered steady declines. Half 
of the cities-Berkeley, Alameda, San Leandro, 
Albany, Daly City, San Bruno, and Antioch-showed 
significant increases from 1929 to 1948. Only San 
Leandro and San Bruno, however, were approaching a 
one-to-one parity by 1948. Six cities-Richmond, El 
Cerrito, South San Francisco, San Anselmo, Sausalito, 
and Piedmont-first showed increasing ratios and then 
lost ground in the later years of the 1929-1948 period. 
None of these approached a one-to-one parity of 
relationships in 1948. San Mateo dipped slightly 
between 1929 and 1935 and then regained its ratio 
position in 1939 and 1948. Ratios for the remaining 
cities were available only during part of the period. 

Retail-Establishment-to-Population Ratios 

What positions did these cities maintain in the 
relationship of their retail-plant importance relative 
to their population importance? Table 35 also has the 
necessary ratios to answer this question. Thirteen 
cities had ratios of one or over in 1948 compared with 
only ten for sales-population ratios. These 13 cities 
were, in order of size of ratio, Livermore, Pittsburg, 
Martinez, Hayward, San Rafael, Vallejo, Antioch, 
Oakland, San Francisco, San Leandro, Burlingame, 
Redwood City, and Sausalito. Of this group, Vallejo, 
San Leandro, Pittsburg, Antioch, and Livermore, 
show increases in the size of the ratio. Redwood City, 
Hayward, and Sausalito have tended to lose some 
ground. The remaining cities of the group have had 
mixed patterns, but in general, their 1948 ratios were 
above their 1929 ratios. 

For the other 11 cities with ratios below one, Berkeley 
has had a stable ratio over the period, and the ratio 

for Alameda has increased. Ratios for Daly City, 
San Bruno, and Piedmont show mixed patterns: Daly 
City had a peak in 1939, with its 1948 ratio above 
the 1929 portion; San Bruno declined sharply from 
1929 to 1939 but recovered most of this loss in 1948; 
Piedmont declined from 1929 to 1935, reached a peak 
in 1939, and then equalled its 1929 ratio in 1948. The 
remaining cities-Richmond, San Mateo, El Cerrito, 
South San Francisco, and San Anselmo-had declines. 
Almost all of this group at one time during the 1929-
1948 period had ratios exceeding one. 

PER-CAPITA RETAIL SALES 

One comparison of the extent of retail decentraliza
tion and dispersion is to be found in variations between 
per-capita sales, by cities, for the various census periods. 
The significant relationships are between any given 
city's per-capita retail sales in any year and the average 
for the metropolitan area. Because of changing price 
levels, however, changes between years require very 
careful evaluation. For purposes of this analysis, the 
comparisons for the given census periods in Table 36 
are shown in two ways: the absolute sales per capita 
for each census year and the ratios of each city's per
capita sales to the average for the metropolitan area. 

Variations in Absolute Per-Capita Sales 

In 1948, sales per capita varied from only $65 for 
Piedmont to $2,416 for San Rafael. The overall 
average for the area was $1,125. In 1929, with an 
average of $748, the range was from $59 for Piedmont 
to $1,240 for Hayward. The shifts in the number of 
cities having per-capita sales above the area's average 
illustrate clearly how retail trade has become dispersed 
and decentralized. In 1929, only five cities of the 32 
for which data were available, had per-capita sales 
above average. By 1933, the number of cities had 
increased to eight, and in 1935 and 1939 there were 
nine. With the accelerated movement of the war and 
postwar periods, there were 13 cities above average 
by 1948. 

As of 1948, three cities (San Rafael, Fairfield, and 
Hayward) have sales per capita well over $2,000 for 
each. Emeryville and Vallejo had per-capita sales 
just below $2,000. Five cities (Burlingame, Livermore, 
Martinez, Oakland, and Pittsburg) had amounts 
ranging downward from $1,650 to $1,448 per capita. 
The remaining above-average cities (San Francisco, 
Vacaville, and Redwood City) had sales per capita of 
$1,376 to $1,298. By contrast, only HaY'vard, Vacaville, 
San Francisco, San Rafael, and Fairfield (in order of 
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TABLE 36 
ABSOLUTE AND RELATIVE PER CAPITA RETAIL SALE S FOR 33 SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITA N AREA CITIES ; 

1929, 1933, 1935, 1939, AND 1948 

City Absolute Per Capita Sales Relative Per Cn11il~ Sales 
(Metropoli tan Are Avurnge = 100) 

(In Orde r of 1948 Size of 
Per Cnplta Sales) 

1948 1939 1935 

San Rafael. .. . ... .. . ... . ... . $2,416 $1,105 $777 
Fairfield . . . .............. .. . . 2,154 N .A. N .A. 
Hayward . . . . ... . . .. ... .... .. 2,143 1,299 960 

Emeryville . . ... . ..... . ...... 1,988 N.A. N .A. 
Vallejo . .. . .. . .... . ....... . .. 1,973 621 495 

Burlingame ....... , . . ... . .... 1, 650 748 477 
Livermore . .......... . . . ..... 1,539 698 511 

Martinez .. . .. ... . . ... . ..... . 1, 495 645 455 
Oakland . .. .. . .............. . 1,481 601 483 
Pittsburg . . . . . .. . ..... . . . . . .. 1,448 459 350 
San Francisco . . . ... . . . . .. . .. 1,376 718 470 
Vacaville . .. . . ... . .. .. . . .. ... 1,360 N .A. N.A. 
Redwood City ............... 1,298 581 409 

San Bruno .. . .. ....... . , . .. , 1,071 249 144 
San Leandro . . ..... . . ....... 1,058 302 214 

Antioch . .... . .. . ... ........ . 985 367 329 
Berkeley . . , ... . ... .. .... ... . 947 402 306 
Daly City . . .. . ..... ......... 942 347 190 
San Mateo .. . . ... ... .. . . .. . . . 922 440 290 
San Carlos . . . ... . . ... .. ..... 901 N .A. N.A . 
Albany . . . . . . . . .... .. . ..... . 850 248 147 
Richmond . . . . · • ' ... ......... 825 406 327 
San Anselmo .. . .. . . . . · •...... 805 330 198 
Corte Madera . .. ... . .. . , . , , . 804 N.A. N.A. 

Fairfax . . . . . .. .. . . .. . .. ...... 727 N.A. N .A. 
Sausalito .. .. . .... . .......... 721 284 223 
El Cerrito . . .. . . .. . . . , ....... 692 468 329 
Alameda .. ... . .. . . . . . ··· ···· 659 266 235 
South San Francisco . . ... .. . . 613 414 238 
Benicia . .. . . . . ...... .. . . .. . . . 580 N .A. N.A. 
Menlo Park . .. . . .. . . . .... .. . . 570 N.A. N.A. 
Belmont ... • · . . . .... ....... . . 526 N.A. N.A. 

Piedmont . . . .. . .... .. ..... .. 65 49 35 

Area Average .. . , . .. .. ... $1,125 $516 $402 I 
N.A. = not available , 

declining importance) had above-average sales per 
capita in 1929. 

The remaining cities with below-average sales per 
capita reflect various factors, such as relatively low 
consumer purchasing power, poor quality of retail 
stores and management, lessened drawing power by 
virtue of better retailing facilities in nearby cities, or 
primarily residential structure (as in Piedmont) as the 
result of rigid zoning laws. 

Relative P er-Capita Sales 

The tendency described above for absolute per
capita sales can be seen in another way by analyzing 
the relative per-capita sales data shown in Table 36. 
These relatives permit better comparisons to be made 

1933 1929 1948 I 1939 1935 - ~ I 1929 

$533 $959 215 214 193 163 128 
N.A . 846 191 N.A. N .A. N.A. 113 
775 1,240 190 252 239 237 166 

N.A. 383 177 N.A. N.A. N.A. 51 
305 621 175 120 123 93 83 

395 660 147 145 119 121 88 
452 678 137 135 127 138 91 

391 638 133 125 113 120 85 
358 722 132 116 120 109 97 
264 452 129 89 87 81 60 
400 1,015 122 139 117 122 136 

N.A. 1,081 121 N.A. N.A. N.A. 145 
351 647 115 113 102 107 86 

142 199 95 48 36 43 27 
156 309 94 59 53 48 41 

234 368 88 71 82 72 49 
252 406 84 78 76 77 54 
145 195 84 67 47 44 26 
282 622 82 85 72 86 83 

N.A . 382 80 N .A. N.A, N.A. 51 
115 123 76 48 37 35 16 
211 477 73 79 81 65 64 
226 437 72 64 49 69 58 

N.A. 223 71 N.A. N.A. N.A. 30 

N.A. N.A. 65 N.A. N .A. N.A. N .A. 
200 373 64 55 55 61 50 
110 331 62 91 82 34 44 
174 263 59 52 58 53 35 
192 401 54 80 59 59 54 

N.A. 297 52 N.A. N.A. N.A. 40 
N.A. 391 51 N.A. N.A . N.A. 52 
N.A. N .A. 47 N.A. N.A. N.A. N .A. 

39 59 6 9 9 12 8 

$327 I $748 I 100 100 I 100 I 100 I 100 

of each city's standing over time. Of the cities which 
had sales per capita in 1948 above the metropolitan
area average, all but Hayward, Livermore, San Fran
cisco, and Vacaville have had increases in relative 
sales between 1929 and 1948. Especially to be noted, 
are the increases for San Rafael, Fairfield, Emeryville, 
and Vallejo. Hayward had a sharp increase from 1929 
to 1939 but suffered a sharp decline in 1948. Livermore 
had a sharp increase between 1929 and 1933 but has 
since stabilized its position. Relative sales per capita 
for San Francisco declined somewhat between 1929 
and 1935, then recovered all of the losses by 1939, 
followed by a moderate decline once more in 1948. 
Vacaville has lost ground between 1929 and 1948. 

Of the remaining cities with below-average sales, 
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Berkeley, Daly City, San Carlos, Albany, Corte 
Madera, and Benicia have had increases in relative 
sales per capita, especially Daly City, Albany, and 
Corte Madera. Relative sales per capita for San Mateo 
and Menlo Park have shown little change. Antioch, 
San Anselmo, Fairfax, El Cerrito, and Alameda have 
had mixed patterns, but the 1948 relative per-capita 
sales were higher than in 1929. Richmond had a peak 
in 1935, with a slight decline thereafter, while relative 
sales for South San Francisco reached a peak in 1939, 
but fell back to 1929 levels in 1948. 

ABSOLUTE CHANGES IN RETAIL SALES AND NUMBER 

OF ESTABLISHMENTS 

It was pointed out earlier that a study of the geo
graphic shifts in population based upon changes in the 
absolute numbers of persons reveals sharply different 
results than a study of percentage composition. The 
same conclusion can be stated for retail sales, as the 
following analysis indicates based upon Table 37. 

Absolute Changes in Retail Sales 

Total retail sales in the area, without correction for 
price level changes, increased by nearly $1.4 billion 
between 1929 and 1948. This increase consisted of an 
increase of $1.6 billion between 1939 and 1948 and a 
decrease of $241.4 million between 1929 and 1939. 
For the period as a whole, San Francisco accounted 
for about 29 percent of the increase and Oakland for 
an additional 25.2 percent. Berkeley, Richmond, the 
"remainder" of Contra Costa County, Vallejo, Alameda, 
and the "remainder" of Alameda County, accounted 
for an additional 21.4 percent, or a combined percent
age of 75.6. 

For the very-important period from 1939 through 
1948, San Francisco accounted for 40.2 percent of the 
dollar increase in sales and Oakland for 22.7 percent. 
Berkeley, Richmond, the remainder of Contra Costa 
County, Vallejo, the remainder of San Mateo County, 
the remainder of Alameda County, and the remainder 
of Solano County, accounted for an additional 20.4 
percent. Together, these units accounted for five 
sixths of the net increase. It is obvious that, while the 
~fil~~~n~~M~~~~~~~ 
relatively as the smaller areas, they have contributed 
the major share of the total increase in sales which has 
taken place. 

Since the larger cities account for most of the absolute 
increases, it is to be expected that they will also account 
for most of the cyclical down-turns. This is illustrated 
graphically by the changes between 1929 and 1939. 
Of 24 cities for which data were available, six had 

net declines. Included in this group were San Francisco, 
with a decline of $250.8 million (more than the total 
net decline for the bay area) and Oakland, with an 
additional $20.8 million. Altogether, the six cities had 
declines of $272.1 million, while the remainders of 
Alameda and Solano counties accounted for an addi
tional $866,000 of declines. The remaining cities and 
unincorporated units had net gains of $31.2 million of 
retail sales. All of the cities and unincorporated areas 
of Contra Costa and San Mateo counties had increases, 
while substantial gains were shown also by the remain
ing important cities in the other counties, including 
Albany, Berkeley, Hayward, El Cerrito, San Rafael, 
and Vallejo. 

Absolute Changes in Numbers of Retail Establishments 

The size of the retail plant in the area increased by 
3,440 establishments between 1929 and 1948. Of this 
over-all net increase, 2,259 establishments were added 
between 1929 and 1939 and 1,181 between 1939 and 
1948. Sharp contrasts are apparent between cities in 
changes in the size of their retail plant and changes in 
dollar volume of sales (see Table 37). For the entire 
period 1929-48, for example, San Francisco lost 591 
establishments, while accounting for the largest 
single increase in retail sales. Only three other cities of 
considerably less importance (Sausalito, Vacaville, and 
Piedmont) had shrinkages in the size of retail plants. 

For the remaining areas which expanded their 
number of retail establishments, some startling patterns 
emerge during the 1929-to-1948 period in relation to 
gains in retail sales. The small cities and the unin
corporated sections of the counties accounted for 50.2 
percent of the net increase in retail establishments but 
for only 11.3 percent of the increase in sales. Most of 
this increase in size of retail plant took place in Contra 
Costa County, followed by Alameda and San Mateo 
counties. Among the cities showing net increases, there 
was a range from 3 establishments for Corte Madera to 
416 for Richmond. The principal gains, in addition to 
Richmond as noted, were in Oakland, Vallejo, San 
Leandro, San Mateo, Pittsburg, Redwood City, and 
Antioch. Especially to be noted is the lack of correlation 
between the pattern of relative gain in number of 
retail establishments and the pattern of gain for sales. 

When the gain of 2,259 establishments during the 
period from 1929 through 1939 is studied by areas, a 
different picture is apparent than for 1929-1948. Only 
Sausalito and Alameda lost establishments, while 
Martinez and Pittsburg had no net changes. San 
Francisco had the largest net gain, 490 establishments or 
~1.7 percent of the total net increase. Other important 
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TABLE 37 
CHANGES IN RETAIL SALES AND NUMBER OF RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS FOR PRINCIPAL CITIES AND FOR COUNTIES, 

SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREAj 1929-1939, 1939-1948, AND 1929-1948 

(Based on unadjusted data) 

Sales Changes (Thousand Dollars) Establishment Changes 

City and County 1929-48 1939-48 1929-39 1929-48 1939-48 1929-39 

Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Total, Metropolitan Area .. .. . +l,375,631 100 +1,617,062 100 -241,431 100 +3, 440 100 +1,181 100 +2,259 100 

Alameda 
Alameda ... .......... . .. , . . 
Albany .. .... ............. . 
Berkeley .... ... ......... .. 
Emeryville ....... , ...... . . 
Hayward .. ,. . . ,. .. ....... . 
Livermore , .. ... . . , ... , . .. . 
Oakland .. .. ... .. . ... . ... . . 
Piedmont .. .. , .. . ... .. . . . . . 
San Leandro . . .. ... , . , . .. , . 
Remainder .. . ... . ... . 

Total ....... .......... . . 

Contra Costa 
Antioch . . .... .. 
El Cerrito ....... , .. . .. ... .. 

.,Martinez , . . . ... . , ... .. .. . . . 
Pittsburg ..... . .. ... .. .... . 
Rich1nond . . ..... . , ... ... , . 
Re1nainder, , ... ... . ... . . . . . 

Total. . . . .. .. . ... .. .... . 

Marin 
Corte Madera •• .. •. , .. .... . 
Fairfax .... . .. .. ... . ..... . . . 
San Ansehno .,, .. . , , .. . , . , , 
San Rafael .. ........ . ..... . 
Sausalito . ..... .... . . .... . . 
Re1nainder. , , . . .. .. , . .. , .. , 

Total. ..... .... ........ . 

San Francisco .... ........... . 

San 1'1aleo 

Bel1nont . . , ... . .. , . . . ... . , , 
Burlingame . . ... . . . , ..... , 
Daly City .. . . ... .. ...... . 
Menlo Park . .... .... ..... . 
Millbrae . . ... .. . . . .. .. .... . 
Redwood City ........... . 
San Bruno .. . .. , ... , , , , , .. , 
San Carlos .............. . 
San Mateo . ........ . ..... .. 
South San Francisco .. .. .. . 
Remainder . .. . .. . .. ..... .. . 

Total. .......... . ... .. . 

Solano 
Benicia . . , . , . .. , , ... , , ... . 
Dixon . , . . , . ,,, ....... . . . 
Fairfield • , ........... .. 
Rio Vista . ...... , ... ,, ... , .. 
Vacaville ,., , ,,.,., . .. ... .. , 
Vallejo ......... .... . .... . . . 
Remainder . .....•. .. ... , . . 

Total. ........... ,. ... . 

+so, 107 
+13,009 
+10, 561 
+4,711 

+21,083 
+4,265 

+346,643 
+125 

+23,344 
+20, 764 

+543, 712 

+8,597 
+o,so8 
+s,067 

+13,477 
+61, 723 
+62,472 

+164, 144 

+1,215 . 
+4,954 

+23, 710 
+1,975 

+19,341 

2.19 
0.95 
5.13 
0.34 
1. 53 
0.31 

25.20 
0.09 
1.70 
2.16 

39.52 

0. 62 
o. 71 
0. 59 
0. 98 
4. 49 
4. 54 

11. 93 

0 .09 

0 .36 
I. 72 
0 .14 
1.41 

+29, 603 
+11,205 
+68,801 . 
+19,126 
+4,293 

+367,515 
+m 

+22,419 
+s4, 732 

+557,865 

+8,035 
+8,239 
+7,410 

+13,289 
+61,696 
+59, 666 

+158,335 

+5,033 
+21, 799 
+2,311 

+18,890 

1.83 
0.69 
4.25 

1.18 
0.27 

22. 73 
0.11 
1.39 
2.15 

34.50 

0. 50 
0. 51 
0. 46 
0. 82 
3.82 
3. 69 

9. 79 

0. 31 
1.35 
0. 14 
1.17 

+504 
+l,804 
+1,760 

* 
+l,957 

-28 
-20, 772 

-46 
+625 
-257 

-14,153 

+562 
+1,569 

+657 
+188 
+27 

+2,806 

+5,809 

-79 
+1,911 

-336 
+1,666 

0.21 
0. 75 
0. 73 

0.81 
-0.01 
-8.60 
-0.02 

0.26 
-0.11 

-5.86 

0.23 
0.65 
0.27 
0.08 
0.01 
1.16 

2 .41 

-0.03 
0. 79 

-0.14 
0.69 

+57 
+so 
+14 
+11 
+s6 
+2s 

+256 
-1 

+179 
+415 

+1, 146 

+108 
+68 
+15 

+111 
+416 
+706 

+1,419 

+s 

+rn 
+58 
-23 

+143 

1.66 
2.59 
0.41 
0.32 
2.50 
0.67 
7 .44 

-0.03 
5. 20 

12.06 

33.31 

3.14 
1.98 
0. 44 
3.23 

12.09 
20.52 

41.25 

0.09 

0.47 
1.69 

-0. 67 
4.16 

+s1 
+10 

+ms 
-7 

+126 
+120 

+643 

+62 
+44 
+15 

+111 
+404 
+520 

+1,156 

0 
+11 
-3 

-14 

5.33 
4.15 

-0.51 

2. 62 
0.85 

13.80 
-0.59 
10.67 
10.16 

54.45 

5.25 
3. 73 
1. 27 
9.40 

34.21 
44.03 

97 ,88 

0 
1. 44 

-0.25 
-1.19 

-6 -0.27 
+4o 1. 77 
+20 0. 89 

* * 
+55 2.43 
+13 0.58 
+os 4.12 
+6 0.27 

+53 2.35 
+220 10.14 

+503 

+46 
+24 

0 

0 

+12 
+186 

+203 

+rn 
+41 
-20 

+rno 

22.27 

2.04 
1. 06 
0 
0 

0.53 
8.23 

11.64 

0. 71 
1.82 

-0.89 
7 .08 

1------1- - --1--------1-----i-----11----- - ------- ---- - - --,----+----
+51,195 

+398, 794 

+23,359 
+11,020 
+5, 781 . 

+24, 610 
+11,560 
+ 10,860 
+26, 909 
+s,010 

+22, 860 

3. 72 

28.99 

1. 70 
o. 87 
0. 42 

I. 79 
0. 84 
o. 79 
I. 96 
0 . 59 
1.66 

+48,033 

+649,644 

+19 , 906 
+10. 102 . 
+22,007 
+10,678 . 
+26, 571 
+7,771 

+35,892 

2. 97 

40.17 

1. 23 
0. 62 

1.42 
0. 66 

1.64 
0. 48 
2. 22 

+s. rn2 

-250, 840 

+s,453 
+1,818 . 
+1,613 

+ss2 . 
+338 
+200 

+3,609 

1.31 

-103.90 

1. 43 
0. 75 

0.67 
0. 37 

0.14 
0.12 
0. 49 

-591 

+67 
+66 
+28 . 

+109 
+65 
+87 

+147 
+s2 

+282 

5. 73 

-17.18 

1. 95 
1. 92 
0. 81 

3.17 
1. 89 
2.53 
4. 27 
0.93 
8.20 

-1,081 

+15 
-3 

+1s 
+25 
+65 

0 

-91.53 

1. 27 
-0.25 

4.57 
4.40 

1.52 
2.12 
5. 50 

+101 

+490 

+129 
+7 

+334 

8. 72 

21. 69 

2.30 
3.05 

2.43 
0. 58 

5. 71 
0. 31 

14. 78 
,._ ____ __,_ ___ ,_ _____ ----,•-----'-----1-----·--- - ----------------

+ 145,929 

+2,871 

+5,071 
* 

+2 , 294 
+40 , 214 
+21 , 407 

+71,8571 

10. 61 

0. 21 

0. 37 

0.17 
2. 92 
1.56 

5.22 I 

+133,827 

+37, 116 
+32,252 

+oo,368 

8. 27 

2.30 
1. 99 

4.29 I 

+12, 102 

+3,098 
-609 

+2,489 1 

5.01 

1.28 
-0.25 

+885 

+10 

+2s 

-23 
+193 
+181 

25. 73 

0. 29 

0. 67 

-0. 67 
5. 61 
5. 26 

+220 

+77 
+rno 

+2371 

19.14 

6. 52 
13. 55 

20 . 01 I 

+659 

+110 
+s1 

29.17 

5.14 
1.37 

+ 147 1--6-. 5-1-

"'Included in "Remainder". 
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TABLE 38 
SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA INDEXES OF 

DEPARTMENT '1:0REi SALE S, BY SELECTED CITIES, 
19HH951 (1947-49 = 100) 

Year San Francisco- Oakland- Downtown San Francisco Oakland Berkeley Oakland 

1919 21 15 23 26 
1920 26 20 30 32 
1921 24 18 27 30 
1922 25 18 27 32 
1923 28 21 30 34 
1924 29 22 31 . 36 
1925 32 24 34 39 
1926 34 26 37 41 
1927 35 27 37 42 
1928 36 29 39 44 
1929 38 31 42 45 
1930 38 35 45 42 
1931 35 33 42 38 
1932 27 26 33 30 
1933 26 24 30 29 
1934 28 26 32 31 
1935 32 29 36 35 
1936 36 32 39 39 
1937 37 34 40 40 
1938 34 32 38 36 
1939 37 35 40 40 
1940 38 37 41 40 
1941 42 42 47 45 
1942 53 54 61 53 
1943 62 62 72 63 
1944 70 69 79 72 
1945 78 75 86 80 
1946 93 90 96 96 
1947 97 97 97 98 
1948 102 103 103 102 
1949 100 99 100 100 
1950 107 107 106 107 
1951 113 108 107 1m 

Source: 12th Federal Reserve Bank, San Francisco, Calif. 

gains were registered for San Mateo, Vallejo, and 
Oakland. The small cities and unincorporated areas 
once again accounted for 41.6 percent of the gain. 

The diverse patterns of change are shown for the 
1939-1948 period, when there was an overall net 
increase of 1,181 establishments. The most-significant 
gains took place in Contra Costa and Alameda counties, 
with smaller gains for Solano and San Mateo counties. 
The spectacular feature was San Francisco, with a 
loss of 1,081 establishments while accounting for over 
40 percent of the net increase in retail sales. Once again, 
the smaller cities and unincorporated areas have had 
the big increases in establishments, with 71.8 percent 
of the total, although these areas in Marin County 
have had a decrease. Richmond, among the important 
cities, has had the largest net gain, followed by Oakland, 
San Leandro, and Pittsburg. 

In interpreting these changes in the number of retail 
establishments, it must be emphasized, of course, that 
the discussion has dealt only with the absolute numbers. 
Since no adjustments have been made for the sales 

size of these establishments, the above discussion does 
not indicate that many gains in the smaller cities and 
unincorporated areas are, undoubtedly, of small 
establishments because of the smallness of the sales 
gains. 

CHANGES IN DEPARTMENT-STORE SALES IN 

SELECTED CITIES 

Special data are available since 1919 showing the 
indexes of department-store sales for San Francisco, 
downtown Oakland, Oakland-Berkeley, and San 
Francisco-Oakland (see Table 38). The main con
clusions to be drawn from the data, apart from their 
indications of growth since 1919, are the comparative 
rates of change since 1929, so comparisons can be made 
with census data. If the index numbers are first changed 
to a base of 1929 as 100, the table indicates that sales 
of stores in Oakland-Berkeley have increased more 
rapidly than in either downtown Oakland or San 
Francisco. Especially to be noted is the increase between 
1929 and 1939, contrary to the general trend, and the 
much sharper rise between 1939 and 1948. Department .. 
stores in San Francisco had the smallest relative sales 
increase, but between 1950 and 1951 had a larger 
increase than either Oakland-Berkeley or downtown 
Oakland. 

Compared with the changes in total retail sales, 
the evidence seems clear that, for two of Lhe areai,; 
analyzed above, sales of department stores increased 
more rapidly (or declined less) than did total retail 
sales.42 For San Francisco, total retail sales in 1948 were 
63 percent higher than in 1929, while department-store 
sales were 122 percent above the 1929 level. In down
town Oakland, however, department-store sales in
creased by 145 percent, while total retail sales in the 
city of Oakland increased by 172 percent. For Oakland 
and Berkeley combined, total retail sales increased by 
178 percent in 1948 over the 1929 level, while depart
ment-store sales increased by 232 percent. 

In summary, the data of retail sales show quite 
clearly that (1) some decentralization has taken place; 
(2) the larger cities have contributed the larger propor
tions of the absolute increases in sales; (3) the larger 
cities have more frequently maintained better-than
even relationships between percentage of sales and 
percentage of population; and ( 4) the smaller cities 
and unincorporated areas have had larger gains in 
numbers of retail establishments than of sales, indi
cating the wider geographical distribution of smaller 
retail stores. 

n These comp2,risons are not. quite accurate since tho ind xes of department,... 
storo SHI'-"! ure much more cttrefully computed th11n thn ~i,nplr. reli<t,ives of totRI 
rot"il snlcs. 
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Shifts in Geographic Distribution of Selected Service Trades 

The lack of comparable data makes it impossible 
to discuss shifts in the geographical distribution of 
selected service trades for any period of time. This 
discussion, accordingly, is limited mainly to the census 
data for 1948. Because of the heterogeneous nature 
of the selected service trades, the discussion which 
follows divides them into the following categories: (1) 
personal services, (2) business services, (3) automobile
repair services and garages, (4) miscellaneous repair 
services, (5) amusements, (6) hotels, and (7) tourist 
courts. The detailed composition of these categories is 
given in Appendix B. From these it is apparent that 
no professional personal services are included. 

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF THE AREA 

The importance of selected service trades, in relation 
to California and the United States in 1948, is shown 
in Table 39. Sharp variations are apparent, depending 
on whether or not the service trade is highly urban in 
nature. In terms of establishment, the area had 4.6 
to 25.5 percent of the California total, and 0.66 to 2.78 
percent of the United States total. The area was 
highest for business services, hotels, and personal 
services. Exceptionally low percentages were recorded 
for the amusement and the tourist-court (motel) 
categories. 

In terms of recipts, the range was from 7.8 to 28.6 
percent bf the California total and 1.37 to 2.98 percent 
of the United States total. The area was most im
portant for business services and hotels and of least 
importance for tourist courts. The area had significantly 

higher percentages of receipts for business services, 
auto-repair services and garages, amusements, and 
hotels than it had of establishments. For miscellaneous 
repair services it accounted for a smaller percentage of 
receipts than of establishments. 

COUNTY DISTRIBUTION IN 1948 

The bay area had 12,560 establishments in 1948 
classified as carrying on the seven categories of service 
trade activities listed above. These establishments 
had receipts totaling $326.6 million (see Table 40). 
Personal services accounted for over 55 percent of the 
establishments and for 30 percent of the receipts. 
Amusements, although sixth in rank in terms of 
number of establishments, was second highest in 
receipts. 

County Distribution of Establishments by Types of 
Service Trades 

The type of service trade affects sharply the county 
distribution of establishments. Thus, San Francisco 
county, while most important in terms of overall 
number of establishments, ranged from 2.4 percent of 
the area's tourist courts to 68.1 percent of the hotels. 
This county was first in all service-trade categories 
except in automobile-repair service and garages and in 
tourist courts. In amusements, it was barely in front of 
Alameda County. The number of hotels and business
service establishments in San Francisco County 
sharply exceeded the next-most-important county, 
and this county also held a comfortable lead in number 

TABLE 39 
COMPARISON OF NUMBER OF SELECTE D SERVICE TRADE E STABLISHMENTS AND R ECEI P T S : SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAN D 

METROPOLITAN AREA, CALI FORNIA, AND UNI TED STATESj 1948 

P ersonal Business Auto .Repair Misc. Total Tourist 
Services Services Service,; & Rtt>•ir Selected Amusements Hotels Courts Garages Scn·iccs Services 

San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan 
Area: 

Number of establishments . ...... ... 6,971 890 1,654 1,489 11,004 620 765 171 
Percent of California Total . .. . .. ... 25.53 22.57 17.31 22.00 23 .13 18.84 21.59 4.64 
Percent of U. S. Total. . . .. .. ... ... . 1.98 2.78 1. 73 1.86 1. 97 1.23 2.58 0.66 

Tota l receipts (thousand dollars) ... . 98,724 48,617 40,098 19,650 207,089 60,127 56,655 2,680 
Percent of Callfomiu Total . .. .. .. . . 25.38 28.63 21.53 19.50 24 .60 23.57 27.65 7.77 
Percent of U. S. Total. .. . ....... ... 2.22 2.98 2.57 2.07 2.41 2.56 2.61 1.37 

Cal'l'fomia: 
umber of establishments . . ..... . .. 27,304 3,944 9,556 6,769 47 , 573 3,291 3,544 3,689 

Total receipts (thousand dollars) .. . , 389,034 169,820 186,201 100,745 841,660 255,136 204,881 34,478 

United States: 
Number of establishments .. •'•• •••I 351,985 32,007 95,544 80,023 559,559 50,347 29,650 25,919 
Total receipts (thousand dollars) .. . . 4,440,189 1,629,513 1,561,109 947,351 8,578,162 2,349,601 2,172,756 195,505 

Source: Censu.~ of Business; Service Trades, 1948. 
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of personal-service and miscellaneous repair-service 
establishments. 

Alameda county was generally second in importance, 
ranging from 18 to 41.9 percent of the total establish
ments for each of the seven basic categories. For the 
automobile-repair-service-and-garage category it was 
far ahead of San Francisco County. This county had 
significantly high proportions also of miscellaneous 
repair-service establishments, amusement establish
ments, and personal-service establishments. San 
Fn:1,ncisco :i.nrl Alameda counties together accounted 
for 90.2 percent of the business-service establishments, 
86.2 percent of the hotels, 82.3 percent of the personal
service establishments, 80.7 percent of the miscellaneous 
service establishments, 75.9 percent of the automobile
repair establishments, and 67.4 percent of the amuse
ment establishments. 

The remainder of the counties had varying degrees of 
residual importance, depending upon the type of 
service trades. For tourist courts, a dispersed location 
activity, San Mateo county ranked first in number of 
establishments with 25.9 percent, while 22.9 percent 
were in Contra Costa county and 17.1 percent in 
Solano county. Contra Costa county had 15 percent 
of the amusement establishments, 10 percent of the 
automobile-service establishments, and 9.1 percent 
of the miscellaneous repair-service establishments. 

All in all, the data of county distribution of selected 
service-trade establishments in 1948 show higher 
concentrations in the metropolitan counties than was 
true for retail trade. 

County Distribution of Receipts, by Types of Service 
Trades 

In all seven categories, San Francisco county had 
much-higher percentages of the metropolitan area 
receipts than it had of establishments. This was 
especially true for the hotel, business-service, and auto
repair-and-garage categories. In the first two of these 
categories, the essentially large city nature of the 
service trades is indicated, when San Francisco ac
counted for 82.3 percent of the hotel receipts and 77.5 
percent of the business-service receipts. In the other 
categories, except tourist courts, the county ranked 
first with 42.9 to 51.2 percent of the area totals. It is 
obvious that the establishments in the county had 
far larger unit receipts than was true for the metro
politan area as a whole. 

Alameda county had higher percentages of receipts 
than of establishments only in the personal-service, 
miscellaneous-service, and tourist-court categories. On 

the other hand, it had far-lower percentages of business
service, auto-repair-service, and hotel receipts. 

Once again, except for tourist courts, it is apparent 
that the two metropolitan counties overwhelmingly 
dominate the service trades by accounting for 74.5 to 
96.2 percent of the total receipts. 

For the remaining counties, the greatest relative 
importance is in tourist-court receipts, with San Mateo 
county in first place with 33.8 percent, and Contra 
Costa county in third place with 16.7 percent. In the 
remaining categories, Contra Costa county had 5.6 to 
6.8 percent of the personal-service, automobile-service, 
miscellaneous-repair-service, and amusement categories. 
San Mateo county, with its large race-track operations, 
accounted for 14.8 percent of the amusements receipts. 

CITY DISTRIBUTION IN 1948 

Data of establishments and receipts for selected 
service trades are available for 34 cities in ] 948 (see 
Tables 41 and 42). In the case of individual categories, 
however, individual city receipts data are not available 
in order to avoid revealing individual establishment 
incormation. No city data are available for tourist 
courts. 

City Distribution of Establishments, by Types of Service 
Trades 

Table 41 shows the city distribution of 1948 estab
lishments. The importance of San Francisco has been 
discussed in the preceding section. For the remaining 
cities, Oakland ranks second with 14.1 to 26.2 percent · 
of the establishments in the six categories for which 
data are available. This city has a much larger share of 
the establishments in the automobile-service category 
than for any of the remaining. It has its lowest per
centage in the hotel category. 

Few of the remaining cities had 1 percent or more 
of the total establishments. Berkeley had a range of 
1.83 percent of the hotels to 5.56 percent of the auto
mobile-service establishments and with a high per
centage (5.41) of the personal-service establishments. 
Richmond had 1.69 to 3.33 percent of the total. Other 
cities had more than 1 percent only in some of the 
six categories. Thus Alameda had 1.57 to 2.01 percent 
in four categories; Hayward had 1.01 to 1.27 percent 
in three categories; San Leandro had 1.03 to 1.45 
percent in three categories; Pittsburg had 2.26 percent 
of the amusement establishments; San Rafael had 1.15 
percent of the auto-repair category and 1.18 percent of 
the hotels; Burlingame had 1.27 percent of the auto 
category; Redwood City had 1.01 percent of the 
business-service establishments and 1.09 percent of 
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TABLE 40 
Nu~IBER OF SELECTED SERVICE TRADES ESTABLISHMENTS AND RECEIPTS; SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND JV!I<.:TROPOLITAN 

AREA, BY COUNTIES, 1948 

Type of Service Trade Alameda I Contra 
County Costa County 

1\.1arin 
County 

San Francisco San :rviateo 
County County 

Solano 
County 

Total Metro
politan Area 

Number of establishments 
Amount 

Personal, business, and repair 
Personal services ..... . .... . ....•........ 2 342 514 134 

9 
52 
34 

3,393 376 212 
16 
65 
47 

6,971 
890 

1,654 
1,489 

Business services . . . . .... .. ...... .. . ..... . 221 23 582 39 
Auto repair and garnges .. . ......... .. .. . 693 167 562 115 
Misc. repair services . , ......... .. ••.. .. .. 551 136 650 71 

Total. . , ... . . . .... ..•.............. 

Amusements . .... .. . , .. , .. , •. , .. , •..... .... 
Hotels . . .................•.....••.... , •... 
Tourist courts ••••..........•..•. . .....• 

Percent 
Personal, bnsiness, and repair 

Personal services ................... . ••... ,. 
Business services ........... , ...... . . ...... . 
Auto repair and garages ......••. , ... , , ... . 
Misc. repair services .. . . ......... . .. ... . 

Total. . . . .... ......•......••....... 

Amusements . . . . ...............•.•........ 
Hotels ............................. , , ... . 
Tourist courts . , , . , , , .. • , •.•.......•.. 

Receipts (thonsand dollars) 
Amount 

Personal, business, and repair 
Personal services . . . . .............. , . . 
Business services ..............•......... 
Auto repair and ganiges ..•.......... 
Misc. repair services . .. .........•.... , .. . 

Total. . .................•....... ... 

Amusements ., ....•••. . ..........•.. .. .. . .. 
Hotels . ... .. . . ... .................... , .... . 
Tourist courts ........ ... ........... . . .... . 

Percent 
Pusonal, lmsiness, and repair 

Personal services .... .. . . . . ..•.. . ........ 
Business services . . . . . . ..... . . ... ... . 
Auto repair and garnges . . .....•.... .. . 
Misc. repair services . . . ......... . ....... . 

Total. , .. ... ......•.•.. . ..... . . .... 

Amuseinents . . .. ................•.. . .. . .... 
Hotel ...... . . ... .. ............ . . . ... . . .. . . 
Tourist courts .......................... . . . 

3,807 

214 
138 
41 

33.60 
24.83 
41.90 
37.00 

34 .60 

34 .52 
18 .04 
24 . 12 

34,255 
9 ,058 

11,908 
7 , 560 

62,781 

19,019 
7 ,030 

725 

34 . 70 
18 . 63 
29 .70 
38 .47 

30 .31 

31.63 
12.41 
27.05 

the auto category; and San Mateo had 1.07 to 1.61 
percent in three categories. 

Some important concentrations of establishments 
were found in the smaller cities and unincorporated 
sections of Alameda and Contra Costa counties. In 
Alameda County, these sections accounted for 4.72 
percent of the auto-repair category and 5.65 percent 
of the amusement establishments, as well as 2.55 per
cent of the repair-service establishments. In Contra 
Costa county these sections had 8.06 percent of the 

840 

93 
38 
39 

7 .37 
2 .58 

10 . 10 
9 . 13 

7 .63 

15 .00 
4 .97 

22 .94 

5 ,666 
736 

2 ,726 
1,097 

10,225 

3 ,804 
826 
447 

5.74 
1.51 
6.80 
5.58 

4.94 

6.33 
1.46 

16.68 

229 

20 
17 
13 

1. 92 
1.01 
3 . 14 
2 . 28 

2 .08 

3 .23 
2 . 22 
7 . 65 

2, 161 
245 

l ,328 
356 

4,090 

976 
522 
198 

2.19 
0.50 
3.31 
1.81 

1.98 

1.62 
0.92 
7.39 

5,187 

216 
521 

4 

48 .67 
65 .39 
33 .98 
43 .65 

47 .14 

34.84 
68.11 

2 .35 

48,606 
37,690 
20,513 
9,614 

116,423 

25 ,787 
46,596 

141 

49 . 24 
77 .52 
51.16 
48 ,93 

56.22 

42.89 
82.25 
5.26 

601 

37 
26 
44 

5 .39 
4.38 
6 .95 
4 .77 

5 .46 

5 .97 
3 .40 

25 .88 

5,573 
744 

2,529 
688 

9,534 

8 , 913 
930 
906 

5.65 
1. 53 
6.31 
3.50 

4.60 

14.82 
1.64 

33.81 

340 

40 
25 
29 

3.04 
1.80 
3.93 
3 . 16 

3 .09 

6.45 
3 . 27 

17 .06 

2 ,463 
144 

1, 094 
335 

4,036 

1,628 
751 
263 

2 . 50 
0 .30 
2 .73 
1. 70 

1. 95 

2.71 
1.33 
9.81 

11,004 

620 
765 
171 

100 
100 
100 
100 

100 

100 
100 
100 

98,724 
48,617 
40,098 
19,650 

207,089 

60,127 
56,655 
2,680 

100 
100 
100 
100 

100 

100 
100 
100 

amusement establishments, 5.02 percent of the auto
mobile category, and 4.43 percent of the repair estab
lishments. 

City Distribution of Receipts, by Types of Service Trade 

Considerably less-detailed data by cities are available 
for receipts (see Table 42). The outstanding pre
dominance of San Francisco has been indicated above. 
Oakland had 6.72 percent to 29.52 percent of the total 
receipts in six categories. Its percentage of receipts for 



226 PARKING AS A FACTOR IN BUSINESS 

TABLE 41 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF NUMBER OF SERVICE TRADES ESTABLISHMENTS, BY TYPE OF SERVICE, FOR PRINCIPAL 

SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA CITIES, 1948 

County and City Personal Business 
Services Services 

Total, Metropolitan Area 100. 100 . 

Alameda 
Alameda ..... . . . ... ... .. 1.88 0.22 
Albany . ....... . ... . . . . . . 0.49 -
Berkeley .. . ..... . ... . . .. 5.41 3.60 
Emeryville . .. . . . . .. . . ... 0 .20 0.45 
Hayward ............ . . .. 0.69 0.22 
Livermore . .......... . . .. 0.23 0 . 11 
Oakland .. ...... ...... . .. 21.93 19 .10 
Piedmont ........... . . .. 0.03 -
San Leandro .... .... . . 1.03 0.45 
Remainder . ........... .. l. 71 0.67 

Total .... .. . . . ... . 33.60 24.83 

Contra Costa 
Antioch . ....... .. . . ... .. 0.32 0.11 
El Cerrito . . . . . ....... ... 0 .56 0.11 
Martinez .............. ,, 0.39 0.11 
Pittsburg, .. . .. ... ...... . 0 .86 0.22 
Richmond ......... • .... 2.44 1.69 
Remainder . . ............ 2.81 0.34 

Total ., . ..... .. ... 7.37 2.58 

Marin 
Corte Madera .... . ...... 0.03 -
Fairfax . . . .... ........... 0 .09 -
San Anselmo . ........... 0.16 -
San Rafael ... ...... .... . 0 .63 0.45 
Sausalito . .... ........... 0 .24 0.22 
Remainder ... ... . ....... 0.77 0.34 

Total . .... .. . .. ... 2.81 1.01 

San Francisco . ...... . . .... 48.67 65.39 

San Mateo 
Belmont ........... ... . .. - -
Burlingame .. . . . . . .. ..... 0 .85 0.79 
Daly City ...... . ... . . ... 0 .52 -
Menlo Park ..... . . . ..... 0 .26 0.22 
Millbrae .... . . ...... .. . .. 0 .24 0.11 
Redwood City ...... ..... 0.80 0.01 
San Bruno .... . .. . .. .... 0 .32 0.34 
San Carlos ......... ..... 0 .23 0.11 
San Mateo . ... . .... . . . .. 1.09 0.90 
South San Francisco ..... 0.40 0.22 
Remainder ......... .. . .. 0.69 0.67 

Total ........ ..... 5.39 4.38 

Solano 
Benicia .. .. ....... ....... 0.24 -
Fairfield ... ... ... ........ 0 .14 0.34 
Vacaville . . ... . .. ...... .. 0 .22 -
Vallejo .... ......... .... . 1.59 1.12 
Remainder ........ . . .. . . 0.85 0.34 

Total . . . .... .... .. 3.04 1.80 

the personal-service and miscellaneous-repair categories 
were above its percentages of the establishments in 
these categories. On the other hand, it had a far-smaller 
percentage of receipts in the remaining four categories. 

Berkeley had higher percentages of receipts in the 

Auto Repair 
Services & Garages 

Misc. "Rep~ir 
Servicts Amusements Hotels 

100 . 100 . 100 . 100 . 

1.57 2.01 l. 77 0.39 
0.60 0.54 0.32 -
5.56 3.56 2.58 1.83 
0.18 0.07 0 .81 0.39 
1.27 1.01 1.13 0. 13 
0.36 0.27 0.48 0.39 

26.18 25 ,72 21 . 13 14.12 
- - - -

1.45 l. 28 0.65 -
4.72 2.55 5.65 0.78 

41.90 37.00 34.52 18.04 

0.36 0.34 0 .97 0.13 
0.48 0 .27 0.81 -
0.48 0.27 0 .65 0.39 
0.42 0.54 2.26 1.05 
3 33 3.29 2.26 1. 70 
5.02 4.43 8 .06 1. 70 

10.10 9.13 15.00 4.97 

0.12 - - -
0.18 0.07 0 .16 -
0.18 0.20 0.48 0. 13 
1.15 0 .81 0 .97 1.18 
0 .30 0 .20 0 .32 0.52 
1.21 1.01 1.29 0.39 

3.14 2.28 3.23 2.22 

33.98 43.65 34.84 68.11 

0 .06 - - -
1.27 0.60 0.32 0.26 
0.79 0.34 0.32 -
0 .30 0.13 0.48 -
0.12 0.13 - -
1.09 0.67 0.48 0.65 
0 .24 0. 13 0.65 -
0 .36 0.54 0.16 -
0.85 1.07 1.61 0.78 
0 .60 0. 27 0.48 0.92 
1.27 0.87 1.45 0.78 

6.95 4.77 5.97 3.40 

0 .24 0.07 0.48 0.13 
0 .18 - 0.16 -
0.42 0. 13 0.16 0.13 
1.69 0.94 2.90 1.83 
1.39 2.02 2.74 1.18 

3.93 3.16 6.45 3.27 

amusement and hotel categories, but the relationship 
was reversed for the remaining categories. In Richmond, 
the percentages of receipts were less than the percent
ages of establishments for all six categories. 

Only eight of the remaining cities had 1 percent or 
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TABLE 42 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SERVICE TRADES RECEIPTS, BY TYPE OF SERVICE, FOR PRINCIPAL SAN FRANCISCO

OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA CITIES, 1948 

County and City Personal Business Auto Rcpo ir Misc. Repair Amusements Hotels Services Services Servicea nnd Gar:lges Services 

Total, Metropolitan Area .. 100. 100 . 100. 100 . 100. 100 . 

Alameda 
Alameda . ... .. . ....... .. 1. 91 * 0.96 * 1.25 0.54 
Albany .. .. ...... .. . . . . .. 0.29 - 0.48 0.85 * -
Berkeley . .. .. ... .. ... . .. 5.24 1.68 4.17 2.77 2.75 4.36 
Emeryville ............ .. 0.43 * 0.05 * 1. 26 0.09 
Hayward .. 0.60 * 0.68 * 0.68 * .. . . ... . .. .. 
Livermore ....... .. ... ... * * 0.10 0.18 0.21 0.03 
Oakland ............... .. 24.24 15.33 19.46 29.52 17.12 6.72 
Piedmont ... . ...... .. . .. * - - - - -
San Leandro .. ........ .. 0.87 0.07 1.11 0 .66 • -
Remainder .... . . . ... . . . . 1.12 1.55 2.70 4.49 8.36 0.67 

Total. .. . .. .. .. . 34.70 18.63 29.70 38.47 31.63 12.41 

Contra Costa 
Antioch ..... . .. .. .. 0.25 * 0 .24 * * * ... .. 
El Cerrito .. . . . . . . . ... ... 0 .36 * 0 . 71 * 0 .24 -
Martinez . ....... . ..... .. 0 .55 * 0.08 * * * 
Pittsburg ....... ... . .. ... 0 .56 * 0 .19 * 1.06 0.49 
Richmond ..... ... .. ... .. 2 .28 0 .48 2.61 2 .68 2 .23 0 .22 
Remainder . .... .. . . ..... 1. 73 1.03 2.97 2 .90 2 .80 0 .75 

Total . .... . ....... 5.74 1.51 6.80 5.58 6.33 1.46 

Marin 
Corte Madera ......... . . * - * - - -
Fairfax ... * - * * * -.... .. ' .. ' .... 
San Anselmo .. . ... ...... 0 .19 - 0 .24 0.05 0.26 * 
San Rafael. .. . ......... . 0 .95 0.31 1. 78 0.93 0. 79 0.50 
Sausalito .. . . . . .. , ....... 0 .32 * 0.19 * * 0.34 
Remainder . . . ...... , .... 0 .73 0.19 1.10 0.83 0.57 0.08 

Total ........ .. ... 2.19 0.50 3.31 1.81 1.62 0.92 

San Francisco . .. . .. . .. . .. 49.24 77.52 51.16 48.93 42.89 82.25 

San Mateo 
Belmont .. . . . . .. .. .. .. .. . - - • - - -
Burlingame ...... . .. , .... 0.89 0.39 2.05 0.32 * * 
Daly City . 0.37 - 0.64 0.23 * -... ... ... ' -- · 
Menlo Park .. . . . ........ 0.34 * 0 .30 * * -
Millbrae . 0.21 * * * - -00 • ••••••• I I 001 

Redwood City . . ... . ..... 0.94 0.32 0.79 0.49 * 0.17 
San Bruno . . . . .. .. . ... .. 0.28 * 0 .11 * 4.89 -

San Carlos .. . . . . ........ 0.42 * * 0.50 * -
San Mateo ... .. . . . . ..... 1.31 0.29 0 .62 0.97 6.38 0 .53 
South San Francisco ... .. 0.45 * 0 .52 * • 0 .51 
Remainder . . . . .. ... ..... 0.43 0.53 1.28 0.99 3.45 0 .43 

Total ... •.. ...... . 5.65 1.53 6.31 3.50 14.82 1.64 

Solano 
Benicia .. ......... . .... .. 0 .09 - * * * * 
Fairfield ............ . .... 0 .23 * * - * -
Vncnvill 0 .15 - * * . * o o I O O I I • 0 t I O • 0 ~ I 

Vallejo . . . ..... .. ....... , 1 .51 0.25 1.42 0.73 1.69 0 .99 
Remainder .............. 0 .51 0.05 1.31 0 .97 1.02 0 . 34 

Total ...... .. .. ... 2.50 I 0.30 I 2.73 I 1.70 2. 71 I 1.33 

* Withheld to avoid disclosure-included in "Remainder" for county in which located. 

more of the total receipts in one of the six categories: 
Alameda had 1.25 percent of the amusement total and 
1.91 percent of the personal-service total; Emeryville, 
because of a professional baseball park, had 1.26 

percent for amusements; San Rafael had 1. 78 percent 
of the automobile-repair category; San Bruno had 
4.89 percent of the amusement total; San Mateo had 
6.38 percent of the amusement total and 1.31 percent 
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of the personal-service total; and Vallejo had 1.42 to 
1.69 percent of three categories. 

Because receipts data were not available for many 
cities, the "remainder" data are not comparable with 
similar data for establishments. 

SELECTED INDICA'I'IONS OF GEOGRAPHICAL SHIFTS 

OVER TIME 

Although no comparable data are available for 
various census periods with which to measure geo
graphical shifts for each of the seven categories of 
service trades, some comparisons can be made for 
amusements between 1933 and 1948 and for hotels 
between 1933, 1935, and 1948. 

Amusements 

Data of number of establishments for 1933 and 1948 
reveal a wide geographical shift. San Francisco declined 
from 48.9 percent to 34.8 percent, while the remaining 
counties increased in relative importance. The largest 
gains were in Contra Costa County from 9.4 to 15 
percent; in Solano County from 2.8 to 6.5 percent; and 
in Alameda County from 31.9 to 34.5 percent. 

Divergent trends are apparent for the cities, although 
data for 1933 are not as complete as for 1948. Oakland, 
second in importance, rose from 18.4 to 21.1 percent. 
Berkeley declined sharply from 6.01 to 2.58 percent. 
Sharp increases were recorded for Richmond from 1.00 
to 2.26 percent, for San Mateo from 0.80 to 1.61 per
cent, and for Vallejo from 1.20 to 2.90 percent. The 
smaller cities and unincorporated areas also increased in 
importance, but comparable data are not available. 
San Francisco lost ground in receipts for amusement 
establishments, declining from 61.2 to 42.9 percent, 
although remaining above its percentage of establish
ments. San Mateo county rose sharply from 5.1 to 
14.8 percent, especially in San Bruno and San Mateo. 

The percentage in Contra Costa County rose from 
2.5 to 6.3 percent, with sizeable gains in Richmond and 
Pittsburg. Contrary to the trend for establishments, 
Oakland declined from 18.8 to 17 .1 percent, although 
Alameda County increased from 28.1 to 31.6 percent. 
Berkeley and Alameda, in this county, also lost ground, 
but other cities gained sufficiently to more than offset 
the decline. 

Hotels 

A considerably different pattern is apparent for 
hotels. _For establishments, San Francisco rose from 
64 percent in 1933 to 65.7 percent in 1935, and 68.1 
percent in 1948. Alameda County, during the same 
period, declined from 21 to 18 percent; Contra Costa 
County rose from 5.7 percent in 1933 to 6.5 percent 
in 1935, and then fell to 5 percent in 1948; Marin 
County declined from 3.1 to 2.2 percent; and San 
Mateo County declined from 4.4 to 3.4 percent. Only 
Solano County registered an increase, accounting for 
1.8 percent of the 1933 total and 3.3 percent of the 
1948 total. 

Among the cities other than San Francisco, Oakland 
declined from 17 to 14.1 percent. The remaining cities 
each had less than 2 percent of the hotels in 1948. 
Alameda, Pittsburg, San Rafael, and San Mateo 
showed declines, while Berkeley, Richmond, and 
Vallejo increased. 

When the data of receipts are analyzed, San Fran
cisco dominates with 82.1 percent of the 1933 total, 
81.2 percent of the 1935 total, and 82.3 percent of the 
1948 total. Oakland declined sharply between 1935 
and 1948 from 10.3 to 6.7 percent, while Berkeley rose 
from 2.4 to 4.4 percent. Vallejo increased from 0.24 to 
0.99 percent. Obviously, especially when receipts are 
considered, hotels tend to concentrate in the larger 
metropolitan centers. 

Dispersion of Economic Activities 

This section deals in some detail with the extent of 
dispersion of manufacturing, wholesaling, and retailing 
activities in the area. Because of variations in the 
availability of data for geographic units, no uniform 
analysis can be made for each of these three classes of 
economic activity. Within these limitations, three 
kinds of comparisons are made for each class of eco
nomic activity: (1) the extent of diversification for 
each geographic unit in terms of both physical estab
lishment and dollar value (together with employment 
for manufacturing); (2) dispersion measured in terms 

of differences in relation to diversification between 
each geographic unit and the metropolitan area as a 
whole; and (3) dispersion measured in terms of the 
percentage of the area total for each kind of business 
within each class accounted for by each geographic 
unit. 

DIVERSIFICATION OF MANUFACTURING ACTIVITIES 

Diversification in Number of Establishments 

Nine kinds of industries dominate the bay area 
manufacturing establishments. Together, they ac-
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TABLE 43 
PERCENTAGE COMPOSITION 0~' MANUFACTURING ESTABLISH

MENTS, BY TYPE OF INDUSTRY: SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND 
METROPOLITAN AREA AND FouR CoUNTrns ; 1939, 1947-50 

Area and Type of 
Industry* (In Order 1950 1949 1948 1947 1939 
o[ 1950 Importance) 

--- ------ --- --
Total 6 - County 

Metropolitan 
Area 

27 16 .00 15.47 16.01 16.37 16.42 
20 15.34 14.88 15.22 16.59 26.44 
34 9.86 9.77 9.57 10.24 5.25 
23 8.81 8.85 8.94 9.51 8.79 
35 8.48 8.78 8.73 9.02 6.43 
28 6.93 6.97 6.94 6.65 7 .18 
25 5.36 5.57 5.81 4.74 5.91 
24 4.39 4.29 4.56 3.90 2.35 
32 3.33 3.02 3.23 3.49 3.10 
33 2.46 2.53 2.74 2.78 6.32 
37 2.42 2.79 2.84 2.51 1.87 
36 2.18 2.38 2.28 2.18 1.44 
26 1.93 1.84 1.51 1.66 1. 21 

All Others 
Total 100 . 100 . 100. 100. 100. 

San Francisco 
County 

27 19 .82 18.81 19 . 13 20 .85 19 .98 
20 14 .74 14.29 14 .67 15 .58 22 .51 
34 8.87 8.82 9.07 9.75 6.26 
23 14.05 13.97 13 .67 15 .48 13 .03 
35 6.61 7 .12 6. 61 6 .88 5.76 
28 6.10 6.31 6.70 5 .68 5.03 
25 4.67 5.19 5. 15 3.67 5.94 
24 3.56 3.63 3.74 2.91 1.43 
32 1.85 1.84 1.91 2.06 2.30 
33 1.38 1.54 1.91 1.31 5.62 
37 1.48 1.57 1.87 1.61 1.52 
36 1.89 2.02 1.91 1. 76 1.15 
26 1.80 1.84 1.64 1.81 1.24 

All Others 
Total 100 . 100 . 100. 100 . 100 . 

Alameda County 
27 10.25 10.13 10.71 10.12 9.82 
20 16.92 16.55 16.43 18.38 30.88 
34 12.28 12.83 11.46 12.31 4.40 
23 2.77 3.02 3.35 2.87 2.15 
35 11. 72 12.07 12.60 13.15 9.30 
28 7.57 7.27 6.95 7.34 9.00 
25 6.10 6.50 6.54 5.99 7.16 
24 3.99 3.71 4.50 3.79 3.58 
32 4.15 3.25 3.68 3.37 3.68 
33 4.14 3.86 4.17 4.64 8.38 
37 3.42 4.25 3.92 3.46 2.25 
36 2.44 2.78 2.86 2.95 2.25 
26 2.12 1.86 1.64 1.43 1.23 

All Others 
Total 100. 100 . 100. 100. 100. 

Contra Costa County 
27 12.44 13.50 13.69 13.10 11.11 
20 12.44 13.00 14.88 19.64 28.57 
34 8.47 8.00 7.75 5.95 1.59 
23 1.00 0.50 0.60 0.60 0.79 
35 7.46 4.50 4.76 3.57 -
28 13.43 14.50 16.07 15.48 27.78 
25 6.47 5.50 9.52 5.36 3.17 
24 7.96 7.00 7.14 8.33 1.59 
32 6.97 6.00 8.33 9.52 6.35 
33 2.50 3.00 2.99 3.57 5.56 
37 4.98 5.00 5.36 3.57 3.17 
36 1.00 1.00 - - -
26 4.48 5.00 1.19 2.98 2.38 

All Others 
Total 100 . 100 . 100. 100. 100. 

TABLE 43.-Continued 

Area and Type of 
Industry* (In Order 1950 1949 1948 1947 1939 
of 1950 Importance) 

--- --- --- ---
San Mateo County 

27 14.05 15.00 16.43 13.51 10.81 
20 9.09 8.33 9.39 9.46 33.33 
34 8.68 7.08 7.99 8.11 0.90 
23 1.65 2.50 2.35 1.35 -
35 11.57 11.25 12.21 12.16 4.50 
28 7.02 6.67 4.69 8.11 12.61 
25 7.02 4.58 5.63 7.66 1.80 
24 9.92 9.58 11.27 8.56 9.01 
32 7.02 7.92 7.51 9.01 11. 71 
33 4.55 4.99 3.29 6.31 7.21 
37 1.65 2.09 1.88 1.35 0.90 
36 4.96 5.42 5.16 4.50 2.70 
26 2.63 - - 0.90 -

All Others 
Total 100. 100 . 100. 100. 100. 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, and Old Age Survivors 
Insurance Data. 

* See Table 44 for Industry-Type Codes. 

counted for 78.5 percent of the 1950 total and 81.9 
per cent of the 1939 total (see Table 43).43 In order, 
they were printing, food, fabricated-metal products, 
apparel, machinery (except electrical), chemicals, 
furniture, lumber products, and stone, glass, and clay 
products. The main trend since 1939 has been a decline 
in the importance of the food-manufacturing plants. 

W'ith the exception of stone, glass, and clay products, 
these categories accounted for 78.4 percent of San 
Francisco's establishments in 1950, and 79.9 percent 
in 1939. In Alameda County, transportation-equipment 
and metal industries join the list, while apparel estab
lishments are of lesser importance. Together, these 
kinds of manufacturing accounted for 80.5 percent of 
the county's 1950 total, and 88.5 percent of the 1939 
total. In Contra Costa County, paper and petroleum 
establishments are added; the 11 important kinds 
accounted for 88.6 percent of the 1950 total and 92.1 
percent of the 1939 total. In San Mateo County, 10 
kinds accounted for 83.9 percent of the 1950 county 
total and 94.6 percent in 1939. 

The extent of diversification in physical establish
ments is shown in differences in the leading kinds of 
industries in each county. Printing, food, and apparel
maimfacturing dominate in San Francisco County. 
Food, fabricated-metal, machinery (except electrical), 
and printing establishments predominate in Alameda 
County. In Contra Costa County, chemical, food, and 
printing establishments are most important. And in 
San Mateo County, the important establishments are 
in printing, machinery, lumber, food, and fabricated 
metals. 

43 The discussion which follows will abbreviate the titles of each type. Ap
pendix B contains the full br~akdown. 
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TABLE 44 
VALUE ADDED BY MANUFACTURES AND NUMBER OF PRODUCTION WORKERS, SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN 

AREA, AND SELECTED COUNTIES; BY LEADING TYPES OF INDUSTRIES, 1947 

Percentage Composition Percent of Area Total Metro-

Type of Industry Metro- San Contra Contra 
poli lnn 

/\t</1 Alameda Fra~:tco I Alameda Other politan Francisco County Costa Costa Counties Total 
County County Area County 

---
Value added by manufactures: 

20 Food and kindred products •.. .... ....... .. . 23.27 29.84 
28 Chemicals and allied products . ........ 11.30 7.01 
37 Transportation equipment .... . .. . ......... , 9.34 5.27 
27 Printing and publishing industries .......... 9.25 17.40 
~4 Fahricat!ld mP-tal products ....... ....... , .. 8.31 8.f\/i 
35 Machinery, except electrical. . .... . ......... 7 .18 5.79 
33 Primary metal industries . . ....... ....... . .. 5.80 1.37 
29 Petroleum and coal products . .............. 5.56 -
23 Apparel and related products .... . ....... . .. 3.62 8.73 
32 Stone, clay, and glass products . .. ... . , ..... 3.58 0.48 
26 Paper and allied products ..... . . ........ .. 2.76 2.48 
36 Electrical machinery ........ , . . ....... . .... 2.69 2.03 
25 Furniture and fixtures .... ' .... ... .......... 2.02 3.55 

Total, group , . . .. . ....... . ............. 94.68 92.60 
All industries . ... ... ' .. . ··· ········· .. 100.00 100.00 

Average number of production workers: 
20 F90 I muJ .k.i)I Ir d P, rOdl1Ct ..... '. ····· ·· ·· · 18.64 21.48 
37 Transport;at 1.on equipment. . ...... ... .. ...... 13.44 10.69 
34 Fahri c1ited n1.et.n.l products . ..... · ••·•······ 9.80 11.43 
35 Nluch inery, except elcet l'i cal ...... . . ........ 8.29 5.92 
33 P rimary metal indust ri es ... . . . . .. ·-··· ·· ·· . 7 .29 1. 73 
27 Printing and pul>li hin g industries ....... . .. 6.55 12.74 
29 Petroleum and ·oul prod uc!s ..... .......... 5.99 -
28 Chemicals and allied products ... . ... ..... .. 5.76 3.12 
23 Appnrel ancl relnLecl indua~ri s . ... .......... 5.59 13.97 
32 tone, chty, flnd gloss pro<lu ·Li; ... . .... .... . 3.30 0.66 
26 P1\pcr 1tud a llied I rod u ·Ls . .... ... ...•. ... .. 2.95 3.01 
25 Furniture and fixtures . .... . ... .. . ........ .. 2.83 5.10 
36 Electrical machinery ............. ... ..... . . 2.55 2.24 

Total, group .. .. .. ........... ..... ..... 92.98 92.09 
All industries ......... . ...... ... ..... .. 100.00 100.00 

Source: Census of Manufactures: 1947. 
* Data not available. 

Diversification in Terms of Employment and Value added 
by Manufacturer 

Analysis here can be made only for 1947 (see Table 
44). In terms of employment, the following nine kinds 
of industries accounted for 81.4 percent of the metro
politan area total: food, transportation equipment, 
fabricated metals, machines (except electrical), primary 
metals, printing, petroleum, chemicals, and apparel. 
For San Francisco, employment was highest in the 
food, apparel, printing, fabricated metals, and trans
portation-equipment industries. For Alameda County, 
transportation equipment, food, machinery (except 
electrical), and fabricated metals have the highest per
cent of employment. And in Contra Costa County, 
employment in the petroleum industry accounted for 
36.8 percent, with primary metals, food, and chemicals 
accounting for an additional 37.5 percent. 

In terms of value added, eight industries were 
responsible for 80 percent of the area total in 1947: 

County County 
--- --- --- ---

21.88 9.36 50.14 36.67 5.95 7.24 100.00 
12 .06 16.17 24.25 41.61 21.15 12.99 100.00 
13 .82 * 40.25 57.68 * * 100.00 
5.06 1.07 73.51 21.34 1. 72 3.43 100.00 

10 .08 4./il 40.7~ 47.0R R.02 4.17 100.00 
11 .55 * 31.50 62.73 * 5.77 100.00 
4 .39 * 9.23 49.54 * * 100.00 
* 34.29 - * 91.13 * 100.00 
* * 94.20 * * * 100.00 

4.26 4.21 5.28 46.32 17.34 31.06 100.00 
2.83 * 35.13 39.93 * * 100.00 
4.34 * 29.48 62.87 * * 100.00 
1.45 0.13 68.47 27.89 0.93 2.71 100.00 
* * - - - - -

100.00 100.00 39.10 38.99 14.78 7.13 100 .00 

17.71 13.00 41.96 39.13 10.68 8.23 100 .00 
20.36 6.78 28.97 62.43 7.73 0.87 100 .00 
10.60 5.64 42.46 44.55 8.81 4.18 100 .00 
13.38 1.34 26.02 66.49 2.47 5.02 100 .00 
5.68 14.94 8.65 · 32.05 31.36 27.94 100 .00 
3.80 0.80 70.85 23.93 1.86 3.36 100 .00 
0.80 36.78 - 5.50 94.24 0.26 100 .00 
6.37 9.52 19.70 45.56 25.30 9.44 100 .00 
0.90 * 91.04 6.67 - 2.29 100 .00 
4.51 5.11 7.32 56.34 23.70 12.64 100.00 
2.70 4.32 37.20 37.74 22.45 2.61 100 .00 
2.03 0.19 65.58 29.47 1.02 3.93 100 .00 
3.56 - 32.03 57.53 - 10.44 100 .00 

92.40 * - - - - 100 .00 
100.00 100.00 36.43 41.20 15.32 7.05 100 .00 

food, chemicals, transportation equipment, printing 
and publishing, fabricated metals, machinery, primary 
metals, and petroleum. The important kinds in the 
three leading industrial counties were: (1) San Fran
cisco, food, printing, apparel, fabricated metals, chemi
cals, machinery (except electrical), and transportation 
equipment; (2) Alameda, food, transportation equip
ment, chemicals, machinery (except electrical), and 
fabricated metals; and (3) Contra Costa, petroleum and 
chemicals. 

DISPERSION OF MANUFACTURING ACTIVITIES 

Dispersion in Terms of Differences in Diversification 

From Table 43, it becomes apparent that certain 
types of manufacturing establishments tend to be 
dispersed in counties other than San Francisco. If the 
main types of industries are analyzed, the following 
establishments tend to have high degrees of dispersion 
based on comparison of percentages found in the 
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counties relative to percentages for the metropolitan 
area as a whole: (1) printing and publishing industries, 
Solano; (2) food and kindred products, Alameda and 
Solano; (3) fabricated metal products, Alameda and 
Marin; (4) apparel and related products, none; (5) 
machinery, except electrical, Alameda and San Mateo; 
(6) chemicals and allied products, Alameda, Contra 
Costa, and San Mateo; (7) furniture and fixtures, 
Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and San Mateo; (8) 
lumber products (except furniture), Contra Costa, 
Marin, and San Mateo; (9) stone, clay, and glass 
products, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, 
and Solano. In the sense in which the term is used here, 
dispersion appears to have increased as the kind of 
industry declines in relative importance. For apparel 
establishments, none of this type of dispersion 1s 
found. 

Based on 1947 data in Table 44, dispersion of em
ployment existed as follows for the most-important 
kinds of industries:44 (1) food and kindred products, 
none; (2) transportation equipment, Alameda; (3) 
fabricated metal products, Alameda; (4) machinery, 
except electrical, Alameda; (5) primary metals, Contra 
Costa; (6) printing and publishing industries, none; 
(7) petroleum and coal products, Contra Costa; (8) 
chemicals and allied products, Alameda and Contra 
Costa; (9) apparel and related industries, none. 

Finally, for this type of dispersion measurement, the 
1947 data of value added by manufacture gives the 
following: (1) food and kindred products, none; (2) 
chemicals and allied product_s, Alameda and Contra 
Costa; (3) transportation equipment, Alameda; (4) 
printing and publishing industries, none; (5) fabricated 
metal products, Alameda; (6) machinery, except elec
trical, Alameda; (7) primary metal industries, none; 
(8) petroleum and coal products, Contra Costa; (9) 
apparel and related products, none. 

Dispersion in Terms of Importance of Each County 

The preceding discussion has emphasized dispersion 
in terms of diversification patterns. Somewhat more 
meaningful for this study, perhaps, is the percent of 
each leading kind of industry found in counties other 
than San Francisco. Table 45 contains comparisons for 
establishments for 1939 and for 1947 through 1950. 
In two categories, printing and apparel, the data indi
cate centralization in San Francisco County, and in 
1939, there was centralization as well of establishments 
producing fabricated metal, paper, and furniture 

._.. Corrq'luriso1t.1e here cmn deal only with the three important counties of 
San Francisco, Alameda, 1rnd Contra C09·to. 

TABLE 45 

PERCENT OF SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA
1
S 

l'vlAN PACTURIN I lJ:STABI.I. 11.\IENTS, FOR EACH b11• IR'l'A 'l' 
TYJ>.El oF · n u "TRY, A · 'OUNTED FOR BY L~;Al)INO 

COUNTIES, 1939, 1947-1950 

Area :iad Type of Ind~stry' 
(In Ordur ol 1950 Importnnc ) -

1950 

Percent, Metropolitan Area Total 

1949 1948 1947 1939 
--------- --- ------------
San Francisco County 

27 
20 
34 
23 
35 
28 
25 
24 
32 
33 
37 
36 
26 

All Industries 

Alameda County 
27 
20 
34 
23 
35 
28 
25 
24 
32 
33 
37 
36 
26 

All Industries 

Contra Costa County 
27 
20 
34 
23 
35 
28 
25 
24 
32 
33 
37 
36 
26 

All Industries 

San Mateo County 
27 
20 
34 
23 
35 
28 
25 
24 
32 
33 
37 
36 
26 

All Industries 

68.10 
52.81 
49 .51 
87 .61 
42.81 
48 .35 
47 .87 
44 .51 
30 .53 
30 .93 
33.68 
47 .67 
51.32 
54.97 

20.00 
34.44 
38.92 
9.80 

43.11 
34.07 
35.55 
28.32 
38.93 
52.58 
44.21 
34.88 
34.21 
31. 22 

3.97 
4.14 
4.38 
0 .58 
4.49 
9.89 
6 .16 
9.25 

10.69 
5.15 

10 .53 
2.33 

11.84 
5.11 

5.40 
3.64 
5.41 
1.15 
8.38 
6.23 
8.06 

13.87 
12.98 
11.34 
4.21 

13.95 
2.63 
6.15 

66 .56 
52.55 
49.00 
86.43 
44.41 
49 .65 
51 .10 
46.29 
33.33 
33 .00 
30.70 
46 .39 
54.67 
54 .77 

20.76 
35.25 
41.29 
10.80 
43.58 
33.10 
37.00 
27.43 
34.15 
48.54 
48.25 
37 .11 
32.00 
31. 71 

4.28 
4.28 
3.98 
0.28 
2.51 

10.21 
4.85 
8.00 
9.76 
5.82 
8.78 
2.06 

13.33 
4.91 

5.71 
3.29 
4.23 
1.66 
7.54 
5.63 
4.85 

13.14 
15.45 
11.65 
4.39 

13.40 

5.89 

67.20 
54.21 
53.21 
85.96 
42.52 
54 .24 
49.78 
46.07 
33.33 
39.25 
36.04 
47 .19 
61.02 
56.22 

20.96 
33.84 
37.43 
11. 75 
45.16 
31.37 
35.24 
30.90 
35. 71 
47.66 
43.24 
39.33 
33.90 
31.33 

3.68 
4.21 
3.47 
0.29 
2.35 
9.96 
7.05 
6.74 

11.11 
4.67 
0.81 

3.39 
4.30 

5.60 
3.37 
4.57 
1.43 
7.62 
3.69 
5.29 

13.48 
12.70 
6.54 
3.60 

12.36 

5.46 

* See Table 44 for Industry-Type Codes. 

69 .05 
50 .90 
51.60 
88 . 25 
41.39 
46 .31 
41 .95 
40 .56 
32.03 
25.49 
34 .78 
43 .75 
59 .02 
54 . 21 

19.97 
35.80 
38.83 
9.74 

47 .13 
35.66 
40.80 
31.47 
31.25 
53.92 
44.57 
43.75 
27.87 
32.03 

3.66 
5.42 
2.66 
0.29 
1.81 

10.66 
5.17 
9.79 

12.50 
5.88 
6.52 

8 .20 
4 .58 

4.99 
3.45 
4.79 
0.86 
8.16 
7.38 
9.77 

13.29 
15.63 
13.73 
3.26 

12.35 
3.28 
6.13 

75.87 
53 .09 
74.32 
92.48 
55.80 
43.60 
62 .62 
37.80 
46 .30 
55.45 
50.77 
50.00 
64.29 
62.36 

16.78 
32.79 
23.50 
6 .86 

40.63 
35.20 
33.98 
42.68 
33.33 
37.27 
33.85 
44.00 
28.57 
28.08 

2.45 
3.91 
1.09 
0 .33 

14.00 
1.94 
6.93 
7.41 
3.18 
6.15 

7.14 
3.62 

2.10 
4.02 
0 .55 

2.23 
5.60 
0.97 

12.20 
12.03 
3.64 
1.54 
6.00 

3.19 
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products. For the remammg categories, dispersion 
exists as follows: (1) Alameda County, food, fabricated 
metal, machinery, chemicals, furniture, and stone, 
clay, and glass products establishments; (2) Contra 
Costa, chemicals, furniture, lumber products, and 
stone, clay, and glass establishments; and (3) San 
Mateo, the same kinds as for Contra Costa, together 
with machinery (except electrical). Greater dispersion 
is found once again as the kind of industry assumes 
smaller relative importance. 

For employment, Table 44 reveals dispersion in the 
following kinds of establishments: (1) food and kindred 
products, none; (2) transportation equipment, Alameda; 
(3) fabricated metal products, Alameda; (4) machinery, 
except electrical, Alameda; (5) primary metal industries, 
Alameda, Contra Costa, and other counties; (6) printing 
and publishing, none; (7) petroleum and coal products, 
Contra Costa; (8) chemicals and allied products, 
Alameda; (9) apparel and related products, none; (10) 
stone, clay and glass products, Alameda, Contra Costa, 
and other counties; (11) paper and allied products, 
Alameda; (12) furniture and fixtures, none; (13) 
electrical machinery, Alameda. 

Finally, the data of value added by manufacture 
give the following patterns: (1) food and kindred 
products, none; (2) chemicals and allied products, 
Alameda; (3) transportation equipment, Alameda; (4) 
printing and publishing industries, none; (5) fabricated 
metal products, Alameda; (6) machinery, except 
electrical, Alameda; (7) primary metal products, 
Alameda; (8) petroleum and coal products, Contra 
Costa; (9) apparel and related products, none; (IO) 
stone, clay, and glass products, Alameda, Contra Costa, 
and other counties; (11) paper and allied products, 
Alameda; (12) electrical machinery, Alameda; (13) 
furniture and fixtures, none. 

DIVERSIFICATION AND DISPERSION OF WHOLESALE TRADE 

There are, unfortunately, no data of wholesale
middlemen establishments and sales, by cities, which 
give details for type of operation and kinds of goods 
handled except for San Francisco and Alameda counties. 
In any case, the concentration of both establishments 
and sales in San Francisco and Oakland is so great, 
that this section need emphasize only those types of 
operations and kinds of goods handled in which San 
Francisco and Alameda counties fall below their 
combined importance. 

As Table 46 indicates, San Francisco and Alameda 
combined accounted for 93.2 percent of the 1948 
wholesale establishments and 96.7 percent of these 
middlemen's sales. The remaining counties had higher-

than-average percentages of establishments for mer
chant wholesalers handling edible farm products, 
beers, wines, and distilled spirits; tobacco and tobacco 
products; paper and its products; automotive equip
ment and accessories; electrical goods; lumber and 
construction materials; and metals and metal work. 
Petroleum bulk stations were located primarily in the 
outlying counties. Among the agents and brokers, only 
those handling raw-material farm products and lumber 
materials had dispersed locations; this was true for 
assemblers as a group. 

So far as sales are concerned, the picture of dispersion 
is closely correlated with the above pattern, although 
the degree of dispersion was different. But as has been 
mentioned earlier, wholesaling is primarily a metro
politan-area activity, except where the kind of product 
handled, or the location of the customer, or the re
quirements for branch operation, require a dispersed 
locational pattern. 

DIVERSIFICATION OF RETAIL TRADE 

Census data are available by cities for census periods 
from 1929 to 1948 on a fairly comparable basis. The 
discussion which is included here is based on data for 
12 cities which accounted for 79.7 percent of the 1948 
establishments and 85.7 percent of the dollar sales. 

Diversification of Establishments 

The census data permit percentage comparisons to 
be made for the metropolitan area and the 12 most
important cities for eleven kinds of business and a 
miscellaneous group (see Table 47). In terms of num
bers of stores, those selling prepared items in eating and 
drinking places, or in food stores, together accounted 
for 43.3 percent of all stores in the metropolitan area 
in 1929, 52 percent in 1939, and 47.3 percent in 1948. 
The food group has lost ground relatively, due mainly 
to conversion to supermarket operations. The eating
and-drinking places more than doubled in importance: 
most of this is due, of course, to Prohibition in 1929, 
which meant no drinking places were legally in ex
istence. Other important groups, in declining order of 
importance, were the apparel group, gasoline stations, 
and furniture-and-appliance stores. Table 47 also shows 
how the pattern of diversification varies between the 
dozen most-important trading centers. 

Diversification Based on Dollar Sales 

Retail establishments vary widely in sales-size, and 
as a result, diversification based on dollar sales varies 
widely from the pattern based on numbers of estab
lishments (see Table 48). Food stores rank first in the 
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TABLE 46 
PERCENTAGE OF WHOLESALE E TA8LISl'IMlaNTS AND SALES, SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND NIETRO PO LITAN AREA, ACCO UNTE D 

FOR BY 'AN FRA:-1 'ISCO AND ALAMEDA COUNTIES IN HJ48 

Type of Operation and Kind of Business 

Establishments Sales 
-----,,------------- - ---------------

.M,clropolitau 
Area Totnl :ia 11 l'rn11cl~co Alameda 

County County 

______ P_e_rc_en_t _____ 
1 

Metropolitan Percent 

O h Area Total S 1' . Al d 
Co~n~fes (Thousands) nnC~~~~}~o c!~~Ya 

Other 
Counties 

-- --------------1----1----1---- ---- ---- ---- --------
Total 

Merchant wholesalers 
1·0 e rie , • nf t i nery , m n,t.s . .. .•. . .. 

1r11rm J 1·ot.lt1cts ( dibl ) .............. . 
13 er , wines, Ji Lill (I spil'if.s . .. ..... . 
Drugs, ohcmi als t1ll ied products .... . 
Tobacco und p1·odL1Cts (exclud ing lenf) . . 
Dry goods apprt.l'el .................. . 
FumiLurc, J1ome furnishiugs ........... . 
Paper and its products ..... , . . ..... .. . . 
Aut.omoliv • equipment, tires, tubes ... . . 
El cLricnl g od . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . 
H:u·(l\\'are, plumbing, heating . . . . .. .. . . . 
Lumb r , construcU Hl matc1fals . .. . 
Mil hine1'y, equi pmen t, su1 1 lies. . . .. 
M t.nl ·, me~al work (ex ·luchng scrap) .. 
Wnst mttl,el'ials . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . 
Other merchant wholesalers . ..... .... . . . 

Total , merchant wholesalers . . .. .. . . 

i"\tlanufacturers' sales branches (with 
stocks) ....... . ........ , , . .. , . 

Manufacturers' sales o.ffices .. .. .. . ........ . 

Petroleum bulk tank stations, terminals . . . . . 

Agents and brokers 
Groceries, confc t ioncry, meats .. .. ... . 
Farm products (edible) , . . . . .. .. . 
Drugs, chemicals, allied products .. . ... . 
Furniture, home furnishings .. ... ... ... . 
Paper and its products .. . . ... , , . . , . ... . 
Farm produ ·ts (raw materials) . . . .. . . 
Electn ·a l goods . . ........... .... ... . .. . 
Lumber, construction materials . .... , .. . 
iVfochinel')', eq ui pment, supplies ..... .. ,. 
0 h r agr.nLs and brokers ........... ... . 

Total, agents and brokers . ..... ... . 

Assemblers, total . .. . ..... .... ...... .. . .. . 

5,086 

348 
247 
147 
114 
40 

173 
86 
63 

266 
111 
130 
167 
548 
48 
79 

493 
3 060 

573 

248 

148 

157 
23 
33 

117 
22 
14 
66 
29 

122 
404 
987 

36 

Source: Census of Business-Wholesale Trade: 1948. 

72.22 

71 .26 
55.06 
54.42 
67.54 
60.00 
92.49 
76.74 
76.19 
34.96 
76.58 
69.23 
53.89 
65.15 
66.67 
46.84 
80.53 
66.00 

77.66} 

83.47 

11.49 

95.54 
100.00 
100.00 
97.44 

100.00 
64.29 

100.00 
89.66 
90.98 
96.29 
95.54 

41.67 

metropolitan area with 24.9 percent of the 1948 total, 
a sharp increase over its 1929 level, but somewhat 
below 1939. Reflecting the high per-capita automobile 
ownership noted elsewhere, the automotive stores 
accounted for nearly a seventh of total sales, followed 
by the general-merchandise group with 13 percent of 
the 1948 total and eating-and-drinking places with a 
ninth. Other important categories are the apparel and 
furniture groups. The table shows wide variations in 
diversification based upon sales. 

DISPERSION OF RETAIL TRADE 

Dispersion Based upon Diversification 

First, if Table 47 is examined once again, dispersion 
of the number of stores is found as follows in the ten 

20.96 

25.57 
36.03 
21.09 
25.44 
27.50 
7.51 

23.26 

44.74 

27 .69 
36 .53 
31.20 

46.84 
17 .90 
27.25 

17.54 

27.70 

5.74 
2.54 
2.94 

30.56 

6.82 

3.17 
8.91 

24.49 
7.02 

12.50 

23.81 
20.30 
23,42 
3.08 
9.58 
3.65 

33.33 
6.32 
1.57 
6.75 

60.81 

4.56 

2.56 

35.71 

10.34 
3.28 
1.17 
1.52 

27.77 

:Sfi , 006 63·J 

338,62.1 
244,361 
117,650 
66,752 
47,:10-l 
55,027 
44,&15 
44,139 
68,100 

103,314 
102,120 
198,796 
158,070 
57,715 
21,021 

346, 163 
2,013,71)4. 

1,219, -1 5 
I 

772,705 

158,116 

256,200 
33,176 
21,677 
33,810 
9,458 

43,209 
21,292 
20,0JO' 
61,:l -1. 

275,705 
776 ,011 

66,523 

80.78 

82.45 
72.39 
61. 72 
83.17 
61.33 
95.59 
92.54 
88.77 
63.15 
74.69 
78.86 
73.05 
67.93 
73.63 
51.39 
93.20 
78.44 

80.36} 

84.71 

31.15 

99.33 
100.00 
100.00 
96.31 

100.00 
43 .49 

100.00 
95.09 
95.31 
96.96 
94.89 

67. 21 

15.90 

16.44 
22.56 
28.55 
9.60 

32.81 
4.41 
7.46 

29.70 

20.36 
22.66 
26.71 

45 .83 
11.92 
18.66 

16.89 

33. 99 

-
-
-
-
-

-
-

-
-

1.62 
1.83 

23.47 

3.32 

1.11 
5.05 
9.73 
7.23 
5.86 

11.23 
7 .15 

25.31 
0.78 
4.29 
5.36 

26.37 
2.78 

2.90 

-

34.86 

0.67 
-
-

3.69 
-

56.51 
-

4.91 
4.69 
1.42 
3.28 

9.32 

most-important cities not making up the metropolitan 
centers for the major types of business45 : (1) eating
and-drinking places, none in 1929; Vallejo in 1939; and 
Vallejo in 1948; (2) food group, Alameda, Redwood 
City, and San Leandro in 1929; Berkeley, Alameda, and 
San Leandro in 1939; and Berkeley, Richmond, 
Alameda and San Leandro in 1948; (3) apparel group, 
Burlingame and Hayward in 1929; Berkeley, Burlin
game, San Rafael, Redwood City, and Hayward in 1939; 
and Alameda, San Mateo, Burlingame, San Rafael, 
Redwood City, Hayward, and San Leandro in 1948; 
(4) gasoline stations, all ten cities in 1929; all but 
Vallejo in 1939; and all but San Rafael and Hayward, 

.o Bork lo:;v, Richmond, Vallejo, Alttmeda, San Mntoo . Burlingame., San 
Jt!lfu~l. ll cclwood i~y, Hayward, and San Leandro (in order of 104 8'1lcs im
uortnn1..'tl), 



234 PARKING AS A FACTOR IN BUSINESS 

TABLE 47 
PERCENTAGE COMPOSITION OF RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS, BY KINO S OF BUSINESS, FOR SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND 

METROPOLITAN AREA, AND PRINCIPAL CrTrns; 1948, 1939, 1929 

Kinds of Business Year ;~rg:~ I Sfit! I Oakland Berkeley Rich- Vallejo I Alameda San . Bur- San ! 
1
Rcd~vood FTnywnrd I San 

___ (R_u_ R_ a_n_~--- --- ~ fu-l--- ---~------ ~ ~~ ~ --- ~ro 

1. Eating and drink- 1948 24 .22 25.75 23 _64 14.18 22.44 25. 98 18 .81 16 .02 12 . O 17. 43 18 .37 19.76 17.16 
ing places 1939 22.67i 23 .901 20 . 57 12.26 22 .64 27. 01 1 16 .53 18 .57 13.72 19.20 20 .52 17.12 18.87 

1929 11.321 12.13 10 .85 8.53 7. 72, 10. 411 9 .64 11.24 5.171 7.65 8 .62 6.451 6.92 

2. Food group 

3. Apparel group 

4. Gasoline service 
stations 

5. Furniture, 
appliances 

6. Automotive 
group 

7. Lumber, building, 
hardware 

8. Drug and pro
prietary stores 

9. Li4uor stores 

10. General merchan
dise 

11. Secondhand 
stores 

All other stores 

Total, all stores 

1948 23 .091 23. 26 23 .oo, 25 _ 71 26. 06 20. 13 25 . 95 18.46 17.43 14.49 18 . 97 23 .18 
1939 29.29 29.42 31.021 29 .81 28.65 25. 971 39 .50 28.01 27.43 22 .71 26 .13 32.08 
1929 32. 11 32 .03 35_251 31.42 27.301 29. 74 36 .64 26.40 28.16 32.76 23 .871 35.85 

1948 8.44 9 .66 7 . ' l 8 .42 7. 7U 7. 58
1
1 10 .24 12.62 15.77! 9. Hl 11 .86 9.47 

1939 7 .56 9.02 7. 201 8.29 6_ 7. 27 6.44 5_19 12.83 7. 6 9.0ll 3.30 
1929 9.17 11 .33 7 .53 8. 89 8.90 8 .92 6.34 8-43 11.49 6_32 10 .321 5.66 

1948 8.29 5.38 9 .07! 10.55 8 .!J0 8 ,441 9.52 11.3 8.711 13.43 7 .91 10.65 
1939 8.47 4.93 9 .31 10.41 11 .17 7 .01 10.92 14 .01 11.95 12 .66 9 .01 12.74 
1929 5_33 2.80 5.87 6.55 5.3.J 7 .06 5.51 8.43 6.901 8.62 9.031 8.18 

1948 5.83 5.73 5. 81 6.38 5.31 6 .71 6.19 11.69 9.54 8. 13 6.72 5.33 
1939 3.50 3 .44 3 . 84 5 .03 3. 72 5.46 3 .08 6.19 3. IJ8 3.06 4 , 95 2. 83 
1929 4 .5 4.50 4 .661 6.19 4. 761 7.06 3 .58 6. 18 9.771 7.47 7.10, 5.66 

1948 3.70 2. 15 4.44 4.70 5.31 6-03 4.76 3.38 7.05 6.71 7.51 3.85 
1939 2.68 1.51 2.89 4.23 4. 01 5_20 3.08 3. 26 7 .08 6. 11 6.76 5.19 
1929 3.99 2.89 4. 70i 3.68 7. 12 7 .43 5.51 3.93 8.051 9 .77 8 .391' 5.03 

1948 3A2 2.50 2. 80 3.55 3.59 3 .03; 3.33 3.69 4.56j 5. 1 5_30 4. 74 5.92 
1939 3.22 2.48 2. 83 5.29 4.30 2.601 2.24 4.56 3. 98 5.36 4. 0 6 .761 5.19 
1929 4..58 3.89 4.21 1 5.30 6_83 2.601 3. 8611. 80 8.62 9.29 5. 17 7.74 6.92 

1948 3.1:l 3. 34 3. 07! 4. 17 2.26 1. 951 3.81 2.77 2.901 3.32 2.47 2.77 4.44 
1939 3_21 3.27 3 .12 4. 06 3 .15 3 .121 4.20 2_93 3.54 3.13,1 3.06 2.70 , 4. 25 
1929 3.31 3_39 3.24i 4. 31 3. 56 2.601 3.86 3.37 2.30 2.10 3.45 3. 231 5.03 

1948 3~13 3. 201 ,1.01 3 .01 3_19 2.161 2. 86 1.85 2.49 1.66 3.89 2,;l7 4.44 
1939 5_95

1 

3 .03 1.94 2.29 2_08 1.40 0 .33 2.21 1.34.l 1.31 3.00 2.83 

~::~ :.68 2.25 : .39
1 

:.55 :.451 : .81! : .86 :.3 :.32 :.321 :.1 :.95! :.55 
1939 2. L5i 1.83 1.77 2.38 2.30 2.08 3 .08 1.63 3.54j 2.231 3-1)3 3.15 3.30 
1929 2.!:l I 2.22

1 

2.08
1 

3.14 3.26 3 _351 3 .03 3.37 2. 1 s..io1 3.45 8 .30 5.66 

iii~ 1
• 
52

1 t I~ t ~: t f ~I : : : : : : : : : 
1929 1. 78 3 .10 2. 33 * * * * * * * • * 

1948 12 .55 15.03! 11 04
1 

14 .27 10.89 14 .2<J 11.66 14 .15 15.35
1 

16.18 14 . .J.., 13 A4 12.00 
1939 17 .18 16.02 11.76 14.20 10.89' 12 .21 9 .53 14.33 9.74 14.73 13 .071 10 . l 9.43 
1929t 22 .63 23.02 18 .51 19.66 25.22 20 .83 22 .04 16 .85 16 .67 20.22 14. 36 15 .48 15.10 

L948 I 100 . 100. I 100 . I 100 . 100. 100 . 100 , 100. 100. 100. 100 . 100 . 100. 
1939 100 . 100 . 100 . · 100 . 100. 100 . 100 , 100 . 100 . 100, 100 . 100. 100. 
1929 100 . 100. 100 . I 100. 100. 100 . 100 . 100 . 100. 100. 100 . 100 . 100. 

Source: U. S . Bureau of the Census . 
* Included in "all other stores." 
t Includes Garages. 

in 1948; (5) furniture, home furnishings, appliance, all 
but Alameda in 1929; Berkeley, Richmond, Vallejo, 
San Mateo, Burlingame, San Rafael and Hayward in 
1939; and all but Richmond and San Leandro in 1948. 

When sales-size is introduced, a study of Table 48 
showing dollar-sales comparisons, indicates the follow
ing pattern of dispersion for the seven most-important 
groups of retail stores: (1) food group, all but Hayward 
in 1929; all but San Mateo and Hayward in 1939; and 

all but Vallejo, San Rafael and Hayward in 1948; 
(2) automotive group, all but Berkeley and San Mateo 
m 1929; all but San Mateo in 1939 and 1948; (3) 
general merchandise group, none in 1929; none in 1939; 
and San Rafael in 1948; (4) eating-and-drinking places, 
Vallejo in 1929; and none in 1939 and 1948; (5) apparel 
group, none in 1929, 1939, and 1948; (6) furniture, 
home furnishings, and appliances, Vallejo m 1929; 
Richmond, Vallejo, and San Rafael m 1939; and 
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TABLE 48 
PERCENTAGE CoMPOSI'l'ION OF RETAIL SALES, BY KINDS oy BusINJ,SS, FOR SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN 

AREA, AND PRINCIPAL CITIES; 101 , 1939, 1929 

Kinds of Business y Mi"tro- San I O d k I Rich- II • Al San Bur- San Redwood li <;I San 
(1948 Rank) ear PA~~:n Francisco aklan Ber eley mond Va eJo ameda Mateo lingame Rafael City aywar Leandro 

1. Food group 1948 24.91 20 .90l2Lll 32.51 35.71 22.52 39.36 27.31 31.24 19.87 29 .03 23 .10 41.03 
1939 25 .70 22.71 24.84 31.42 28.59 28.35 45.34 39.20 32.83 24.64 31.16 22 .13 38 . 10 
1929 19.24 19 . I 25.73 31.53 22.83 24.40 40 .39 22.19 34 .53 30.73 34 .28 14 .81 29 .96 

2. Automotive 1948 14.02 12.94 13.94 14.78 17.37 23.15 20.69 7.97 30.79 20.92 15.37 20.19 16.84 
group 1939 10 .76 8 . 30 12 .07 13.76 17.94 16 .19 14.57 1.92 31.26 23.56 17.96 13.31 16.18 

1929 11.98 13 .17 15 .75 10 .26 28.20 24 .40 20.58 10.81 22.87 18.44 13.49 16.93 12.41* 

3. General merchan
dise 

4. EaU11g and 
drinking places 

5. Apparel group 

6. Furniture, appli
ances 

7. Lumber, build
ing, hardware 

8. Gasoline service 
stations 

9. Drugs and Pro
prietary stores 

10. Liquor stores 

11. Secondhand 
stores 

All other stores 

Total , all stores 

1948 
1939 
1929 

13.04 
14.83 
12 . 10 

1948 11.11 
1939 11.53 
1929 6 .50 

1948 
1939 
1929 

1948 
1939 
1929 

1948 
1939 
1929 

8.87 
9 . 17 
9 .57• 

6.83 
5.25 
5 .84* 

4.98 
4.89 
3. 97* 

1948 4.27 
1939 5. 3,8 
1929 2.36 

1948 3.09 
1939 3.68 
1929 2.40 

1949 2.13 
1939 t 
1929 0 

1948 
1939 
1929 

0.41 
t 
t 

1948 6.34 
1939 8. 79 
l029t 8.43 

1949 JOO . 
1939 100. 
1929 100. 

14 .16 
14 .90 
13 .71 

13 .88 
15 .10 
9. 67 

11.68 
11.88 
14 .71 

7.41 
5.85 
7 .53 

2.92 
2.90 
3.36 

20 .50 8.59 
21. 43 8 .62 
17.11 3 .17* 

8 .36 7 . 28 
6 .22 6 .88 
5 .03 6. 39 

8 .65 8 .22 
8 .88 7 .39 
9.20 6 .94 

5.33 
3.76 
5 .22* 

4 .38 
5.76 
5 .79 

3.12 6.23 
3 .96 7.93 
1. 72 5. 69 

3 .06 2.89 4 .56 
3.82 3.33 5.30 
2.73 2 .54 5.15 

2.09 2.00 2.39 
1.20 1. 0 1.27 
0 0 0 

0.57 
0.40 
0.48 

0.39 0 .25 
0.47 0. 70 
0 .76 t 

8.13 
]2.65 
6.64* 

6 .57 
6.62 
4.01 

6.02 
4.39 
6.60* 

7.06 
5.40 
4.42* 

3 . 58 
6 .82 
4. 62* 

9.82 
14.21 
3.26 .. 

10.20 
9.60 
6.89 

6.18 
5 .33 
2.26• 

7.55 
5.82 
5. 5* 

6.56 
6.83 
2.30· 

5 .17 4.07 
8 .84 4.83 
3.45 4.43 

2.77 2.17 
3.52 2.86 
3 .19 3.10 

2.70 
1.40 
0 

0 .17 
t 
t 

1.64 
t 

0 

t 
t 
t 

3.25 
4.17 
3.47* 

7.48 
6 .83 
4.21 

4.68 
2.98 
3 .38· 

5.58 
2.36 
2, 50• 

12.36 
11.83 

• 
7 .04 
6 . 25 
6 . 34 

8 .53 
2.46 
1.95* 

7 .69 
4 .43 
5 .49* 

2.07 11. 20 
4.33 13.00 
2.87* 11.61* 

5 .36 6 .38 
8 .66 10 .23 
5.16 5 . 24 

6 .54 2.86 
6 .75 3.01 
4.76 2.72 

1.84 
0 .98 
0 

I 

1.29 
t 

0 

t 
t 
t 

7.26 
9.00 

5.90 
6.00 
8.96 

5.48 4.75 6.14 3. 16 7 .37 
7.68 
6.48* 13 . 10 

100 . 
100 . 
100 . 

100 . 
100. 
100. 

7. 21 3 . 83 5. 98 3. 04 
12.30*1 9.41 "' 7 .95 .. 10 .77 

LOO , 100. 100 . 
100. ,100 . 100 . 
100. 100 . 100. 1

100 . 
100 . 
100. 

100 . 
100 . 
100 . 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census. 
• Excludes data of confidential nature . Data, accordingly, do not add up to 100 percent. 
t Includes garages. 
t Included in "All other stores." 

5.26 
5.28 
* 

4.23 
4.08 
2.62 

8.73 
5.02 
3.99* 

5.95 
2.01 
2.47* 

15.98 
12.32 
11.03* 

8.49 
12.80 

* 

5.92 6.50 
6.13 7 .37 
3.02* 4.53 

5.17 
2.88 
0.69 

4.12 
6.90 
2.30* 

4 .52 
2.44 
0 .86· 

6 .09 
1.59 
6.04 

7.17 
6.74 
4 .75* 

4.78 
4.92 
2.32 

8.06 
3 .95 
5.11 .. 

7.26 
3 .66 
4.20• 

5.55 
7.89 
2.11 * 

5.43 
6.25 
4.40 

6.22 
1.15 
1. 58* 

3.27 
1.36 
4.96* 

2. 50 16 .02 9 .58 4 . 72 6.30 
2. 82 11 . 7 5 9. 93 18.24 8.63 
5.11* 14.76* 13.37* 6.04* 10.48* 

3.81 
5.29 
5.05 

2.57 
3.83 
2.42 

1.52 
1. 21 
0 

t 
t 
t 

3.40 
6 .37 
4 . 15* 

100 . 
100 . 
100. 

3.15 6 .50 2.71 6.23 
4.01 10.69 5.04 7.91 

3 .65 5.23 3.09 5.43 

2.82 2.57 2. 99 4.35 
2.23 2.93 2.88 5.10 
1.92 3.34 2.59 6.16 

0.69 
0.17 
0 

t 
t 
t 

5.33 
4.39 
5.4 ... 

100 . 

1

100 . 
100. 

2.69 1.28 
0.25 0.90 
0 0 

t 
t 
t 

I 
t 

8 .67 17.75 
5.65 19 . 25 
3 .72• 40 .07 

·1.00 . 100. 
100 . 100 . 
100. 100 . 

2.15 
1.57 
0 

t 
t 
t 

2.66 
3.07 
5.90* 

100. 
100. 
100 . 

Richmond, Vallejo, San Mateo, and Hayward in 1948; 
(7) lumber, building, and hardware group, all but 
Vallejo and Alameda in 1929; all but Alameda and 
Burlingame m 1939; and Vallejo, San Mateo, San 
Rafael, Redwood City, and San Leandro in 1948. 

smaller-than-average size, thus not reflecting such 
trends in terms of sales patterns. 

A comparison of dispersion measured by sales in 
relation to dispersion measured by number of establish
ments reveals that there is much wider dispersion of 
establishments. These have been, however, mainly of 

Dispersion in Terms of City Importance 

Finally, dispersion of retail trade may be measured 
for the same 12 cities in terms of the percentage of 
the metropolitan area total for each type in relation to 
city's percentage for all types (see Table 49). Once 
again, comparisons may be made first of all, for num-
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TABLE 49 
PERCEN'l'AGE OF SAN Fn1HICISCO -( AKLAND METROPOLJ•rAN AREA'S (6-CouNTY) RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS AND SALES 

ACCOUNTED Ji'OR BY PitrNCIPAL CI'l'IES, BY KIND OF BUSINESS: 1948, 1939, 1935, 1933, AND 1929 

Number of Establishments 

I 
Retail Sales 

City and Kind of Business 

1948 1939 1935 1933 1929 1948 1939 1935 1933 1929 

San Francisco 
Apparnl ~roup .... .. . ... . .. .. 46.77 56.52 56.21 60 .01 61.82 57.49 64.41 70 .30 70 .66 72.64 
Au omot,1v group . . . . . . .. . . 23.76 26.64 35.50 38.41 36.26 40.30 39.39 44.09 50.56 52.23 
Drug 1uHI proprietiu-y tor • . . 43.64 48.31 49.28 54.03 51.26 43.23 53.11 54.92 61.05 54.56 
Bn.~ing 011d liinkiug places . . 43.42 50.12 48.02 53.64 53.61 54.54 66.98 64.58 72.01 71.27 
Ori olinc servi Q sLal,ions .. . . . 26.50 27.56 24.28 23.24 26.30 31.93 37.64 36.01 37.33 34.89 
Food group . . ........... .. .. . 41.14 47.58 47.96 48.87 49.91 36.63 45.22 47 .06 48.44 49.42 
Furniture and 1Lppliances. . · • 
Ge11end 111en ihandise (incl. 

40.14 45.78 42.65 49.41 49.14 47.40 56.95 58.91 59 .54 61. 76 

gen. stores) . . ' .. ' .. . ... 34.32 40.39 39.05 36.19 37.25 47.41 51.41 50.58 55.70 56.62 
Lumber - building - hardware 

group ... . ........ ··· ··• · · 29.77 36.40 40 .38 42.54 42 .60 25.60 30 .40 39 .54 44 .58 41.05 
All others. . ·-·-·· .. . ... . ... . 47 .21 55 .44 49 .67 56.27 55 .95 48.79 61. 72 62 .27 68.70 64.65 

Total, all kinds ... ..... 40.8-1 47.37 46.06 48.34 50.04 43.66 51.17 52.77 56.02 64.02 

Oakland 
Apparel gr up ....... . .. . .. . 19.58 20.50 22.09 19.35 19.17 22.59 23.37 21.94 20.49 19.58 

ut,omotiv group .... . .. ... . 25.38 23.21 25.43 25.12 27.48 23.03 27.06 28.49 24.71 26.75 
rug nnd pl'op1·i0Lory stores .. 20.74 20.96 23 .26 21.56 22.84 21.67 21.81 20.05 17.88 21.54 

F.nting and drinking pla cs .. . 20.67 19.53 22.54 22.68 22.36 17.43 15.11 17.45 14.95 15.76 
Go oline sorv.ice st,otions . .. . 23.14 23.67 28.05 27.58 25.69 19.61 21.89 23 .69 24.70 25.50 
Food group ............... ... 21.97 22.81 23.82 25.21 25 .63 19.64 23.33 23.02 23.11 27.22 
Furniture and nppli ances .. . . 21.09 23.24 25.51 22.58 23.77 27.13 27.84 28.51 28.80 26.11 
General mercbitn<lise (incl. 

gen. stores) . ......... . .... 18.87 17.67 16.37 20.68 16.23 36.43 34.88 35.81 28.78 30.01 
Lumber - building - hardware 

group ..... ······• · . .... ,. 17.33 18.91 18 .66 19 .74 21.45 22 .53 23.25 24.52 20 .51 22 .88 
All others . . ... . ' ... . .. . . ' 21.20 21.86 25.37 22.06 23.33 21.15 18.03 19.63 15.11 18 .56 

Total, all kinds . . .. . ... . . 21.17 21.53 23.62 23.47 23.35 23.17 24.13 25.07 22 .91 20.35 

B erkeley 
pp11 rel group ............ .. . 4.48 5.19 5.57 5.53 5.98 4.04 3.69 2.73 3.29 2.38 
utomotive gl'oup ...... .. .. . 5.70 7.48 6.31 5.64 4.73 4.59 5.84 5.36 5.12 2.81 

DJ'ug· u11d \Jroprietur sbol'es .. 5.98 5.99 6.31 5.82 6.69 6.44 6.58 6.95 5.92 7.07 
Eating ant drinking pl11ces . . 2.63 2.56 2.89 3.08 3.87 2.86 2.73 3.31 2.86 3.23 
Gasolino s 1·vicc st11Lions . . .. . 5 .71 5.82 6.13 5.12 6.31 6.36 6.73 7.58 6.07 7 .90 
Food group .... ....... ...... . 5.00 4.82 5.41 5.08 5.03 5.69 5.60 6.47 6.95 5.38 
Furniture find 11,ppliitnces ... . 4.91 6.69 7.78 8.65 6.95 3.40 3.27 2.32 2. 13 2.94 
General mer handise (incl. 

gen . stores) . ... . • '• 4 • • •• • 5.94 5.44 5.52 5.04 5.41 2.87 2.66 2.42 3.05 0.90 
Lumber - building - hardware 

gl'l)llp . . ' . .. . . . . . . . . . .... 4.65 7.77 6.27 5.70 6.94 3.83 5.39 4.23 5.04 4.80 
All 0U1 'I'S .. ........ . . . . . . . ' ' 4.97 5.03 5.74 5.28 4.95 4.46 4.78 3.89 3.40 3.87 

Total, all kinds . ...... ... 4.49 4.74 5.19 5.03 5.14 4.36 4.58 4.53 4.63 3.28 

Richmond 
Appttre l grnup ...... . ..... ... 2,74 1.33 1.66 1.14 1.51 2.04 0.61 0 .65 0.56 0.66 
AuLomol,iv group ...... .. .. . 4.30 2.18 2.26 2.18 2.77 3 .73 2. 11 1. 78 1. 36 2.25 
Drug :i1Hl \iropri •t,11.ry sbores .. 2.16 1.43 1.45 1.12 1.67 2.70 1.21 1.55 1.25 1.27 
U:ulini an< drinking places .. 2.78 1.46 1. 74 0.98 1.06 1.78 0 .73 1.00 0 .51 0.59 
(1 oso 1 Ille s rv i • $ t1Lt.ions .. ... 3.22 1.92 1.83 1.99 1.56 3.64 2.08 2.03 2.18 1.40 
Food group ..... . . . . . . ' . . . . 3.50 1.43 1.54 1.39 1.32 4.31 1.41 1.46 1.22 1.13 
Furniture rutd npplin.uces. .. . 2.73 1.53 2.02 1.32 1.61 3.11 1.30 1.24 0 .91 0.72 
General me1·chandi o (incl. 

gen. stores) ... . ... .. .. . ... 3.86 1.55 2.96 2.52 1. 70 1.88 1.03 0.74 0.63 0 .55 
Lumber - building • hardware 

I 
group . . .... . . . . ······· 3.14 1.94 2.62 2.19 2.32 2.16 1. 76 2.21 1.22 1.12 

All others . .. .... .. . . . ....... 2.48 1.12 1.50 1.35 1.69 2.61 0.76 1.03 0.63 0.88 
' 

Total, all kinds . ......... 3.00 1.46 1. 71 1.47 1.55 3.01 1.27 1. 27 0 .99 0.96 

Vallejo 
Apparel group . . . . .... , .. . .. . 1.65 1.55 0 .96 0.88 1.21 1.45 0 .94 0 .53 0.34 0.22 

uLomo(.ive group .. . . , .... 3.44 3.12 1.64 1.58 2.31 3.44 2.45 1.86 1.58 1.86 
Drug 11n<l J'ropricl,nry stores .. 1.15 1.56 1.05 0.87 0.97 1.46 1.27 1.41 1.01 1.19 
Eating 1111 drinking places . . j 1.97 1.02 2.06 0.80 1.14 1.92 1.36 1.GG 0.70 0.82 



City and Kind of Business 

Vallejo-Cont. 
Gasoline service stations ... . 
Food group ........ ........ . . 
FurniLurQ nn I tlppliances .. . . 
Gener(ll mer ·hnndise (incl. 

gen. stores) . ...... ...... . . 
Lumber - building - hardware 

group .. . . • . . . . . . , •. • • 
All others .... .. .......... .. 

Total, all kinds ........ . . 

Alameda 
Appnr I group ............ . 
Automotive group ......... . . 
Drug nnd prOJHieLary s ores., 
Eating Hild drinking plri ·()s .. 
Go.sol in () s rviec :,Lnl.ions .. .. . 
Food group . . .... ... . . 
Furniture 1111d nppliances .. . . 
Genernl mer1 hnudise (incl. 

gen . stores) . . . . . . ..... . 
Lumber - building- hardware 

group .. .. ...•... - . • • • • • • • 
All others ....... .... ...... . 

Total , all kinds . ..... . .. . 

San Jlllateo 
App:l.rcl group ............ . 
Automotive group .. . 
Drug aml j1rOJ>ri t:ir sLo rcs .. 
EntinJJ; 1.111 · drinking pl1,ces .. 
G1tsoli 11 e servi ·c 1,n.t,ions ... . 
'Ji'ood group ......... ... . 
Furni! 111· ,tncl uppli,inces ... 

' 1wr11l mer ·httndisc (incl. 
gen. stores). . . . . . ..... 

Lumber - building - hardware 
group ... . ...... - , , , 

All others . . . . . . . . . ... . . ... . 

Total, all kinds . ....• . . ,. 

Burlingame 
App:uel group .. .... . . 
Automotive group. 
Drug nml rrovriet,nr_y sLores .. 
Ent iug :I ll< dl'i11king plMcs .. 
Goso lin . e1·vic $La Lions . ... 
Foo I grou 1> .... . . . 
Furnil,ure n 11 (i nppliances .... 
Gen •rn l m rcha11 lise (incl. 

gen. stores) ... . ....... . 
Lumber - building - hardware 

group ..... , ... . , . , . . - • - • 
All others .. , . . . . . . . . . • . •. 

Total, all kinds ..... . ... . 

San Rafael 
Appnrnl group. . . . . . . . ... . 
Automotive group ......... . 
Drug and propi·ietnry stores .. 
Eating and drinki11g places . . 
Food group ... . . 
Furnitu.re and appliances .. 
Gasoline service stations ... .. 
General merchandise (incl. 

gen. stores) ... . ......... . 
Lumber - building - hardware 

group . ....... . ..... . .... . . 
All others ....... .. . , ..... .. . 

Total, all kinds . .... . .. . . 

1948 

1.87 
1.60 
2.12 

1.93 

1.63 
1. 78 

1.84 

2.03 
2.15 
2.04 
1.30 
1. 92 
1.88 
1. 77 

1. 78 

1.63 
1. -1.3 

1.67 

1.93 
1.18 
1.15 
0.89 
1. 78 
1.03 
2.59 

1.63 

1.40 
1.22 

1. 29 

1. 79 
1.83 
0.89 
0.51 
1.01 
0.72 
1.57 

1.19 

1. 28 
1.01 

0.96 

1.18 
2.04 
1.02 
0.69 
0.76 
1.30 
0.91 

1.19 

1.63 
1.01 

o.96 I 

TABLE 49-Continued 

Number of Establishments 

1939 

1.33 
1.43 
2.47 

1.55 

l.30 
l.34 

1.61 

1.27 
1. 71 
1. 95 
1.09 
1. 92 
2.01 
1.29 

2.14 

1.04 
0.95 

1.49 

1.05 
1.56 
1.17 
1.05 
2.12 
1.23 
2.23 

0.97 

1.81 
1.09 

1.28 

1.60 
2.49 
1.04 
0.57 
1.33 
0.88 
1.06 

l. 75 

1.17 
0.66 

0.94 

1.10 
2.80 
0.91 
0.79 
0 .67 
1.64 
1.08 

0.97 

1.55 
0.88 

o.94 1 

1935 

1.47 
1.45 
1.87 

1. 78 

1.17 
1.16 

1.49 

1.22 
2.12 
1.58 
1.24 
2.18 
2.11 
2.31 

2.37 

2.04 
1.37 

1. 75 

1.02 
1.17 
1.05 
0.77 
1. 59 
0.89 
1.59 

0.99 

1.90 
0.85 

1.00 

1.41 
1.51 
1.05 
0.52 
1.41 
0.80 
0.86 

0.99 

1.17 
0.70 

0.89 

1.47 
1.64 
0.66 
0.80 
0.80 
1.87 
1.06 

0.79 

1.75 
0.98 

1.00 I 

1933 

1. 78 
1.02 
1.76 

1.26 

1.10 
0 .96 

1.11 

1.35 
1. 76 
1.86 
1.18 
2. 13 
2.16 
1.61 

1.39 

1.10 
1.52 

1. 72 

1.01 
1.15 
0.87 
0.98 
2.20 
0 ,97 
1.61 

1. 51 

2.08 
0.50 

1.09 

1.01 
1.58 
0.87 
0.62 
1. 78 
1.11 
1.32 

0.76 

1.86 
0.64 

1.06 

1.08 
1.40 
0.62 
0.74 
0.79 
1.61 
0.85 

1.01 

1.43 
1.10 

o.95 I 
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1929 

1.28 
1.91 

1.39 

0 .71 
0.96 

1. 24 

1.16 
2.31 
1. 95 
1.43 
1. 73 
1.91 
1.31 

1. 70 

1. •11 
1.66 

1. 67 

0.75 
0.81 
0.84 
0.81 
1.30 
0.68 
1.11 

0.93 

2.11 
0.51 

0.82 

1.01 
1.62 
0 .56 
0.37 
1.04 
0.70 
1. 71 

0.77 

1.51 
0.56 

0.80 

0.60 
1.50 
0.56 
0.57 
0.78 
1.11 
0.95 

1.55 

1. 71 
0 .75 

o.84 I 

1948 

1.98 
1.88 
2.30 

1. 57 

2.74 
1.83 

2.08 

0.87 
2.44 
3.51 
1.12 
2.08 
2.62 
1.35 

0.41 

0.68 
0.93 

1.66 

1.42 
0.84 
1.37 
0.93 
2. 21 
1.62 
1.66 

1.40 

3.31 
1.44 

1.48 

1.32 
2.94 
1.12 
0 .51 
1.20 
1.68 
1.17 

0.54 

0.67 
0.74 

1.34 

0.77 
1.97 
1.20 
0.70 
1.05 
0 .80 
0.97 

1.62 

4.25 
0.90 

1.32 I 

1939 

1.46 
1.80 
1.80 

1.56 

2.28 
1.11 

1.63 

0.41 
1. 74 
2.35 
0.76 
2.06 
2.26 
0.57 

0.36 

1. 13 
0.59 

1. 28 

0.30 
0.20 
0.91 
0.60 
2.11 
1. 70 
0.94 

0.89 

2.96 
0.97 

1.11 

0.86 
4.56 
1.63 
0.56 
1.54 
2.01 
0.60 

0.56 

0.90 
1.36 

1.57 

0.39 
2.76 
0.76 
0.67 
1.21 
1.65 
1.17 

1.04 

3.03 
0 .65 

1.26 I 

Retail Sales 

1935 

2.10 
1. 70 
1.35 

1. 74 

2.24 
0 ,89 

1. 52 

0.29 
1. 74 
1. 77 
1.19 
2.57 
2.57 
0.88 

0.36 

3.04 
0.75 

1.48 

0.34 
0 .67 
1.02 
0.49 
1. 78 
0.98 
0.84 

0.83 

2.68 
0 .55 

0.85 

0.60 
2.45 
1.71 
0.48 
1.96 
1. 78 
0.66 

0.64 

0.84 
0.43 

1.24 

0 ,33 
1. 92 
0.72 
0.39 
1.39 
1.22 
1.12 

1.06 

2.57 
0.73 

1.14 I 

1933 

L.61 
l. 30 
1.06 

1.07 

1.47 
0.64 

1.10 

0 ,33 
1.43 
1.65 
0 .61 
2.49 
2.67 
0 .48 

0.36 

0.86 
1.34 

1.36 

0.26 
0.58 
0 .92 
0 .69 
1.96 
1.13 
0.65 

0.92 

3.34 
0.50 

0.96 

0.57 
2.33 
1.28 
0 . 79 
2.19 
1.72 
0.83 

0.54 

1.34 
0.57 

1.23 

0 .39 
1.41 
0 .68 
0.35 
1.01 
1. 43 
1.05 

0.91 

2.34 
0 .74 

o.96 1 

1929 

1. 72 
1.17 
0.92 

0.26 

0.53 
0 .70 

0.92 

0 .33 
1.58 
1. 75 
0 .59 
2.00 
1. 93 
0.40 

0.27 

0.66 
0 .98 

0.92 

0 .16 
0.73 
0 .92 
0.79 
1. 79 
0.93 
0.76 

* 

2.37 
0.40 

0.81 

0.35 
1.60 
0 .84 
0 .34 
1. 79 
1.51 
0.35 

* 

1.08 
0.27 

0.84 

0.35 
1.17 
0.61 
0.35 
1.21 
0.30 
1.17 

0.72 

2.83 
0. 25 

0 .76 
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TABLE 49- Concluded 

Number of Establishments Retai I Sales 
City and Kind of Business 

........... .. .. \ 
R edwood City 

Appt~re.l ~roup 
Au'l,omo-Live gr 
Drng 1111d \'rop 
Enting nm dri 
Food grou1> . . 
Fm·nit.ure nnd 
Gnsolinc scrvic 
General mere! 

oup .. -- --····· 
rir.Lury sLor ... 
uking pine s .. 
••• t IO''••• ••• 

nppl i1111ces. 
\ staUons ..... 
iandise (incl. 
'' .... '' ..... gen. stores) 

Lumber - buillLi · ng - hardware 
group ..... . 

All others .. . 
••• I 100' • • •• 

~ ..... ... . . .... 

cinds ........ . . Total, all I 

Hayward 
.... Apparel e;1·ou~ 

J\utomot,1v gr 
Drug :ind\,r p 
EnLing ,uit dri 
Food group , .. 
Furnit,ur' :rnd 
G11soli11e servic 
General merch 

.... ' ... .. 

gen. stores) . 
Lumbei• - build 

gl'Ol,lp' ' . '' 
All oLhers .. .. 

oup . . ..... , ... 
ri L:~ry s L res .. 
nking plnces . , 

• • • ••••• I O I 

11pplit1.11 es . . . . 
c sLnUons . .... 
andise (incl. 
... ··· · ····· 

ing - hard ware 
. . . . .... . 

. . . . . . . . ..... · • 

kinds .. ....... 

........... .... 

Total, all 

San Leandro 
pparel group 
utomotiv gr 

Drng Md pi-op 
11:uLing and dri 
Food grou,t> - .. 
J~urniLure and 
Ca oline servic 
General merch 

OU)) . ..... ... 
rietnry s tores .. 
nkin g places .. 
.. ····--······-
appliances .. . . 
·e stntio11s .... . 
andise (incl. 

gen. stores) . .. ....... ... .. 
Lumber - build ing - hardware 

gr up .. .. . . 
All o(,hers . .. . 

. . . . . . . . . . .. . 

. ' ........... .. 

Total, all kinds .. . ....... 

-
1948 

----
1. 23 
2.04 
0.89 
0 .85 
0.71 
1.57 
1.82 

1.34 

1.74 
1.24 

1.13 

1.42 
2.04 
0.89 
0.82 
0.83 
1.16 
0.96 

1.49 

1.40 
0.94 

1.00 

1.51 
1.40 
1.91 
0.95 
1.34 
1.23 
1. 73 

1. 78 

2.33 
1.31 

1.35 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census. 
* Data cannot be revealed . 

1939 1935 

0.99 0.64 
2.18 1.44 
0.91 0.92 
0.87 0.77 
0.74 0.85 
0.82 1.01 
1.43 1.36 

l. 75 1.58 

1.4:J 1.:ll 
0.85 0.85 

0.96 0.93 

1.10 1.09 
2.34 1.03 
0.78 0.79 
0.70 0.66 
0.83 0.68 
1.29 1.59 
0.98 1.06 

1.36 1.18 

1. 94 2. L9 
0.78 0. 2 

0.93 0.86 

0.39 0.45 
1. 71 1.44 
1.17 1.05 
0.74 0.63 
0.97 0.96 
0.70 0.72 
1.33 1.53 

1.36 0.99 

1.42 1.02 
0.63 0.70 

I 0.89 I 0.89 I 

hers of establishments. For the five most-important 
groups, the following pattern of dispersion may be 
noted: (1) eating-and-drinking places, none in 1929; 
Vallejo in 1939 and 1948; (2) food group, Vallejo, 
Alameda, Redwood City, and San Leandro in 1929; 
Berkeley, Alameda, Redwood City, and San Leandro 
in 1939; and Berkeley and Richmond in 1948; (3) 
apparel group, Berkeley, Burlingame, and Hayward in 
1929; Berkeley, Burlingame, and Redwood City, and 
Hayward in 1939; and Alameda, San Mateo, Burlin
game, San Rafael, Redwood City, Hayward, and San 
Leandro in 1948; (4) gasoline stations, all ten cities in 

1933 192Q 1948 1939 1935 1933 1929 

0. 20 0.55 0.65 0.26 0. 11 0.06 0.05 
1.09 l. 96 1.40 1.59 1.03 0.78 0.63 
0.74 0.84 1.07 0.76 0.85 0.77 0.78 
0.71 0.61 0.75 0.61 0.41 0.27 0,39 
0 .88 0.82 1.49 1.16 1.01 1.08 1.00 
0.44 1.31 1.13 0. 29 0. 21 0 .19 0.58 
1.56 1.30 l. 94 1.41 1.63 1.55 1.24 

1.13 0.93 0.83 0.83 0.78 0.72 * 

0 .88 0.91 2.45 1.95 1.20 2.19 0.74 
0.81 0.48 1.63 0.64 0.67 0.49 0.17 

0.85 0.80 1.28 0.96 0 .78 0.78 0.56 

1.08 0.80 1.06 0.49 0.41 0.52 0.36 
1.27 1.50 1.69 1.42 1.61 1.34 0 ,94 
0 .87 0.70 1.14 0 .90 0.61 0.57 0.72 
0.65 0.41 0.50 0.49 0.48 0.37 0 .24 
0.87 0.53 1.09 0.99 0.99 1.02 0.52 
1.32 1.11 1.25 0 .80 0.86 0.56 0 .50 
1.42 1.21 0.74 0.85 0.77 0.81 0.87 

1.89 2.01 0.65 0.52 0.44 1.55 0.27 

1. 75 1.21 1.11 4.30 1. 78 1. 52 1.02 
0.67 0.64 2.52 2.M 2.94 0.73 2.47 

0.98 0 .77 1.17 1.15 1.05 1.01 0.67 

0.34 0 .45 0.79 0.07 0 .07 0.08 0.05 
0 .91 0.92 1.35 0 .87 0.70 0.39 0 .36 
0.62 1.11 1. 59 0.80 0.()7 0.40 
0.44 0.45 0.55 0.31 * 0. 21 0.23 
0.97 0 .82 1.86 0.86 0.78 0.85 0 .54 
0.73 0 .91 0.54 0 .15 0.20 0.10 0.28 
1.07 1.12 1.65 1.15 1.01 0.89 0.79 

0 .88 1.39 0.48 0.31 0.22 0.24 0.06 

0 ,99 1.11 1.43 1.03 0.96 0.56 0.91 
0 .32 0.35 0.61 0.30 0.27 0.08 0.08 

0.73 I 0.73 I 1.13 I 0.58 I 0.50 I 0.43 I 0.34 

1929; all but Vallejo in 1939; and all but San Rafael and 
Hayward in 1948; (5) furniture, home furnishings, and 
appliance group, all but Alameda in 1929; all but 
Alameda, Redwood City, and San Leandro in 1939; 
and all but Richmond and San Leandro in 1948. 

In term of sales volume quite different patterns, 
once again, can be noted from Table 49. The patterns 
below are given for the seven most-important groups: 
(1) food group, all but Hayward in 1929; all but San 
Rafael and Hayward in 1939; and all but Vallejo, San 
Rafael, and Hayward in 1948; (2) automotive group, 
all but Berkeley and San Mateo in 1929; and all but 
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San Mateo in 1939 and 1948; (3) general-merchandise 
group, none in 1929, 1939; none but San Rafael in 
1948; (4) eating-and-drinking places, none in 1929, 
1939, and 1948; (5) apparel group, none in 1929, 1939, 
and 1948; (6) furniture, home furnishings, and ap
pliance group, none but Redwood City in 1929; none 
but Richmond, Vallejo and San Rafael in 1939; and 
none but Richmond, Vallejo, San Mateo, and Hayward 
in 1948; (7) lumber, building, and hardware group, all 
but Vallejo and Alameda in 1929; all but Alameda and 
Burlingame in 1939; and all but Berkeley, Richmond, 
Alameda, Burlingame, and Hayward in 1948. 

Thus, while the percentages of each type of retail 
store have generally declined for San Francisco and, in 
part, for Oakland, the changes have not always re
sulted in dispersion as the term has been defined in this 
section of this report. Especially to be noticed is the 
degree to which Oakland stores have increased in 

importance in the sale of apparel, eating-and-drinking 
and general-merchandise groups. 

SUMMARY 

The preceding discussion has revealed that dispersion 
varies sharply between manufacturing, wholesaling, 
and retailing. These variations are accentuated accord
ing to whether or not number of establishments or 
dollar sales are considered. They reveal that the spatial 
needs of the enterprise, the value of the products 
handled, and the shopping habits of consumers are all 
factors to be considered. In addition, the sharply 
varying patterns are influenced by variations in the 
growth patterns of the kind of business or commodity 
analyzed and by the population-growth pattern of the 
geographic units. These factors will all be considered, 
together with other pertinent materials, in the section 
which follows. 

Factors Affecting Centralization, Decentralization, and Dispersion of 
Economic Activities 

The preceding sections have discussed a complex 
pattern of centralization, decentralization, and dis
persion of manufacturing, agriculture, wholesale trade, 
retail trade, and selected service trades, together with 
population, in the San Francisco-Oakland metro
politan area. This section deals with the more-im
portant factors which have tended to influence this 
complex pattern. The reader is warned to be aware 
constantly of the interrelationships between the various 
sets of factors, as no single category of factors, in and of 
itself, can be assumed to operate independently of the 
other considerations. 

In the discussion which follows, the following cate
gories of factors are discussed: (1) the changing func
tions of the metropolitan area, (2) technological factors, 
(3) the impact of transportation, (4) population move
ments, (5) locational theory and management practices, 
(6) congestion and parking, (7) marketing changes, 
(8) growth factors, (9) locational separation of activ
ities of a single firm, (10) changing importance of 
economic activities, (11) effects of governmental 
activities, and (12) effects of World War II.46 

CHANGING FUNCTIONS OF THE METROPOLITAN AREA 

Although this factor has been discussed previously in 
detail, some additional discussion and refocusing is in 
order at this point. First to be emphasized is that the 

46 Thn anl hor acknowlcclg s here ihc• va1't11ble assistance of Leo Gmhlar, of 
Coh11nhh1 · ni\'Orsity, in l 1rhleally re,•it:zWing Lhi!:f. list and in making su1U:_tnsnons 
for expansion and revision. 

metropolitan area is, and must be, considered as an 
organic unity, and that this organic approach has 
meant an evolving pattern of interdependence between 
the central cities of the metropolitan area and the sub
center cities and remaining territory. This has meant an 
increasing specialization of each geographic unit in each 
phase of activity, economic, social, etc. Thus, San 
Francisco is dependent upon farmers in Marin County 
for its fresh milk and dairy-product supply; but the 
Marin farmers, in turn, must depend upon the popu
lation of San Francisco and their economic activities for 
many things. Retail stores depend upon wholesale 
middlemen. 

At the same time, however, there are elements of 
competition between each segment of the metropolitan 
area. This competition, accentuated by changing func
tions, is evident at the economic, political, and social 
levels. It manifests itself in a variety of informal and 
formal institutions and devices. These give rise to both 
linkages and blockages of the types which have been 
mentioned. It leads, as well, to many forms of centrali
zation of control, even while decentralization and 
dispersion are taking place. 

These developments have made it necessary to 
realize that the metropolitan area is a natural evolution. 
It is indigenous to the kind of civilization in which we 
live. From this stems the realization that the metro
politan area is a form of spatial adaptation by man in 
which all geographic segments must be viewed in 
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relation to this organic unity which is the metro
politan area. Accordingly, various sizes of cities must be 
recognized as fundamental to the type of economic 
structure and to the accomplishment of the diverse 
functions found today. Many of the developments of 
activities in smaller cities could not exist without the 
array of facilities in the larger cities; conversely, the 
larger cities cannot disregard the role of these smaller 
geographic segments. 

Thus, the metropolitan unit, true to its organic 
foundation, is a reflection of constant change and of 
man's attempts to accentuate, to control, or to block 
such change. 

TECHNOLOGICAL FACTORS 

Technological factors will emphasize mainly those 
aspects which affect the overall view of the metro
politan area dealt with in this study. The tremendous 
strides in technology which have resulted in a widening 
array of products which require, in turn, a corre
sponding widening circle of economic establishments and 
sales, are all significant for this study. We need not 
specify all of these new developments in order to 
realize the nature of the impact. What needs emphasiz
ing is that the expansion requires new spatial units, 
affects old spatial arrangements, and leads to changes 
in control, linkages, and blockages. 

A different aspect of technological change deals wiLh 
the development of methods of production which 
permit manufacturing establishments to be realigned 
from a physical point of view. This may be the remote 
control of a substation plant of an electrical utility, or 
it may involve other substantial changes. These 
changes may increase the effectiveness of smaller-scale 
units leading to decentralized locational needs, or they 
may accentuate rather the need for a single larger 
plant. 

A third aspect of the impact of technological factors 
is the development of means of transportation and 
communication, which underlie the growth of the city 
and of the metropolitan unit and geographical shifts 
within these. The next section will deal with additional 
aspects of such developments. 

A final aspect has to do with the relationship of 
technological change to the centralization of control, 
primarily from a management point of view. To the 
extent that technological factors enter into the necessity 
for large-scale units, increased centralization of control 
will take place. Many of the area's manufacturing 
establishments are merely branches of activities 
located in other larger metropolitan centers. But the 
ce11Lrali,rn,Liu11 uf conLrul al1:;o mauife1,;L1:, it:,e!f through 

the increasing interpendency of various kinds of pro
duction activities through patent control, interlocking 
processes, and t.he like. And within the metropolitan 
area, the same patterns may be repeated, once again, 
between San Francisco or Oakland and the rest of the 
area. 

IMPACT OF TRANSPORTATION 

The general physical shape and characteristics of the 
San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area places a 
premium upon the existence of a well-integrated system 
of passenger- and freight-transportation facilities. The 
large water area between the different segments of the 
bay area, coupled with the topographical factors and 
distances, are significant in predetermining the channels 
of movements of people and the possible locations of 
economic activities. 

Transportation links between San Francisco and 
cities in San Mateo County and beyond date back to 
Civil War days with the building of the San Francisco 
to San Jose Railroad in 1861.47 A ferry and rail link 
between San Francisco and Marin County, the North 
Pacific Coast Railroad Company, was built in 1875. 
Steam railroad and ferry service between San Francisco 
and Alameda was begun in 1863, and extended later to 
include Oakland. Ferry and electric train service to 
Berkeley dates from 1902, and additional lines were 
Jeveloped by 1911. With the completion of the San 
Francisco Bay Bridge, direct rail and bus connections 
were established between San Francisco and the East 
Bay cities. Similarly, the completion of the Golden 
Gate Bridge led to direct bus transportation between 
San Franciso and Marin County. 

It goes without detailed discussion that these in
terurban transportation developments had begun long 
before present-day happenings-the pattern of de
centralization and dispersion of people and economic 
activities-and helped to set up a basis for a metro
politan area with San Francisco and Oakland as its 
centers. The early development of mass transit within 
San Francisco and Oakland could have only the same 
types of results on an intracity basis. Horse-drawn 
omnibuses began commercial operations in San Fran
cisco in 1852. Cable-car transportation was begun in 
1873. From these beginnings, and with promotional 
activities designed to promote the sale of real estate, 
came the expansion and electrification of street rail
ways. Since World War II, wide conversion to bus and 
trackless-trolley operations has taken place. 

Similar developments have been taking place in 
47 This 1 and successivo hieto1·iutll mntcl'inls, nre based upon unpublished ma

tel'ials wdtten by Arthur L. G1'-'.)', Jr. 
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Oakland and other East Bay cities. As a result, by as 
early as 1915, the East Bay possessed some rapid 
transit features, such as: (1) traveling time between 
North Berkeley (Thousand Oaks district) and the 
Sixteenth Street Station in Oakland was 20 min. or 
18.9 mph., due to the existence in part of a private 
right-of-way;48 and (2) traveling time between San 
Leandro and downtown Oakland, a distance of 8.9 
mi., was only 30 min., or at a rate of speed of 17 .8 
mph. 

These mass-transit facilities, while p1:oviding a basis 
for decentralization and dispersion, did link the outlying 
sections with the centers of the larger cities. The ex
plosive effect of the automobile and motor truck result, 
in part, from the increase in mobility and flexibility 
which result . We may add here, in addition to what has 
been said already, that these developments (joined with 
other factors) accentuated the movements away from 
the central sections, while permitting_ drivers either to 
go into or to avoid such central sections from a trans
portation point of view. 

One of the explosive effects of the motor age has been 
the falling off in revenues of mass-transit agencies, 
leading, in turn, to the general deterioration of mass
transit service, even though at increased fares. De
terioration of San Francisco Bay area mass-transit 
facilities has been manifested in many ways: (1) con
sidering improvements in equipment, a gradual disin
tegration of schedules and running times; (2) increased 
costliness of service, especially if the deterioration of 
quality is considered; (3) a general failure to provide 
increasing passenger comforts commensurate with 
improvements made in automobiles; and (4) failure to 
change routings sufficiently in keeping with changing 
demand load factors. These and other factors are con
sidered in detail in later sections. 

What is important to recognize is that no coordi
nated treatment of the problem has been accomplished 
to date. The overall aspects of the transportation of 
persons and goods in relation to the geographic nature 
of the metropolitan area, and the various purposes for 
which such movements take place, require a bold, 
imaginative, integrated attack. Talk about building of 
additional bridges across San Francisco Bay emphasizes 
mainly the movements of people by automobile. The 
extent of the problem is not merely a matter of down
town stores losing business to outlying stores or to 
stores located in other cities. It involves realization, as 
well, of movements of goods; of the diseconomies of 
permitting large numbers of vehicles to carry only a 

48 Vin present-clay transit facilitie.s, the sn.me journey would require more thnn 
twice the time. 

few persons in each unit; and of the costliness of 
governmental investment in highway facilities, which 
may aggravate rather than alleviate problems. 

Increasing attention should be directed to a study of 
the increasing intricacies of the movement of goods 
within the area, and from the area to other metropolitan 
areas and rural areas. Linkages, of the type already 
referred to, have resulted in ever-widening and compli
cated patterns of flows of goods as well as of persons. 
When coupled with the ever-widening area over which 
the motor truck can operate economically, it can be 
realized that the transportation problem needs to be 
considered jointly in its passenger and freight aspects. 

POPULATION MOVEMENTS 

A previous discussion has dealt in adequate detail 
with patterns of growth and shifts. Attention here is 
directed, first, towards the predominant preferences 
for one-family and duplex living quarters and the in
fluence of such preferences upon requirements for 
greater spatial spreading of the population. Such 
widespread spatial requirements, coupled with an in
creasing population, seem to aggravate the problems of 
decentralization and dispersion. 

Few attempts outside of San Francisco have been 
made in the bay area in the use of the apartment build
ing to house groups of tenants. The dispersed "Cali
fornia style" of living has serious repercussions, of 
course, on requirements for special types of economic, 
social, and political facilities. It places additional stress 
on transportation and communication facilities. 

The changing composition of the population, and its 
geographic distribution in the bay area, results in un
equal movements of economic activities. There are 
sharp differences in per-capita incomes of residents in 
Richmond as compared with the Peninsula cities in 
Marin County. These affect, in turn, the types of 
economic activities which locate in each section. Of a 
similar nature in its effects is the increasing proportion 
of various minority groups now living in bay area cities. 
Through restriction measures, they influence, by this 
geographic concentration, the location of economic 
activities operated by members of such groups or of 
economic activities catering to their purchasing and 
consumption requirements . 

LOCATIONAL THEORY AND MANAGEMENT 

LOCATIONAL PRACTICES 

The first aspect of this factor is the role which an 
evolving theory of location of manufacturing and 
marketing activities has played in increasing the many 
alternatives open for locating an establishment. This 
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evolving theory, by increasing the range of profitable 
economic alternatives, led to possibilities for increased 
decentralization and dispersion. After all, the larger 
cities had choice locations in the shopping districts 
well-picked over by existing establishments; similar 
problems existed in locating establishment in the 
manufacturing sections. The selection of a site for an 
economic activity, aided by the development of better 
theoretical materials, became a problem to be analyzed 
and not to be set aside or disregarded. 

From this first aspect arose not only the realization 
on the part of management that the selection of a 
location was a problem area requiring careful analysis, 
but also the realization that poor location meant serious 
competitive disadvantages. And the nature of the 
problem studied in this report led to more attention 
devoted to the development of sound management 
practices based upon locational theory. 

Building upon these aspects, management had to 
recognize at an early date that (1) the number of 
choice locations in any given city were limited; (2) 
this meant selecting a choice elsewhere within the city 
or in other cities; and (3) this required adapting 
business policies and practices to offset the fact that a 
second quality location might have to be selected. In a 
sense, it might be said that decentralization begins 
when the management of one economic activity finds 
that another economic activity, through its choice of 
a first-quality location, has reduced the farmer's range 
of locational possibilities. 

Many types of businesses long ago recognized this by 
selecting alternative locations. Several examples may 
be drawn from the retail field. In Chicago, the Weiboldt 
chain of department stores never located any units in 
the downtown area-nor did the Goldblatt chain, until 
the company had several outlying stores. Marshall, 
Field and Company, on the other hand, opened branch 
units in outlying sections of Chicago during the 1920's. 

But some of the most-spectacular examples may be 
drawn from the development of department-store 
chains by the mail-order companies.49 As early as 
1880, Montgomery Ward had opened a branch store, 
but this was closed by the spring of 1882. About 1916, 
the same company opened branch mail-order plants in 
Kansas City and Chicago to receive and fill orders. 

However, the major examples came in 1925, when 
Sears Roebuck began to open department stores in 
the outlying sections of cities, where adequate parking 
space could be provided. In February of that year, 

'' M11 C! h of the mntorinl which follows is based on Borjs Emmet iu1rl John 
Jeuck, alalogues aml 'ututlers (Chicugo: The University of Chicugo Pre~, 1950), 

Sears opened a pilot store in its mail-order plant on the 
west side of Chicago, followed by stores in Seattle in 
May, in Dallas and Kansas City in August, in Phila
delphia and Evansville in October, and on the north 
and south sides of Chicago in November. The big 
periods of growth came in 1928 and 1929 with another 
large spurt in 1932. By 1948, this company had 632 
stores in operation in the downtown and outlying 
shopping sections of cities of many different population 
sizes. For example, two such stores are found in outlying 
sections of San Francisco, one in Oakland, and others 
in smaller bay area cities. 

In the development of this chain of stores, the 
company has selected the following policies: (1) Type 
A stores, in outlying districts of larger cities where 
ample parking space exists, and where low rental sites 
can be obtained; (2) Type B stores, originally in the 
central shopping districts of smaller cities, but later 
located in outlyi_ng districts; and (3) Type C stores, 
in or near shopping centers. 

These developments were amplified because of the 
"delayed explosive effect" of the automobile age. By 
the "delayed explosive effect" is meant the existence 
of a time lag between the period when the automobile 
and truck were developed and used, and the period 
when their effects upon the l,ocation of economic activity 
assumed significant proportions. In addition to the 
examples already 4u0Leu for Sears, Roebuck, attention 
may be called to the way in which the motor truck 
could be used to link the company's central warehouse 
in a larger city with unit stores in the same city and 
surrounding area. The same type of transportation 
linkage exists for bakeries, corporate chains, and parent 
and branch stores. 

CONGESTION AND PARKING 

While the factors of congestion and parking will be 
discussed later in more detail, it is useful here to point 
out how the very transportation developments which 
first led to the rise of the city and the metropolitan 
unit resulted later in problems of congestion and park
ing. These, in turn, have served to plague the important 
areas of economic activities in all cities of any im
portance in each metropolitan area. While felt most 
heavily in the central districts, each decentralization 
and dispersion movement tends to set up the possi
bilities of congestion and centralization on a new geo
graphic plane. 

Thus, the development of a city like Richmond 
(Contra Costa County) to its present size from a small 
1939 base, results in significant problems of parking and 



PART FIVE: TRENDS IN ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA 243 

congestion in its downtown shopping district and in its 
manufacturing areas. Similarly, the opening of a large
scale shopping center in the outlying section of a city 
creates a new nucleus of congestion in that section. 

Another aspect sometimes overlooked is the impact of 
congestion and parking on land-use patterns. Increasing 
proportions of land, particularly in higher-property
value areas, must be allocated to facilities designed to 
alleviate the congestion and parking problems. 

MARKETING CHANGES 

First to be noted among the marketing changes is the 
rapid increase in the volume and variety of marketable 
goods and services. These rapid changes create pressures 
upon existing spatial arrangements for the wholesale 
and retail middlemen concerned. Existing locations may 
be adequate, spatially, to handle only a part of the 
increased volume and variety. As a result, and in 
keeping with the locational theory noted above, the 
search for new marketing channels often requires the 
development of locational alternatives to existing 
wholesale and retail districts. 

A second aspect to be noted is the relation of changes 
in types of ·wholesale and retail institutions to the 
geographic shifts noted. At the retail level, for example, 
the development and rise of importance of the depart
ment stores accentuated the development of downtown 
and key outlying shopping areas. On the other hand, 
the perfection of the mail-order principle in retailing 
freed this type of institution from the necessity of 
locating in the congested shopping areas; rather, 
locations were sought in manufacturing and ware
housing areas-areas of motor-truck congestion in
stead. 

The corporate chain created diverse locational 
patterns, depending upon the kind of goods handled. 
Those selling foods, drugs, and other types of con
venience goods and services could, and did, select 
locations on a highly diversified geographical basis: 
string street locations, outlying shopping areas, and 
central shopping areas. They could pick such locations 
in a wide range of cities from a population-size point of 
view. Those selling shopping and specialty goods would 
concentrate their choices in the central or outlying 
shopping districts. But in either case, transportation 
linkages would have to be provided with company 
warehouses and managerial linkages between unit 
stores and district offices. 

Supermarkets, with their increased physical size and 
with the resulting larger volume of sales per store, were 
the principal influence in causing a movement of stores 

selling convenience goods from the less-important to the 
more-important string-street locations. Further in
creases in size led to location in outlying shopping 
districts and shopping centers. These movements 
represent, in effect, a movement towards partial cen
tralization. 

A word might be said about the evolution of whole
sale middlemen. Those emphasizing physical possession 
of goods sold fall into three locational patterns: (1) 
those who function in organized wholesale markets, 
such as fruit and vegetables, and who must, accordingly, 
locate in or near such markets; (2) those who may rent 
space in existing warehouses, and whose location is in
fluenced accordingly, although they might be able to 
separate office from warehouse location; and (3) those 
whose warehousing operations permit them to seek 
decentralized locations or branch operations. On the 
other hand, there are many types of wholesale middle
men who do not take physical possession of the goods 
sold and who can, accordingly, locate in office buildings 
in central districts. 

To the expansion in the volume and variety of goods 
and services to be marketed must be added a discussion 
of changes in marketing methods. Two illustrations will 
suffice to show the relationship of this factor to the 
problem at hand. The first example is the development 
of the drive-in store. The requirement for parking 
facilities is self-explanatory in pointing up the need 
for an outlying location. The second aspect is the in
crease in the importance of "scrambled marketing." 
What is meant by this expression is the increased extent 
to which retail stores are handling merchandise not 
formerly considered to be typical for that type of store. 
The grocery supermarket handling apparel and drugs is 
a case in point. , 

To the extent that such scrambled marketing is 
successful, the results can only be to widen the geo
graphic distribution of stores and sales. On the other 
hand, increased use of telephone ordering and mail 
ordering, bolstered by the effects of television ad
vertising, may lead to more centralization of sales for 
certain types of goods. Thus, buyers of books or 
phonograph records from the various "of-the-month" 
clubs in New York are reducing the relative importance 
of book and record stores in the bay area. 

One final illustration of the effects of changes in 
marketing methods concerns changes in the advertising 
aspects of marketing, so far as media and circulation 
are concerned. Depending on the form taken, these 
may have either centralizing or decentralizing effects. 
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Advertising media make effective the centralizing 
process of mail-order selling of books and phonograph 
records. Car cards, window signs, etc., offer advertising 
opportunities for decentralized and dispersed activities. 

GROWTH FACTORS 

At several points in the analysis, stress has been 
placed on some aspects of the problem of centralization, 
decentralization, and dispersion arising from growth 
trends in the San Francisco Bay area and the United 
States as a whole. These may now be discussed in 
somewhat more complete fashion. First among these 
growth factors is the large expansion in population. 
The reasons for such expansion need not be reviewed 
here. What does concern us is that, among other 
effects, such growth creates serious spatial problems. 
The larger cities, already well inhabited, must develop 
new residential sections if they are to share in the 
growth. This has taken place, as earlier discussion has 
indicated. But when the increase becomes so large as to 
exceed the absorptive capacity of these cities and when 
it is accompanied by favorable increases in per capita 
incomes, desire for more living space, and the like, then 
accelerated spilling over into new outlying sections is 
inevitable. 

The expansion in population is sometimes preceded, 
accompanied, or followed by expansions in economic, 
social, and political facilities. And these, in turn spill 
over into the outlying areas as existing locational 
possibilities offer no opportunities, or considerably less
attractive alternatives. 

These growth factors aggravate existing inadequacies 
of land use and of quality and quantity of transporta
tion facilities. The creation of additional aggravations 
and maladjustments may lead, in turn, to further 
spatial rearrangements. Aggressive real-estate pro
motors enter into the picture. The complete result is a 
kaleidoscopic series of movements and counter move
ments. And these areas, already heavily utilized, find 
themselves at a considerable disadvantage in maintain
ing the same flexibility in attracting new growth to the 
same degree possessed by the newer outlying areas. 

LOCATIONAL SEPARATION OF ACTIVITIES OF 

A SINGLE FIRM 

As the problem of spatial adjustment increases in 
complexity, many firms may make an adjustment 
which involves separation of its internal operations 
from a locational point of view. Those activities of a 
managerial nature, requiring rapid accessibility to 
various other economic units, may well continue to be 
located in the larger city's central business district. 

Often this continues to be necessary merely to assure 
accessibility to out-of-town customers. Those activities 
requiring more space (such as manufacturing, ware
housing, and even accounting) can be moved to outlying 
sections of the city or to other cities, unless accessibility 
to centrally-located customers is a dominant consider
ation. When such separations take place, transporta
tion, communication, managerial control, and other 
auxiliary devices make possible the necessary linkages. 

Thus, for example, one sugar-refining company has 
its executive officers in downtown San Francisco and 
its sugar-refining; plauL iu Cruekett (Contra Costa 
County). The large petroleum-products companies 
maintain executive headquarters in San Francisco 
but operate refining and tank-station installations in 
Contra Costa County in and around Richmond. The 
Bank of America centralizes its activities involving 
executives and staff specialists in San Francisco, but 
it maintains branch activities throughout the world. 

CHANGING IMPORTANCE OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES 

One group of factors which is important is the chang
ing importance of economic activities. While not too 
much is known about all of the causes which lie back of 
these changes, general explanations can be given. The 
technological factors discussed above tend to displace 
existing products and to create expanding demands for 
the new prod11 ctR. Note, in this connection, the impact 
of fast-frozen foods on the consumption of both canned 
and fresh products. The chain effects of the expanding 
industry are carried to all related activities. To a large 
extent the declining trends in competitive activities 
likewise have their own chain reactions. 

Similarly, at the wholesale and retail levels, changes 
in the importance of various types of middlemen are 
associated with changes in the demand for the products 
or services handled and with changes in the quality of 
the management. Many of these changes, such as the 
declining importance of the orthodox wholesale or the 
single-unit department store, have nationwide explan
ations. 

In the bay area, the changing quality of the com
petition affects the importance of each type of economic 
activity. Macy's enters the San Francisco department
store field, and the competitive repercussions and 
counter-repercussions affect not only downtown San 
Francisco but the whole area. And the same tendency 
holds true for other types of economic activity, affecting 
also every geographic unit within the San Francisco
Oakland metropolitan area. , 

Accordingly, part of the problem of understanding 
r,entrnlization, decentralization, and dispersion of 
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economic activities is the necessity for understanding 
the causes of changing trends in the importance of 
various types of business operations and in the con
sumption of various kinds of goods and services by all 
classes of users. 

EFFECTS OF GOVERNMENTAL ACTIVITIES 

The cfo;cussion of the fa •tors affecting centralization, 
decentraliza ion, and dispersion would not be complete 
without some discussion of the role of government at all 
administrative levels. Of prime importance have been 
the planning activities of these agencies. Particularly to 
be noted has been the enactment of zoning laws, land
use plans, etc., by city-planning boards. The results of 
such activities have been felt on the spatial arrange
ments by which activities are permitted to select 
particular locations within each city. These have af
fected, in turn, future locational patterns to the extent 
that land use has been controlled and future use fore
casted. From such activities may arise blockages. 

Government activities-in the form of taxes, business 
licenses, and legislation-have direct and indirect 
bearing on the changes noted. Taxes may not only 
restrict direct entrance into a business but, through 
provision of tax revenues for highways and the like, 
may also affect the problem at hand. Taxes have had 
an effect, together with other factors, on the quantity 
of building and on the height of buildings erected. To 
the extent that more "taxpayer units" are built, or lots 
used for parking, will the downtown area's facilities fail 
to keep pace with demand. 

The location of various government establishments 
have tremendous impact, because they themselves 
constitute activities competing in land-use require
ments with other activities and also frequently attract 
related activities. These generate traffic linkages and all 
of the other aspects of the problem which have been 
discussed. 

Finally may be noted the promotional activities of 
governmental and quasi-governmental agencies. Oak
land has promoted aggressively, by means of advertise
ments and brochures, its advantages as a location for 
manufacturing activities. Chambers of commerce 
actively study many aspects of the decentralization 

problem. Tax advantages on exemptions may be 
granted to new establishments. Larger incorporated 
areas can, and do, absorb outlying unincorporated 
areas in the battle to overtake competing cities. People 
may locate in unincorporated areas, however, to seek 
relief from higher taxes in cities. All in all, a myriad of 
competitive pressures on the problem are created from 
these and other types of government actions. 

EFFECTS OF WORLD WAR II 

No discussion would be complete without some treat
ment of the effects of World War II. One aspect of this 
was the exposure of thousands of persons in or related 
to the armed forces to certain natural advantages of the 
b~ty area's cnv ironm n . This expo ure undoubtedly 
.i n flu need many l' · L11rn to the ar a after the war. 

A second as1 ect was the I ration in the area of many 
manufacturing establishm nt, (and the other related 
activities) connected with the war effort because of 
locational proximity to the Pacific war theater, some 
national policy of decentralization, and political pres
sures. These have rontil1ued in existence, in many 
cases, either in producing material for the R r -an 
conflict or in converting to the production of other 
products. 

A third effect of World War II, and one which con
tinues to Lhc pre nt, has Ip n the dema11d fot many 
typ of econ mi · and social activities resulting from 
the location of numerous military installations in or 
adjacent to bay area cities. Particularly affected have 
been retail sales and receipts from service trades. The 
sharp fluctuations in the level of such government 
a ·tiviti s great.ly aft' ts the ·tability of such activiLie , 
e.g., th , shipbuilding o.nd repair program at Mare I land 
in relation to trade in Vallejo and Benicia. 

A final aspect has been the complete dynamic aspect 
given by the change initiated or stimulated by the 
general tempo of the war. Space does not permit de
tailed treatment of this aspect. It may be pointed out, 
however, that these permeate every segment of the 
pl'obl m fr m I.he ff cts on population directly to 
ha11g•s in typ · of bu ·ine.ss opern. ion and changes in 
h pattern and mod of nin 1 orto.ti n. 

Review of Economic Activities 

In the preceding sections this report attempted, first 
of all, to indicate a reorientation of the concepts of the 
city and of the metropolitan unit. Because of the varied 
interrelationships which exist between institutional 

group , fu11 ions, arid th like here was emphasized 
th n · ' ity for viewing the •ity and th m tr pol it,an 
uni i11 an organi · entity. Empha ·is w pla d upon 
th • exi ·ten • of ph ical and nonph ical linkage and 
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blockages whi ·h further cc ntua.te th intri •ate intel'
twinings o'f the various comp nents of them t.rnpo liliti.n 
unit. 

Various concepts of centralization, decentralization, 
and di ·per ion w r di cu ed. In developing an outline 
of the vations t)'P . , gl'eat stress was placed upou b th 
t h phy ·iral a1~cl Lh nonphysi al vari tie once u,gain. 
Esp cially t,o be noted are entralfaation of ·ontrol ex
erci ed by vad u. r up anang men - and h w such 
centralization on ea ain )i1 k t,h va.rious form · of d • 
centralization and dispersion to the central cities in in
creasingly important and complex ways. 0th 1· liakages 
resulting from the typE,S of centralization, d entraliza
tion, and <lisp -t'. ion w 1· discussed as well. 

Consid red next w re the various con epts of the San 
Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area. It was empha
sized that no single useful concept of the metropolitan 
area exists at present and that, while the census' stand
ard metropolitan concept of six counties (Alameda, 
Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo and 
Solano) was most useful, it was not without some im
portan limiui ions. 

Litt r sections analyzed in detail the shifts which 
have taken place within the metropolitan area in the 
g o ra1 hie distribution of population, manufacturing, 
a rri cult-ure, whole H,l trade, reLail trade and s I cted 
services trades. While the usual lessening in percentage 
importance was found to exist for San Francisco and, 
to a more-variable extent, for Oakland, sharp differ
ences in levels were found between each category stud
ied. San Francisco and Oakland combined accounted 
for 76 percent of the population in the metropolitan 
area in 1900; 68 percent in 1930; 64 percent in 1940; 
and 52 percent in 1950. In manufactures, these two 
cities had, for example, 67 percent of the 1929 total 
value added by manufacture; 57 percent of the 1939 
total; and 59 percent of the 1947 total. In wholesale 
trade, these cities had 95 percent of the 1929 establish
ments and 97 percent of the sales, while in 1948 they 
had 88 percent of the establishments and 94 percent 
of the sales. In retail trade these cities' share of the 
establishment dropped from 73 percent in 1929 to 63 
percent in 1948 and from 84 percent of the 1929 sales 
to 67 percent of the 1948 sales. For selected service 
trades the two cities accounted for from 60 percent of 
the total for amusements to 93 percent for business 
services in 1948. In all cases, it should be noticed that 
the two metropolitan centers accounted for more busi
ness proportiouaLely than population, and in whole-

sale trade, retail trade and selected services the per
centages are substantially hi her. 

1 1rther analysis revealed harp differences as well 
in the percent.a re distribution of the ·lat of ac
tivity in th 1· mainiug cities and uuincorporn.ted place-. 
So far as popula ion is oucerned, of some 1 ·i ·i · ud
ied, only half have had steady ris s in relative imp r
tance from 1900 to 1950. In re ai l trade many smaller 
cities continue to account for a smaller percentage of 
establishments and sales than of population. 

When absolute ehangeH are analyzed in place of per
c n.tage importance, a harply cliff rent pi ture i ap
par n . Populn.tionwi e, an Fran i c , Oakla11d and 
Richmond a. •ounted for J1alf of t he total absolute gain 
between 1900 and 1950, and for nearly two fifths of the 
absolute change between 1940 and 1950. Similar pat
tern: am apparent for h - •onomic a tivities a w 11. 
1hi u re L. then d f adopting a multipl point of 
view in talking ab ut c ntralization, d c· ntrali:mtion, 
and dispersion. 

The variou. patterns of change which characterized 
the forces of dispersion of manufacturing, wholesale 
trad , ar\d retail trad " . re t hen anal zed . And nee 
again, sharp variatioll were apparent in the degr e, 
dire· ion, an.cl in id n of such movements by ca. h 
subdivision of each class activity. 

Discussion in the last section centered around some 
of the major factors affecting centralization, decen
tralization, and dispersion of economic activities. 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS 

Brief attention may be directed at this point to the 
implications of th · findings on 1·ela ·ed problem areas 
and for future ar as of study. Fi1· t, what are some of 
the implicati ns for th analy-i of land-u e patterns? 
'I his study has cmp.hasiz•d thr ughou · that he prob
lem is a complex matter involving con ideration fall 
economic activities and is not restricted merely to pat
tern of us by retail . tores in relation to lo · of a le.
po itiou f d wntown m rcban to outlying area and 
ther it.ie .. Limited spa ial r our e.<J require con idera

tion as well of other uses than merely the economic. 
And because future developments cannot be predicted 
precisely much attention must be directed towards se-
uring the necessary flexibility. 

lo · ly r lated to the above is th i1~crea.siog pros
pect of developin"' e.., capa ·ity especially f retail 
tl'ad . cursol'y study of the location and ca.pa ·ity f 
hopping c@t rs in h area sin 1947 leads one t ask 

que ti ns uch as t.h following: (1) Have locational 
studies for ea h made suflir.ir.n allowance for poten-
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tial competition? Has the Stanford development, for 
example, made allowance for the Palo Alto plan? (2) 
Will the units established possess sufficient competitive 
strength to compete successfully with older locations 
during a period of business deflation? Are their costs 
sufficiently comparable, for example, to permit vigorous 
price appeals if necessary during a period of business 
recession? (3) Have the smaller retailers in the new 
shopping centers received flexible enough rental ar
rangements to permit them to exist? The writer be
lieves that a period of substantial reduction in the level 
of economic activity will reveal areas of excess capacity. 

But the study of land-use patterns is not merely a 
physical spatial problem. It involves intricate problems 
of linkages and blockages through managerial devices, 
through group pressures, and through other manifesta
tions. These further amplify the need for the mainte
nance of a flexible, all-encompassing point of view in 
making land-use studies and programs for the future. 

This study has contended at several points that cen
tralization, decentralization, and dispersion cannot be 
studied properly without a recognition of the organic 
unity of the metropolitan area and of the necessity for 
coordinating all aspects into an all-encompassing view. 
The importance of the San Francisco-Oakland metro
politan area is a function of the interrelationships of all 
geographic segments engaged in a wide array of eco
nomic, social, and political activities. 

If this is granted, then many additional implications 
follow for the movements of people and of goods. These 
will be developed in the sections to follow. Suffice to 
note here that too much time, effort, and money may 
have gone into studying and providing for only private 
transportation facilities. All forms of transportation 
within the metropolitan area need to be considered as 
units for all purposes. The recent activities of groups in 
discussing the possibilities of a bay area rapid-transit 
system hold out possibilities for just such integrated 
thinking. The approach to the problem of bridges across 
the San Francisco Bay represent the nonintegrated 
approach. 

All of the preceding, in turn, give impetus to further 
study into the administration of the units comprising 
the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area. Are 
there too many government levels and agencies at 
present? Is there any justification for, and possibility 
of, a metropolitan area level of govenment? How can 
rivalries be submerged so that the metropolitan area 
may develop along better integrated directions? These 
are the problems which require the best kind of pro
fessional study. 

Other areas for study are in the opinion question
naire field. One set of fruitful studies can deal with the 
reasons why various kinds of activities relocated within 
the area. Another can deal with reasons why activities 
either moved away from the bay area or decided not to 
move to the area. Studies can and should be made of 
the habits of persons in making trips for various pur
poses, of patterns of flow of goods, and of reasons for 
following the patterns indicated. 

SOME SPECIAL PROBLEM AREAS 

This section cannot be complete without some state
ment about existing problem areas. One such area is 
in the continued divergencies of concepts. There con
tinue to be many different meanings of a metropolitan 
unit. More investigation is required to uncover the pos
sibilities of more objective criteria. And if any one con
cept has the greatest potentialities, then that concept 
should be sharpened and polished so as to meet the 
needs of various research groups who are and will be 
investigating problems in this area. 

A second problem area exists in the need for better 
coordination of statistical and other data with the con
cepts set forth. Lack of comparable, detailed data and 
fluctuation in the physical size of areas between census 
periods are only a few of the existing problems. And the 
increasing costliness of securing special intracity tabu
lations of census and other data are mounting barriers 
to better analyses. If the budgets of government agen
cies cannot permit them to supply such data in regular 
statistical publications, then metropolitan area groups 
can and should take cooperative action.50 Or perhaps 
the government could make such data available on a 
low-cost basis. 

Much work needs to be done in the area of linkage, 
blockage, group pressures, etc., and how these relate 
specifically to centralization, decentralization, and dis
persion. A related study pertains to the absence or 
presence of community leadership in the area, and its 
effect on the problem area being discussed. 

Finally, the investigation of this problem points up 
the necessity for combining the professional capabili
ties of persons in many fields of interest. After all, this 
problem is fundamentally one of the scientific study of 
human behavior in the adaptation of activities to geo
graphical space. Here, then, lies a rich opportunity for 
a valuable interchange of concepts, research methods, 
and analysis in an interdisciplinary effort which could 
serve only to enrich the knowledge in this area. 

oo Such examples e ist already in Chicago, Cleveland, and New York. 
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The Transportation Problem 

The balance of this report is designed to furnish an 
integrated analysis of the specific problems of parking, 
automobile congestion, and mass transportation in the 
San Francisco Bay area. It should be considered in the 
light of the first several sections of this part of the 
study, which dealt with centralization, decentralization, 
and dispersion, and with Part 4 (beginning on page 
117), which discussed central city property values in 
the bay area. 

That there is a problem requiring investigation needs 
no elaborate demonstration at this point. Rarely a day 
passes but that one or more of the area's newspapers 
have news stories, special articles, or editorials relating 
to various aspects. Conferences have been held, and 
more will be held. Traffic and mass transportation sur
veys have been made by bay area cities by private re
search organizations and by federal and state govern
mental agencies. The San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit Commission has recently published a prelimi
nary report,51 and the state and counties are being 
asked to finance further investigations. New parking 
facilities are being built, and more are planned, and the 
same situation prevails for highways and freeways. 
San Francisco has organized the "Forward San Fran
cisco Committee" to study many of these types of prob
lems in that city. And as this is being written, rivalries 
between San Francisco and East Bay cities have 
reached white heat in the state legislature over alterna
tive places for new bridges across San Francisco Bay.52 

All of these are merely some day-to-day manifestations 
of the problem being investigated. 

COMPONENT SEGMENTS OF THE PROBLEM 

In developing a statement of the problem to be in
vestigated, and of its component segments, only brief 
attention needs to be directed at this point toward the 
importance of transportation to the modern metro
politan area. Transportation made possible, first of all, 
the founding of the city. Evolving transportation tech
nologies permitted the city to expand its boundaries. 
In this connection, the shift from mass to personal 
transportation in the movement of people, and to the 
motor truck in the movement of goods, has served to 
revolutionize the spatial arrangements of the city, and 
its relationship to the metropolitan unit. Transporta
tion is an important spatial organizing force within and 

11 San flrm; cist:o Bay Art'a lla11id 'J'n:uuril C1,n11mi:1si<m Prtliminarv Report 
( :on Fr:rnois<:o: Tho Co nunissi<>n. January , 1053). 

" The Doi wig llill r><o•·idin1t ro,· "i;outhorn o""'6ini;. tho~ supported by Sun 
J••nuicis·o. ht18 bcon mutloslot.o lt1.w on Juoo 0, 1053 .. 

between cities. It makes possible the integration into 
systematic patterns of where people live with where 
they want to work or to carry on activities. 

The increasing impacts of transportation viewed in 
relation to other factors have created several problem 
areas, five of which will be discussed. First of these is 
the relation of local transportation factors to the loca
tion of urban economic activities. The topics to be in
vestigated in this connection deal with the location of 
manufacturing activities in urban places, the location 
of wholesaling activities, the location of retailing and 
services trade activities, and transportation linkages 
and the various types of economic activities. The re
lated factors include such topics as the possible effects 
of parking costs and congestion and the changing of 
mass transportation facilities and costs. 

Parallel with the preceding analysis will be an analysis 
of the problem of mass transportation in the metropoli
tan area. The significant areas fol' discussion include 
a study of trends in the use of commuting facilities by 
various patterns of movement, trends in the supply 
of and demand for mass transportation in San Francisco 
and East Bay cities, the adequacy of existing facilities 
including speed, schedules, etc., and the comparative 
positions of San Francisco and the East Bay cities. 

Next, in the logical investigation of this problem, 
would seem to be an explanation of the reasons for the 
development of urban transportation problems. The 
list of the component topics to be considered includes: 
1) changes in the quantity and quality of personal and 
mass transportation and of freight transportation; 2) 
interrelationships of changing economic functions of 
cities and of metropolitan areas upon the demand for 
motor vehicle transportation; 3) causes of traffic con
gestion; 4) provisions of parking facilities (street and 
off-street) as a part of business and government activi
ties; 5) rising levels of parking and mass transportation 
costs; and 6) the effects of government activities. 

With this as background, the analysis of the parking 
problem in San Francisco and Oakland would appear 
to follow in sequence. This involves an analysis, in 
turn, of trends in the supply of the various types of 
parking facilities, trends in the nature of the demand 
for parking facilities, and trends in the adequacy of 
parking facilities' relation to the dema,nd. The discus
sion will consider, also, the comparative positions of 
San Francisco and Oakland in each of these aspects. 

Finally, the results of this transportation phase of 
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the study will be reviewed together with background 
materials from other related studies. 

TYPES OF METROPOLITAN AREA TRAFFIC MOVEMENTS 

As a basis for discussion, there is given below a sche
matic outline of the types of movements of people and 
of goods in a metropolitan area which enter into the 
problem as discussed above. An understanding of the 
existence of such a complex array is necessary to an 
understanding of the problems involved in providing 
facilities for such movements. 

I. Patterns of Movements of People, via All Forms of 
Private and 171 ass Transportation. 

A. Intracity movements, by geographical patterns 
1. For purposes of going to work 
2. For purposes related to trips to work 
3. For purposes of business trips 
4. For trips to medical offices, dental offices, 

or hospitals 
5. For shopping trips 

a. to downtown area 
b. to neighborhood shopping areas, or to 

shopping centers 
c. to neighborhood string street locations 

6. For trips to educational institutions 
7. For civic purposes 
8. For religious purposes 
9. For trips to eating places 

10. For transporting other persons 
11. For social and recreational purposes 

a. pleasure trips 
b. vacation trips 
c. visits to friends, parties, social meetings, 

etc. 
12. For miscellaneous purposes 
13. For multi-purpose trips involving various 

combinations of types 1-12. 
B. Types of trips as in (A) 

1. Between cities in the metropolitan area 
2. Between unincorporated segments 
3. Between cities and unincorporated segments 

C. Types of trips as in (A) between the various 
segments of the metropolitan area 

1. And various segments of other metropolitan 
areas 

2. And various segments not included in metro
politan areas 

D. Variations in types of trips in (A), (B), and (C) 
1. By time periods 

2. By distances 
3. By types of transportation facility 

II. Patterns of Movements of Goods by Motor Truck and 
Other Facilities 

A. Intracity movements 
1. Intrabusiness firm's physical transfers of 

goods 
2. Interfirm transfer of goods 

a. between manufacturing firms 
b. between agricultural establishments 
c. between wholesale middlemen 
d. between retail middlemen 
e. between service trade establishments 
f. between combinations of 2a-2e. 

3. Movements of goods between establishments 
in (2) and 

a. transportation facilities 
b. other auxiliary facilities; viz., warehouse 

facilities 
c. institutional customers; viz., educational 

and governmental agencies 
d. ultimate consumers 

4. Other types 
B. Types of trips as in (A) 

1. Between cities in the metropolitan area 
2. Between unincorporated segments 
3. Bet,veen cities and unincorporated segments 

C. Types of trips as in (A) between the various seg
ments of the metropolitan area 

1. And various segments of other metropolitan 
areas 

2. And various segments not included in metro
politan areas 

D. Variations in types of trips in (A) , (B), and (C) 
1. By time periods 
2. By distances 
3. By type of transportation facility. 

TYPES OF DATA USED 

A word may be said at this point about the types of 
data which have been collected and analyzed. One set 
of data pertains to changes in the number of registered 
automobiles and motor trucks in the bay area in abso
lute and per-capita terms. A second set of data pertains 
to various aspects of mass transportation: trends of 
passenger traffic, by various routes; patterns of utiliza
tion, by hours of the day, etc.; changes in average 
speeds; and changes in costs. A third set of data per
tains to the supply of and the demand for various types 
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of parking facilities. Data collected in various origin
and-destination traffic studies for San Francisco and 
Oakland since 1927 have been analyzed and compared. 
Records of private and business-sponsored parking fa
cilities have been collected and studied. Materials de
veloped by such agencies as city planning groups, park
ing authorities, and consulting firms have been utilized. 
And, finally, many newspaper and magazine articles 
have been used. 

In using these qualitative and quantitative data, the 
outlook has been to view the problem in a broad per
spective. Movements of goods as well as of people have 
been considered. Changes have been analyzed over 
periods of several years. One aspect of this broader 
perspective is indicated, also, by relating the findings 
to the decentralization of economic activities and to a 
related study of property values. 

SOME HYPOTHESES 

1. The problems of parking, congestion, and mass 
transportation have to be viewed in relation both to 
movements of people and movements of goods. 

2. Problems of parking and congestion have to be 

considered and coordinated with studies of the problems 
of mass transportation. 

3. The continuous expansion of the facilities for au
tomobile and truck transportation may continue to ag
gravate rather than to relieve problems of parking and 
congestion. 

4. The problem has to be viewed in terms_ of future 
patterns of population growth, changes in economic 
activities, and numbers of automobile and truck vehi
cles, and accordingly, attention must be paid to physi
cal limitations on the supply of facilities that can be 
provided to accommodate such increased numbers. 

5. In considering future plans for mass transporta
tion, there must be a break with traditional form of 
thinking so far as modernization, the role of govern
ment, and coordination with other forms of urban 
transportation are concerned. 

6. In the provision of bridges crossing San Francisco 
Bay, adequate provision be made for rapid transit 
facilities. 

7. The entire problem must be viewed as encom
passing the metropolitan area as a whole-not one to 
be solved on a piecemeal, city-by-city basis. 

Local Transportation Factors in Location of Urban Economic Activities 

This section is not intended to be a "theory of loca
tion of urban economic activities." Rather, the em
phasis is on the interrelationships of where economic 
activities take place within the city and the metropoli
tan area, with local transportation facilities for people 
and commodities and the patterns of movements of 
both. Locational theory does enter into the analysis to 
be sure; but the point of view is broader in scope. This 
section is designed to serve, in other words, as a general 
framework against which to appreciate the effects of 
where economic activities locate, and changes in loca
tion, on the whole problem of transportation in the 
cities and metropolitan areas. 

From a general point of view, its function is to deal 
with the basic proposition of bringing people and eco
nomic activities into relationship each with the other 
through the instrumentality of the various types of 
transportation agencies. In a very important sense, 
then, this is a problem of linkages once more. We may 
distinguish the manner in which transportation serves 
to link where people live and where they work; to link 
where people live and work with where they buy; to 

link where people live and work with other activities, 
social, etc.; and finally, to link all of these with the ac
companying flows of goods via the various transporta
tion agencies. In tracing these linkages, emphasis is 
placed on those factors which influence which segment 
of the linkage dominates ·where the economic activity 
is located in a metropolitan area. 

LOCATION OF MANUFACT·URING ACTIVITIES 

In discussing this category, the main emphasis is on 
those establishments which actually conduct manu
facturing activities on the premises. Where office %C
tivities are located in separate central locations, their 
locational factors will be discussed briefly at several in
tervals. Restricted in this sense, the location of manu
facturing activities within the city or other parts ,;.of 
the metropolitan area may be classified as follows: (1) 
tied to inbound and outbound rail and water transpor
tation facilities; (2) tied to inbound and outbound 
trucking facilities; (3) tied to metropolitan area market 
considerations; and (4) "footloose" industries. 
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Manufacturing Activities Tied to Inbound and Outbound 
Rail- and Water-Transportation Facilities 

Those industries which are large enough to require 
inbound shipments of raw materials and other com
modities in carlot or boatload quantities will, of neces
sity, locate in those parts of a city where zoning laws 
permit the necessary types of building to adjoin rail
roads or dockside facilities. Industries may be similarly 
located, as well, because their outbound shipments are 
sufficient to require large movements by boat or rail. 

Wherever these conditions obtain, accordingly, the 
manufacturing establishments must seek out those rail
side or dockside sites where the transportation agencies 
protect through freight rate and switching conditions. 
Within these basic requirements, such manufacturing 
activities may be found in the older, central manu
facturing sections of a city, or in the newer, outlying 
sections depending on 1) the age of the plant and the 
investment in its existing facilities; 2) the type of plant 
design and layout required- that is, extensive or inten
sive- in relation to cost factors; 3) requirements of the 
labor market, that is, the importance of accessibility to 
local labor supply; and 4) the comparative inducements 
held out by competing municipalities. In addition, the 
existence of organized manufacturing districts with 
special freight handling advantages may serve as at
tracting forces.53 

The location of such manufacturing industries may 
be affected, also, by the necessity of clustering so as to 
maintain necessary linkages. Thus, a can factory may 
adjoin a canning factory if the latter creates enough 
demand to make possible direct conveyor-belt connec
tions. Meat-slaughtering establishments cluster around 
stockyard facilities. And members of the same industry, 
e.g., apparel manufacturing, may find clustering to
gether of great advantage. 

Manufacturing Activities Tied to Inbound and Outbound 
Trucking Facilities 

Where the volume of products handled is in less-than
carlot quantities inbound or outbound, or the bulkiness 
of the goods creates no special problems, manufacturing 
establishments need not be tied to railside or dockside 
locations: Such rail or boat shipments as are involved 
can be transferred to and from the plant by motor 
truck. And if the bulk of the manufacturing plant's 
inbound goods come by motor truck because of com
paratively cheaper freight rates, there is a further ri.:_
laxation of the necessity of having a railside or dockside 
location. 

63 The Ceutrol :Manufacturing District in Chicago is one of several examples 
in that city. 

Thus, within limits of zoning law restrictions and 
the types of clusterings referred to above, these plants 
have a much-wider variety of locational possibilities 
than the first group. They reflect, in turn, the attrac
tions of labor supply, cheap land, or other considera
tions to be discussed below.54 Under such circumstances 
they do not need to restrict themselves completely to 
manufacturing districts, but can locate with ware
housing, wholesaling, and some retailing activities. 
They must, of course, locate on or near streets and 
arterials connecting with state and interstate highways. 

Manufacturing Activities Tied to Metropolitan Area 
M arlcet Considerations 

This discussion emphasizes mainly, in addition to 
the factors discussed above, those conditions where 
transportation costs constitute a significant percentage 
of the value of the products manufactured and shipped. 
In addition, the nature of the business may require 
quick delivery service to customers. Thus, accessibility 
to customers located mainly in the central city of the 
metropolitan area will influence, in turn, the location 
of the manufacturing activity involved. If these cus
tomers are themselves oriented towards the more-con
gested areas of the city, transportation factors may 
cause the manufacturing establishment to secure, in 
turn, a location which t'xposes it, in part, to such con
gestion. 

If customers are dispersed throughout the metro
politan area, however, then the manufacturing plant 
may seek the less-congested parts of the city or of the 
metropolitan area. Important in this connection is not 
only the importance of the transportation cost burden 
as such, but also the requirements of speed and fre
quency of delivery and the size of the average order to 
be delivered. Another important locational factor in 
this connection is the extent to which the manufactur
ing activities of the firm can be separated from the 
office and marketing activities so that the former can 
be decentralized in location and the others centralized. 

"Footloose" Industries 

There are many small-scale manufacturing industries 
which have great flexibility of location (apart from 
zoning requirements) because the value of products 
produced may be so high, or the physical space require
ments may be so small, or the incidence of transpor
tation costs may be so slight as to require no special 
locational considerations. Or the nature of the manu-

M &o Bdrar M. HoO\'(ll', Tht Location of Economic Activity (New York: 
McGraw- Mil Book Co., Ina. , 1948). 
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facturing process may be mainly assembling, thus requir
ing the use of little or no machinery. All of these con
siderations permit such manufacturing establishments 
to be located in buildings adapted mainly to commer
cial, rather than strictly manufacturing, purposes. As 
a result, such manufacturing establishments are likely 
to be found in a wide assortment of locations in the 
metropolitan area. 

LOCATION OF 'NHOLESALING ACTIVITIES 

The incidence of local transportation on the location 
of wholesaling activities divides itself into four pat
terns, viz., those activities which are 1) tied to inbound 
and outbound transportation considerations, 2) influ
enced by the locations of their customers; 3) influenced 
by both sets of considerations; or 4) not required to 
handle in any physical sense the goods marketed. In
cluded in this discussion are facilitating services, such 
as warehousing, in addition to the activities of the 
wholesale middlemen as such. 

Wholesaling Activities Tied to Inbound and Outbound 
Transportation Facilities 

Wholesaling activities within a city or a metropoli
tan area may be tied in location to inbound transporta
tion facilities as a result of the specialization of such 
facilities. Thus, wholesaling activities may be tied to 
dockside locations in order to facilitate receipt of goods 
arriving via boats. Similarly, wholesaling facilities at a 
fruit and vegetable market may reflect specialization 
in the arrival of fruits and vegetables via specifie trans
portation agencies. Or the transportation agencies may 
provide jointly for union freight-yard facilities (as at 
many stockyards and fruit and vegetable markets in 
larger cities). These, in turn, attract those middlemen 
who specialize either in selling directly from the rail
road cars or in reshipping the products to other mar
kets. 

It should be noted, also, that the perishability of the 
product may link the wholesaling activity to the trans
portation facility. If the volumes of goods handled are 
significant and if reshipment by truck within the city 
would lead to costly results, then wholesaling activity 
may be transportation oriented. 

Wholesaling Activities Tied to Customer Location 

The necessity of servicing customers may lead either 
to a location in the central section of a city or in the 
outlying sections, depending upon the geographic dis
tribution of such customers. Thus, if a wholesale mar
ket has half of its customers located in downtown San 

Francisco, its middlemen may, in order to mm1m1ze 
trucking time and costs, locate in or close to the down
town section. If, on the other hand, there are no such 
high geographic concentrations, the wholesaling ac
tivity may move to the outskirts of the city, adapting 
itself to the best combination of transportation and 
other factors. 

Where there is a mixed distribution of customer loca
tions, the wholesaling activity may have two locations. 
A wholesale bread bakery, for example, may have a 
central depot from which bread is delivered to dis
persed warehouses and then, by trucks, to the various 
retail and other types of customers. Similarly, a whole
sale middleman may operate from an office in a central 
location by locating separately the stocks of merchan
dise in public warehouse facilities located elsewhere. 

Wholesaling Activities Tied to Both Transportation Fa
cilities and Customer Locations 

The mutual operation of both sets of factors may be 
best illustrated by considering the factors which influ
ence the location of a wholesale fruit and vegetable 
market in a metropolitan area. A detailed list of con
siderations would include: 

1. Accessibility to points of rail receipts in terms of 
a. the speed and capacity of transportation ve

hicles 
b. the physical features of facilities for unload

ing, loading, display and sale 
c. entry and exit facilities 

2. Accessibility to cold storage warehouses 
3. Accessibility of market to trucked-in supplies 

a. in terms of north-south and east-west arte
rials 

b. in terms of the effects on congestion in the 
market proper and in the city 

4. Accessibility to supplies arriving by water 
(important for key seaboard cities receiving im

ports of bananas, pineapples, etc.) 
5. Accessibility to other wholesale markets in the 

city, or in the metropolitan district 
6. Accessibility to buyers 

a. ease with which buyer may reach the market 
in order to obtain his requirements 

b. variations in consumers' buying habits and 
preferences in different parts of the area 
served by the market 

c. the overwhelming percentage importance of 
the demand from buyers located in the 
central business district 
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d. variations in the geographic distribution of 
population and facilities handling fruits 
and vegetables.65 

These considerations have, in turn, a significant effect 
on local trnck transportation within the city and the 
metropolitan area. In San Francisco, Chicago, and 
other cities where the existing wholesale market facili
ties have no direct connection with railroad sidetrack 
facilities, there is an initial haul from the point of rail 
receipt to the wholesale market facilities. There are, in 
addition, several types of intermediate hauls: 1) from 
one wholesale market to another, as between San Fran
cisco and Oakland; 2) between the wholesale market 
and the cold storage facilities; 3) from the main whole
sale market to subsidiary wholesale markets (where 
they exist); 4) back haul movements for out-of-town 
·hipments; and 5) b ween the wholesale markets and 
chain-store produc wmeh~uses. The final hauls inv Jve 
truck movements from the various wholesale agencies 
to the various types of buyers patronizing these whole
sale middlemen. 

Wholesaling Activities without Physical Possession of 
Goods 

These types of wholesale middlemen who do not take 
physical possession of the goods handled tend generally 
to select central district locations, except where the 
nature of the product may tend to require locations 
adjacent to the wholesale markets handling these 
products. They require office space and the necessary 
communication linkages with sources of market infor
mation and supplies and with customers but no other 
elaborate physical facilities. On occasion, they may ar
range for handling their principal's products through 
public warehouses, and this may require transportation 
connections. But locationwise, they concentrate either 
in downtown districts or in or around wholesale mar
kets. 

LOCATION OF RETAILING AND SERVICES TRADE 

ACTIVITIES 

Retail and services trades are dependent upon flows 
of people by locations to provide the anticipated sales 
volumes. In attempting to capitalize on the pattern of 
such flows in a city, any business manager must recog
nize that the product or service to be sold may be 
brought to or close to the customers' places of residence, 
or that the consumer may be induced to travel varying 

"hdw11rd A. Duddy 11ud D,whl A. n oxurn "Tho Loc11tion nf tho Sou llt 
W,uer Wholo1mlo .Frui~ tmd Vogo!n.b\o Mnrkc~ in hie;1go," 7'ho Jo,.r11a/ o/ IJu1i-
11 csa o/ llro U11iu•tBiCy o/ Cnir(1go XII {Oetob r, 1939), SS0--U2; XW (J11nttllt'y, 
1040)), 30- 55. See, hlso, W. T. C11li1oun, H .. E. Erdmnn, nnd (l. ,\lohron, lm wo11-
iil1J I • &11 f'mn aiiu:o ll'llolc.alo f'ri1il 011d l '•~ctablo .llark<I , U., . Oupurtmcn~ 
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v rsity of Cnlifornin, Coll~go or Agd<cmlturo, grlonlturnl .r,:xperlmout. tnti n, 
February, 1943. 

distances to the place of business. Where the ultimate 
in convenience is desired by the customer, the store 
may have to be placed on wheels, so to speak, and 
brought to the customer, as in the case of milk and 
dairy products, bakery goods, teas and coffees, etc. In 
some instances, customers may order from samples or 
catalogs and delivery effected at a later date, as in the 
case of brushes, cosmetics, silverware, and the entire 
mail-order assortment. 

But these arrangements can satisfy only a small vol
ume of the total retail and services trade sales which 
may be expected. Accordingly, most retail and services 
trade is concentrated in stores at varying distances 
from the customers (except where phone or mail can 
be used). In every case, the pattern of transportation 
routes is significant in affecting the location of these 
activities. There are those stores which, by virtue of 
marketing convenience goods and services, are pri
marily neighborhood oriented. These categories of 
goods and services are widely and frequently used and 
must, accordingly, have widely distributed locations in 
order to cater to customer convenience. 

Where the amount of financial resources is limited, 
with corresponding restrictions on expected sales vol
umes, the convenience goods stores will locate along 
those neighborhood streets having streetcar or bus fa
cilities, or a well-traveled automobile route, where large 
accumulations of people may be expec~ed. On the other 
hand, where the amount of financial resources is suffi
cient to support much-higher volumes of sales expec
tations, such stores may be expected to seek such 
locations where the convergence of two or more trans
portation routes bring larger volumes of customer 
traffic, as in shopping districts or shopping centers, 
than are found in the "string street" locations. Gener
ally, a clustering of stores is to be expected because their 
combined attractive power usually will exceed the sum 
of the individual store's drawing power. Food stores of 
all types, drug stores, cleaning-and-dyeing establish
ments, laundries, and barber and beauty shops, are 
among the most-important kinds found in the so
called string-street locations. 

A second group of stores deals in those types of goods 
and services catering mainly to the automobile and 
motor truck. This group tends to be located on the 
principal thoroughfares outside of the downto-wn area 
and at strategic automobile traffic concentrations. 
Those selling new and used cars, and accessories, tires, 
and batteries seek the higher-density traffic locations. 
Filling stations, garages, and repair facilities have more 
widely dispersed locations. The former pattern is illus
trated by sections of Van Ness Avenue in San Fran-
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cisco or Broadway in Oakland. And once again, cluster
ings of stores are typical for purposes of increasing the 
attractive power of such businesses. 

A third group of stores deal in those goods and serv
ices which tend to attract customers from wide geo
graphic areas. Some of these may be attractive princi
pally because of variety of assortment and the appeal of 
attractive prices, as in the case of shopping goods and 
services, or they may be attractive because of exclu
siveness, brand name, special services, etc., as in the 
case of specialty goods and services. Locationwise, 
stores selling these categories may conceuLrate at the 
intersection of two or more important outlying trans
portation routes, or because of sales-volume expecta
tions, they may prefer the downtown sections of a city. 
In the outlying shopping districts and centers may be 
found apparel and accessory, cigar, smaller department, 
drug, fancy grocery, general merchandise, household 
appliance, jewelry, and variety and shoe stores in vari
out clusterings and numbers. 

They may occupy stores and offices independent of 
each other, or they may occupy units in architecturally 
uniform shopping centers. Because of their attractive 
strength, various types of service establishments will 
cluster around these stores. The largest sales-size stores 
in toto are found in the downtown district where the 
department store usually dominates and is joined 
mainly by various types of wearing appa.nil and acces
sory stores, variety stores, jewelry stores, and various 
business and personal services establishments. These 
economic activities depend on the working population 
in the downtown district and on the transient popula
tion for high level sales. 

In all of these examples, transportation makes pos
sible these clusterings, but it also furnishes the dy
namics whereby trade is diverted away from existing 
concentrations to new clusterings. And it furnishes, in 
part, the dynamics by means of which competition be
tween existing clusterings may be accentuated. 

TRANSPORTATION LINKAGES AND THE VARIOUS TYPES 

OF ECONOMIC ACTIVITIES 

The preceding discussion has stressed some of the 
transportation factors in the location of groups of eco-

nomic activities of comparable classes in cities and 
metropolitan areas. Equally important for this discus
sion are the transportation linkages between the vari
ous groups and classes of economic activities. Manu
facturing activities must have transportation linkages 
with wholesale middlemen and wholesale middlemen 
with various retail middlemen and service trades. And 
there are linkages, as well, between the various trans
portation agencies themselves. 

It is exactly at these linkages that the factors of con
gestion, costs, and the like have significant effects. For 
congestion, parking difficulties, and high transporta
tion costs represent upsetting influences in the normal 
pattern of transportation linkages. As a result, the per
sons and business establishments involved may go so 
far as to change transportation habits, and the linkages, 
accordingly. The shift from.• dependence on rail trans
portation to greater use of the motor truck has in
creased the variety of linkages by increasing the variety 
of possible alternatives. Similarly, the shift from de
pendence on mass transportation to greater use of the 
automobile has increased the variety of linkages for the 
drivers. The provision of facilities for high-speed travel 
changes linkages by widening the area of travel within 
the same elapsed time. 

And it should not be overlooked that the transporta
tion patterns of people in the cities and other parts of 
the metropolitan area create linkages with the facilities 
dealing with the transportation of goods. The simplest 
aspects involve the delivery of many products pur
chased by the customers. But what is forgotten, of 
course, is how these purchases lead to related cycles 
of movements of goods at the wholesaling and manu
facturing levels leading to related linkages. These be
come more and more complicated as the geographic 
distribution of population becomes more complex 
witl)in the metropolitan area and as the variety and 
geographic distribution of goods and services also be
come more complex. It is in these ways that the analysis 
of the remaining sections must be related to these rela
tionships between transportation and the location of 
economic activities in the metropolitan area. 

The Parking Problem in San Francisco 

This section is designed to focus attention on some 
of the quantitative aspects of the problem of handling . 
the parking of motor vehicles in San Francisco with 
emphasis on the area in and around the downtown sec-

tion. On the supply side of the problem, attention is 
directed to an analysis of changes in the quantity and 
kinds of curb and off-street parking facilities since 1927. 
In arlrlit.ion, proposed facilities under construction or 
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in the planning stage are also listed. On the demand 
side of the problem, the trends in the nature of the 
demand for parking facilities are analyzed in terms of 
changes in the total number of automobiles and motor 
trucks in the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area; 
changes in the number of vehicles parking within the 
central business and parking districts of San Francisco; 
the use made of various types of parking facilities in 
relation to their capacity; and some data of origins and 
destinations of traffic flows. To the extent permitted by 
the data, the two analyses are integrated in order to 
determine the adequacy of the parking facilities. 

TRENDS IN SUPPLY OF CURB PARKING FACILITIES IN 

CENTRAL DISTRICTS OF SAN FRANCISCO 

The data which follow are derived from traffic and 
parking studies made in 1927, 1937, 1947, and 1951, 
from information supplied by Vining Fisher, general 
manager, San Francisco Parking Authority, and Ross 
Shoaf, city traffic engineer, City of San Francisco ; and 
from newspaper clippings.56 

Problems of Comparability of Data 

It has been indicated that the basic purpose under
lying the analysis of the supply of parking facilities 
is to trace, so far as is possible, the changes in the 
amount and type of parking facilities available in the 
central district of San Francisco. To make the analysis 
of these changes over time as accurate as possible, the 
data used must relate to closely comparable geographic 
districts. 

In the 1927, 1937, and 1948 studies, data were based 
on a central business or traffic district, but unfortu
nately, the boundaries differed from study to study. 
Figure 2 outlines these varying boundaries as follows: 
l) the 1927 Central Business District: Mission, First 
Battery, Pine, Sansome, California, Kearny, S11tter, 
Powell, and Fifth; 2) the 1937 Central Business District: 
Mission, First, Battery, California, Grant, Sutter, Tay
lor, and Sixth; 3) the 1937 Central Parking District: Fol
som, Seventh, Jones, Price, Stockton, Clay, Davis, 
Market, and Spear; 4) the 1948 Metropolitan Traffic 
District: Front, Jackson, Pacific, Taylor, California, 
Van Ness, Gough, Howard, Eleventh, Bryant, Bran
nan, Fourth, Welsh, New Montgomery, and Perry; and 

" These !our studill!I rtrc 118 foll,;,ws : Millol' M lintock, 'l'hc /reel 1'raQio Co,1-
lrol l'rtH1l0111 of {,an l'ra 11oiu o ($1111 r.·mncisco: S.111 F rnnoi~r.o 'l'ruUio urvcy 
C Pmtnlttoo, 1027). 'l'h~ will ho rcfoncd to 111! the 1oi1 s tudy; Mill , MoC li11took, 
Sa11 f'ronci$CO C:1tv-1oidt 1'raj}ic , ur1tuU, W.P.A. 1'roieoL pre1,n r~-d for Wlllim11 II . 
Worden, Director, Dopurtmcnt, of Public Wo1ks, Sun .frnn isco (S,,n ltn1ncisw: 
Dopnrtmcnt of Publio Works , 1937). 'l 'his will bo ,. •forrcd \O 111! the 1.037 s Ludy; 
DeLouw, u.thcr ,'tt ompni·,~r, T ransporial'ion J'lan fo r San ,,•rr.z. 11cr8DO , Rcr,ort.. 
to th o 'i~y Plunuing omm111aion ,;,f S11n F'rnnoisoo (Snn l~m11oiaco: Dlll,(luw

1 lhcr , · omf)I\IIY 19-48) . •r1,;~ wlll bo refer, d 10 11 th 194 atudy; Ourcuu o 
Engineeri ng, Dcp,11 l111ont pf Publlo Works , C ity nnd County or San l'nrnoisco, 
llopor/ lo /ho Parking rl ulh<,ri fv of''"' r·ra11oi,ca 011 Propo~td P11blic Ga,090 ,·,. 
in Int Control JJa,kal S/r<el .•l rca (Sun Fronoisro: No,·ombcr , 1061) . This will be 
rcfurrcd to as the 1951 study. 

5) the 1948 traffic segments used in identifying the origin 
and destination points for traffic movements. Those 
included in the four areas above are outlined in Fig
ure 2. 

Fortunately for purposes of this study, the 1937 
study recorded the supply of curb and off-street park
ing facilities block by block and street by street. As a 
result, the necessary adjustments could be made to 
secure a high degree of comparability. To a less accu
rate extent, the existence of the origin-destination seg
ments of the 1948 study made possible some adaptation 
of that study's data. The 1948 Metropolitan Traffic 
District as such had boundaries far beyond any of the 
districts used in the 1927 and 1937 studies. Because of 
the data by segments, the use of Segments 1 through 9 
delimit a "central business district" closely comparable 
with the preceding studies. Since the downtown busi
ness activities had broadened their geographic base 
since 1937, the use of these nine segments gives an area 
somewhat larger than the 1937 Central Business Dis
trict described aboveP 

The Supply of Curb Parking Space 

The central business district as defined in the 1927 
study included streets and alleys having a total curb 
space of 47,934 ft. Due, however, to legal restrictions 
on parking and to other prohibitions, there was a re
duction in the space available for permissible public 
parking to 36,200 ft. If a space of 18 ft. is allowed as 
that needed to accommodate one vehicle, about 2,010 
cars could park at any given time in 1927 in the per
missible parking space. By 1937 that same district 
could accommodate only 1,400 cars at any one time; 
and by 1948 the number of spaces had been reduced, 
approximately, to only 298 cars! 

Table 50 permits further comparisons to be made 
between 1937 and 1948 on the basis of the segments 
used in the 1948 study as shown in Figure 2. To facili
tate comparisons, these segments have been so grouped 
into subdistricts as to divide downtown San Francisco 
into four categories on the basis of the predominant 
types of economic activities in each which attract parkers. 
The first subdistrict, Segment 1, conta:ins the financial 
and banking sections of the downtown area. Subdistrict 
consisting of Segments 2, 3, and 4 has the important 
shopping, theater, restaurant, and hotel section north 
of Market Street centering around Union Square. The 
third and fourth subdistricts, containing Segments 5 
through 9, include the Market Street shopping section 
and the area to the south. 

67 The boundaries or this 1948 district are: Natoma, Eighth , Market, Taylor, 
Post, Mrn;on, Sutter, ~Jontgomery, Sacramento, Spear, and three short blocks 
of Mis8ion Street (se~ Pi". 2). 
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TABLE 50 
CHANGES IN THE NUMBER OF CURB PARKING SPACES IN 
DOWNTOWN SAN FRANCISCO, BY SUBDIS'l'RICTS, 1937 

AND 1948* 

Curb Parking Spaces 
1948 as 

Subdistrict Percent 
1937 1948 of 1937 

Spaces 
No. Percent No. Percent 

--- --- ------
Segment 1 .. . . ....... 383 12.7 273 20.2 71.3 
Segments 2, 3, 4 ... .. . 936 31.1 327 24.2 34.9 
Segments 5, 7 .. 882 29.3 376 27.8 42.6 
Segments 6, 8, 9 .... .. 81lt 26.9 377 27.8 46.5 

Total. ... ..... 3,012 100.0 1,353 100.0 44.9 

* ource: 1937 and 19~ t-ucli s. 
t Thi fi gure i!I underc ·Lim11t.ed because only half of the 

area or egmcnt I) wa. in ·lude I in the Central Parking Dis
trict for 1937. 

TABLE 51 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF 1937 SAN FRANCISCO CENTRAL 

DISTRICT CURB SPACE ACCORDING TO AVAILABILI'l'Y FOR 
PUBLIC PARKING PURPOSES (BASED ON LINEAL FEET 
OF SPACE) 

Category 

1. No stopping at any time 
Safety zone . . . . . . . . . . .... . ............. . . 
Hydrants ......... ... ..•.•. . .............. 
Cross-walks , , . . , . . . ... .. . . . . .......... ..•. 
Fire department use . . ................... • . 
Driveways . ... .. . .........•........... , •. 
Tunnels . . .. ... . , . .. ••.. .•..... , , . , .... , .. 

Total. .. .. . . . ...................... . 

2. No parking at any time 
Public alleys .. .. . .. ... ... ........ . .. . . • ... 
Certain streets ... . .. . • ... . . ... ........ ... 
Taxi zones . . . . . .. ...... , ..•• . .......... 
Driveways . ... . . ... • ... , ....... , .. , .• .. 
Passenger loading . .. ..... ... ......•...•. , . 

Total. . . ... . ..... , . .. . . 

3. No parking except on Sundays and holidays 
Loading zones .. ... ... . . .. . .. ...... .... . .. , 
Certain streets . . . . . . . . . .. .. . .... .. . . . ... . 

Total. .. .. 

4. Time limit parking 
20-min. zones ... . . ..... ....... ... . , ..... . •. 
40-min. zones .. . ....•. ....... .... . .. ...... , 
60-min. zones .. .. .. ,., .. , ........ .... . .... . 

Total. ... ... ..... , ••.....••. , .. , , . • • 

Percent of 
Total Space 

3.38 
4.33 
0.45 
0 .08 
3 .42 
0.07 

11.73 

9.86 
5.72 
0 .36 
6 ,23 
2.74 

24.91 

10.68 
2.07 

12 .75 

2.92 
14.72 
21.43 

39.07 

5. Unlimited parking .................. ,........ 11.54 
1------

G rand Total.. ... .... . . ........... ... .......... 100.00 

Source: 1937 Study. 

For the downtown area as a whole as so defined, there 
were only 45 percent of the 1937 curb parking spaces 
available in 1948, or a net loss of space for 1,659 cars. 

By subdistricts, however, the percentage declines 

were quite varied. The financial subdistrict had the 
smallest decline; the number of spaces in 1948 was 71 
percent of the 1937 base. The largest decline took place 
in the Union Square subdistrict; the 1948 volume of 
curb parking spaces was only 35 percent of the 1937 
base. Finally, the Market Street subdistricts had 42.6 
and 46.5 percent of the 1937 base. 

The preceding analysis makes no adjustment for the 
condition that many drivers with destinations in the 
central business district may find curb parking space 
on the outskirts of that district. Two different measure
ments are available: (1) the l 937 study of the total 
number of curb spaces available between 9:30 A.M. and 
4: 30 P.M. in the Central Parking District shows 6,600 
spaces compared with 2,008 spaces within the Central 
Business District itself58 ; (2) the 1948 study, with its 
widespread Metropolitan Parking District, showed 
13,253 curb spaces for public parking use in that dis
trict, as compared with 1,353 curb spaces for the inner 
central district. A subsequent section on parking de
mand will analyze the various purposes for which space 
in the outlying section was used. 

Curb Parking Space, by Types of Zones 

The long-term decline in the number of permissible 
curb parking spaces is due to the absorption of such 
footage for legal loading and unloading zones both for 
automobiles and motor trucks, for driveways, and for 
restrictions on parking designed to increase street traffic 
capacity. Table 51 shows the percentage distribution 
of the total amount of curb parking space in 1937 (in 
lineal feet) according to its availability for parking 
purposes. Slightly more than half of the total space 
was available for parking during weekdays even in that 
year, but of this amount, 39 per cent had time limits. 
On Sundays and holidays, the amount of available 
space for parking rose to slightly more than 64 percent. 
While no exactly comparable breakdown was available, 
the 1927 study revealed that about 25 per cent of the 
curb space within the Central Business District was 
restricted so far as parking use was concerned. Thus, 
increased restriction on parking between 1927 and 1937 
reduced the amount of available curb parking space by 
one fourth of the overall total. 

A breakdown of 1948 curb space, by type of zone, 
was available for the Metropolitan Parking District. 
Even with the inclusion of much of the peripheral park
ing, Table 52 shows how important restrictions on curb 
parking have been. It should be noticed that the 1948 

511 The. nurnbtr of spac vtt.ry HL different. t.im<,'1) of the day nctording to the 
natur of the Lime restrictions plnccd on load in,: ,;ones and to r<'Strictlons placed 
on parking on certain streets during rush hours. 
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data do not include the space occupied by driveways; 
thus, there is a corresponding overstatement of the 
proportion of space indicated as available for parking. 
But even with these qualifications, it is apparent that 
only slightly more than half of the space was available 
for parking, and that better than two fifths of that pro
portion consisted of 60-min. zones, and slightly less 
than one third, of unlimited parking. Of the restrictions 
on parking, the most important was complete pro
hibition. 

In order to he ahle to bring the 1937, data into some 
comparable basis with the 1948 data, allowances and 
adjustments were made for the larger geographic cover
age of the Metropolitan Parking District used in the 
1948 study. Since no unlimited parking was permitted 
in the central business districts, such zones were elimi
nated in making the necessary comparisons. And since 
no allowance was made in the 1948 st)Jdy for space oc
cupied by driveways, such space was excluded from the 
1937 totals. Table 53 shows the comparisons after these 
adjustments, but with no corrections for the bias of the 
larger number of time-limit zones within the 1948 Met
ropolitan Parking District but outside the central busi
ness districts. 

As might be expected, a higher proportion of ad
justed total space was available for parking in 1937 as 
compared with 1948. This was due mainly to the large 
increase in the number of no-parking zones in 1948. 
The zones permitting longer parking were relatively 
more important in 1948 due to the factors noted above. 
In addition, space for trucks and taxis was significantly 
less in 1948 than in 1937.59 

Significance of Changes in the Supply of Curb Parking 
Space 

The decline in the amount of curb parking spaces, 
and in the proportion available for legal parking, has 
more than proportionate significance for the overall 
parking situation in San Francisco. Vehicles using curb 
space usually do not park for as long periods of time 
compared with those using off-street facilities. As a re
sult, when a significant number of curb parking spaces 
are withdrawn from public use, several times that 
amount of automobiles must find alternative parking 
spaces either in off-street facilities in the downtown 
area, or in parking facilities (curb or off-street) outside 
the downtown area. 

., Sornu Iden. of r,ul'king • 1>11e<!II av11il11ble in tho more eo11ges1cd !SttotioLts of 
San Fnu,oi.co ns a whol<l may bo obtninod from tho following dulfi of purking 
motors: I) us or O tobor, 1052, there w re 10,916 111 •tort! in US<>, nnd SI I to be 
nddod, .for 111:otul of 11,427; 2) 11,i or Ju·nQ, 1953, tho, were 11,525 uict I'll in u~o. 
nnd 342on ord !'.; fora tot~I of ll,llU7. (13ased on dnln reported in lhe &111 Fra11• 
ciaM Chro11iclc, uotober 27 llntl 28, 1062, and June 18, 1953.) 

TABLE 52 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF 1948 CURB PARKING SPACES 
IN SAN FRANCISCO'S METR l'OLITAN PARKING DISTRICT, 

BY TYPE oF UsE 

Type of Use 

For parking 

Percent of 
Total 

10-20-min. zones. . . ...... . ........ .... ....... 1.03 
40-min. zones. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. 11. 61 
60-min. zones . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . . . . . 22. 15 
120-min. zones. . .. ......... . ....... . ......... 0.65 
Unlimited parking . , ............. ,., .. ....... 16.12 

1-----

Total. ......... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51.56 

Rcstr1'.ctfom1 on 11arking 
'l'rucl· and Laxi ·p11c .. .. .. .. • .. .. . .. . .. .. .. . 8 .08 
Pos: ng r loading............................ 2.26 

oparking ......... . .............. . . ... .. . .. 38 .10 
·-----

Total. .. .... .. ...... . ......... . . .. ..... I 48.44 
-----

Grand total . ... .... ... , ..................•..... I 100.00 

Source: 1948 Study. 

TABLE 53 

ADJUSTED PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 01' 1937 AND 1948 
PARKING SPACE IN CENTRAL SAN FRANCISCO, BY TYPES 

0~' ZONES 

Type of Zone 1937 1948 
(Curb footage) (Curb spaces) 

For parking 
10-20-min. zones .. ... . ...... .. .. , 3 .71 1.23 
10 min. zones ..... . .... .... ... ... 18 .70 13.8G 
60-min. zones .. . .... .... .... ... .. 27,29 26.40 
120-min. and misc. zones . ... .... , - 0.77 

Totftl. .... ········ ..... .... 49.70 42.25 

Restr1: ·t-ions on p<irkiny 
Truck nnd Laxi spttce ......•••. .. 14.07 9.63 
P111.1!$cng r landing ...... ...... .... 3.48 2.70 
No 1J11rking ....... .. ............. 32.75 45.42 

Toto! . .. ........... . .... . .. .. 50 .30 57 .75 

Grand total .. . ....... .. 100.00 100.00 

Source: Computations and adjustments based on Tables 
51 and 52. 

TRENDS IN THE SUPPLY OF OFF-STREET PARKING 

FACILITIES 

Changes in Capacity 

Keeping in mind the problems of comparability al
ready referred to, the 1927 study showed that garages 
located in the central business district had a capacity, 
at any given moment, of 4,202 cars. No mention is 
made in that study of the capacity of parking lots, but 
the inference may be drawn that this type of facility 
was relatively unimportant in that year. For approxi
mately the same district, the 1937 study indicated a 
maximum capacity in off-street facilities of only 3,400 
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TABLE 54 
OFF-STREET PA:llKING CAPACI'l'Y IN THE CENTRAL BUSINESS 

DISTRICT, BY SUBDISTRICTS, 1937, 1948, AND 1951 

Number of Spaces Percent of Total 
Subdistrict 

1937 I ~I~ 1937 1948 1951 

Segment 1 . ... . ... .. 1,184 1,130 1,252 13.3 10.4 11.3 
Segments 2, 3, 4 ... . ·l,279 4,5 5 4,107 48.3 42.1 37.2 
Segments 5, 7* ..... 1,142 1, -127 1,631 

}12.9 
- -

Segments 5, 7t . .... 1,142 2,927 3,131 26.9 28.3 
Segments 6, 8, 9 .... 2,258t 2,2-'16 2,557t 25 .5 20.6 22.2 

Total* .. .... 8,863 9,388 9,547 100.0 - -
--

Total ... . . . .. 8,863 10,888 11,047 LOO .O 100.0 100.0 

• Segments and Lotals xclude the 1,500-car Barrett Garage 
at the Key Sy;,!.em Tenni.nnl. 

t Segments ttnrl totals include the 1,500-car Barrett Garage 
at the Key System Terminal. 

:t 'l'he l!l37 1.md 1951. inventories do noL include all '·egments 
6 and 0. Accol'dingly, the capneity m:1_ be under ·l:il,ed by 
several hundred sp:1-e s. 

TABLE 55 
AVERAGE OF p ARKING CHARGES IN SAN FRANCISCO OFF-STREET 
FACILITIES, CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT, JANUARY, 19 

Time Period 

hr. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
9 

12 
24 

33 Public Garages 

$0.47 
.50 
.60 
.67 
.68 
.68 
.69 
.70 
.75 

Source: The 1948 Study. 

55 Public Parking Lots 

$0.34 
.38 
.44 
.48 
.52 
.54 
.57 
.60 
.61 

cars at any one time, or a decline to a level about 81 
percent of the 1927 capacity. By 1951, the total avail
able space, based on compilation from the parking in
ventory for the Central Market Street area, had risen 
sharply to a capacity of 4,938 cars. This sharp reversal 
of trend is due principally to the capacity provided by 
the construction of the Union Square Garage in 1942. 

If the segments used in Table 50, which represent the 
central business district or the inner core of the larger 
Metropolitan Parking District, are related to the 1937, 
1948, and 1951 studies, the comparisons shown in Ta
ble 54 result. Since the Barrett Garage at the Key Sys
tem Terminal straddles the boundary lines, the table 
gives totals with and excluding the 1,500-car space. 
This garage is used to a considerable extent by drivers 
with destinations in the downtown area. 

The striking fact revealed by this table is the great 
stability of the off-street parking capii,city even after 
the construction of the Union Squai;e Garage. Even 
when the Barrett Garage is included, there was an in
crease of slightly more than 2,000 spaces between 1937 

and. 1948, and an addition of only 159 spaces between 
1948 and 1951. The subdistrict containing the Union 
Square Garage, Segments 2, 3, and 4, has the largest 
proportion of the parking space, although there has 
been an actual decline since 1948. The sharp increase 
has taken place in the Market Street area (Segments 
5 and 7) as a result of the inclusion of the Bridge Ter
minal Garage. A slight increase has taken place, also, 
in the south-of-Market subdistrict. No additional 
analyses need be made to establish that the sharp de
cline in curb space noted above has not been offset by 
such increases in off-street capacity as are shown in 
Table 54. This is true particularly if allowance is made 
for differences in turnover of space which tends to 
increase the total capacity of curb parking. 

As was done with the analysis of curb capacity, the 
supply of off-street parking facilities in the central 
business district, may be compared with the aggregate 
data for the entire parking area in and around such 
district. The 1937 study gave the following breakdowns: 
(1) for the central parking district, 11,455 spaces in 
garages, and 3,507 spaces in lots, for a total of 14,962 
spaces; and (2) for the central business district, 7,593 
off-street spaces. In 1948, the study for that year gave 
the following breakdown of 22,245 spaces in the Metro
politan Parking District: public garages, 12,409 spaces; 
public lots, 8,012 spaces; private garages, 1,088 spaces; 
and private lots, 736 spaces. A comparison of the two 
reveals that the increase in space between 1937 and 
1948 has resulted mainly from the use of more public 
parking lots since the 1948 garage space exceeded the 
1937 capacity by only some 2,000 spaces. 

Charges.for 0.ff-Street Parking 

A detailed breakdown of the scale of charges for the 
use of off-street parking facilities is available from the 
1948 study, and is shown in Table 55. These charges 
apply to facilities located in the central business dis
trict, consisting of the segments shown in Tables 50 
and 54. It is recognized, of course, that there has been 
an increase in the schedule of rates since that year. In 
1951, for example, most facilities had rates ranging from 
60 to 75 cents for 9 hours. The main purpose of the 
table, however, is to show how the schedule of rates 
discriminates in favor of the long-time parker and pe
nalizes the short-time shopper with high rates. While 
it is recognized that these pricing practices lead to high 
utilization of space throughout the day, and to the re
duction of certain operating expenses, especially labor, 
two offsetting considerations must be noted. First, it 
must not be overlooked that, by reducing turnover in 
this manner, the capacity available for shopping cus-
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tamer and business. clientele is, accordingly, severely 
reduced. 60 Second, the savings in operating expenses 
may be overstated, especially if there is self-parking. 

Plaris for Future O:ff'-Street Facilities 

The pr~vision of additional parking lot and garage 
facilities in and around downtown San Francisco is a 
matter of much argument, political debate, and day-to
day change. And this makes no allowance for addi
tional needs to be created by the expansion of bridges 
across the bay. What can be presented are thoRP. facili
ties which are under construction or which have been 
approved and those facilities which have been pro
jected but about which varying degrees of uncertainty 
exist. 

Those facilities which presently are being built, or 
for which plans have been approved are the following: 
1) St. Mary's Garage, located a half block from the im
portant shopping districts in Segment 2, and from the 
financial district, now under construction and will have 
a capacity of 1,025 cars when completed; 2) Commerce 
High School athletic field, the use of this field has been 
approved for 400 cars for private and city parkers; 3) 
Bartlett and 22nd Street, parking lot; and 4) garage front
ing on Ellis and O'Farrell within the block bounded by 
Powell and Stockton will have a capacity of 900 cars
this facility would serve the district composed of Seg
ments 2, 3, and 4. 

Several facilities presently are in various stages of 
planning, talking, or approval by various government 
and business groups. These consist of the following: 1) 
O'Farrell-Mason-Ellis-Taylor Garage with a capacity 
of 1,200 to 1,250 cars61 ; 2) A garage south of Market 
Street between Fifth and Sixth streets, with a capacity 
of 1,500 cars; 3) a garage at Stevenson, Jessie, Sixth, 
and the old U. S. Mint, with a capacity of 1,500 cars62 ; 

4) a series of projected garages with capacities totaling 
28,200 cars at (a) Washington, Clay, Montgomery, and 
Sansome; (b) Stockton, Grant, Bush, and Sutter; (c) 
the west half of the Third, New Montgomery, Mission, 
Howard block; and (d) Mission, Howard, Fourth, 
Fifth 63

; 5) a plan proposed by the San Francisco Police 
Department for a garage between Minna and Natoma 
from Third to Seventh streets, with a capacity of 4,000 
cars64 ; 6) a garage on Broadway between Montgomery 
and Kearny Streets for 200 cars; 7) a garage on Eddy 
Street between Mason and Powell for 1,000 cars; 8) a 

- 0 Vining T . Fi.ehar, goncrrtl mnnRgo.r o( the nn FnL11Cisoo Park ing Author6 
W. hus prOJJ<lffcu r 'Cen lly Lim~ U,u rnc • guuotu rc, ()( ofT-8lrC t 1mtkin8 focilitieil 

b • ,. ,·i>l<J I to IJQtrn ll•c nll ,duy pnrkurs (l!<?O & ,i l'rall0i8CO C/,ro,.icia, July 3, 1053) . 
Similllf1y, Louis Lurie, in his phtn for hug J)t\rking gurugcs , would pol'mltto 
long-tiono fmdtl1111. 

•• See &rn l•'ranci~co Clrro11iclr., October 23 nnd o,·crnoor 13 , 1052, 
62 See San Franci•oo Clrm 11 /cl• , Dcec111l)or 11, 1952. 
"See San Franci3co Chro»icl~ , Novom b r 13, 1952. 
64 See San Francisca Chronicle, March 8, 1953. 

garage at Sutter and Kearny for 500 cars; and 9) the 
famous "Lurie Plan" for one garage for 3,750 cars at 
Mission, Fourth, Fifth, Howard (see Item 4 above); 
and a garage for 1,179 cars at Stockton, Sutter, Bush, 
Grant. 62 

And yet with all of these facilities underway or pro
jected for every segment of the central business dis
trict, or for peripheral parking, will there be adequate 
facilities? The following negative view of Vining Fisher 
is of interest: "The need for parking stalls in the down
town area is about the same as it was in 1948- we need 
about 10,000 to 11,000 more spaces than we have. And 
even with our present plans, we can meet only about 
one third of the demand in the next few years." 63 Ap
parently, based upon past experience, he believes a 
high proportion of the projects listed above will perish 
while yet in the planning stage. 

TRENDS IN THE NATURE OF THE DEMAND FOR PARKING 

F ACILITIES 

Changes in Total Number of Automobiles in the Bay Area 
This section will serve to analyze the overall picture 

in the area. Data available since 1914 show the tre
mendous increase in the number of registered automo
biles by counties (see Table A-9 in the appendix). For 
the metropolitan area as a whole, the total rose from 
24,252 registered automobiles in 1914 to over four times 
as many (101,758) in 1920. Between 1920 and 1930 
there was an increase of 3½ times. The depression 
years reversed the trend to 1933; but by 1940 the vol
ume was 33~s percent above the 1930 level. After 1940, 
despite wartime restrictions, the rise was sharply up
wards, reaching a peak of 807,277 cars in 1951. 

Very different trends are apparent, however, for each 
of the six counties. San Francisco County led up to 
1934. In absolute terms, the number of registered auto
mobiles in the county rose from 12,081 in 1914 to 
244,551 in 1951. Relative to the bay area total, how
ever, there has been a steady decline from 52.6 percent 
of the 1915 total to a low of 29 percent in mid-1952. 
Alameda County first surpassed San Francisco County 
in 1934 and has since maintained that position. In ab
solute numbers there has been an increase from 8,449 
cars in 1914 to 279,922 in 1951. Relatively, however, 
the county reached a peak of 40 percent of the total 
in 1926, but has declined since to a low point of 34.6 
percent for 1952. 

Registrations in Contra Costa County rank third in 
importance rising steadily from 930 cars in 1914 to 

•• 'an J.'ro11~i«o Chronicle, A/,ril 21 u11tl 2:1, 1953. In lai• 11lan , f,urio milk 
provi$io11 for tho discou1·11gcnaent o long-t ime JJllrking by usu of tho following 
S<:hedulo of mt08: 6 cents for the lln., ~ hour : 10 conte for nch of th nex~ four 
hours; and Sl µer huur Lliereartcr. 

"As quoted in the San Franci,co Chronicle, July 3, 1953, 
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TABLE 56 
NUMBER OF PERSONS PER REGIS'l'ERED AUTOMOBILE IN THE 

SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, BY 
COUNTIES, 1920, 1930, 1940, 1950 

Year Alameda Contra Marin San San Solano Costa Francisco Mateo 

1920 9.5 9.3 10.4 10.6 8 .9 8.0 
1930 3.4 3.2 3.8 4.3 3.2 3.1 
1940 2.8 2.7 3.2 3.6 2.7 2.7 
1950 2.8 3.0 2.8 3.3 2.6 2.9 

110,464 in 1951 and from 3.8 percent of the 1914 total 
to 14.2 percent of the 1952 total. Next in importance is 
San Mateo County with an absolute increase from 1,258 
cars in 1914 to 100,617 in 1952 and from 4.1 percent of 
the 1919 total to 13 percent of the 1952 total. 

Solano and Marin Counties, with far fewer people, 
rank well below the rest of the bay area so far as regis
tered automobiles are concerned. Solano County has 
had a steady increase from 848 cars in 1914 to 39,751 
in 1951, and from a low of 3 percent of the 1915 total 
to a high of 5.7 percent of the 1943 and 1944 totals. 
Marin County has had a somewhat smaller amount, 
increasing from 686 registered cars in 1914 to 32,688 
in 1951 and from 2.5 to 4.2 percent of the total. 

Changes in Per Capita Registrations 

But these absolute and relative changes in automo
bile registrations make no allowance for the rapid 
changes which have taken place in the population base. 
When automobile registrations are related to popula
tion (see Table 56), the increased per-capita utilization 
over time is emphasized. 

The decade from 1920 to 1930 saw the great reduc
tion in the number of persons per automobile; smaller 
changes in per-capita relationships have taken place 
since 1930. In 1920, the number of persons per regis
tered automobile ranged from a low of 8.0 in Solano 
County to a high of 10.6 in San Francisco County. By 
1950, the ratios had been sharply reduced, with a low 
of 2.6 persons per registered automobile in San Mateo 
County to a high of 3.3 persons in San Francisco 
County. A further comparison of these data between 
1940 and 1950 reveals a decline in the ratio in Marin, 
San Francisco, and San Mateo counties, no change for 
Alameda County, and an increase for Contra Costa 
and Solano counties. 

These comparisons, it should be remembered, do not 
correct for the number of automobiles used for business 
purposes, now estimated nationally at 30 percent of 
the total. Neither do they adjust for increases in the 
average mileage driven annually now as compared with 

1914. A later analysis will indicate the repercussions of 
the larger number of persons per registered automobile 
in San Francisco upon the utilization of mass-trans
portation facilities. 

Changes in Total Number of Registered Trucks 

The reclassification of light trucks as "automobiles" 
in 1929 makes it impossible to analyze a complete pat
tern of change from 1920 when data were first available. 
Rather, the analysis must be made principally after 
1929 (see Table A-10). From 1920 to 1928, the total 
number of registered trucks in the bay area increased 
from 8,176 to 42,170, about fivefold. Beginning with 
the new classification base in 1929, there was an abso
lute increase from 18,118 in that year to 85,499 in 
mid-1952. 

Unlike the pattern for automobile registrations, San 
Francisco County, while declining steadily in relative 
terms, has ~ontinued to maintain itself in first position. 
Since 1929, the number of trucks, except for the de
pression years, rose steadily from 10,073 in 1929 to a 
peak of 33,006 in 1951. Relatively, however, the 
county's position has slipped from 55.6 percent of the 
1929 total to 36 percent of the mid-1952 total. The 
number of registered trucks in Alameda County has 
increased at about the same rate as for the metropoli
tan area as a whole. In absolute terms, the increase was 
from 5,093 in 1929 to 28,369 in 1951. But in relative 
terms, except for 1929, that county accounted for 30.4 
to 32.8 percent of the total, with no definite tendency 
towards growth or decline apparent. 

Contra Costa County now ranks third in importance 
with 12.2 percent of the mid-1952 total. The absolute 
increase has been from 946 in 1929 to 10,439 in mid-
1952. There has been a steady increase in the propor
tion of the bay area's registered trucks accounted for, 
from 5.2 percent in 1929 to the 12.2 percentage noted 
above. In San Mateo County, the absolute increase has 
been eightfold from 1,069 in 1929 to 8,499 in mid-1952, 
while the relative position has grown from 5.9 percent 
of the 1929 total to 9.9 in mid-1952. Solano County 
has doubled in relative importance from 2.7 to 5.3 per
cent of the bay area total, but the trend since 1945 has 
been mixed. The absolute number has increased over 
nine times from 485 in 1929 to 4,530 in mid-1952. Marin 
County, last in rank, has increased from 2.5 percent of 
the 1929 total to 4.2 per cent of the mid-1952 total and 
from 452 to 3,627 in absolute numbers. None of these 
changes correct for (1) increases in the number of miles • 
traveled per truck per year or (2) increases in the aver
age physical capacity per truck. 
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Aggregate Demand for Parking Facilities in the Central 
Business District 

The 1927, 1937, and 1948 studies all contain cordon 
traffic data ·which measure the aggregate numbers of 
persons and vehicles entering and leaving the cordon 
area at various hours of the day. In all three studies, 
cordon counts were made for a so-called central district 
of San Francisco as outlined in Figure 2. But becalise 
of certain limitations discussed below, such compari
sons as can be made are subject to important quali
fications. 

The measures of aggregate numbers of persons and 
vehicles within the cordon area at any hour of the day 
are presented in the form of accumulation statistics. 
The accumulation of persons or vehicles at any given 
hour of the day is computed by subtracting the num
ber who have departed from the cordon area, from the 
number who have entered the area. From this compu
tation, it can be seen that the accumulation is net only 
in the sense that no count is made of persons or vehicles 
already in the cordon area when the count is started. 
This characteristic of accumulation data leads to cer
tain complications in the making of comparisons. 

It has been noted above that the cordon areas used 
in the 1927 and 1937 studies, were the respective cen
tral business districts. Within this area, the 1927 study 
made its cordon count for a "typical weekday" in No
vember 1926. The 1937 study made its cordon count 
for a typical weekday in April of that year. But the 
1948 study used the Metropolitan Traffic District as 
the cordon area, and the cordon count was made for a 
typical day in October 1947. Thus the 1947 count was 
based on a considerably larger cordon area than either 
the 1927 or 1937 counts which had roughly comparable 
areas. Additional analytical difficulties stem from varia
tions in the number of hours covered in each cordon 
count. They are as follows: the 1927 study, 6 A.M. to 
8 P.M.; the 1937 study, 7 A.M. to 11 P.M.; and the 1947 
count, 7 A.M. to 7 P.M. Because it was not possible to 
align the 1926 time periods with those used in 1937 and 
1947, the total accumulation in 1926 was overstated. 

Because of the variations noted above, conclusions 
are difficult to make on any comparable basis regarding 
trends in the aggregate numbers of persons and vehi
cles visiting the central districts. Table 57 indicates 
that the increase in number of vehicles is not so pro
nounced as might be expected, especially since much 
parking in 1926 and 1937 took place outside the central 
business district. Not all of the increase should be at
tributed to downtown in view of the parking demands 
generated by the Civic Center and Nob Hill areas. 

TABLE 57 
ACCUMULATIONS OF PERSONS AND VEHICLES WITHIN CORDON 

AREAS FOR A TYPICAL WEEKDAY, 1926, 1937 AND 1947 

1926 Count 1937 Count 
Tjme Period 

Ending 
jvehiclest Persons"' Vohides f Persons• 

- --
7:30 A.M. 4,000 900 
8:00 A.M. 18,000 1,000 15,000 2, 100 
9:00 A.M. 58,000 3,100 53,000 5,500 

10:00 A.M. 66,000 3,500 71,000 6, 800 
11:00 A.M. 74,000 3,800 80,700 7, 800 
12:00 noon 80,000 3,500 89,600 8, 200 
1:00 P.M. 84,000 3,500 94,000 8,500 
2:00 P.M. 87,000 4,100 97,000 9,000 
3:00 P.M. 87,000 3,900 97,000 9 ,500 
4:00 P.M. 85,000 3,800 94,000 9,700 
5,00 P.M. 80,000 4, 200 81,000 9 700 
6:00 P.M. 29,000 2 500 39,000 7,300 
7:00 P.M. 26,000 6, 100 

Source: 1927, 1937 and 1948 Studies. 
* Data rounded to nearest thousand. 
t Data rounded to nearest hundred. 

TABLE 58 

1947 Count 

Ve-Persons* hiclest 

21,000 4,900 
64,000 13,000 

130,000 24,800 
149,000 28,200 
163,000 30,000 
171,000 30,900 
173,000 30,100 
176,000 30,800 
172,000 30,600 
166,000 30,400 
130,000 25,600 
50,000 11,100 
31,000 7,800 

ACCUMULATION OF PERSONS, BY .MODE OF TRANSPORTATION; 
1947 CORDON COUNT 

Time Period Ending 

7:30 A.M. 
8:00 A.M. 
9:00 A.M. 

10:00 A.M. 
11:00 A.M. 
12:00 noon 
1:00 P.M. 
2:00 P.M. 
3:00 P.M. 
4:00 P.M. 
5:00 P.M. 
6:00 P.M. 
7:00 P.M. 

Private Auto and Taxi 

7, 100 
18 ,600 
35 ,900 
41 500 
44 ,300 
45 ,900 
45, 200 
46 300 
46 ,000 
45 ,200 
38 ,100 
17 ,200 
12,300 

Source: The 1948 Study. 

Local Transit 

12,000 
34,600 
67 ,100 
77 000 
85 ,500 
90 ,400 
93,000 
94 ,700 
91 ,600 
87 ,200 
66 ,900 
23 ,700 
10 200 

The peak accumulation hours in San Francisco are 
in the early afternoon. Since the peak accumulations in 
1927 and 1937 are higher relatively than in 1947, it 
may be argued that this reflects a tendency for shop
pers to shop for longer periods of time in recent years 
once they reach the central district. San Francisco's 
attraction as a center of restaurants and entertainment 
facilities is evident in the substantial net accumulation 
after 6 P.M. 

Table 58 indicates another characteristic of these 
data in comparing the accumulation of persons travel
ing by automobile ,;ith those using local transit. The 
continued level of accumulation of the former between 
10 A.M. and 4 P.M. as compared with the steady in
crease of accumulation via local transit between 9 A.M. 

and 2 P.M., suggests many things. The implication of a 
tendency towards longer shopping periods was noted 
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TABLE 59 
TOTAL NUMBER OF PERSONS, AND PEDESTRIANS, ENTERING 

AND LEA YING THE CORDON AREA, 1937 AND 1947 

Total number of persons 
Entering area .. .. ........ . 
Leaving, area ............. . 

Number of pedestrians 
Entering area .. .. ....... . . 
Leaving area ... ........•.. 

1937 Cordon Area 

1,058,849 
534,843 
524,006 

350,091 
186,168 
163,923 

TABLE 60 

1947 Cordon Area 

1, 144,051 
587,332 
556 ,619 

96,944 
51,246 
45,698 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS AND VEHICLES IN 
1926 SAN FRANCISCO CORDON COUNT AREA BY MODE 

OF TRAVEL 

Percentage Distribution 
Percentage of No , of Persons 

Mode of Travel Distribution 
of No. of 

Including Excluding: Vehicles 
Pedestrians Pedestrians 

-- ------
Passenger automobiles . . . 16 .5 23.8 60 .7 
Trucks .. . • • • • • • 9 I O O O • • • 0 4.6 6.6 20 .2 
Horse-drawn v ehicles ... .. 0.2 0 .2 0 .9 
Taxis and buses . ... . .. .. , 2.9 4.2 7.6 
Street cars. ... . . ... . . 45.2 65 .2 10 .6 
Walking (pedestrians) .. .. 30.6 - -

Total. . ... . ... ... ' 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: The 1927 Study. 

TABLE 61 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF PASSENGERS ARRIVING IN 

SAN FRANCISCO CORDON AREAS, BY MASS AND INDIVIDUAL 
TRANSPORTATION PACILITIES, BY SELECTED TIME PERIODS 
1937 AND 1947 

1937 Study 1947 Study 
Time Periods 

Mass Jndivid. Total Mass fndlvirl. Total 
-- ----- - - -----

7:30-8:30 A.M. 
Entering . ..... 73 .0 27 .0 100 .0 &J .2 35 .8 100 .0 
Leaving .... 69.2 30.8 100.0 -!2.3 57.7 100 .0 

10:30-11:30 A.M, 
Entering . .. , 56 .2 43.8 100.0 47.4 52 .6 100.0 
Leaving •• •' 0 I 48 .6 51.4 100 .0 30.6 69.4 100.0 

2:30-3:30 P.M, 
Entering .... .. 51.7 48.3 100.0 42 .1 57.9 100.0 
Leaving . ..... 58.4 41.6 100.0 48 .5 51.5 100 .0 

4:30-5:30 P.M. 
Entering. .. . . 58 .8 41.2 100 .0 39 .5 60.5 100 .0 
Leaving .. .... 70 .2 29 .8 100 .0 58.8 41.2 100 .0 

-------
Total: 7:00 a.m. to 

7:00 p .m. 
Entering , . . . . 58.8 41.2 100.0 49 .7 50 .3 100 .0 
Leaving ... . . 60 .9 39.1 100 .0 49.5 50.5 100.0 

above. In addition, there would appear to be an early 
saturation of on-street and off-street parking facilities. 
From these indications, and the peaking up of accu
mulations of persons traveling by local transit, it may 

be concluded that the provision of additional parking 
facilities will continue to divert persons from the use 
of local transit facilities . 

Another interesting aspect is to measure from Table 
57 the differences between the maximum accumulations 
for each typical day in 1926, 1937, and 1947 and the 
9 A.M. accumulation. When these are computed, it is 
found that the differences have increased from 29,000 
persons in 1926 to 44,000 in 1937 and 46,000 in 1947. 
This would seem to indicate no significant increase in 
the number of shoppers since 1937-a conclusion not 
borne out by other changes which have been known to 
take place and from other data. 

Finally, a comparison of the total number of persons 
entering and leaving the cordon areas, during the hours 
covered by the counts, reveals some problems (see Ta
ble 59). The 1947 count exceeds the 1937 count by only 
85,202 persons, despite the much-larger area covered 
by the 1947 cordon. The only logical explanation would 
seem to be based on the much higher numbers of pedes
trians in 1937, with the great likelihood of duplication 
counting. 64 If these duplications are taken into account, 
then the 1947 increase would be considerably greater. 

Modes of Travel Used in Entering and Leaving the 
Cordon-Count Area 

All three studies, in their use of cordon counts, re
corded the mode of transportation used by persons en
tering and leaving the cordon area. Table 60 shows the 
resulting breakdown from 1926 by mode of travel for 
the cordon count period as a whole, when pedestrians 
are both included and excluded. It shows, as well, the 
proportionate importance of the number of vehicles in
volved. When pedestrians are included, they, together 
with street-car passengers, accounted for better than 
three fourths of the persons involved in the cordon 
count, while accounting for only 10.6 percent of the 
total number of vehicles. Some portion of the pedes
trians undoubtedly were people who parked automobiles 
outside the cordon count area and walked to their 
destinations in the area. The other significant feature 
of these data is the low percentage of persons accounted 
for by passenger automobiles and trucks, relative to the 
percentage of vehicles. 

The cordon counts for 1937 and 1947 provide a 
breakdown of number of persons by modes of travel at 
½-hr. intervals. Table 61 shows the percentage divi
sions between mass and individual transportation 
modes for selected time periods during the typical 

64 There are pO&itibi lities , ub!o, of varint.ioru,. in the quulity of interviewing 
done for each study and of difTe,ence.s in tl10 dCl!ree of acourncy of the data. 
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TABLE 62 
TRAVEL HABITS OF 32,000 PERSONS INTERVIEWED IN SAN 

FRANCISCO CORDON AREA, Hl27 STUDY 

I Used 
Used automobiles 

Destination Walked street- Total 
cars Curb I Garage 

parking parking ----
% % % % % 

J epnr~meut i;torcs ..... 19.3 63.2 10.6 6.9 100 .0 
Offic l>uildi ngs ........ 28.5 49.6 14.3 7.6 100 .0 
Banks .. . . ........•. . .. 24.3 59.7 9.9 6.1 100 .0 
Restaurants .•..•••. •••. 36 .7 46.5 9 .8 7 .0 100 .0 

----
Total. .. .....••.. 21.8 f 60.2 [ 11.1 6.9 [ 100.0 

TABLE 63 
MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION USED BY WORKERS AND OTHER 

PERSONS IN 1951, TO REACH DESTINATIONS IN SAN 
FRANCISCO'S CENTRAL DISTRIC'l' 

Workers Shoppers and Others 
Destination segment 

Autos Trnnsit Total Autos Trnnsit Total 
-- --- -------

No. % % % % % % 
1 30.6 69 .4 100.0 71.3 28.7 100 .0 
2 24.7 75.3 100.0 44.1 55.9 100 .0 
3 44.2 55.8 100.0 47.8 52.2 100 .0 
4 51.1 48.9 100.0 55.9 44.1 100 .0 
5 26 .5 73.5 100.0 43.6 56.4 100 .0 
6 27.3 72.7 100.0 30.2 69 .8 100 .0 
7 29.3 70.7 100 .0 44.6 55.4 100 .0 
8 45.9 54.1 100.0 49.2 50.8 100.0 
9 28.5 61.5 100.0 47.0 53.0 100.0 

Average .••........ 30.1 69 .9 100 .0 41.6 58,4 100.0 

Metr. Traf. Dist . •• 39.6 60.4 100.0 44.7 55.3 100.0 

day. 65 The general significance of these data is in re
vealing (1) the domination of the mass transit facilities 
in bringing people into the cordon area during the morn
ing rush hours, and in taking them out of the area dur
ing the afternoon and evening rush period, and (2) the 
declining use of mass-transit facilities and the increased 
use of individual facilities in 1947 for all time periods 
as compared with 1937. Another interesting aspect is 
the greater rate of increase in the use of individual 
facilities during the rush-hour periods. This means, in 
turn, increased driving to and from work and corre
sponding increases in the demand for all-day parking 
facilities. 66 

Further data are available to show the modes of 
travel used by workers and other persons entering and 
leaving the cordon area. The 1927 study secured data 
from 32,000 questionnaires returned by customers of 
downtown establishments (see Table 62). The over-all 
importance of the streetcar is as expected. But the 

0 Mass tnmsit in hl!lcs loon! transit r,til •r-·ic , 011L-of-1own bu&es, ,u1(1 f rrv 
facilitacs. lndlviduul tnuis1 ortntion focil.ities lneludo on lv uut.omobi lu ,rntl 
ta<ic1Jbs. l'craons ridin~ in \ruokx or wnlking 111 e oxolud d: 

" A l11t r .cction will dmll l11rthor wjth 1.h . ~hilt.~ in diKttU"'lillll the 0l11m,:in11 
situation for mass-transit facilities as such. 

small percentage importance of the automobile relative 
to those who walked is in sharp contrast to today's 
travel habits. 

The 1951 Metropolitan Traffic Survey collected data 
showing the modes of transportation used by all per
sons having destinations in Segments 1 through 9 (see 
Fig. 2). These data were collected by means of home 
and roadside interviews. The percentage breakdown 
between users of the automobile and mass transit 
facilities, by segment, is shown in Table 63 for workers, 
shoppers, etc. It is fairly obvious from this table that 
while workers, taking all nine segments as a group, 
were heavy users of mass transit (70 percent), those 
with destinations in Segments 3, 4, and 8 were heavy 
users of the automobile. Of those persons classified as 
shoppers, or who were in the central business district 
for reasons other than work there was an even wider 
range in the use of these facilities, segment by segment. 
The use of mass-transit facilities ranged from only 29 
percent of this group with destinations in Segment 1, 
to a high of 70 percent in Segment 6. The overall aver
age of 58 percent, however, was exceeded only in the 
latter segment. On the other hand, those persons in the 
category using the automobile average 42 percent, with 
a range from 30 percent in Segment 6 to 71 percent in 
Segment 1, and with those driving to destinations in 
eight segments ranking above average. Table 63 also 
shows the increased relative importance of the auto
mobile when the Metropolitan Traffic District is con
sidered rather than Segments 1 through 9. 

Utilization of Selected Parking Facilities 

One aspect of the problem of trying to measure the 
adequacy of parking facilities in San Francisco is to 
analyze the utilization characteristics of various types 
of facilities. Most of the data presented in the San 
Francisco studies pertain to the utilization made of 
curb-parking facilities. Such data as were collected for 
off-street facilities have been supplemented by data 
compiled by the author pertaining to the utilization of 
the Union Square Garage. 

The 1927 study developed one measure of utilization 
which, unfortunately, was not repeated in later studies, 
namely, the percentage of curb parking space used 
during various hours of the day in the central district. 
Table 64 shows that the high utilizatior\. rate of 92 to 
97 per cent between 9: 40 A.M. and 5 P .M. indicated a 
serious parking problem in downtown San Francisco 
over 25 years ago. 

Further evidence of the long-run nature of the park
ing problem can be obtained by studying the changes in 
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TABLE 64 
PERCENTAGE UTILIZATION OF 1927 CURB PARKING SPACls 

IN SAN FRANCISCO'S CENTRAL DISTRICT 

Period Ending Percent Period Ending Percent 

8:20 A.M. 33 10:00 A.M . 95 
8:40 A.M. 50 - -
9:00 A.M. 67 5:00 P.M. 97 
9:20 A.M. 87 5:20 P.M. 88 
9 :40 A.M. 92 5:40 P.M. 77 

Source: The 1927 Study. 

TABLE 65 
PERCENTAGE I ··rni.11 'l' ION OF CURB PARKING, BY TIME 

PERI l)!;j AN FRANCISCO, 1927 AND 1937 

Central Business Central Parking 
District. 1927 District, 1937 

Time 
Cumu-

Percent lative Percent 
Percent 

Cumu
lative 

Percent 
-------------1---- ---------
0-20 min ..... .... ....... ... . . 
20-40 min .. .................. . 
40-60 min ...... .. ............ . 
1-2 hr .... ................... . 
2-3hr . . . .. .... ...... ........ . 
Over 3 hr .... ............... . 

38.3 
22.8 
12.8 
16.7 
4.9 
4.5 

Total ............ . .... . 100.0 

Source: The 1927 and 1937 Studies. 

TABLE 66 

38 .3 
61. l 
73.9 
90 .6 
95.5 

100 ,0 

38.3 
1!) .0 
11.7 
15 .2 
5 .7 

10 .1 

100.0 

38 .3 
57 .3 
69.0 
84 .2 
89.9 

100.0 

PERCENTAGE Dr-TRIBU TION OF CURB PARKING T1 ME, BY 
TIME ZON1'lS, IN SAN FRANCISCO, 19 7 AND ViMt' 

1937 Study 1948 Study 

-- ---Time zone and time periods Cumu- Cumu-
Percent 1ative Percent lative 

Percent Percent 
--------

In 20-rnin. zones 
0- 20 min .. .. .. .. . ............. 40.8 40 .8 34.0 34 .0 
20--40 min ... . . . . . . . . . . . . .... 20.5 61.3 24 .0 58.0 
4.0-60 min .. ..... .... . ' ....... . 12.9 74 .2 17 .0 75 .0 
Over 60 min .. ...... . . ···· ••-· 25.7 100.0 25.0 100 .0 

In 40-rnin. zones 
0--40 min .. . ... .. . ...... . ...... 60.4 60.4 46.0 46.0 
4.0-60 min . . . ......•.... .. _ .... 12 .8 73.2 13.0 59.0 
Over 60 min . ......... , . , ..... 26 .8 100.0 41.0 100.0 

In 60-rnin. zones 
0- 40 min . .. ... ........... , , ... 55.2 55.2 42.0 42.0 
40-60 min ... ..... ... .. ...... . 11.2 66.4 12 .0 54. .0 

Over 60 min .. .................. 33.6 100.0 46.0 100.0 

the average parking time for curb facilities. In 1927, 
the average parking time was 59 min., which undoubt
edly was an important factor in helping to reduce the 
availability of curb parking space. However, there has 
been no material improvement in the situation since 
that year (see Table 65). Although the districts covered 
in 1927 and 1937 are not quite comparable, resulting in 
longer-time parking zones in 1937, there is considerable 
consistency in the continued importance of parking for 

TABLE 67 
TURNOVER OF CURB PARKIN G SPACE, SAN FRANCISCO ME'l'

ROPOLITAN PARKING DJSTRI ·TON A Non~• L WEEKDAY, 
SEPTE.II BER, 1948, Pll(IM 7:00 A.M. '1'0 7:00 P.M. 

Time Zones No. Stalls No. Cars Total Cars 
per Stall Parked 

---
10-20 min .. . . . . .............. 287 8.0 2,220 
40 min .. . ,, .. .. .........•.... 2,985 6.0 17,900 
60 min ... . .. ... . ............ 5,692 3.2 18,200 
120 min .. . ,, .... I • • • • • • • • • 139 2.5 347 
Misc. zones .. .. .......••..... 14 2.5 35 
Unlimited zones. .. ·········· 4,145 2.5 10,368 

Total. , . .......... 13,253 3.7 49,070 

Commercial zones. ......... 2,658 3.0 7,970 
No parking (red zones) .. . .... 5,001 0 .5 2,360 
No parking signs. .. ········ 4,790 2.5 12,000 

Total . . . . ..... . ... . .... 12,449 1.8 22,330 

Grand Total . . , ....... ..... 25,702 2.8 71,400 

So·urce: The 1948 Study. 

periods exceeding 1 hour for the two periods. Yet, the 
shorter parking time predominates in both years. 

Although the Metropolitan Parking District in the 
1948 study was more extensive than the 1937 area, 
comparability of utilization is made possible because 
the statistics of parki11 r tim I II ths were reported by 
time zones. Table 66 c•ompMe.· ~h utilfaation for these 
two years for the 20-min., 40-min., and 60-min. time 
zones. The amazing trend revealed by this table is the 
sharp increa.·e between 1937 and I 4.8 in the average 
parking t,i.m · for all zones. One explana ion for thi · un
u ·ual T •nd is a high proportion of overtim parl i11g, 
only partially eliminated through the u f parking 
meters. 67 Especially to be noted in the table is the in
crease in importance of over-60 min. parkers in the 
40-min. and 60-min. zones . 

Another good measure of utilization of parking facili
ties is found in turnover data, i.e., the number of cars 
using a given parking space for a given time period. 
Unfortunately, so far as curb-parking facilities are con
cerned, data of turnover were compiled only in the 1948 
study for the Metropolitan Parking District (see Ta
ble 67). The large number of 60-min. parking zones ac
commodated, on the average, only slightly more than 
three cars per day between 7 A.M. and 7 P.M. The turn
over rate increases when the 40-min. zone is considered, 
but the available evidence would seem to indicate that 
th turuo, er rat could have been increa eel if exi · ing 
legal rcstric:tions lrn,d been more strictly enJ reed. Thi.
conclusion is supported in part by the data in the table 

m rrht 1048 stuc.ly ro,•cnl.s, for xurn1,lc thnt.. 011 u "normul wcckduy" in . •1>· 
t rnlx,r 194 , more thon 5,01)() rttr8 in tlic ~i'etro1lQliton "J'rrtnio Oi•tric~ won, c1,...,; . 
fled till "ull-,lny ,,urkc111" 11l~houi:h .'"'rkir,{; took 11111 • in n()•I"'' king or limited• 
pnrk.ing 1.0ul!.$'. ' ,his 0011,1111rf1S: w·iti, 11 lot.al numbur uf ,·ol11cl~ us.inft t)ttrking 
r,1r.illti ol 71,400 durin11 11, 11eriod . 
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showing the number of cars parking in the prohibited 
zones. 

When turnover rates are considered for the central 
business district as measured by Segments 1 through 9, 
it is found that turnover rates are higher than for the 
Metropolitan Parking District. The explanation lies in 
the fact that parking laws are more rigidly enforced in 
the central district. Segments 2 and 3, the most-con
gested areas, have the highest turnover rates (see Ta
ble 68). For the central district as a whole, the turnover 
rate is better than four times higher than that for the 
Metropolitan Parking District. 

The comparison in Table 68 of turnover rates be
tween curb and off-street parking space is_ quite reveal
ing. Low turnover rates for all off-street parking facili
ties reflect the demand of the all-day parker. The rate 
is only about 13 percent, on the average, of the overall 
rate for curb facilities. Another aspect of the problem 
is in the comparison of the number of vehicles parked 
in curb as against off-street facilities. In every segment 
except Nos. 2, 3, 4, 9 the users of curb space exceed the 
users of off-street facilities. However, the same vehicle 
may have used two or more spaces during the counting 
period. 

The low-turnover rates for off-street parking facili
ties support observations made in the 1951 study, and 
conclusions based on data collected in the study at 
hand. In the 1951 study, the inventory of off-street 
parking recorded the use made of the capacity, the ap
proximate turnover, and the hours of peak load for 
each facility. While no statistical summary was pre
pared, it may be noted that, except when the fee sched
ule was set deliberately to favor short-time parking (as 
was the case for the Union Square Garage), the peak 
hour often was reached early in the day around 9 A.M. 

and turnover rates did not go much above 1. Because 
of these factors not a very high proportion of space was 
available for the use of shoppers. 

During the course of this study data pertaining to 
the utilization of parking space in the Union Square 
Garage were collected. Located in the center of down
town San Francisco, this garage has established a 
schedule of charges which makes all-day parking ex
pensive and yet discourages short-time parkers (see 

TABLE 68 
TURNOVER OF PARKING SPACE IN THE SAN FRANCISCO CENTRAL 

BUSINESS DISTRICT, SEP'rEMBER, 1948 BY SEGMENTS AND 
TYPE OF SPACE 

Segment 
No. of Vehicles Parked No. Cars Per Stall 

Number 
Curb Off-street Curb Off-street 

-
1 2,594 1,937 9 .5 1. 7 
2 2,021 3,285 34 .3 1.9 
3 672 1, 370 25 .8 1.9 
4 2,239 3,082 9.3 1.5 
5 1,814 813 11.4 1.1 
6 2,383 1,060 13.4 1.2 
7 2,248 755 10.4 1.1 
8 1,100 780 19 .6 1. 7 
9 1,351 1,671 15 .3 1.9 

Total. ..... 16,422 14,753 I 12.l l 1.6 

Source: The 1948 Study. 

TABLE 69 
SCHEDULE OF PARKING CHARGES, UNION SQUARE GARAGE, 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Time (hr.) Original Charge Revision 3/ 3/ 49 Revision 12/ 19/50 

1 $0.25 $0.35 $0.50 
2 .35 .35 .50 
3 .50 .50 .50 
4 .50 .50 .75 
5 .50 .75 1.00 
6- 9 .75 .75 1.25 
9-15 .75 1.00 1.25 

15-24 1.00 1.50 1.50 

Table 69). Nevertheless, some 500 cars Jaily park in 
the garage for the entire day. The remainder of the 
garage's 1,500-car capacity is used mainly for shorter 
periods of time. A section of the garage with a separate 
entrance is available at a monthly rate . 

Since its opening in September, 1942, the Union 
Square Garage has been used virtually to capacity as 
Table 70 indicates. On the average, the low daily load 
is 2,400 cars and the peak load, 2,600 cars. After the 
all-day parkers are subtracted, the turnover rate for 
the remainder is about two cars per parking space. 
Compared with other data of utilization presented in 
the preceding tables, this turnover rate is very low for 
a garage servicing parkers who are not primarily 
workers. 

Table 71 shows the accumulation of vehicles in the 
Union Square Garage in March, 1952, by hourly time 

TABLE 70 
NUMBER OF CARS PARKED ANNUALLY IN UNION SQUARE GARAGE, SAN FRANCISCO: 1942-1943 TO 1951-1952 

Date Cars Date Cars 

S \)t. 1942 to June !30, 19•13 . .... . .. ... .. . 565,000 July 1, 1947 to June 30, 1948 .. ..... • ... .. 963 , 595 
Ju y 1, l!J43 to June 30, 19-1-1.. ......•...•. 800,743 July 1, 1948 to June 30, 1949 .... . .. .. .. .. 972 ,449 
July 1, lO•l4 to June 30, HJ45 . . .. ......... 818,332 July 1, 1949 to June 30, 1950 ... . ......... 1 007,397 
July 1, 1945 to June 30, HM6 .. . ....•... .. 907,040 July 1, 1950 to June 30, 1951 ..... .. .. ... . 986,688 
July 1, 1946 to Jun 30, 1047 ............ , 932,872 July 1, 1951 to June 30, 1952 ......... .. .. 968,670 
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TABLE 71 
VElll ' J,l,i A' U~I l,A'J'ION IN UNION Q Al;Hl Al\AGE, SAN 

FRAN rn ·o, 13Y Houns, FOR THREE D ,u. rN MAmm, 1952* 

Time Friday Saturday Monday 

------------11---,---- -----
7:00 A .M. t, ;O() A.M .. , . 

;QQ A.~!, LO 9:00 A.M .. . . , • . •• .• 
0:0Q A. M. to 10 :()0 -~l .•.. . ... - . 
10:00 A.~1 . to ll :00 ,,.M .. ... .. .. 
ll :Q0 A.M . to 12:00 noon ... . .. . 
12:00 noon Lo l: 0 P.M . ... . .. .. . 
] ;QQ l' .M, LO 2:QQ I'.M . . . . . . • ... 
2:QQ P.M. to 3;Q() l' .M •.. •• , . • . , • 
3:00 f'.M. o 11:00 t> .~r. . ... . .. .. . 
4:00 l'.M. to 5:00 l' . . ,r .. ... ..... . 
5:00 l'.~t. to 6:QQ P,M .. . . , •. . , , , 
6:00 P.M. to 7:QQ 1',M . ,, •. .• ,,,, 
7:00 P.M , LO :QQ 1•.~1. . . • . • . •• .. 

:00 l'.M. tO 9:()0 P.M .. . . •• . • . , 
9:0Q l'.M . LO lO :QQ P . ~l. . . •• •••.. 
10:QQ P.M . to 11 :QQ l'.M . . .. .... .. 

* Excludes all-day parkers. 

209 
333 
546 
736 
957 

1,043 
1,040 
1,029 

855 
674 
403 
355 
347 
379 
348 
306 

229 
302 
452 
704 
921 

1,000 
1,175 
1,064 

918 
710 
354 
332 
366 
478 
498 
475 

200 
279 
455 
720 
977 

1,104 
1,163 
1,134 
1,032 

857 
778 
772 
832 
667 
361 
287 

F inally, a compari ·on "Ul , made of parking ime 
lengths for 1940 and 19,52 a: computed from parking 
f s paid to the "nion ''quare 1irage (see Ta.bl' 72). 
\, hil the1· h~ b n a ·hal"p iJ1crea e in the hedule 
of rat · as shown ir To.hi li9, the data for this s •ction 
reveal the importanc of 1-to- hr. parking time. It 
also , ·how.- w •ekdi\y, itriaLion ··. 

Destination of Persons Visiting the Central Business 
District 

011 th r foatm of th dema.nd for pn.t·kiu • ·pt\ 
may be noted, nam ly , Lh · di tribution of trip· to th 
c n.tl'al bu in di 'l.ri · hy dest.ination and yp of 

I'll-\ clel'. Thes du.La p rtai.n lo tobe.i· 1947 o allow
anc mu t. be mad f r change sin tha <la e. Table 
73 . how the 1 rccnta re compo ·ition of persons who 

TABLE72 

CUMULATIVE PERCEN'fAGES OF PARKING TIME FOR CARS, UNION SQUARE GARAGE, SAN FRANCISCO: SAMPLE DAYS, 
NOVEMBER, lo.IO AND MARCH, 1952 

Parking 
Wednesday Saturday 

Less Than ---
1946 1952 1946 1952 

Irr. 

1 8 .74 - 9 .27 -
2 23.95 - 26. 57 -
3 - 54.86 - 51.32 
4 - 70.15 -
5 87.32 79.45 88.26 

15 96 .77 96.94 97 .56 
All other 100 .00 100.00 100.00 

TABLE 73 
DESTINATION AND 1' 1HP l' n.i>o -~1 :t,' P~: n oNs IN SAN 

FRANCISCO'S CNN'l'llAL B 811'11 • D t STRICT, BY 
£(}M &N'l'S, 104 

Segment Number For Work Other Total 

1 82.0 18.0 100.0 
2 45.7 54.3 100.0 
3 33.4 66 .6 100.0 
4 37.0 63.0 100.0 
5 70.6 29.4 100.0 
6 33.6 66.4 100 .0 
7 70.2 29.8 100.0 
8 60.4 39.6 100 .0 
9 49 .6 50 .4 100 .. 0 

Average . .. .... .. ... .. .. . .. 54.2 45.8 100.0 

Metro. Traff. Dist .. ... .. .. . 52.8 47.2 100.0 

66.99 
77.90 
96.71 

100.00 

period. after all-day parkers w re disregarded. Th 
ti.me pattern of he e accutnulation. is v ry imilar to 
the reneral pattern described for the downtown area: 
the peak i reach d b tw en 1 and 2 p.m. a11d i a(; a 
high level from ll A.M. to 4 P.r.1. The ff t of fonday 
evening sboppin is evident, ru· is th lat aturday 
evening trnv I to eating 1)1ace , L . 

Monday Total (Week) 

1946 1952 1946 1952 --
9.99 - 9.31 -

26 .12 - 25.40 -
- 58.78 - 54.67 
- 72.92 - 69 .17 

89.96 82.63 86.71 79 .09 
99.15 97 .75 97.41 96 . 19 

100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 

TABLE 74 
DISTRIBUTION o~• Pt:RSONI> WITH Ci;;N 'l'RAI , BUSINESS DISTRICT 

DESTINATION EG~n:N·r ·, BY P Rl'O SE OF TRIP, 1948 

Segment Work Other 

No , % % 
1 23 .5 6.1 
2 12.6 17 .8 
3 4.0 9.4 
4 2.3 4.6 
5 21.2 10.5 
6 16.2 38.0 
7 13 .6 6.8 
8 3.6 2.8 
9 3.0 4.0 

Total .. ... . . .... 100.0 100.0 

hav - de. tinations in. eii ·h of Lb• ni.tt e ments, by trip 
purpo e. The prop r ion · of workers are high in 'eg
m nt-s 1, 5, 7, and . B c:aus egm nts 2, 3, and 4 are 
the shopping, ho el, an<l theater . ection and cau e 

egmen.t 6 ontail1.- the Niarket tr , hopping , tion, 
the propor ions of hopp rs and other per 011 are cor
respondingly bj ,.h, 

Table 74 shows what proportions of persons going to 
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the central business district, by trip purpose, go to each 
destination segment. Segments 1 and 5 were the key 
destinations of persons going to work while shoppers 
and others traveled mainly to Segment 6, and to a 
lesser extent to Segment 2. 

Total Flow of Traffic to San Francisco, by Origin Gate
ways, and Estimated 1970 Data 

A short statement may be in order at this point indi
cating the present size of the automobi l Lraffic flow 
int;o San Francisco, by origin gateways, and the ti 
mated magnitude of the flow in L970. Table 75 show 
the estimates of the San Francisco Chamber of Com
merce for 1952. As might be expected, the heavily 
populated San Mateo County points originated 47 per
cent, while 39 percent came from the '!l Bay, and 
14 percent from North Bay points. The v -•rall numb r 
jumped by 40 p rcent over the 1949 total of 3 4 000. 

f the 1952 total, only 21 percent used interurban 
mass transit facilities; the remainder traveled in a num
ber of automobiles totaling 241,512 on a separate trip 
basis. 

A somewhat-different picture of present travel pat
terns via automobile, and of projected 1970 patterns, 
is shown by the data in Table 76. The continued im
portance of the n 1\/foteo Cou nt, origin i. . h wn. 
But what is esp citilly in t r sti n i.· th• · imat•d in
crease in the volume by 1970. The impac:t f Lhe , in
creases on demand of facilities other than parking has 
been summarized as follows: 1) The present capacity 
of the Golden Gate Bridge will continue to be adequate, 
but improv d street a1td highway approa ·h facilities 
will be needed. 2) To handle ·he, expe<- d i11 'l'Ca · · from 

an 1fa o 'ounty and beyond, as many as 9 freewa , 
l1;1,n(~S will b n • d d iu •ach direction. 3) For traffic frnm 
East Bay points, at least five additional transbay 
bridge lanes will be needed in each direction. 68 

What this means for parking facilities in the nine 
segments of the central parking district was estimated 
in the 1948 study (see Table 77). These estimates are 
based merely on natural increases in demand as fore
casted. They make no allowance for the multiplier 

- ~ • LO Francisco Dny Arca-Rapid Transit Commission, Preliminary Report, 
JatumnJ, 1953 (San l?rnnai co: The Commission, 1953). 

TABLE 75 
PASSENGER lVlovEMl,J ' T$ TO AND FROM SAN FRANCISCO, BY 

G ,\'rEWAY ORIGINS, 1952 

Number of Passengers 
Gateway No.of 

Automobil "' 
Total Interurban Automobile Transit 

Peninsula .. . . ...... _. 254,248 45,289 208,959 119,405 
East Bay . ............ 207,243 57,182 150,061 85,749 
North Bay ... . . ... 76,559 12,933 63,626 36,358 

Total trips ... 538,050 115,404 422,646 241,512 

Total, round trips ... 269,025 57,702 211,323 120,706 

Source: Research Department, San Francisco Chamber of 
Commerce, July, 1952. 

TABLE 76 
ES'l'IMATED DAILY TRIPS TO AND FROM SAN FRANCISCO, BY 

ORIGIN GATEWAYS, 1952 AND ESTIMATED 1970 

Gateway 1952 Est. 1970 

West Bay Mn.ri n . . ... ...... 60,000 72,000-100,000 
West Bay Penin ·ula .. 228,000 277,000-336,000 
Trans bay . . .. . . .. . ......... 203,600 245,000-270,000 

Total. .... . ..... .. ... 491,600 I 594,000-706,000 

Source: San Francisco Bn.y • re1t- H1ipid Trnnsit ommi ·
sion, Preliminary Report, Ja n11<1r11, 1968 (San Frnnci ' co: Tho 
Commission, 1!)53). 

TABLE 77 
EsTIMA'l'ffiD SHORTAGES OF p ARKING FACILITIES BY SEGMENTS 

TN '!'HE CENTRAL p ARKING DISTRICT, 1948 AND 1970 

Estimated Car Stalls Needed 
Segment Number 

1948 1970 

1 1,245 3,380 
2 1,486 2,550 
3 1,168 1,600 
4 -2,861 -2, 130 
5 2,227 3,240 
6 2,007 4,370 
4 371 1,170 
8 231 590 
9 -1,035 -770 

Total. ........ 5,739 14,000 

Source: The 1948 Study. 

effect induced by the added attraction of new parking 
facilities. Only Segments 4 and 9 had and will have 
anti ipated surpluses. The shopping areas, and other 
•i1t. rt~iinment areas, ·will have mounting deficits. 

The Parking Situation in Oakland 

While this section is patterned after the framework 
used in the preceding section for San Francisco, it must 
be noted at the outset that the discussion lacks the 
same detailed development and chronological compari-

sons due to the comparative lack of quantitative and 
qualiLaLive data for akland. Only in the ut ilization of 
sel t ti. parking fa ·ilities do the discussion which 
follows permit development beyond that possible for 
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TABLE 78 
PARKING FACILITIES IN OAKLAND'S CENTRAL DISTRICT, 1946, 

BY TYPE AND PARKING TIME 

Type and Parking Time No.of Percent Percent 
Stalls of Type of Tota l 

---
Curb facilities 

3-min. loading . .. ......•..... . .. 90 1.47 0 .64 
30-min. loading .. . . . . • . ..... .... 513 8.35 3.68 
10-min. parking .......... . ...... 19 0 .31 0 . 14 
40-n in . parking .... . . . ... ....... 670 10.91 4.81 
1-hr. parking (meter) .... ······· 1,667 27 .14 11 .96 
2-h r. parking . . · •' ......... 2,513 40.90 18 .03 
No limit ....... .. .......... 206 3 .35 1.48 
No parking . . ..... ' .......... . 465 7 .57 3.34 

Total. . . .......... ··· ··· 6,143 100.00 44 .08 

Off- lrect fncili ties 
Priv,i~c loLs .. . .... . . .. .. ....... 736 9.44 5 .28 
Public lots ........... .. ········· 5,835 74 .87 41.87 
Private garage ... , .. ' ..... .. . .. 147 1.89 1.06 
Public garage ... ... .... ......... 1,075 13.80 7 .71 

Total . . .................. 7,793 100.00 55.92 

Grand Total . ................. 13,936 - 100 .00 

Source: The Bartholomew report. 

San Francisco. There is far less information available 
pertaining to the supply of parking facilities in Oak
land. 

SUPPLY OF PARKING FACILITIES 

Two sets of data are available for the central district 
of Oakland: a complete inventory for 1946 made by 
Harland Bartholomew and Associates69 ; and a 1948-
1949 inventory made available by Jay A. Czizek, 
traffic engineer for the City of Oakland. In addition, 
detailed data have been collected and analyzed dealing 
with parking lots operated by the Downtown Mer
chants Parking Association. 

The 1946 Supply of Parking Facilities 

Table 78 shows the classification of curb and off
street parking facilities in Oakland in 1946, by type, 
based upon the Bartholomew report. The sharp con
trast with San Francisco is evident, first of all, in the 
high proportion of 1-hr. and 2-hr. parking zones for 
curb facilities in Oakland, amounting to 68 percent of 
all curb space. In addition, the total number of such 
spaces (6,143) was considerably above the San Fran
cisco level for the comparable type of district, especially 
if differences in the population of the two cities is con
sidered. The differences reflect, also, the sharp contrast 
between the compact central district of San Francisco 
and the sprawling central district of Oakland (see Fig-

" 1-Iarlnncl Dnrtholomow and .-\-O!!()Cintus , O.D· lrect /'arkill g and TraJ}i4 Control 
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Figure 3. Central business district of Oakland showing loca
tions of the six parking lots of the Downtown Merchants 
Parking Association, Inc . 

ure 3 for the boundaries of the Oakland Central Dis
trict used in the Bartholomew Report). 

The data for off-street parking facilities reflect fur
ther differences between Oakland and San Francisco. 
Nearly three fourths of the off-street parking capacity 
consists of public lots, while an additional 13.8 percent 
consists of public garages. In San Francisco, the dis
tribution of off-street parking facilities shows a pre
dominance of garages, with a heavy proportion of these 
consisting of public garage space.70 

The 1948-1949 Inventory 

Jay A. Czizek, city traffic engineer for Oakland, has 
prepared an inventory of parking space in the smaller 
Central Business District shown in Figure 3. These 
data reveal no significant differences from the 1946 
situation except to show a reduction in capacity due to 
the difference in boundaries (see Table 79). When the 
data of the Bartholomew report are adjusted for the 
difference in the area covered, the results show curb 

1'I ·r,,o cont.ml distriol lll«!d in I l,u !31trtlrolo111c,w report <;<>rUlistcd or tho nreu. 
l,oundcd b~• l•:ighLh, 11 lro, ,I lic , J.,k ~t rrlt , und 23rd street., . The uRunl 
oontml bn rne-ss d~trio~ ill nr>proxinu,t4'1l• OM blook nrrrrowor on tlrre side,; m,tl 
is boundud by Gii:lr t h, Grov , ll11rrioon, nnd G rund (ecu 1-'ii:ur 3). 
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TABLE 79 
PARKING SPACE IN OAKLAND'S CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT, 1948- 1949 BY TYPE AND PARKING TIME 

Type and Parking Time No. stalls Percent 

Curb facilities 
1-hr meter ..................... 2 ,420 60.32 
2-hr. meter . . ............. .. ~ .. 823 20.51 
2-hr. general ..... . ......... . ... 769 19.17 

Total ................... ... 4,012 100 .00 

Source: Mr. Jay A. Czizek, city traffic engineer, Oakland. 

facilities of 4,061 stalls in 1946 as against 4,012 in 1948-
1949, and off-street facilitim, of fi,731 stalls in 1946 as 
against 5,929 stalls in 1948-1949. 

A general analysis of both sets of data reveals a large 
supply of both curb and off-street parking facilities 
available within reasonable walking distance of any 
block in Oakland's central business district. Even at the 
main downtown intersection of the San Pablo and 
Broadway, in addition to metered curb-parking facili
ties, a parking lot is only one short city block away. 

Downtown Merchants Parking Association Parking Lots 

Beginning November 30, 1929, a group of business 
interests in downtown Oakland formed a Downtown 
Merchants Parking Association to acquire and operate 
a series of parking lot facilities in downtown Oakland. 
These operate on a validation principle in which the 
cooperating members absorb the parking fee for the 
first time period. From five parking lots, the number 
increased to six in 1932, seven in 1935, and eight in 
1936. The number remained stabilized until 1939 when 
the number decreased to six. There were no further 
changes until 1946 when an additional lot was opened. 
No changes were recorded until 1951 when the number 
of lots in operation was reduced once again to six. The 
present capacity of the six lots is 922 vehicles. 

The capacity and general characteristics of the six 
parking lots currently in operation may be summarized 
as follows (see Figure 3 for their respective locations): 
I) Lot B (capacity, 234 vehicles) caters mainly to the 
Sherwood Swari and Co. store at 10th and Clay streets 
and the Hale's store at Washington and 11th streets; 
2) Lots G and H (capacities, 241 and 53 vehicles) serve 
mainly Kahn's department store and the surrounding 
stores; 3) Lot X (capacity, 60 vehicles) serves mainly 
the Hale and Penney department stores, and Smith's 
men's furnishings stores; 4) Lot g (capacity, 234 vehi
cles), located at 14th and Franklin streets serves cus
tomers of downtown banks, offices, and retail stores; 
presently, this lot is being replaced by a multistory 
garage facility which will accommodate 600 automo-

Type and parking time No. stalls Percent 

Off-street facilities 
Public parking lots .............. 5,204 87.77 
Public garng s . .... .............. 725 12 .33 

Total. . ········ ............. 5,929 100.00 

biles; and 5) Lot I (capacity, 100 vehicles) services a 
variety of customers. A later section will deal exten
sively with the utilization of each of these facilities. 

NATURE OF THE DEMAND FOR PARKING FACILITIES IN 
OAKLAND 

Unfortunately, there are no studies comparable to 
those for San Francisco to show changes in the demand 
for parking facilities in central Oakland. What can be 
given is a fragmentary picture consisting of the follow
ing parts: 1) data of vehicle accumulation and turnover 
for 1946 from the Bartholomew report; 2) data of ve
hicle counts for 1934, 1937, and 1946; 3) data of means 
of transportation used in 1935 and 1946; 4) data show
ing total utilization of all Downtown Merchants Park
ing Association parking lots since 1929; and 5) data 
showing utilization characteristics for each of these six 
parking lots. In addition, a ater section will present 
data of the gross volume of automobile traffic entering 
and leaving Oakland, by principal gateways, in 1952 
and estimated for 1970. 

Vehicle Accumulation and Turnover Data for 1946 

The Bartholomew report recorded the vehicle accu
mulation in Oakland's central district for a typical day 
in 1946 (see Table 80). The results show a peak of 6,600 
vehicles reached between 1 and 2 P.M., with a continued 
high level of vehicles between 12M. and 4 P.M. With a 
total of 9,941 stalls available in the smaller central dis
trict (see Table 79), this gives a percentage of only 66.4. 

TABLE 80 
HOURLY ACCUMULATION OF VEHICLES IN THE CENTRAL 

DISTRICT OF OAKLAND, 1946 

Hour No. of Hour No. of 
Vehicles Vehicles 

7- 8 A.M. 1,200 1-2 P.M. 6,600 
8-9 A.M. 3,400 2-3 P.M. 6,500 
9-10 A.M. 4,600 3-4 P.M. 6,300 
10-11 A.M . 5,500 4- 5 P.M. 5,800 
11 A.M.-12 noon 5,700 5-6 P.M. 2,700 
12 noon-1 P.M. 6,300 6-7 P.M. 2,100 

Source: The Bartholomew report . 
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TABLE 81 
VEHICLE COUNT IN OAKLAND CORDON AREA, 1934, 1937, 1946 

Year Outbound Inbound Total 

1934 74 ,951 78,208 153,159 
1937 81,960 81,824 163,784 
1946 83,388 85,560 168,948 

Source: The Bartholomew report. 

If the capacity of the larger central area is used, the 
percentage declines to 47.4. In comparison, in San 
Francisco the peak accumulation in the 1948 Metro
politan Traffic District was 30,800 vehicles, with only 
35,498 spaces available in curb and off-street facilities. 

This same report computed an average turnover of 
2.55 cars per day for each off-street stall. But at the 
peak hours for an average day, these off-street facili
ties were only 75 per cent filled. This is in sharp con
trast to the much-lower turnover noted at San Fran
cisco's Union Square Garage, and its practical capacity 
utilization each day. 

Vehicle Counts for 1934, 1937, and 1946 

Table 81 shows the sharp increase in the number of 
vehicles entering and leaving the central district be
tween 1934 and 1946. The change was from a total of 
153,159 vehicles in 1934 to 168,948 in 1946, a net in
crease of 15,789 vehicles. Of this increase, 8,437 were 
accounted for by changes in the number of outbound 
vehicles, and the remainder by increases in the number 
of inbound vehicles. A special study made in this con
nection indicates that 24 percent of the vehicles con
tinued to destinations outside the cordon count area. 

Means of Transportation, 1935 and 1946 

Two studies are available which show some of the 
demand characteristics in terms of means of transpor
tation used in 1935 and 1946 (see Table 82). The data 
for the two years are not quite comparable due to dif
ferences in the method of gathering statistics and the 
problem of evaluating pedestrian counts. With these 
qualifications kept in mind, and the sharp declines in 
the use of mass-transit facilities since 1946 to be noted 
later, the significance of the 1935 data is in showing 
how unimportant travel by mass transit was at that 
early data. Even in 1946, the utilization of mass
transit facilities by both shoppers and workers reveals a 
far higher utilization of automobiles in Oakland than 
in San Francisco. Undoubtedly, however, the high per
centage of pedestrians in 1935 reflects a count of per
sons many of whom must have used mass-transit facili
ties and were walking to a destination _when counted. 

TABLE 82 
MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION USED BY PASSENGERS IN AND 

OUT OF OAKLAND'S CENTRAL DISTRICT, 1935 AND 1946 

Facility No, Passengers Percent 

1935 Data 
Streetcar or bus ... , ........... 91,324 19 .92 
Private automobile . , 

I • • ■ • • • • 0 251,379 54.85 
On foot . .. .. . .. . .. ' ., '········ 115,681 25 .23 

Total ..... . ............... 458,384 100.00 

Percent Percent 
Shoppers Employees 

1946 Data 
Mass transit . . . . .. .. ... ........ 39.9 50.6 
Private automobile . ........... 54.3 41.9 
On foot ... .. ..... . ............ 5.8 7 .5 

Total ... . . ... , ....... .... 100.0 100 .0 

Sources: 1935 data-Cordon Count, March 14 to April, 1935. 
1946 data-Questionnaires, The Bartholomew Re
port. 

TABLE 83 
TOTAL NUMBER OF CARS PARKED EACH YEAR IN DOWNTOWN 

MERCHANTS p ARKING ASSOCIATION p ARKING LOTS, OAK
LAND j AND NUMBER OF PARKING LOTS IN OPERATION, 
1930-1951 * 

Year No. Cars No. LoL~ Year No, Cars No. Lots 

-- --- --
1930 496,858 5 1941 1,314,136 6 
1931 595,198 5 1942 1,262,518 6 
1932 583,907 6 1943 1,070,854 6 
1933 614,138 6 1944 879,286 6 
1934 653,822 6 1945 954,777 6 
1935 711,356 7 1946 1,195,336 7 
1936 805,085 8 1947 1,235,288 7 
1937 926,764 8 1948 1,265,012 7 
1938 1,046,376 8 1949 1,380,820 7 
1939 1,084,726 6 1950 1,512,335 7 
1940 1,132,220 6 1951 1,495,676 6 

Source: Downtown Merchants Parking Association, Inc. 
* Number in operation at end of year. 

Total Utilization of Downtown Merchants Parking Asso
ciation Parking Lots 

Beginning with 1930, data are available showing the 
total number of cars parked each year in the parking 
lots operated by the Downtown Merchants Parking As
sociation (see Table 83). Without correcting for changes 
in the number of parking lots in operation, the total rose 
steadily from 496,858 in 1930 to 1,314,136 in 1941. 
With wartime restrictions on car production and driv
ing, the total number of cars parked fell sharply to a 
low point of 879,286 in 1944. Since 1_944, there was a 
steady increase once again to 1,512,335 in 1950. The 
small decline to 1,495,676 in 1951 seems to be due 
mainly to the discontinuance of one facility on Octo
ber 1, 1951. 
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These trends show, once again, the sharply different 
picture between the expansion of use of these off-street 
facilities in Oakland and the lack of such expansion in 
San Francisco. 

Utilization of Individual Parking Lots 

Detailed data are available which measure the na
ture of the demand for parking space in each of the six 
parking lots. Table 84 summarizes the pertinent data 
for each lot for three separate months; December l 951, 

TABLE 84 
NUMBER OF CARS PARKED, BY PARKING LOT AND LARGER 

VALIDATING STORES, DOWNTOWN MERCHANTS PARKING 
ASSOCIATION, DECEMBER, 1951, APRIL, 1952, AND 

AUGUST, 1952 

Parking Lot and Validating Store Dec. 
1951 

Lot B I 
Hale's Validations. ..... . . . . . 5,347 
She1·wood Swan & Co. validations 28,184 
Total validations................ 35,890 

April, 
1952 

3,917 
25,924 
31,418 

August 
1952 

3 197 
23 810 
28,565 

Total no. cars parked ....... 38,443 32,837 29,923 

Lot G 
Kahn's validations . .. .......... . 
Total validations . . . . . . . ... . 

16,952 
20,904 

14,020 
17,900 

12,944 
16 ,702 

Total no. cars parked ....... 27,117 27,473 23,739 

Lot H 
Kahn's validations . . ..........•. 
Total validations .. ..... . ...... . 

Total no. cars parked ...... . 

Lot X 
Smith's validations . .. .......... . 
Hales validations . . . . ......... . 
J. C. Penney validations . ...... . 
Total . . . .. .. . . .. . ............ . 

Total no. cars parked 

Lot E 
Kahn's validations .... .... .... . 
Central Bank validations ... . ... . 
Tribune Bldg validations . . . . ... . 
Crocker validations . . . . .. . . .... . 
Owl Drug validations .. . ....... . 
J. C. Penney validations 
Bank of America validations .... 
Total validations , . . . . , . . . . .. 

5,248 
6 338 

7,838 

2,075 
1,668 
1,137 
7,070 

9,111 

3,274 
1 787 
1,140 

894 
761 
757 
621 

18,906 

5 537 
6,856 

9,202 

1,002 
745 
557 

3,272 

4,034 

2,521 
2,500 
1,631 
1,200 

730 
515 
812 

20,155 

5,674 
7,103 

9,346 

1, 325 
886 
809 

4, 143 

4,979 

2,432 
2,456 
1,491 
1,330 

628 
616 
857 

19,619 

Total no. cars parked ....... 31,812 33,210 32,432 

Lot I 
Athens Club validations .. ...... . 
Smith's validations . . .. . ... .. .. . 
Jackson's validations .. . ....... . 
J. C. Penney validations . .. .... . 
Hale's validations , ............. . 
Total validations . . . . .... , .... . 

Total no. cars parked ...... . 

1,297 
1,021 

829 
772 
762 

7,599 

9,941 

1,508 
528 
675 
465 
437 

5,251 

6,635 I 

1 331 
435 
74-1 
435 
399 

4,773 

5,904 

Source: Downtown Merchants Parking Association, Inc. 

TABLE 85 
AVERAGE DAILY TuRNOVF;n ltA1'1::S IN Six PARKING LOTS, 

APRIL ,\ND A G ·r, 1952 

Parking Lot No. Stalls April, 1952 August, 1952 

B 234 5.40 4.91 
E 234 5.46 5.33 
G 241 3.23 3.29 
H 53 5.98 6.25 
I 100 2.55 2.24 
X 60 2 .58 3.20 

Source: Downtown Merchants Parking Association. 

April 1952, and August 1952. Sharp variation may be 
noted both in total numbers of cars utilizing each lot, 
and in the range from low to high by months. In April 
1952, the range was from a low of 4,034 cars in Lot X 
to a high of 33,210 for Lot E; in August 1952, the range 
was from 4,979 cars in Lot X to 32,432 cars in Lot E. 
The table shows wide variations, also, in the percent of 
each parking lot's patronage which cluster around par
ticular destination points as measured by the validation 
stamp on each parking ticket. 

From the data in Table 84, daily turnover rates 
may be computed for each parking lot (see Table 85). 
The sharp differences existing between lots indicate 
wide variations in the capacity utilized. For April 1952, 
Lot I had an average turnover rate of 2.55 compared 
with a high of 5.98 for lot H. In addition to Lot I, Lots 
G and X also had low turnover rates. In August, 1952, 
the range was from a low of 2.2,1 for Lot I to n high of 
6.25 for Lot H. 

Data are available, also, which give a breakdown of 
the length of time automobiles parked in each parking 
lot during December 1951, and April and August of 
1952 (see Table 86). Wide variations exist in the aver
age parking time for each parking lot. First among the 
important points to be noticed is the high proportion 
of less-than-I-hour parking in Lot B in comparison with 
the small proportions in Lots G and I. Lot G, which is 
the most accessible to central downtown office buildings 
and banks, together with Lot E seem to have lower 
turnover rates and longer average parking times be
cause of higher capacity and lower demand. A com
parison of December data with the other months re
veals the effect of Christmas shopping in increasing the 
average parking time. And, finally, differences in peak 
demands between each parking lot may be inferred 
from the relation between the data in this table, and 
the turnover data given in Table 85. For example, Lots 
B and E have the same average daily turnover rates, 
but the average parking time per car is much longer in 
Lot E. 
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TABLE 86 
PROPORTIONATE LENGTHS OF AVERAGE PARKING TIME, OAKLAND DOWNTOWN MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION PARKING LOTS, FIRST WEEK, 

DECEMBER, 1951, APRIL, 1952, AUGUST, 1952 

Lot B Lot E Lot G 
Parking Time 

Aug., 1952 April, 1952 Dec., 1951 Aug., 1952 April, 1951 Dec., 1951 Aug., 1952 April, 1952 Dec. , 1951 

Less than 1 hour . ..... 71.6 71.0 63.0 48.6 48 .6 43 .5 38 .7 39.5 32.3 
Less than 2 hours ..... 20.5 20 .8 24 .8 27 .8 28.7 29 .6 32 .7 32 .7 31.8 
Less than 3 hours ..... 5.4 5.5 7.9 13.8 12 .0 13 .7 17 .3 15 .8 18.4 
Less than 4 hours ..... 1.6 1.8 2 .9 4.8 5.7 6.5 7.2 7 .5 8.9 
4 hours or over . .. ..... 0.9 0.9 1.4 5.0 5.0 6.7 4.1 4 .5 8 .6 

Total , .....•.... 100.0 I 100.0 I 100.0 100.0 I 100.0 I 100.0 I 100.0 I 100.0 I 100.0 

LotH Lot I LotX 
Parking Time 

Aug., 1952 April, 1952 Dec., 1951 Aug., 1952 April, 1952 Dec., 1951 Aug., 1952 April, 1952 Dec., 1951 

Less than 1 hour . ... 55.1 54 .6 44.1 42 .9 37 .7 37 .1 52.2 47.2 41.5 
Less than 2 hours ..... 25 .1 27 .6 28.3 34 .6 36.4 33 .0 32 .7 35 .6 34.5 
Less than 3 hours . -... 10 .9 9.7 14 .2 15.1 15 .5 17 .3 9.8 10 .8 14.3 
Less than 4 hours . _ ... 4.9 4 .9 7 .5 4.4 6.2 8.6 3.4 2.9 7.1 
4 hours or over ....... 4.0 3.2 5.9 3.0 4.2 4.0 1.9 3.5 2.6 

Total . ······· 100.0 I 100.0 100.0 I 100.0 I 100 .0 100 .0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 

Source: Downtown Merchants Parking Association, Inc . 

TABLE 87 
COMPARISONS OF WEDNESDAY AND SATURDAY PARKING, BY TIME PERIOD, IN FIVE DOWNTOWN MERCHANTS PARKING AssOCIATION 

PARKING LOTS, DECEMBER, 1951, APRIL, 1952, AND AUGUST, 1952 

Parking Time and Month LotB Lot E 

Wed. Sat. Wed. 

Less than 1 hour 
December, 1951 . .... ....... . 64 .0 63 .5 46 .1 
April, 1952 ... .. ........ 74.9 65.0 50 .5 
August, 1952 ••••ot oO< t I 76 .9 69 .3 49 .3 

Less than 2 hoi1rs 
December, 1951. ..... .... . , . . 87 .0 89 .4 76.0 
April, 1952 ....... -...... .. ..• 92.5 90.7 78.4 
August, 1952 .... ___ ........• 92 .2 93 .0 76.4 

Less than 3 hours 
December, 1951. . • ••••• 0 00 I I 95.6 96.6 87 .5 
April, 1952 .. . ...... .. . ... 97 .1 97 .4 89 .9 
August, 1952 ... ....... ... .. 97.8 98.4 88 .3 

Less than 4 hoi1rs 
December, 1951 ........ . .... 98 .6 98 .8 94.0 
April, 1952 .... . •.. . ..... ' ... 99.2 99 .2 94.9 
August, 1952 . .........•... , .. 99 .2 99 .3 94.0 

Totals 
December, 1951. ........ . .. . 100.0 100.0 100.0 
April, 1952 . ·· · • .. .. ' .. .. .. . 100.0 100.0 100.0 
August, 1952 .. ... ... ' .... .. 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Source: Downtown Merchants Parking Association, Inc. 

The type of data in Table 86 may be further analyzed 
to show variations in parking time associated with the 
day of the week for each of the three months. Table 87 
contains such data for Wednesday and Saturday. With 
the exception of Lot I, which does not cater to high 

Cumulative Percentages 

Lot G LotH Lot I 

Sat, Wed. Sat. Wed. Sat. Wed. Sat. 

34.1 32.0 25 .3 44.4 37.4 35.4 38.8 
40 .2 42 .3 32.6 56.1 49.8 30.2 41.4 
35 .2 39 .9 29 .9 57.4 53.8 37.7 52 .1 

64 .3 63 .6 55 .1 73.7 68.0 67.6 70.9 
69.4 73 .5 67.2 81.6 77.6 65 .6 77.5 
62.5 70 .6 65.4 84.4 77 .1 70.4 80.3 

82.5 80.4 76 .8 89 .5 81.6 85 .1 86.4 
86 .0 87 .3 84 .6 91.2 89 .8 88.4 92.6 
88.9 88 .2 86 .3 93.0 90 .3 91.2 93.2 

92 .2 91.1 89.9 96 .1 92 .7 95.9 95.7 
95 .7 95.7 93.6 95 .8 98 .5 94 .2 96.4 
94 .7 97.1 95 .3 96.1 96 .5 96.2 97 .1 

100 .0 100 .0 100 .0 100 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
100 .0 100 .0 100 .0 100 .0 100.0 100 .0 100.0 
100 .0 100.0 100 .0 100 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

proportions of shoppers, effect of Saturday shopping is 
reflected in a sharp reduction in the importance of the 
automobiles parking for less than 1 hr. Another aspect 
of this table is the change in importance of each park
ing time period for each of the three months. These 
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TABLE 88 
INDEXES 0~' SEASONAL VARIATIONS IN NUMBER OF AUTOMOBILES USING DOWNTOWN l\1ERCHANTS PARKING 

ASSOCIATION LOTS, 1944-1951 

Year Jan. Feb. March April May 

1951 99 .3 101.1 98 .8 98.1 101.8 
1950 100 .1 103 .9 101.2 101.5 98.7 
1949 98.6 101.6 99 .1 101.0 95.0 
1948 99.3 100 .2 99 .9 98.2 99.3 
1947 98 .5 103 .2 105 .9 93.2 97.0 
1946 99.4 103 .1 103 .5 98.1 98.4 
1945 98 .6 99 .1 101 .9 90.1 91.7 
1944 

shifts reflect, in part, the incidence of seasonal shop
ping, and factors of variations in peak demand, weather 
conditions, etc. The types of destinations reached most 
conveniently by each parking lot are also reflected. 

Additional data permit the computation of seasonal 
indexes of parking volume from 1945 to 1951 (see Ta
ble 88). The analysis of these data is complicated by a 
reduction in the length of free parking time by valida
tion of tickets in June 1949 from 2 hr. to 1 hr. Excluding 
that year, however, it is apparent that the Christmas 
shopping season brings a seasonal peak of parking de
mand in November and December. This peak is accen
tuated, as well, by the longer daily shopping hours. 
Considerably less peaking of demand is apparent dur
ing the Easter shopping period due to the shorter length 
of that season and its lesser commercial importance. 
The low point in seasonal demand occurs, as might be 
expected, during the summer months of July and 
August. 

Other Evidences of Utilization 

The preceding discussion has emphasized the utiliza
tion of off-street facilities sponsored by the Downtown 
Merchants Parking Association. Some discussion may 
be given of other use data. The Bartholomew report 
found that, before parking meters were installed, the 
average lengths of parking time for users of curb 
facilities were as follows: 10-min. parking zone, 46 min.; 
40-min. parking zone, 61 min.; and 2-hr. parking zone, 
2.25 hrs. This situation was not unlike that noted in 
San Francisco, including the reflection of a high inci
dence of violation of parking regulations. The average 
lengths of parking time for curb facilities after installa
tion of meters were as follows: one-hr. metered zone, 
29.6 min.; 2-hr. metered zone, 1.7 hrs.; and 2-hr. gen
eral zone, 6.2 hrs. Prior to the use of parking meters, 
less than 5 percent of the total stalls were available at 
all times; after the use of parking meters, this rose to 
11 percent of the stalls. 

June July August Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

102 .6 
96 .5 96.6 93 .1 99.5 98 .8 103.0 112 .1 
94 .2 96.1 92 .8 96 .2 99 .8 106.9 114 .3 
97.7 94.0 92 .0 94 .4 101.0 106.6 114.5 

105 .9 92.6 91.0 91.0 96 .7 111.8 114 .0 
99 .7 92.1 96 .8 98 .7 98 .8 112.0 109.4 
90 .6 90.8 93 .6 100.4 104 .5 111.8 108 .5 

95.4 88 .5 95.4 100 .5 108.7 119 .2 

TABLE 89 
PRESENT AND ESTIMATED DAILY AUTOMOBILE TRIPS ENTERING 

AND LEAVING OAKLAND, 1952 and 1970 

East Bay Gateway 

Southern .... ... ...... . 
Eastern .............. . 
Northern ... ..... ... .. . 

1952 

126 ,400 
59 ,000 

136,000 

Est. 1970 

167,doo 
72,000-89,000 

170,000 

, ource: San Francisco Bay Area-Rn,1)id Transit Com
mission, Preliminary ]"f,eport, J amwry, J 963 (San Francisco: 
1053) . 

ORIGINS OF OUT-OF-TOWN TRAFFIC ENTERING 

AND LEAVING OAKLAND 

An approximation of the present gross volume of 
automobile passenger traffic entering and leaving 
Oakland is available from Table 89, together with the 
estimated volumes for 1970. The East Bay southern 
gateway (Hayward) accounts for 126,400 trips daily, 
mainly by way of East 14th Street, the East Shore 
Freeway, and Foothill Boulevard. A much-smaller 
part of that traffic stream moves via Hesperian Boule
vard. The East Bay northern gateway via Albany, El 
Cerrito, and Berkeley, accounts for 136,000 daily trips, 
with the flow via the East Shore highway about twice 
as important as the flow via San Pablo Avenue. The 
East Bay eastern gateway via the tunnel route, ac
counts for 59,000 trips. 

The estimated increases for 1970 are in much the 
same ratios as the existing distributions. To meet this 
forecasted growth, it is expected that five freeway 
lanes would have to be added for the southern gateway 
in the direction of heaviest traffic and that four freeway 
la1ies in each direction would have to be provided for 
the East Bay eastern gateway. Additional lanes cur
rently are being added to the southern segment of the 
East Shore Highway. 

RELATIVlp, ADEQUACY OF PARKING FACILITIES IN 

SAN FRANCISCO AND OAKLAND 

A comparison of the foregoing data and analyses 
indicate that a more-acute parking problem exists in 
San Francisco. The supply of facilities in San Francisco 
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has not been maintained either on an absolute basis, 
or relative to increasing needs. High turnover space 
has been reduced regularly, ·while off-street facilities 
satisfy mainly low-turnover traffic. Off-street facilities 
in Oakland, mainly parking lots, have over twice the 

turnover rate of similar facilities in San Francisco. As 
a result, the preponderance of places for new facilities 
is for construction of garages in San Francisco. At the 
present time there is no apparent shortage of facilities 
in Oakland. 

Mass Transportation in the Bay Area 

This section summarizes some of the more-important 
data dealing with changes in the quantity and quality 
of mass transportation in the San Francisco-Oakland 
metropolitan area. It brings together data pertaining 
to such changes as number of passengers, scheduled 
service, average speeds, and passenger fares. These 
data have been collected for the following geographic 
segments: commuter traffic to and from San Francisco, 
commuter traffic to and from Oakland, local transporta
tion in San Francisco, and local transportation in East 
Bay cities. Some passenger data are available for other 
bay area cities. The next section will deal with some of 
the reasons which help to explain changes in the mass
transportation situation. 

MASS TRANSPORTATION SITUATION FOR COMMUTERS TO 

AND FROM SAN FRANCISCO 

The Nature of Routes and Facilities 

San Francisco draws commuters via mass trans
portation facilities from Marin County, Solano County, 
East Bay cities, and Peninsula cities. Pacific Grey
hound Lines buses are the sole mass-transportation 
link between San Francisco and Marin and Solano 
counties. Key System transbay trains and buses and 
Pacific Greyhound Lines buses furnish service between 
East Bay cities and San Francisco. tlouthern Pacific 
suburban trains and Pacific Greyhound Lines buses 
furnish service between the Peninsula cities and San 
Francisco. 

The nature and number of facilities used for each of 
the above types of service have been compiled in the 
Bay Area Rapid Transit Commission Report: 

1) Marin County service. The Pacific Greyhound Linc cur
rent! , provide service by means of 95 buses. These were built 
in l940- 194l, rrnd nch bus Sci\ts 45 p l'llOns. 

2) Solano County s rvice. The Pncifi Greyhound Li nes use 
equipmen ~imi lar to that used for Lho 1a rin County s •rvice. 
V11llejo-Nnpn service requires 55 buses, but, some of these nL"C 
used , also, for the Peninsula service. 

3) East Bay service. The Key System operates 80 two-car 
articulated electric train units, each seating 140 passengers. 
In addit ion, the Key ystem uses L6•b bus s each wiLh flll 

averng sc,Hing c1ipnci y for 4.-1 persons. Puoific Greyhound 
buscici service Contrt~ os a points. There nre 30 which were 
built in 1940- 1941, and have an average capacity for 41 persons. 

4) Peninsula service. The Southern Pacific uses 75 passenger 
coaches each seating 96 persons, and 154 passenger coaches 
enc'h seating 72 persons. The Pacific Gr y hound Lines use 20 
buses built in 1952 with 53-seat capacity ill nddi ion to pi1rt of 
the 53 buses used also for the Vallejo-Napa service. 

Daily Patterns of San Francisco Commuting Service 

Table 90 summarizes the currently available sta
tistics showing the distribution of daily passenger trips 
to and from San Francisco by route and origin point. 
From this table, the important generating points of 
mass-transportation commuting traffic and routes 
traveled can be determined. Nearly three fifths of all 
trips were accounted for by East Bay commuters, 
while Peninsula commuters accounted for 32 percent 
and Marin County commuters for only 9 percent. 

The Key System and Southern Pacific facilities 
together carry nearly 80 percent of the total commuting 
traffic. Of the Key System total of 69,250 passenger 
trips, 44,000 were made on the electric trains and only 
25,250 via buses. Berkeley, Albany, and Central Oak
land were the key loading points for this traffic. Bur
lingame, Palo Alto, Redwood City, and San Mateo 
were the key stations for the Southern Pacific traffic. 

Of Pacific Greyhound Lines bus traffic totaling 25,150 
passenger trips, Marin County and Peninsula origins 
were most important. 

Changes in the Annual Volume of Commuting Traffic 

Diverse trerids are apparent in the long-run pattern 
of commuting traffic. Table 91 shows these trends 
before and after the building of the San Francisco Bay 
and the Golden Gate bridges. Transit travel between 
the East Bay and San Francisco has undergone sharp 
changes since 1920. Beginning in that year with 37.5 
million passengers, the total rose to 39.7 million in 
1925. From that peak, there was a steady decline to 
24.4 million at the bottom of the depression in 1933 
and with some recovery to 26 million in 1936. The all
time low for the period 1920-1951 of 20.8 million was 
registered in 1938. The impact of World War II was 
an all-time peak of 52.9 million by 1945, but this was 
followed by a precipitous decline to 25 million by 
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TABLE 90 
NUMBER OF COMMUTING PASSENGER Tmrs TO A ND FROM 

SAN FRANCISCO, BY ROUTE AND ORIGIN, DAILY, 1952 

Route and Origin Point 

East B<lY l'uints 
Key System 

Trains 
Berkeley. . . .... ...........•.. ... . .... . 
Central Oakland ..... .... .... . .. .......... . 
Piedmont . . . . .. . .. . ..•....•......... , . . .. . 
Claremont . .. .. . .. .. ,., .. ............... . . . 

Total, Trains ....... ............. .... .... , .. . 

Buses 

No . . Onily 
Tri1,s 

14,850 
17,250 
6,300 
5,600 

44,000 ,__ ___ _ 
Berkeley nnd Albany ................. . .... 4,350 
East On.k land....... ... . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . • . . . 8,700 
Richmond . .... ... . . .. .... ,........... ... .. 4,700 
Alameda. ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,300 
Hayward ... .. .. ... , . ............... ..... . . 3,200 ,__ ___ _ 
Total, Buses . .. ........................... 25,250 

Total, Key System . . , . ........................ 69,250 
!-----

Pacific Greyhound Lines. . .. ... . , . , .... ..... , 3,350 

Total, East Bay Points .. ... 

Peninsula Points 
Southern Pacific Trains 

South San Francisco . . .. ...... .. ..... .. , . , .. . 
San Bruno . . . ..... . ... .. , .............•..... 
Burlingame , . , . .. • .. ........ ...... , . , ...... , 
San Mateo . . .... . .... , •.••........ . . . ... 
Hillsdale . . . . , . . . ... ... ........ .... . .... ... . . 
San Carlos ...... . . .. .............•.•... , ... . 
Redwood City .. .. .. ... , ...••••..•.••....... . 
Palu Alto ...... . .. . . . . .................... . . 
San Jose . ... .. .. ... . .....•................ . 
All Others ... . ....... ........ .. ........... . 

72,600 

630 
1,200 
5,040 
3,300 
2,700 
2,500 
3,400 
4,400 
1,235 
5,795 

Total, Southern Pacific. ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30,200 
1----

Pacific Greyhound Lines,,..... . . . . .. . . . . . • . . . . 10 ,200 

Total, Peninsula Points ....................... . 

Marin County Points 
Pacific Greyhound Lines. 

Grand Total . . . . ...... ... . 

40,400 

11,600 

124,600 

Source: Bay Area Rapid Transit Comission Report. 

1949, and by further decline to 22.4 million in 1951. 
Thus, despite the sharp increase in population, the 
1951 volume of passengers was 15.2 million below the 
1920 total, and 9 million below the 1947 volume. That 
level was only 1.6 million above the all-time low in 
1938. 

In 1920, transit passengers accounted for 37.5 out 
of every 40 persons commuting to San Francisco. 
By 1951, they accounted for only 22.4 out of every 
70.7 commuters.71 Key System trains and buses domi
nate mass-transit travel with a much smaller percentage 

'11 These d1Ltn inolude for both transit and other p.n.S,Sengers P<Jrsons who n.re 
nol. strictly eommutors. In addition, it includes p1i onRer travnJ to and from 
Ym l1n 13uonn l.e ln11d . 

using Pacific Greyhound Lines buses. The volume of 
passengers using Key System trains has fallen relative 
to the numbers using buses, but this is partly due to 
changes in train service to opening of new bus routes. 

From Marin County points, there was a steady 
decline in passenger volume from 5.7 million in 1928 
to 3.2 million in 1938 via Northwest,ern Pacific electric 
trains and ferries. After the opening of the Golden 
Gate Bridge and the development of direct bus connec
tions and automobile travel, the volume rose from 
836,000 for part of 1940 to 7.1 million in 1944 and to 
7 .3 million in 1947. Since that year, there has been a 
steady decline to a low of 5.2 million in 1951, about 
2.1 million less than the 1947 level and more than 
400,000 below the 1928 level. 

TABLE 91 
ANNUAL VOLUMES OF PASSENGERS TRAVELING TO AND F ROM 

SAN FRANCISCO, BY PRINCIPAL CARRIERS, 1912-1951 
(in thousands) 

Penin sula Points Marin County East Bay 

Year Via Via Via Via Via 

Southern Pacific North- Pacific Via Key Pacific 

Pacific Grey- western Grey- System Grey-
hound Pacific hound ho~rncl , e tc. 

---
1912 2,858 - N.A. * N.A. N.A . 
1914 3,698 - N.A. * N.A. N.A. 

1920 N.A. - N.A. * 37,530 -
1921 N.A. - N.A. * 36,780 -
1922 3,397 - N.A. * 36,820 -
1923 N.A. - N.A. * 38,810 -
1924 N.A. - N.A. * 39 ,390 -
1925 4,359 - N.A. * 39,670 -
1926 N.A. - N.A. * 37,130 -
1927 5,227 - N.A. * 36,500 -
1928 N.A. - 5,672 * 35,390 -
1929 N.A. - 5,682 * 34,120 -
1930 N.A. - 5,537 * 32,770 -
1931 N.A. - 5,310 * 30,240 -
1932 N.A. - 4,832 * 26,800 -
1933 4,670 - 4,519 * 24,410 -
1934 N.A . - 4,701 * 24,670 -
1935 N.A. - 4,575 * 25,700 -
1936 N.A. - 4,538 * 26,020 -
1937 N.A. - 3,580 * 22,710 -
1938 N.A. - 3,264 * 20,750 -
1939 N.A. 2,598 - * 22,780 -
1940 4,722 2,793 - 836 23,270 -
1941 5,691 3,359 - 2,865 21,690 -
1942 N.A. 5,298 - 4,591 31,400 -
1943 N.A. 7,305 - 5,882 39,470 -
1944 N.A. 9,084 - 7,131 48,010 -
1945 N.A. 8,667 - 6,768 52,870 -
1946 8,055 8,355 - 6,710 41,370 -
1947 7,524 9,235 - 7,325 26 ,750 4,630 
1948 7,547 9,679 - 7,185 24,520 3,840 
1949 7,859 8,658 - 6,373 21,607 3,373 
1950 7,953 7,659 - 5,709 19,326 3,104 
1951 8,162 7,282 - 5,212 18 ,930 3,420 

ow·ces: Re ord • of cnr.ricrs; California Public Utilities 
ommi !ii011 Reports, 1920-1046. 

l!H7- 195l dat1\ arc from the Bn.y Area Rapid Transit Com
mis~ion Rcpor . 

• crvicc not in opcrn. ion. 
e.A. = JJ1t~n I ot 1wuill\ble,. 
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Commuting to San Francisco via Southern Pacific 
trains has registered the one bright trend. In 1912, 
there were 2.9 million passengers traveling via that 
route. By 1927, the volume was 5.2 million, in 1947 
7.5 million, and in 1951, 8.2 million. Pacific Greyhound 
buses serving the same Peninsula points had an increase 
in passenger traffic from 2.6 million to a peak of 9.7 
million in 1948. Since that year there has been a steady 
decline to 7.3 million in 1951. 

There is no question that, based on the analysis of 
these data , there has been a significant diversion of 
commuting traffic from mass-transit facilities to the 
automobile. Only one facility-the Southern Pacific 
service to Peninsula points- has been able to maintain 
a fairly stable volume of passenger traffic. Even this, 
however, represents a declining percentage of the 
available population. 

Changes in Weekday Commuting, 1946- 1951 

A further measure of the decline in commuting traffic 
via mass transit lines may be had from Table 92, which 
shows a comparison of weekday rush-hour traffic via 
Key System routes between 1946 and 1951. In all 
cases where comparisons can be made, there have 
been significant declines except for the N and R bus 

TABLE 92 
COMPARI SONS OF KEY SYS'l'EM TRANSBAY WEEKDAY PASSENGER 

TRAFFIC, BY ROUTES, FOR 1946 AND 1951* 

Arrive San Francisco Leave San Francisco 

Routes 
7:00 to 8:30 A.M. 4: 30 to 6: 00 P . M. 

1946 I 1951 1946 1951 

nwil 
A ............ ... 2,654 654 3, 019 708 
13 ............... 1,697 1,038 1,718 1,172 

... .. ......... . 1,661 1 175 1,716 1, 191 
E ............... 1,306 1,250 J ,310 940 
F ............... 3,081 2,184 3,709 2,240 

Total. ... 10,399 6,301 11,472 6,251 

Motor Coach 
G .. .... ······ 912 812 791 647 
H .. ............ 1,087 816 867 764 
J . . ' ' ........... 646 274 640 308 
K . ........... ~ . - 1,036 - 978 
L ............... 1,334 968 1,364 935 
N .............. 1,537 :I , 449 1,470 1,551 
R ... .......... 728 775 749 835 
Two others ... 1,325 1,104 1,369 1,146 

T otal.. .. .. 7,569 7,234 7,250 7,164 

Grand Total ····· 17,968 13,535 18,722 13,415 

Source: California Public Utilities Commission, Engineei·ing 
Diui'.sion , Key 11slem 'l 'rnnsit Lines l\7Jpt·icnl'ion No . . 'j~78/ 
(S1111 l rancisco: T he ommission, 1 v mb r, Hl51). 

• The 10<L6 chc •k was 1m~de 0J1 M.ny 15, 1046 for m il oper
iiLions, and on various chiy s during May and October, 10>l6 for 
t he motor coach 01,orn 'ions. The 1951 check was made on 
Wednesday, October 10, 1951. 

lines. Part of the apparent greater loss for trains as 
against buses is due to the shift of some traffic from 
trains to buses as in the case of shortening the A rail 
line and transferring part of the route to the K bus line. 

Changes in the Overall Importance of Mass Transit 

A comparison may be made of the proportions of the 
San Francisco commuting traffic traveling via transit 
lines as against automobiles. For a 24-hr. period in 
1952, mass transit accounted for 20 percent of the 
Marin County commuters, 18 percent of the Peninsula 
commuters, and 36 percent of the East Bay commuters. 
During rush hours, the proportions via mass transit 
increase to 28, 35, and 53 percent, respectively. Ob
viously, the situation for mass transit will become 
more unfavorable as more and better facilities are 
built for the convenience of automobile drivers. 

Schedule Characteristics 

Table A-11 (in the appendix) summarizes the sched
ule characteristics of selected commuter mass transit 
service. For Key System trains and buses, the table 
shows sharp variations in number of runs, and in the 
frequency of service from line to line. In addition, the 
data reveal unimpressive scheduled travel times for 
most lines, and sharp reductions in daytime and evening 
non-rush-hour service and in Saturday and Sunday 
service. Many of the bus lines offer no service in the 
evening, while three of the five rail transbay lines offer 
only hourly service. 

On the other hand, Southern Pacific trains offer 
superior service during rush hours to Peninsula com
muters. From Palo Alto, the station accounting for the 
heaviest commuter traffic, trains run from 4 to 28 min. 
apart during the heaviest morning rush hours. They 
travel the 30.1 mi. to San Francisco in 50 to 60 min. 
of running time, or at an average rate of 30 to 36 mph. 
This is, as an example, the fastest average running 
time of any of the bay area commuting services. In 
sharp contrast to this, is the running time of 1 hr. 
37 min. via Greyhound Pacific Lines, and 1 hr. 55 min. 
by automobile via the Bayshore Highway, or an 
average speed of only 17 mph.72 During the evening 
rush hour, the fastest Southern Pacific running time 
to Palo Alto is 39 min., or at a rate of 46 mph. Perhaps 
this wide superiority of service, as measured by speed, 
is one of the main explanations behind the maintained 
traffic volumes for the Southern Pacific commuter 
service. 

Further evidences of traveling times may be had 

12 As nlJ)orted in Edwin F . Davis, "Bayshore Highway. I. The Slow Road 
Hmne,'i Sa,-,, Francisco Chron1·cle 1 Thursday, Novornbcr 20, 1952, p. 17. 
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by comparing the best traveling times by mass transit 
between San Francisco and various Bay Area cities 
as shown in the following list: 1) 20-minute zone, South 
San Francisco, Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza, 40th 
and San Pablo, Oakland; 2) 30-minute zone, San Mateo; 
Ashby Avenue, Berkeley; Grand Lake area, Oakland; 
3) 40-minute zone, Palo Alto; Sharp Park; Mill Valley; 
Richmond; Albany;· San Leandro; Alameda; 4) 50-
minute zone, Mountain View; Montara; Kentfield; 
Pinole; Lafayette; and 5) 60-minute zone, Santa Clara; 
Half Moon Bay; Ignacio; Walnut Creek. 

Passenger Load Factors 

Table 93 shows variations in the volume of passengers 
via Key System transbay buses and trains in relation 
to the capacity of the vehicles provided for a typical 
week in 1952. The inflexibility of the train unit as 
against the bus is illustrated. Sharp difference in the 
load factor of the bus as against the train is evident. 
Especially to be noted, is the high load factor for the 
L line between San Francisco and Richmond. 

Changes in Fares 

Space does not permit a full discussion of the sharp 
increases which have taken place in commuting fares. 
One example may suffice, namely, that of the fares 
from the central zone of Berkeley and Oakland to 
San Francisco via Key System trains and buses. T n 
1947, the one-way passenger fare was 19 cents without 
the purchase of a monthly commuter book, or only 
17½ cents per ride on the basis of a 20-ride unlimited 
ticket. Today, the non-rush-hour passenger pays a 
straight 50-cent fare or with a 60-day, 20-ride ticket 
may save 10 cents per ride. Similar changes characterize 
other trips. 

MASS TRANSPORTATION SITUATION FOR COMMUTERS 

TO AND FROM OAKLAND 

Nature of Routes and Facilities 

Oakland is a much-less-developed attraction point 
for commuter traffic than is San Francisco due, in 
part, to its smaller population base and its less-diversi
fied economic activities. As a result, there is neither the 
diversification of mass-transit facilities nor the volume 
of commuting traffic found in San Francisco. The 
available routes and facilities are: 1) Key System train 
and bus service from East Bay cities to Oakland. This 
service is considered under local mass transportation 
in the East Bay cities. The trains are identical with 
those described for San Francisco. The buses vary in 
age and in capacity from 35 to 55 persons. 2) Pacific 

TABLE 93 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF WEEKDAY TRANSBAY PASSENGERS 

CARRIED, BY EACH KEY SYS'l'EM LINE, NUMBER OF UNITS, 
AND LOAD FA 'OR,* 1952 

To San Francisco From San Francisco 

Transbay Line Number Num- Number Num-
Passen- her Load Passen- ber Load 

gers Units Factor gers Units Factor 

----------
Week of March 10, 

1952 
Trains 

A .. • . .• . ••• .. .. 4,003 61 50 4,057 61 50 
B ..... ... . .. .. . 2,475 40 47 2,768 40 52 
0 ... . .... ...... 2,634 37 54 2,642 36 56 
E . . ... .. .. . . .. . 2,564 37 52 2,159 34 48 
F , ..... . ....... 5,141 70 56 5,853 72 62 

Week of May 5, l952 
Buses 

G .... .......... 1,032 - 66 921 - 61 
H. ........ .. 1,148 - 68 1,057 - 65 
K. . ······ ..... 1,734 - 72 1,556 - 65 
L ...... ........ 2,085 - 80 2,268 - 89 
N . . ...... ...... 2,466 - 74 2,488 - 73 
O-W . ..... ..... 1,950 - 74 1,928 - 75 
K .. ... .. . .... 1,443 - 73 1,531 - 76 

Source: California Public Ulities Oommi ·on, K oy Sy '/em 
Transit L i-,ies Ap1Jlicat.io1~ Nu. SS/ IS: Re7>ort 0 11 'l 'ru.Ui luu ks , 
Service ,md Ft1t.1,rn Mil '«(} Estimates ( itn Frnncis o: The 
Commi~. ion, Mny 2!), 1952) , pp. 7- 1 . 

* .Loadfactol': p rcen rnLio between pa ·senger · carried 11nd 
(!ats provid d. 

Greyhound buses, between Oakland and north and 
east Contra Costa points, of the same age and capacity 
indicated for the San Francisco runs. 3) Peerless Line 
buses between Oakland and San Jose. 

Daily Pattern of Oakland Commuting Traffic 

No adequate data are available showing the daily 
pattern of commuting traffic to and from Oakland as 
was the case for San Francisco. Fragmentary data 
are available from the Bay Area Rapid Transit Com
mission Report. Pacific Greyhound Lines accounted 
for 7,750 passengers on its Broadway Tunnel routes, 
while an additional 4,350 traveled from remaining 
points in Contra Costa County and the adjoining area. 
Of the 12,100 total, 8,750 passengers traveled to and 
from Oakland. No daily data are available for the 
Peerless Line buses. 

Changes in Annual Volumes 

Selected data are available since 1947 which show 
trends in commuting traffic via the routes indicated 
above. The Peerless Lines traffic was maintained at 
1.8 to 1.9 million passengers between 1947 and 1949, 
but by 1951, the total was down to 1.4 million, a net 
loss of over 632,000 from the 1947 peak. Travel on 
the Contra Costa County routes of the Pacific Grey
hound Lines buses fell from 2 million in 1947 to 1.5 mil-
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lion in 1949, and then rose to 1.8 million in 1951. The 
proportion of this traffic going to Oakland is unknown. 
The most-significant reduction was in the Vallejo run 
of the Pacific Greyhound Lines: from 2.6 million in 
1947 to only 1.1 million in 1951. Once again, the pro
portion destined for Oakland is unknown. 

Changes in Overall Importance of Mass Transit 

Data for 1952 from the Bay Area Rapid Transit 
Commission Report reveal for a 24-hr. period that 
only 3 to 9 percent of the commuting passengers travel 
via mass transit for the principal gateways. During 
the peak hours, 9 percent of the passengers entering 
via the South Gateway used mass transit, compared 
with 8 percent via the Eastern Gateway and 21 per
cent via the Northern Gateway. These percentages do 
not include local passenger movements between East 
Bay cities and Oakland. 

LOCAL MASS TRANSPORTATION SITUATION 

IN SAN FRANCISCO 

The City of San Francisco presently controls the 
operation of local transit facilities which consist of the 
usual network of north-south and east-west lines 
following the gridiron street pattern but oriented 
mainly towards the Market-Street-to-downtown sec
tion. This transportation system consists of seven 
streetcar routes, five cable-car routes, and 55 bus and 
trackless-trolley routes. 

Changes in Annual Passenger Volumes 

Table 94 traces the yearly fluctuations in the number 
of passengers from 1920 to 1952. Beginning with 242.6 
million in 1920, there was a steady rise to a peak of 
266.9 million in 1929, a volume never to be reached 
again during this period. From the 1929 peak, the 
depression caused a sharp reduction to 207.4 million 
in 1933, with some recovery by 1936 to 218 million. 
By 1941, the volume had reached a low of 172.8 million, 
but wartime restrictions on automobile travel together 
with sharply increased population caused an increase 
in volume by 1944 to the level of 263.6 million. Sinc.e 
that year, there has been a steady decline to an all-time 
low for the period of 168 million in 1952. The 1952 
volume is 74.6 million below the 1920 riding level and 
52 million less than the 1947 level. That there has been 
a sharp decline in annual per capita riding is self 
apparent. 

TABLE 94 
CHANGES IN THE VOLUME OF LOCAL MASS TRANSIT p ASSENGERS 

IN SAN FRANCISCO, 1920-1952 

1920 . .... . ............ .. . . .... . .. . . 
1921 . .. . ..... .. ............. . . .. .. . 
1922 .. , .... .. .......... .... ... .... . 
1923 .. .. ............. , •... , ....... . 
1924., . ..... .... ... ....... , .... ,, .. 
1925 .. .... .. ...................•... 
1926 .................... .•........ 
1927 .. .. . .•..... , . ..... ...... , ••.. 
1928 , ................ .•..... ....... 
1929 . ...•.......... .. ........••... . 
1930 , ..... .. ............... . ...... . 
1931 , . .. ...... . ........•... ,,., ... . 
1932 ... , ... . , ...••••••. , ..• . ....•.. 
1933 .............•.••. . , ..•• , , , .•.. 
1934 ................•..... ,,, ..... 
1935 .... ........••.••.... ... ....... 
1936 ..•..............•..... ,.,, ... . 
1937 ...... , ............ . ......... , 
1938 ..... . ................... .. ... . 
1939 ......•................ ,., .... . 
1940 ........ .. •......... . .. . ....... 
1941 .... , .....................•.•.. 
1942 ........... , •.... .............. 
1943 ., , . , .......... , . , , ..... .... . 
1944 ., ...... , ••••. , .........••..•.. 
1945 .. . .......••.. ,., ... ,., .•...... 
1946 ... ,,., .......... . .. ,,,,,,.,, . 
1947 ,. . ....•••................... 
1948 ..... .. , .• , ... , ... . ,.,,., ..... . 
1949 .. ,. , ... , . ........ . ,,, .. , ...• ,. 
1950 ............. . , .............. , 
1951. . . ... · ......... ... .. ,, .... ... . 
1952 .. ... .... . .. .. ............. ... . 

Passengers 
(in tl,ousands) 

242,589 
246,863 
250,991 
258,677 
262,276 
265,973 
266,222 
265,640 
266,941 
266,860 
257,210 
241,617 
219,394 
207,407 
208,812 
211,693 
217,964 
210,490 
191,093 
183,685 
173,665 
172,792 
209,892 
249,912 
263,634 
252,172 
231,605 
221,417 
212,339 
195,933 
183,420 
182,060 
168,032 

u1irces: l!l20- l045 : J enkin., Econom-ic a11d Ory,miza.tio,iaZ 
Fe(1t11 rc.~ of the M:1rn.icival Railway of San fi' rancisco. Report, to 
th lfo1trd of Supervii<or:l ( :ul ];1':lll •is •o: 1.'hn 13ottrd, 1929). 

HH 1!)52: From 1 1111u :il rcpol'ts Lo Lhc 'nlifor11in. Public 
U iii ie:c; ommis ·ion I y Uie Muni cipid Rnilwny of 1lll J?rnn 
cisco. 

Selected Operating Data 

Further aspects of the local mass-transportation 
situation in San Francisco from 1947 to 1950 are 
available in Table 95. 

1. Passengers per vehicle mile. Cable cars have the 
highest number of passengers per vehicle-mile, followed 
by streetcars. Motor coaches have had, on the other 
hand, the lowest passenger density. For the period, 
there has been a decline in the ratio for both cable 
cars and streetcars, while motor and trolley coaches 
have had increases. 

2. Distribution of passenger traffic by type of facility. 
The sharp transformation in the physical equipment 
of the Municipal Railway is reflected in Part B of 
Table 95. In 1947, streetcars accounted for 159.2 
million of the total of 221.4 million. By 1950, both the 
motor bus and trackless trolley were carrying more 
passengers. The conversion of motor bus routes to 
trackless trolley operation is apparent, in part, in the 
shift of passenger volume. 
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TABLE 95 
SELECTED OPERATING DATA, SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL 

RAILWAY, 1947-1950 

Facility 1947 1948 1949 1950 

A. Passengers 
vehicle mile 

per 

Streetcars .... ... . . . 9.4 9.5 8 .8 8.6 
Cable cars . . .. . . . .. 14.2 15 .3 14 .8 13.9 
Trolley coaches .. .. . 5.8 6.1 6.6 7.0 
Motor coaches . ... . . 4.4 4 .8 4.5 4.9 

Entire system . . 7 .4 7.2 6.3 6.1 

B. Passengers (in 
thousands) 

Streetcars .. ... ... 159,200 128,917 70,918 45,213 
Cable cars .. ___ _ ... . 6,368 6,654 6,485 5, 552 
Trolley coaches . ... . 6,472 8,475 30,001 46,728 
Motor coaches . . .. .. 49,378 68 ,293 88,528 85,925 

Entire system . . . 221,417 212,339 195,933 183,420 

C. Operating cOS~ij 
(cents per v hicle 
mile) 

Streetcars . . .. .. .. 79.46 80.18 86.00 85.04 
Cable cars .......... 120 .65 130 .31 145.82 137 .76 
Troll ey coaches ... .. 48.61 50.76 65 .62 69 . 19 
Motor coaches ..... . 37 .30 40.70 47.80 48.46 

Entire system . . . 63.03 60.63 61.61 60.69 

D. Average speed 
Streetcars . . ' . . .... 8.8 8.8 8.6 8.7 
Cable cars . ... .... . 5. 3 5.3 5.3 5.2 
Troll ey coaches . . ... 9.3 9 .4 8.5 8.3 
Motor coaches .. . .. 10.4 9 .9 9.6 9.5 

Entire system . .. 9.3 9.2 9.1 9.0 

Source: Marmion D . Mills, Report on the Rehabilitation of the 
San Francisco Municipal Railway (San Francisco: April 1, 
1951). 

3. Operating costs. Part C of the table reveals wide 
variations in operating costs per vehicle-mile. Cable 
cars and streetcars have much the highest cost, while 
motor coaches have the lowest. An outstanding aspect 
of the data is the sharp rise in costs for trackless trolleys 
between 1947 and 1950. The conversion of equipment 
had the effect of lowering the overall operating costs 
per vehicle-mile. 

4. Average speeds. Part D of the table reveals an 
overall decline in the average speed of these transit 
vehicles even for four years~from 9.3 mph. in 1947 
to 9.0 mph. in 1950, despite modernization of equip
ment. The cable cars have by far the lowest average 
rate of speed due, in part, to the fact that they travel 
some of the steepest hills in San Francisco. While 
motor coaches have had the highest average rate, 
this has declined quite sharply in the four-year period. 
The rate of speed for trackless trolleys also had a sharp 
decline during the period. Only the street-cars and 
cable cars have had no change in average rates of speed. 

TABLE 96 
MONTHLY PASSENGER TRAFFIC, SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL 

RAILWAY, 1951 AND 1952 
(in thousands) 

Month 1951 1952 

January . . . ..... ... . ..... . . 15 ,926.0 15,096.0 
February , .... . . . .......... 14,143.6 12,941.2 
March . ... . . ..... .. . . •..... 16,326.5 15,175.0 
Arri! . ... ... .... . . . ........ 15,483.7 15,397.4 
1\• ay . ... .. . ..•... .. •...... . 15,941.9 15,351.7 
June . . . . . . ..... . ....•••.... 15, 430.8 13,279.7 
July . .. ... . . ... . ....•...... 14,596.3 13,287.2 
August ... . . .. ..... .. ....... 15,171.7 13,065.0 
September . . .......... . .... 14,480.3 13,399.0 
October ... . . .. . . . . ... . .. . .. 16,537.8 14,325.4 
November .. . ......•...•.•. 15,056.2 12 ,962.4 
December. ....... . . .. . . .. .. 14,973.6 13,751.8 

Total. . .. .. .. .... 182,060.2* 168,031. 9* 

Source: California Public Utilities Commission. 
* Totals do not add, due to rounding. 

Seasonal Variations in Passenger Traffic 

Table 96 reveals some peculiar characteristics of 
mass transit travel in San Francisco based upon 1951 
and 1952 data. In 1951, peaks were reached in March 
and October, and low points in February and July. 
In 1952, the peaks were in April and May, with the 
low points in August and November. Christmas shop
ping did not create a seasonal bulge. 

Changes in Fares 

The Municipal Railway had a basic one-way fare 
of 5 cents in effect until 1944. Subsequent increases 
raised the fare first to 7 cents and then to 10 cents per 
ride. The current level dating from 1952 is 15 cents. 
As this report is being written, the scene is being set 
for an experiment with a 5-cent fare for a special 
shoppers' bus service. 

LOCAL MASS TRANSPORTATION SITUATION IN OAKLAND 

AND EAST BAY CITIES 

The East Bay, from Richmond on the north to San 
Leandro, San Lorenzo, and Hayward, on the east and 
south, is serviced by the buses and trains of the Key 
System. Until 1949, streetcars were used on selected 
routes, but have since been eliminated. Unlike San 
Francisco, no trackless trolleys presently are in use. 
Buses currently vary from equipment over 10-yrs. old, 
to those placed in use in 1952. 

Changes in Annual Passenger Volumes 

Data are available beginning in 1920 to show the 
volume of local passenger traffic via mass transit in 
the East Bay (see Table 97). Beginning with a peak 
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TABLE 97 
CHANGES IN THE V OLUM JiJ OF KEY SYSTEM LOCAL PASSENGERS, 

EAST BAY CITIES, 1920-1952 
Passengers 

(in thousands) 

1920 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 103, 793 
1921 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . 101,787 
1922 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . • . . 100,433 
1923. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101,642 
1924.......... ... .................. 101,521 
1925 .. .. ..... .. ... .. .............. 102,633 
1926 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . .. . . . 94, 670 
1927 .......... . . •·...... .... . . ..... 91,023 
1928....... ... ................. . ... 87,481 
1929 ... .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . .. . 84,544 
1930 . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 78,960 
1931 . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 69,976 
1932.. . . . . . • . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . 57,614 
1933 .. .. .. . .. .. .. . . . . .. • • . . .. . . .. 53,485 
1934............................... 56,280 
1935... . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . 57,375 
1936 ....................... , . . .. . 67,008 
1937 ............................... 67,892 
1938 .... ...... ..................... 65,371 
1939 .. .. . . . . . . .. .. . .. . .. .. .. • . . . . .. 66,546 
1940 ....... .. .................... . . 50,427 
1941 . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . 52,188 
1942..... ... ....................... 71,793 
1943 ....... , . . . . . . .. . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . 84, 206 
1944 . . . . . . . . . . • • • • . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . 98,934 
1945 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • . . . . . . . • . . . . . 110,424 
1946 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . 108, 303 
1947 .. .. . . . .. . .. .. . ..• .... .. . . . . . .. 91,216 
1948 ...... •• . . . . . . ..• . •. . •• . . . . . . . . 88,801 
1949 .. ... . ...........••...••.....•. 87,114 
1950 ,. .. .......... ................. 76,238 
1951. . .. . . . .. . . .. . .. .. .. . . . . . . . . . . 70,667 
1952 ..... . .................. .. .. ... 64,982 

'011rccs: J.920-1945: Hnrland B111· holomuw n11d s ocint,c , 
A Re710rt un 'l'ram,it /r'cu;•1:titiC1J anti Mass 'l'ra.11s7>ol'la.tion for 
Edlln 'l ownshi7, 1llameda Ca11nty, C(lt{for1U:a. Pr\>ar d ro r t,h 
Board of • upe i-vi so rs, ouuty or Alnm.odn, Ct\ ifornia. ( L. 
Louis : 1947), p. 10. 

1946- 1952: Taken from reports made to the California Public 
Utilities Commission. 

of 103.8 million passengers in that year, there was a 
steady decline to 53.5 million by 1933. By 1937, the 
volume had recovered to 67.9 million, only to fall once 
again to an all-time low for the period of 50.4 million 
in 1940. The World War II conditions referred to above 
lead to a rapid rise to an all-time peak of 110.4 million 
in 1945. Since that date, there has been a rapid decline 
to 65 million in 1952. This volume was 38.8 million 
passengers below the 1920 level and 45.4 million fewer 
than the all-time peak in 1945. A look at the data 
indicates that, despite the enormous expansion of 
population in the East Bay cities, only in 1945 and 
1946 did the passenger volume reach the levels of the 
1920 to 1925 period. It is no wonder that the Bay Area 
Rapid Transit Commission Report concludes that per 
capita transit riding in East Bay cities is about the 
lowest in the United States. 

Selected Operating Data 

Several operating aspects of the Key System local 
lines may be indicated including data on number of 

TABLE 98 
VARIATIONS IN NUMBER OF SCHEDULED TRIPS FOR 20 KEY 

SYSTEM EAST BAY Bus LINES, 1953 

Route Direction Monday 
to Friday 

No. 7 To Euclid 55 
To Arlington 52 

No. 11 North 40 
South 38 

No. 12 North 55 
South 58 

No. 14 North 51 
South 51 

No. 15 North-West 117 
South-East 115 

No. 18 North 93 
South 93 

No. 30 North 43 
South 41 

No. 42-42A North 77 
South 81 

No. 46 North 50 
South 52 

No. 56 From S. L . Blvd. 65 
To S. L. Blvd. 61 

No. 57 West 95 
East 93 

No. 64 To Alameda 52 
From Alameda 53 

No. 67 To Kenyon 62 
From Kenyon 59 

No. 68 To Humboldt 31 
From Humboldt 31 

No. 72 North 147 
South 144 

No. 80 E ast 52 
West 49 

No. 81 East 52 
West 50 

No. 82 East 58 
West 60 

No. 83 East 31 
West 27 

No. 88 South 78 
North 80 

Source: Schedules in effect, July 1, 1953. 
N.S. = no service. 

Saturday Sunday 

50 34 
50 33 
38 22 
37 22 
49 36 
50 37 
45 28 
45 28 
91 48 
89 52 
64 47 
64 48 
31 28 
30 28 
58 44 
60 44 
44 29 
46 29 
48 48 
47 47 
71 56 
71 53 
44 36 
45 37 
50 32 
49 32 
31 18 
31 19 

149 98 
148 96 
42 38 
43 38 
43 38 
42 38 
48 43 
48 43 

N.S . N.S. 
N .S. N.S. 

80 61 
78 59 

scheduled runs for several important routes, passenger 
load factors for selected lines, bus-miles and revenue
per-mile statistics, and total revenues accounted for 
by groups of lines. 

1. Number of trips. Table 98 indicates the wide range 
of scheduled trips for 20 selected local lines. The num
ber of scheduled trips for Monday-Friday service ranges 
from a low of 31 to a high of 147 per route. On Satur
day, the range is similar, from a low of 31 to a high 
of 149. But the Sunday deterioration is evident from 
the fact that the range is from a low of 18 trips to a 
high of 98 trips. Further aspects of these data, in terms 
of scheduled frequencies of service are available from 
Table 100. 

2. Number of passengers and passenger load factors. 
Sharp variations are apparent in the utilization of 
various bus routes by passengers. Table 99 shows the 
relationship between the load factor and waiting time 
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TABLE 99 
PASSENG!sR LOAD FACTORS AND RANGE OF WAI'rING TIME FOR 8 KEY SYSTEM LINES : 6:30 TO 11:30 A.M. 1 

AND 12:00 NooN TO 5:30 P.M., MARCH 10-11, 1952 

Inbound: 6:30 to 11:30 A.M. , March 11 , 1952 Outbound: 12:00 Noon to 5: 30 P.M., March 10, 1952 

Line Load Factor• Load Factor• 
Range of Max. ·-- Range of Max. 

Range Average 
Wait (min.) 

Range Average 
Wait (min.) 

~. 
No. 40.4.s ........... , .. - - · · · 67- 136 100 6- 14 57-138 95 5-13 
No. 80-BS ........ . . .. . . . ... . 73-136 98 6-13 63-120 92 6-11 
No. 15 ............ .. 67-120 94 8-16 61-123 85 6-14 
No. {8 (Park ) . . . . ....... . . . . 36- 110 72 9-16 31- 108 64 8-14 
No. 18 (Lakesltori;) . . .. ... . .. 29-105 60 11-22 20-122 58 9-14 
No. 42 ........ ... . .. . . ...... 22-116 50 9-23 22-118 64 13- 22 
No. 51-58 ....... . •..... .. ... 50- 114 84 8-13 68-125 87 6- 13 
No. 11 ......... . ...... .. .... 27-124 64 14-25 24-120 61 13-22 

Source: ali{orni t~ Public t i Ii Lies ommission, K ey System 1.'mnsit Line Application No. 33113: Report on Traffic Checks, Service 
and Fut1ire J\'lil aye Esti mates (San Francisco : The Commission, May 29, 1952), pp. 2-5. 

* Load Fnctor: Percent mtio between passengers carried and seat s provided. 

for buses. Each bus route has wide variations in the 
load factor between rush and non-rush hours. Each 
of the eight lines for which data were available had 
more than full seating capacity utilization during rush 
hours. On the average, however, there was a range 
from only 50 percent for the No. 42 line on inbound 
trips to 100 percent for the No. 40----43 line. Outbound, 
the range was from 58 to 95 percent. It will be noticed 
that those lines which have the higher passenger load 
factor also tend to have the shorter waiting times 
between buses, especially during the rush hours. 

3. Bus miles and revenue per mile. Further character
istics of the revenue-producing characteristics of Key 
System bus routes may be had from Table 100. During 
1952, all bus lines averaged 48.18 cents revenue per 
mile. For 38 lines, the range was from a low of 0.3 cents 
to a high of 74.9 cents. It will be noticed that the bus 
routes with the highest number of bus miles for the 
month tend to have, as would be expected, the higher 
revenues per mile. 

A further aspect of these relationships may be had 
when the revenues generated by 43 bus lines are grouped 
according to scheduled frequency of service. As Table 
101 indicates, the eight bus lines with the most fre
quent service accounted for 72.6 percent of the total 
revenues. Nineteen lines accounted for only 24.3 per
cent, and had intermediate frequency of service. The 
16 lines with the most infrequent service accounted 
for only 3.1 percent. One may well ask the question, 
would improved frequency of service on several of the 
35 lines be of some value in increasing revenues. 

Change in Average Speeds 

Available data permit a comparison of average rates 
of speed for eight lines between 1935 and 1946. Table 
102 indicates wide variations between these lines from 
7.1 mph. in 1946 for the San Pablo Avenue route to 

TABLE 100 
CoMPARl ON OF B u s i\11u:s 1'1,:RATED, REVE N UE PER _Mu.Fl, 

AN D Wt~l::K.l>AY ScHED u ; FnEQ 1-:Nc Y; KEY SYSTEM Loc:A1, 
LIN E S, FEBRUARY, 1952 

Weekday Schedule Frequency 

No. Bus Revenue (minutes) 
Route Miles per Mile - -(cents) 

A.M. Mid- P.M. 
Pea k day Peak Night 

--------
7 22,052 29.62 15 20 10 30 

11 15,659 46.12 15 20 10 30 
12 18,627 55.15 16 20 16 30 
14 15,764 39.98 17 20 12 30 
15 74,112 5.5.87 6 8 5 20 
17 7,660 12.56 15 40 10 30 
18 37,489 57.32 8 10 6 20 
39 10,575 22.36 10 40 20 40 
40-43 184,425 52.21 4 5 2 10 
42 41,466 48 .19 4 20 7 30 
44 5,421 31.12 20 30 20 30 
46 16,850 32.96 15 20 15 30 
50 4,875 23.76 30 40 30 30 
51-58 131,552 64.39 4 6 3 15 
53 8,105 38 .00 15 20 15 30 
54 9,945 34.41 20 20 20 30 
55 11,892 21.65 10 20 15 30 
56 22,148 24.86 20 20 20 30 
57 50,243 35.32 5 15 5 30 
59 12,982 13.21 20 20 20 40 
60 6,628 21.42 15 30 15 30 
64 17,277 35.19 15 20 20 30 
65 7,165 30 .93 20 20 20 30 
67 27,245 25.39 15 20 10 30 
68 10,840 20.54 30 30 30 60 
69 15 ,463 45 .62 20 20 20 30 
72 131,107 55.37 5 7 4 10 
73 4,185 54.21 24 - 12 -
74 9,473 23.43 20 20 20 30 
76 9,316 15.89 20 40 20 60 
78 30,430 35.12 15 15 15 30 
79 13,032 16.53 15 30 15 40 
80-82 154,992 50.29 5 10 4 10 
83 63,444 74 .94 4 7 4 -
84 5,712 30.05 20 30 30 30 
86 10,402 0.32 5 30 20 30 
88 35,529 69.70 12 15 7 20 
91 4,576 13.26 60 60 60 -

Total. . .. . . 1,270,426 48.18 - - - -

mo-ce: nlifornii~ Public tilities om.mission, Key 11sle111 
'l'ru,n.sit uin 8 1tP71l-ica.tion 1 o. SSllS , Ile71ort on Tm.fJic hecks, 
,! r itice, and F'1i tw·v Mileage Estin.ates ( an F1·anci sco: The 

ommissio11, i\ifay 29, 1052), p . 19. 



PART FIVE: TRENDS IN ECONOMIC ACTIVITY AND TRANSPORTATION IN SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA 283 

TABLE 101 
TOTAL KEY SYSTEM REVENUE, LocAL Bus LINES, AccouNTED 

FOR BY SELECTED LINES, FEBRUARY, 1952 

Group I Total Revenue 

1. 8 lines- IO minute or less midd;1yl 
service and 20 minute or less ni_ghtl 
frequency* .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $444,253 

2. 19 lines-11-20 minute middny 
service, and 21-30 minute nighL 
frequencyt ..... . ....... ,.,,., .. ·I 148,758 

Revenue Per 
Mile (cents) 

56 .9 

39 .4 

3. 16 li ,1. s - over 20 minute middtw 
serv i · , iu1<l over 30 minut nighL

1 

frequcn·yt . .... . ....... . . . . ... . ! 19,013 18.8 
--------- -

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. I $612,024 48 . 2 

Source: California Public Utilities Commission, Key System 
'J'rn11sit Lines A.mil.ication No. 8fJll,1 , Re1201·t on Tra.tfit Check, 

ervice and F 1il1ue Mileage Estimate (Sun Fran •isco: The 
Commission, Mny 2!l , l952) , p. i\l . 

nou tcs 15, l , •IO~l 51- 58, 72, i3 , - 2, and 3. 
t Routes 7 , 11 12, .IA, -~2 46 , 53. 5~,, 55, 56, 57, 611', 65, 67, 69, 

74, 7, 7 imd 
tRou1c. 17 , 30,-1-1 , ,n,5o,5\l,60,68 75 76 77,79, 84,90,91, 

and 92. 

15.2 mph. for the Oakland-Hayward route. Of greater 
significance is the decline in average speed between 
1935 and 1946 for five of the eight lines. Two lines had 
increases of some significance, while the Oakland
Alameda line had little change. The sharp increase for 
the Oakland-Hayward line was due mainly to the 
institution of express bus service in place of combina
tion bus-streetcar service. 

Seasonal Variations in Passenger Traffic 

The seasonal patterns for local passenger traffic in 
1951 and 1952 closely parallel the patterns already 
discussed for San Francisco. In 1951, passenger traffic 
was at a low point in February and July, while the 
peaks were reached in March and October. In 1952, 
November was the low month, with the peaks in 
April and May. 

Recent Changes in Fares 

Key System local fares are based upon a division of 
the East Bay territory served into three zones: a central 
zone including Berkeley and central Oakland up to 
60th A venue and two zones in each direction from the 
central zone. In 1947, the basic central zone local fare 
was 7 cents per ride, or, if tokens were used, 15 rides 
for $1. A series of sharp increases have brought this 
central zone fare to its present level of 20 cents per 
ride, or three tokens for 50 cents. 

TABLE 102 
Co:M!'ARISONS OF AVERAGE SPEEDS FOR EIGHT SELECTED 

KEY SYSTEM ROUTES, 1935 AND 1946 

Type of Facility Average 

Route 
Speed-mph. 

1946 1935 1946 1935 
-- --

Oakland-Hayward . ... Bus Bus-streetcar 15.22 14.61 
San Pablo A venue .. .. Streetcar Streetcar 7 .14 8.87 
Telegraph venue . .. . Streetcar Streetcar 8.06 9.18 
College Avenue . , . .. . . Bus Streetcar 9.70 9.40 
Pnrk IJlvd.- Lnke -

shore . . . ~ . . . . ····· · Streetcar Streetcar 7 ,46 8 .95 
Oakland- Richmond . .. Bus Bus 12.36 13 .52 
Oakland-Alameda , ... Bus Bus 10 .78 10 .73 
Shattuck Avenue . . .. Streetcar Streetcar 7 .51 8.73 

Sources: Bartholomew Report on Mass Transit (1946); and 
1935 Mass Transportation Survey for East Bay . See Bib
liography for complete references. 

VOLUME OF MASS TRANSPORTATION PASSENGER TRAFFIC 

IN OTHER BAY AREA CITIES 

The Bay Area Rapid Transit Commission Report 
makes available 1951 passenger volumes for three 
additional bay area mass-transit facilities. These 
facilities and their 1951 passenger volumes are: 1) 
South San Francisco (Peninsula Bus Lines), 1,117,620; 2) 
Peninsula Transit Lines, 1,785,020; and 3) San Mateo
Burlingame Transit, 1,212,805. These volumes indicate 
the small-scale nature of the respective operations. 

ESSENCE OF THE MASS TRANSPORTATION PROBLEM 

IN THE BAY AREA 

What inferences can be drawn from these data so 
far as characterizing the nature of the mass transporta
tion problem in the bay area is concerned? The Bay 
Area Rapid Transit Commission Report has sum
marized in effective fashion the essence of the problem 
from both the East Bay and the San Francisco view
points. The main aspects of the summary, together 
with points emphasized in this report, are as follows: 

A. 'l'he problem in the East Bay 

1. A large and steadily increasing population tends to 
travel by automobile. Conversely, both a decreasing 
proportion of the population is using mass transit facili
ties, and the number of rides per capita is among the 
lowest in the United States today. 

2. Indications are that the more the automobile is used the 
less effective it becomes as a transportation medium. 
Rights of way become increasingly congested; parking 
spaces, if at all available, may be had only at increasing 
costs; and new facilities may be provided but only with 
heavy" financial outlays. 

3. Conversely, the more mass transit facilities are used, 
the more frequent the service that can be provided, and 
the better the equipment which can be used. 

4. The success of mass transit in, rebuilding former levels 
of acceptability and use, and to go beyond, in order to 
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render service the public will buy, consists of the follow
ing elements; (a) accessibility; (b) speed; (c) comfort; 
(d) costs; and (e) convenience. 

5. A comparison of the cost of alternatives may be made 
as follows: 
a. Freeways or highways can handle only 1,500 vehicles 

or 2,625 persons per lane per hour. 
b . Rapid transit facilities can handle 40,000 persons an 

hour on a single track. 
c. Each rail line is the equivalent of 15 freeway lines. 
d. The cost of constructing subways runs as high as 

$15,000,000 per mile. 
e. Freeways in the East Bay currently cost $1,000,000 

to $8,000,000 per mile, including acquisition of the 
necessary right of way. 

f. Substantial economies may be effected by combining 
rapid transit and vehicular rights of way. 

g. Each additional traffic lane added by widening streets 
can carry only 900 vehicles or 1,575 passengers per 
hour, in contrast to 9,000 passengers in buses or 13,500 
passengers in streetcars. 

h. In many cities, the widening of streets results only 
in freeing additional curb parking space, at a cost 
per space as high as $500. 

6. The importance of mass transportation during times of 
defense emergencies needs to be emphasized. 

B. The problem in San Francisco 

1. The interest in good mass transit is related to: 
a. Service which is frequent, fast, and attractive enough 

to attract commuters, shoppers, and business men. 
b . The preservation of the "Metropolitan Center" by 

such service. 
c. Avoiding the necessity of providing costly grade

separated approaches and off-street parking facilities 
for all of the private automobiles that might enter 
the district if there were no adequate rapid transit . 

d. Providing easy access to outlying segments of the 
metropolitan area. 

2. The factors involved in improved mass transit are: 
a . Mass transit should be attractive enough to develop 

sufficient patronage, thus serving to reduce existing 
congestion caused by the widespread use of the pri
vate automobile. 

b. Mass transit should be grade-separated in San Fran
cisco in order to reduce congestion. 

c. Mass transit facilities should have terminals which 
are convenient to users and which are coordinated 
with San Francisco's transit and traffic patterns. 

Reasons for Development of Problems of Parkin~ and Urban Transportation 

This section summarizes the main reasons behind 
the development of urban transportation and parking 
problems in the San :Francisco-Oakland metropolitan 
area. These reasons include: 1) changes in the quantity 
and quality of motor-transportation facilities; 2) effects 
of changing economic functions of cities and metro
politan areas; 3) causes of parking congestion; 4) effects 
of government activities; 5) the deterioration of mass 
transit service; 6) other factors. 

CHANGES IN QUANTITY AND QUALITY OF 

MOTOR-TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 

One aspect of the problem of urban transportation 
is in the manner in which growth has influenced the 
decentralization and dispersion of economic activities. 
The tremendous expansion in the number of registered 
automobiles and trucks found in each of the six counties 
comprising the present metropolitan area was outlined 
earlier. This, in itself, has sparked a virtual revolution 
in the means of transporting people and goods. But 
what is of key importance is that this expansion re
quires a more-than-proportionate expansion of related 
facilities which cannot be provided as readily; e.g., 
wider highways and freeways, parking facilities, and 
facilities catering to the maintenance of the vehicles 
themselves. And as has been noted, the expansion is 
in terms of both total and per-capita bases. 

But the expansion in the use of the automobile and 

motor truck cannot be measured merely by the increase 
in the total and per-capita registrations. The problem 
is qualitative as well. Automobiles and trucks travel 
longer distances; they are used more frequently; and 
truck capacities have increased. Thus the multiplier 
effect of a mere increase in the total supply of the ve
hicles is accentuated when these qualitative factors are 
considered. If the supply of these vehicles in the bay 
area is estimated to double within the next few decades, 
the disorganizing influence on urban transportation 
may be expected to more than double in the absence 
of any corrective actions. 

There is a so-called vicious-circle effect resulting from 
these trends. City streets and metropolitan-area high
ways are improved both in number and quality in re
sponse to the demand created; these improvements 
invite, in turn, both increased usage of trucks and auto
mobiles already on the road and an increased desire on 
the part of nondrivers to drive. At this point in the 
cycle, the supply of such facilities begins to lag behind 
the expanding demand. Costs of construction rise, and 
the space required and available for such facilities be
comes more and more difficult to acquire. Additional 
problems of accident-rate increase and traffic generated 
by these central facilities mount and accentuate the 
already acute and trying problems. People, economic ac
tivities, and other activities relocate in reaction against 
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congestion and maladjustments in existing centers, only 
to generate, in turn, new focal points for such problems. 

One final aspect needs to be discussed, namely, the 
interplay of the increasing use of the motor vehicle on 
the one hand and changes in the utilization of mass
transportation facilities on the other. Concrete statisti
cal measurement of the decline in the use of mass trans
portation in the bay area for various patterns of travel 
has been presented. A later section will deal more con
cretely with the factors involved in the deterioration 
of transit facilities and service. What needs to be em
phasized at this point is the past lack of coordinated 
thinking in terms of relating improvements in facilities 
for automobiles and motor trucks to the mass-transport 
aspects of the problem. 

Once again, the situation is not unlike that of a 
vicious circle. The stimulation of the increased use of 
the automobile and motor truck has been the result, 
in part, of provisions of various facilities designed to 
make possible faster and more-comfortable journeys. 
In relation to trends taking place in mass transit, the 
reaction on the volume of mass-transportation pas
senger volume is usually a sharp reduction.73 This, in 
turn, causes rising levels of passenger fares, deteriorated 
service, and the like, which, when coupled with further 
comparative improvements in the private transporta
tion situation, create further spirals of improved private 
transportation facilities and depressed effects on mass 
transportation. Barring a program of vigorous action, 
the total problem expands in scope, complexity, costs, 
maladjustments, and aggravating qualities. 

EFFECTS OF CHANGING ECONOMIC FUNCTIONS OF 

CITIES AND METROPOLITAN AREAS 

Without repeating or reviewing all of the prior analy
sis of decentralization, two aspects need emphasis at 
this point: 1) the widening use of the motor truck in 
connection with the changing economic functions of 
the cities and metropolitan area and 2) changing pat
terns of use of the passenger automobile. 

Widening Use of the Motor Truck 

The patterns of movements of goods by motor truck 
were outlined under four headings: 1) intracity move
ments, 2) movements between the various geographic 
segments of the metropolitan area, 3) movements be
tween the various geographic segments of the metro
politan area and other geographic sections, and 4) 

" Titus t ho .-\muricn n Tr1m~it AS1'0ai11tion rop<:>r lt, tll11l the otnl number of 
nuto111obill!8 in th nitcd , Ulteit luu, rill n from 2 million in 19~0 10 44 11,rlllon 
lod11y . ~founwhilo, the lrrtflia on urbnn frun.~il linl.'S hns dropped f,;om 23 l>illio n 

1"1880111!.Cl'II in 1046 tu 15 billiou lusty Hr, And 1m1111,,l r iding P(lr e111, it11 on $nch 
111:ilitiJl!I foll from 115 lo 61.6. (Reported in The Wall SIJ'<'Cf Jo11r 1wl , P11cifi o Coilllt 

Edition, July 20, 1953.) 

variations in these three categories by time and dis
tance elements. Perhaps some elaboration of these 
patterns will be useful in understanding the inter
relationships being discussed at this point. 

Considering intracity movements first, there are 
many intricate aspects of these overall movements to 
be noted. There are those movements by motor truck 
involving transfers of goods within the same business 
firm. These stress one aspect of the changing functions 
of the city and metropolitan area through the introduc
tion of changes in the locational arrangements of dif
ferent functional units of the same business firm. Again, 
the inter-firm transfer of goods reflects a widening 
circle of economic activitirs within the metropolitan 
area. These inter-firm transfers may involve move
ments of goods by truck between the same level of eco
nomic activities- from manufacturing establishment 
to manufacturing establishment or between one or more 
combinations of different business levels. Similarly, 
there are movements between manufacturing, whole
saling, retailing, and service establishments, on the one 
hand, and transportation facilities, such as trucking 
facilities, or to and from storage and warehouse facili
ties, or to various categories of customers of such es
tablishments, on the other hand. 

But these are only the patterns for intracity move
ments of goods by truck. The same intricate array of 
patterns must be extended to include movements be
tween various cities in the metropolitan area, between 
unincorporated segments of the same metropolitan 
area, or between various combinations of these two 
groups. Finally, as the economic range of operation of 
the motor truck widens, there are expansions in the 
number of linkages which the motor truck makes pos
sible between the various parts of the United States. 

These ever-widening patterns of use of the motor 
truck strengthen the increasing range of economic 
functions of the metropolitan area, as well as its ever
widening geographical composition. Again, as has been 
noticed earlier, the increased use of the motor truck 
has had an important influence in changing the spatial 
arrangements of such functions within the cities and the 
metropolitan area. 

Widening Use of the Passenger Automobile 

Statistical evidence of the tremendous increase in 
the use of the automobile in the San Francisco-Oakland 
metropolitan area as measured by the number of regis
tered cars has been presented, as well as one aspect of 
the qualitative nature of the increase in terms of the 
various purposes for which an automobile trip may be 
made. These need not be elaborated at this point, ex-
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cept to emphasize the increasing patterns emerging 
from the growth of the bay area and the effects on the 
number of alternatives open to each driver in each 
category. The main significance for purposes of this 
discussion is to emphasize what has been pointed out 
many times before: The more people that use the auto
mobile, the less effective it becomes as a transportation 
facility. (On the other hand, expanding use of mass
transit facilities tends to increase their effectiveness.) 
And this is true not only because of the increasing pres
sures placed on existing streets, highways, freeways, 
bridges, and parking spaces, but because the more an 
individual uses his automobile the more he becomes 
dependent upon it. This creates, in turn, one aspect of 
a problem to be discussed later, namely, how to con
vince automobile drivers to reduce the frequency of use 
of their vehicles in their day-to-day activities. 

CAUSES OF PARKING CONGESTION 

Apart from the factors referred to above, there are 
some eight categories of reasons which may be ad
vanced specifically as the causes of parking congestion. 
The steady decline in the number of adequate curb 
parking spaces relative to the number of vehicles de
manding such spaces has already been described. This 
lack of space creates a special form of congestion in the 
form of automobiles lagging in each block in the hope 
of spotting a driver who is about to vacate a curb space. 
This lagging flow of traffic leads, in turn, to a second 
cause of congestion-the conflict between curb or 
double-line parking, on the one hand, and the flow of 
street traffic, on the other hand. Such conflicts be
tween parkers and flow of street traffic are aggravated 
where diagonal parking rather than parallel parking 
is permitted (as in Berkeley), and where curb parking 
is too close to bus and trackless trolley loading and 
unloading zones. 

Not much needs to be said here about the obvious 
effects of illegal parking on the whole problem of con
gestion. The prevalence of illegal parking stems, in 
part, from the very lack of facilities as cited above. 
Accordingly, a $1 fine, for example, may be an in
sufficient deterrent compared with the alternatives open 
to the driver. Thus, while cities derive substantial 
amounts of revenues from such fines, 74 they find that 
the problem of illegal parking mounts. A small but 
growing problem arises, also, from the mechanical 
failures of parking meters which may permit undetected 
overtime parking. The net effect is to serve to decrease 
the existing parking capacity by reducing turnover. 

"In San Frunois-co, thl'So t1mo11n ted to $394 ,938 for the 1051-1952 season (see 
San /i'rancisco O/tron icle, otoher 2i nnd 28, 1952). 

The increased use of the motor trucks referred to 
above leads, in turn, to another cause of parking con
gestion, namely, the time consumed in loading and un
loading such commercial vehicles. In San Francisco, 
this factor causes additional complications because 
many of the loading and unloading zones in the central 
business district face on narrow streets. And these 
streets, in turn, contain many off-street and curb park
ing facilities. The interference caused by such arrange
ments is one of the strangling factors in downtown San 
Francisco traffic.70 

Parallel to the lack of adequate curb parking facilities 
is the inadequacy of existing off-street parking facilities 
in the bay area. Demand for parking facilities has out
run the ability of public and private capital to finance 
desired projects. Part of this is due to increasing lack of 
availability of good sites, especially at reasonable cost 
levels. In many instances there is a problem arising out 
of inadequate locations of such facilities as do exist. 
Other aspects of this problem are related to mounting 
parking costs, poor service, poor facilities, and the pos
sibilities or actualities of damage to the automobile in 
the parking facility. 

Two other causes of parking congestion are evident. 
One involves the increased shift from street cars to 
buses and trackless trolleys in bay area cities. The shift 
has been complete in the East Bay cities, and has taken 
place to a very substantial extent in San Francisco. 
This shift has meant a change from a straight-line 
movement of mass-transit facilities over a fixed right
of-way to a movement in which the mass-transit ve
hicles shift from curb to traffic lane and back again. 
This type of movement of bus and trackless trolley 
accentuates the conflict between the stream of traffic 
on a street and automobiles entering and leaving the 
parking places. The other cause is related to a policy 
question of whether or not cities are attempting to 
attract too many parkers. This aspect will be discussed 
later in detail. 

EFFECTS OF GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES 

Space prevents more than a brief reference to the 
component aspects of the effects of government ac
tivities on the problems of urban transportation and 
parking. Five aspects may be referred to briefly. The 
first is the extent to which zoning activities may have 
failed to be coordinated completely with the overall 

a Dnt11011 lh lmffi •~iluatlon in tho ·1111l•'n,ncisco fruit,nnd ,•cg tnbl o 1111,rkcL 
tor two dn:,s in Juno (042 illu~tnt U,is. 0 11 Friday , June 2, 10l2. the. nmg or 
vehicles wo~ 127 uL 4 A, lt . I0 507 IIL 7 A, .\I . ; on Mond11y, Ju no 22, 1942. th rung 
w1udrom 168nl4 A.M.lo0'1311L 7 A .>1. 'l.'h incrlll<'<o in volumoor lruckod -iu p1•oduco 
in th• d111c:s III rely 11c1N!tlttuol the s itttnlion (see W. 'r. Cnlhoun , H.B. S,:rd• 

mun, ttU<.I G. L . Mobrcn J,npro, i11g /1,o Satt Hra11ei•co W/,ok~ln /?mil am/ I t qc
lnhl r. .\lnrJ.:rl j • . . Oopl. of A,;;·riculhtre, Bureau of Ast.riculturnl ~ c;onomic,, in 
CC)()p(lrution wiLh th ni,·on, tLV or ,Jiforni11, Colleg or A1tri 11lt11r(', Agri
oulturnl Exr,erimcnt tntion, Fob,·11,i.ry , I043}. 
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transportation needs of the various cities. Fortunately, 
there is increasing evidenee in bay area cities of im
proved coordination of new zoning laws with adequate 
provision for parking and mass transportation. Related 
to this is a second aspect which involves consideration 
of the extent to which governmental agencies in the 
area have provided a groundwork for adequate urban 
mass-transportation facilities. 

Closely related to these aspects are three other sets 
of factors. One is the adequacy of government enforce
ment of legal restrictions on parking. What needs to 
be questioned particularly at this point is whether or 
not the restrictions are severe enough relative to the 
mounting size of the problems of parking congestion 
and traffic flows in the area. Second, in this connection, 
is the size of the problem which will be created by the 
building of the projected transbay bridges. And the 
last factor to be mentioned in this connection is the 
very intangible aspect of the quality of the vision of the 
governing authorities in facing the increasing complexi
ties of the bay area problems. The solution of the 
problems of parking and mass transportation in the 
San Francisco Bay area requires both drastic political 
actions by each major city, and an integration of efforts 
on a regional basis. The recent history of the wrangling 
over the projected transbay bridge between advocates 
of the northern and southern crossing, together with the 
resulting complications of the compromise effected, 
are fresh examples of the problem. And much of the 
problem is the result of political pragmatism on the 
part of government leaders in an unwillingness to 
antagonize any large blocs of voters. The result is 
failure to support necessary drastic plans of action de
signed to improve the parking and mass-transportation 
situations. 

On the positive side, cooperative action of s.tate and 
municipal government groups have been successful in 
providing the Bay Area Rapid Transit Commission 
with supporting allocations of funds for necessary re
search. 

DETERIORATION OF MASS-TRANSIT SERVICE 

IN THE BAY AREA 

The changes in quality and quantity of mass trans
portation in San Francisco, the East Bay cities, and 
commutation traffic were outlined previously. This 
section will elaborate on some of the reasons which 
underlie this deterioration. These reasons may be 
grouped under two headings: 1) those which are at
tributable to the respective transit managements and 
2) those which lie beyond their control. Chief among 
the factors within the control of management has been 

its inability or dnwillingness to improve the quality 
of transportation equipment used relative to the im
provements in private transportation. 

For example, as far back as the midthirties, recom
mendations made to the management of East Bay 
mass-transit facilities had included the substitution of 
the then-new "presidential conference" model streetcar 
for existing equipment. These recommendations were 
never put into effect. Thus the quality of the streetcar 
equipment remained unchanged over many decades, 
declining drastically relative to competing forms. San 
Franscisco, although using many of the new models, 
still has many old models in use. Transbay trains are 
slow, and their high centers of gravity produce un
comfortable riding. In addition, exit and entry are 
impeded by the use of a single set of doors (except at 
the San Francisco terminal) and by the necessity of 
using steep stairs within each car unit. More recently, 
buses and trackless trolleys have replaced streetcars, 
but these have not always improved either the speed 
or the comfort of the ride. 

The lack of improvements in the quality of the equip
ment has been responsible, in part, for the failure of 
these transit facilities to show any improvements in 
the speed of travel. Indeed an actual deterioration of 
the speed of mass-transit travel has been noted. In 
part, the failure to improve speeds has been due to 
routing problems. In the East Bay, an increase in the 
length of key bus routes has resulted in difficulties of 
maintaining scheduled service. In a few cases, express 
buses have been introduced into local and transbay 
service. 

More effective as a factor in the deterioration has 
been the vicious cycle of rate increases. The deteriorat
ing effect has been due more apparently to the fre
quency with which changes have been instituted since 
1947 than on the mere fact of an increase. These have 
led to diversions of passengers to the automobile, es
pecially during nonrush hours, and reductions in 
scheduled service. As has been indicated, local fares 
in the East Bay, for example, have risen in the central 
zone from a level of 15 tokens for a dollar in 1947 to 
six tokens for $1 at present. In addition, th~ manipula
tion of zone differentials has meant equally significant 
increases in the cost of interzonal trips. 

In San Francisco, local fares have jumped since 1947 
from 5 cents to 15 cents per ride. Transbay fares via 
Key System trains and buses have risen likewise from 
a rate for the central zone of 17½ cents per ride, based 
on a 20-ride unlimited ticket, to the present rate of 50 
cents per ride. Longer rides have had such increases in 
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rates that all require payment of the'federal transpor
tation tax in addition. 

What needs to be emphasized in these increases, once 
again, is the rapidity of increases which cause declines 
in passenger traffic, which result, in turn, in requests for 
additional increases, and so on. Thus, the pattern di
verts more passengers to automobile travel, accentuat
ing traffic congestion. 

Of the factors outside the control of the individual 
transit management, one of the most important has 
been the shortsighted view of government agencies. 
This shortsightedness has been manifested in part by 
the following: 1) an unwillingness, until recently, to 
recognize the importance of an integrated, high-speed 
transit system for the San Francisco-Oakland metro
politan area; 2) a lack of recognition of the interrelation
ship between the widespread provision of improved 
facilities for private transportation and the correspond
ing undermining of one of the economic bases of mass 
transit; and 3) the lack of recognition, in rate cases, 
of placing pressure upon management to try other 
tactics than merely rate increases in trying to maintain 
or increase mass-transit passenger traffic. 

Especially shortsighted, in the writer's opinion, was 
the decision which permitted the Key System to shift its 
entire East Bay operations to the use of the motor bus 
without considering the advisability of maintaining 
some tracks as a framework for higher-speed transit. 
And presently, the Key System is attempting to aban
don the operation of electric transbay trains on Lines 
A and B to Oakland. If granted, this means the ultimate 
complete abandonment of all electric transbay train' 
service.76 

'' l •'o1'lunnt~ly, mnny go\'.crn1n(mt 1\g nc_i~ ttre now au fli eio.ntly 1>crt.ur1.)(!.d und 
alort d IL'! to vi~oronl!IY OJll'.IO,m tho 1iotitlon. One of I liu mO!i~•intoresUng b116is for 
opJ)OSit,ion is that prr..sonlccl by C11 1,fuin Eker of tho Sun Fril.nuLBco t>Olit'O, in 

What is needed is a complete reevaluation of public 
necessity so far as provision of mass transit is con
cerned. From such reevaluation must come a decision 
as to whether or not this requires public provision of 
aid and facilities in the same sense in which government 
agencies provide automobile and truck owners with a 
wide range of facilities. 

OTHER FACTORS 

One of the other factors arises from the effect of too
rapid expansion of freeway and parking facilities on 
the whole problem. This rapid expansion has aggravated 
congestion, increased demand for further parking 
space, and aided in diverting traffic from mass transit. 
It has accentuated diverse movements of economic 
activities with unpredictable effects on problems of 
transporting people and goods. 

Other factors of importance are the rigidity imposed 
by topographical features in the bay area and by the 
system of streets in relation to present and future needs. 
Not far behind have been the antiquated traffic-signal 
systems (until very recently) . Inadequate knowledge 
and study of the problem, and lack of data, have con
tributed further to the problem. And lack of vision 
among the very businessmen affected most by the 
problem has frequently stymied programs designed to 
reduce or eliminate some of the pressure areas. 

Too often the problem has been thought of as affect
ing only the downtown sections of the larger cities. 
Unfortunately, it is too pervasive to be so easily con
fined. Other sections of this report will develop some 
aspects of this factor. 

charge of traffic. His opposition is based on the rnsulting congestion caused by 
substituting buses for trains (see San Francisco Ch1'onicle, July 18, 1953). 

Review of Transportation Trends and Related Studies 

That there is a growing problem of adequacy of 
transportation in the area has been indicated by the 
analysis presented in the preceding sections. The nature 
of the problem and the increasingly complex patterns 
of movements of people and goods was discussed first, 
followed by discussion of the varying impacts of urban 
transportation upon the location of economic activities 
in metropolitan areas. The increasing inadequacies of 
the supply of curb and off-street parking facilities in 
San Francisco were next analyzed, together with the 
tendency towards longer parking times on the part of 
both workers and shoppers with corresponding reduc
tions in turnover rates. The rising levels of parking 

costs are as to be expected. Oakland was then shown to 
have a somewhat-better balance between the supply 
of parking facilities and the demand with a large part 
of the supply in the form of parking lots. The consider
able use of parking lots owned and controlled by the 
Downtown Merchants Parking Association, with vali
dated parking through supporting members, was also 
discussed. 

Considerable analysis of the declining use of mass
transit facilities for commuting purposes and for local 
travel in San Francisco and in East Bay cities has been 
presented. ThP- lrn,s of passengers, with the exeception 
of commuters using Southern Pacific trains, has affected 
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TABLE 103 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF CUSTOMERS IN DOWNTOWN 

KANSAS CITY, BY FUNCTIONAL REASONS FOR 
MAKING TRIP 

Saturday, April 18, 1953, and Thursday, April 23, 1953 

Functional Reasons 

No. of persons interviewed ........ .. . 

Percentage distribution 
1. Shopping. . . . . . . . . ... .. , ...•.. . 
2. Work ........ . . . .............. . 
3. Medical and Dental. . .... . ... . 
4. Dates and appointments with 

friends . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 
5. Movies, theatres, sports, public 

events . . .... . , , , .. . 
6. Beauty parlors and other per-

sonal services . . . . . . . ..... . . . 
7. Paying bills . .. . . . . . . ....... . . . 
8. Official meetings .. ...... . ... . . . 
9. Government business ... . . .... . . 

10. Banking ..... . . . .. . ........... . 
11. All others .. . . , . ..... .. .. ... . .. . 
No answers ... . ... .. . . ... ..... .... . 

Total . ... . . , . , . . . . . 

Saturday, Thursday, 
April 18, 1953 April 23, 1953 

1,101 1,295 

60.0 61.1 
11.4 21.2 
7.8 3 .2 

5.1 3.1 

4.7 1.5 

3.2 1.9 
3.0 1.3 
2.1 2.0 
0.6 0.5 
0.3 0.9 
1.6 2.5 
0.2 0.8 

100.0 100.0 

Source: Community Studies, Inc., Downtown Transportation 
Survey: A Survey of Mel hods of Transportation Used by Shoppers 
to Reach the Downtown Area of Kansas City, Missouri (Kansas 
City, Mo.: May 1953). 

all classes of traffic. In addition, speeds of travel have 
shown serious reductions in many instances, especially 
if improvement in equipment and right-of-way are con
sidered. The declines in passenger traffic have been so 
rapid since the peak of 1945 and 1946 that the main 
defenses of the transit lines have been sharp increases 
in fares and serious reductions in service, especially 
for evening and Sunday schedules. From these data 
the essence of the mass-transportation problem in the 
bay area was outlined. Finally, some explanations for 
the changes analyzed were advanced.* 

WHY PEOPLE TRAVEL TO DOWNTOWN AREAS 

OF CITIES 

To establish the necessary interrelationships between 
the three problem areas under study, some discussion 
is necessary at this point as to why people travel to the 
downtown areas of cities. Apart from the outline given 
at the outset, the discussion in this section considers 
two aspects. The first is the general breakdown of the 
functional purposes for which people travel to down
town areas. The other aspect is the reasons why people 
prefer to shop in downtown as against other retail 
establishments. 

• In his original manuscript the author outlined a general p)an of recom
mendations, embodying suggestions for sl_1ort~run and long-run. unprovements 
or bot.la lonn l !HHl in •t •rurlum tr1111 sportu[,1on m the San Francisco Bay area, 
includ ing obungca req_uii:od ,in pu ulie 1,r., l.ioy towa~d suc!1 m_atters. _Since it 
"''"' beyond t ho noopo of tl\lS 1'1)1ltimch proJect, this section IB not mclude'.1 
herein. Copies may be obtained by wr~ting. the author at the. Sch~ml of Busi
ness Administration, University of California, Berkeley 4, Cahfornrn.-En. 

Functional Purposes of Downtown Trips 

From the data in Table 103, it is apparent that shop
ping was the functional reason for trips made by three 
out of every five customers interviewed in Kansas City. 
Work was a poor second due, in part, to where the 
sample was taken, but the proportions giving this reason 
varied sharply as between Thursday and Saturday. 
The other functional reasons together accounted for 
16.9 percent on Thursday and 28.4 percent on Saturday. 
The higher percentage on Saturday is due mainly to the 
sharp decrease in numbers of persons going to work on 
Saturday. Although the distribution is on the basis of 
the main reason given, it is apparent that many persons 
had a combination of functional purposes in mind in 
making the trip. 

The relationship between purpose of trip and mode of 
travel is interesting in view of the earlier breakdowns 
given for Oakland and San Francisco. Of the workers 
interviewed, 75.7 percent used bus or streetcar, 17.2 
percent traveled in their own or some other person's 
automobile, 3.7 percent walked, and the remainder 
gave no answer or fell into an unclassified category. 
Of a group of customers of twelve downtown stores, 
56.4 percent used bus or streetcar, 40.5 percent used 
automobile or taxicab, and 3.1 percent walked. 

A somewhat-different, although not-as-detailed, set 
of functional reasons is given for trips to the Central 
Business District of Washington, D. C.77 Of 107,152 
trips analyzed in 1948, 45.6 percent were for work, 
23.4 percent for shopping, 13.8 percent for social and 
recreational purposes, 8.2 percent for business, and 
9.0 percent for "all other reasons." The sharp difference 
in the percentage distribution between Kansas City 
and Washington is attributable, in part, to the high 
concentration of government employment in the central 
business district of Washington. But more important is 
the fact that the Kansas City data pertained only to 
persons who were shoppers at some time during their 
downtown trip, while the Washington sample was un
limited. Of all trips made to the central business district 
of Washington, 62.4 percent were made by transit, 
33.2 percent by automobile, and 4.4 percent by taxi
cab. But unlike the situation in Kansas City, mass 
transit accounted for 71.1 percent of the shopping trips 
and 67.5 percent of the work trips. The predominance 
of automobile trips for other purposes is apparent. 

Reasons for Shopping in Downtown Retail Establi'shments 

Since shopping ranks as the most-important func
tional purpose for trips by nonworkers, an explanation 

77 Gordon B, Sharpe, Travel to Commerc_ial Centers of the W_ashington 1lf etrop_')li
tan Area, Bulletin 79, Travel to Commercial Centers, (Waslnngton, D. C . : High
way Research Board, 1953). 



290 PARKING AS A FACTOR IN BUSINESS 

of why people shop in downtown retail establishments 
may be in order. Although evidence from only a few 
studies can be included here, it is recognized that many 
special factors pertinent to a local situation in each city 
will affect the reasons given and their proportional 
importance. 

In J onassen's study of the attitudes of shoppers in 
Columbus, Ohio, various data of importance for ex
planations of why people shop in downtown retail es
tablishments were collected. 

In Table 7 on page 18, the advantage securing first 
rank on a composite basis (large selection of goods) is 
exactly the advantage which has been stressed in the 
marketing literature for many years. The next-most
important advantage ( can do several errands at one 
time) reflects the locational linkages which have been 
discussed elsewhere. And no surprise need be shown 
over the third composite choice (cheaper prices). But 
the fourth choice (convenient public transportation) 
is obviously one which will occupy a variable rank of 
importance from city to city, depending upon the 
quality and frequency of the facilities and service 
offered. 

In considering these data, it must be remembered 
that other advantages may be associated with trips 
made for other than shopping purposes. Some of these 
may arise, for example, from the fact that the down
town area has the only facility in the city, e.g., an 
opera house or legitimate theater. Similarly, medical 
and dental trips may be due to the central location of 
the only specialist in the city. 

WHY PEOPLE TRAVEL TO AND SHOP IN 

OUTLYING SHOPPING CENTERS 

This discussion is concerned mainly with trips made 
to outlying shopping centers. But even though dealing 
only with such centers, the importance of short trips 
to string-street districts, mainly for convenience goods 
and services, should not be overlooked. 

Functional Purposes of Outlying-Shopping-Area Trips 

Data are available from the Washington, D. C., 
study which show the functional purposes of trips made 
to 14 outlying shopping centers of that city. On the 
average, trips for shopping purposes accounted for 
35.5 percent of all trips. The range was from a low of 
14.2 percent to a high of 62.7 percent. Half of the centers 
had higher-than-average percentages of trips made for 
shopping purposes. 

The second-most-important functional purpose for 
all fourteen centers combined was trips made for work, 

21.6 percent. The range was from a low of 5.4 percent 
to a high of 31.2 percent. Eight of the fourteen centers 
had higher-than-average percentages. 

Social-recreational trips followed with 21.5 percent 
of all the trips, ranging from 37.1 percent down to 8 
percent, with as many above as belmv the average. 

Business trips accounted for only 5.9 percent of all 
trips made to the fourteen centers combined, with a 
range from only 1.0 percent to a high of 10.8 percent. 
Only six of the shopping centers had percentages ex
ceeding the average. On the average, 15.5 percent of 
all trips were made for other than· the four reasons 
specified. A wide range exists among the centers with 
a low of only 4 percent and a high of 39 percent. Only 
five of the centers had percentages higher than the 
average. 

One sixth of all trips made to the fourteen shopping 
centers were made by mass transit, while only 12.2 
percent of the shopping trips were made in such facili
ties. Use of automobiles for all trips ranged from 71.1 
percent to 96.9 percent. For shopping trips, the use of 
the automobile ranged from a low of 67 .0 percent to a 
high of 98.3 percent, with an overall percentage for 
the 14 centers of 87.8. 

Reasons for Shopping in Outlying Shopping Centers 

The Columbus study also has a tabulation of certain 
disadvantages of downtown shopping (see Table 8, 
page 18). It is interesting to note that the most im
portant disadvantages reported against downtown 
shopping are related to parking and congestion, par
ticularly difficult parking. However, of great interest 
is J onassen's conclusion (page 32) that as little as 10 
percent of those most concerned with the difficulties 
and expense of parking and traffic would allow these 
deterrents to prevent them from driving their cars 
downtown to shop. 

From this and the other downtown disadvantages 
it can be seen that problems of urban transportation, 
more than any other single factor, affected the willing
ness of people in Columbus to shop in downtown es
tablishments. 

How do these negative aspects of downtown shopping 
affect the positive advantages of patronizing the out
lying shopping centers? The Jonassen study advances 
~hree main reasons: "nearer home," "easy parking," 
and "more convenient shopping hours." On the other 
hand, these centers had three prime disadvantages: 
"lack of large selection of goods," "not all kinds of 
businesses represented," and "prices too high." 
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Relationship of Urban Tra:Q.sportation to Property Values and 
Urban Decentralization 

This concluding section brings together some of the 
qualitative interrelationships between the urban trans
portation problem and the centralization, decentrali
zation, and dispersion of economic activities as these 
have been analyzed in this part and trends of central 
city property values presented in Part 4 of this com
posite report on the effect of parking on business. To
gether, these analyses form an interrelated treatment 
of the study of the structure and function of the bay 
area. 

REVIEW OF PERTINENT BACKGROUND MATERIALS 

In order fully to understand and appreciate the 
intricacies of the interrelationships to be discussed, a 
brief review of some pertinent materials is in order. 
First in importance is the emphasis which must be 
placed upon the structure of the metropolitan area and 
its inherent cohesive nature. The San Francisco-Oak
land metropolitan area, as defined in these studies, is 
a six-county geogra.ph · ·al uni having the characte1·fatic, 
first of all, of b ing c 11 r cJ around the gravitational 
pull of San Francisco and Oakland. These central cities 
and the remainder of the metropolitan area have various 
types of linkages which underlie the necessary cohesive
ness of the entir • metrnpolitan area and whi ·h p nni , 
at the same tim , bifts between the variou segm nt. · 
of the metropolitan area as to where people live and 
where functions-economic, social, government, etc.
take place. 

The functional bases of the bay area are complex 
and ev r changing. · has been stressed in prccerung 
discu ·ions, the problems being investigated pertain 
to many classes of economic activities, namely, agri
culture, manufacturing, wholesaling, retailing, and 
service trades. But in addition, there are many social 
and governmental activities. Thus, the problems of 
urban transportation, property values, and decentrali
zation are something more than merely what is going 
to happen to the downtown district of San Francisco 
or Oakland or to the merchants in such districts. 

Earlier sections pointed out that such geographic 
shifts as have taken place in the bay area are much more 
complex than is usually designated by the term "de
centralization." It was indicated that such geographic 
shifts have varied according to class of activity. Thus, 
a much-higher proportion of wholesale trade is con
centrated in San Francisco than of retail trade. And 
there are similar sharp variations between the sub-

groups in each class. In addition, the proportions of 
each class and subgroup bear varying relationships in 
each city and county to the proportions of population. 

Other aspects of the analysis indicated that although 
the proportions of the bay area totals for each class 
and subgroup found in San Francisco have declined, 
the absolute changes frequently have shown different 
relationships in that San Francisco accounted for a 
large percentage of such changes. And the same was 
true in many cases for Oakland. All in all, many of the 
shifts bear a much-closer relationship to factors of an 
expanding total economic base than merely locational 
shifts from the larger cities to the smaller ones. Much 
of this growth and the accompanying geographic shifts 
are due to this general economic growth which has 
characterized so many sections of the West. But, within 
the bay area itself, part. of the shift is inherent also in 
the fact that San Francisco, with a limited physical 
size of 44.6 sq. mi. of land area, is reaching its physical 
limits of capacity to handle much of the expansion. 
And certain kinds of expanding activities must, in any 
case, adapt themselves to where people live for reasons 
of convenience, etc. 

Throughout there is the necessity for reemphasizing 
the following: 1) the complex nature and varying inter
relationships between all classes and subgroups of ac
tivities and, therefore, 2) the importance of considering 
both the overall metropolitan area aspects of the prob
lem and those aspects which have primarily city-wide 
implications. 

INTERRELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN URBAN 

TRANSPORTATION, PROPERTY VALUES, 

AND URBAN DECENTRALIZATION 

There are no series of comparable statistical data by 
means of which correlation can be established between 
changes in the adequacy of parking facilities, declines 
in the number of mass transit riders, and central prop
erty values and location of economic activities in the 
area. All that can be done in this section is to outline 
some of the main qualitative interrelationships. 

Preceding sections of this report have established 
that there has been a deterioration of adequacy of 
supply of parking facilities in downtown San Francisco 
along with a sharp decline in the use of both local and 
commuter mass-transit facilities. On the other hand, 
downtown Oakland has continued to have adequate 
central district parking facilities, although mass-transit 
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usage has declin d to a point whern per-capita usage 
in East Bay citi · is among the lowest of an place in 
the United States. 

Tb e trend, point up t,h dilemrmi of c ntral di·
trict e e!'ywhern. Do h th an Fl'an i o and Oakland 
bu ·incss di ·tri t 1tre the re -~ii · of th onfiu 11ce of 
major rapid-tl'a.n p rtation routes. In San Franci co, 
it is the confluenc on Market Street which serv as 
he major pa ·tern, with purkin faciliti a l, nion 
quare an important modifying for e. Iu aklancl, Lh 

·ontluen 011 T I graph, Bl'<>adway, San PulJlo, and 
14th Stre , at· ·igll'if, .ant. And, in both cities, motor 
routes hav • rved m r ly to 1· enforce the earlier in
fluences of transportation. Thus, the downtown areas 
thrive because transportation routes bring larger pro
portions of people to these ai: than elsewhere. What
ever interferes with the elfo th n of such process 
interferes with the maintenance of the area's dominant 
posi ion.78 

How hav ' property valu • s fared in the central di·
tricts of an l"rnn i ·o and Oakland? Wendt reach s 
the following conclusions on page 149: 

Dy Hl5.0, nles pri · s of !own own •·•Ill e tnte h1 an J• rnn 
cisco 11nd akland hud ris •n fron1 depre ·ion lo, ;s Lo v1tlucs 
close l,o l,hos -sLnhlished 1.L Lh penk in the lu te 1020'e;. The 
fo t Lhut current sides price ' for th s1unpl of 1n·opcrLi.cs 
studied iu Sun fo'nmc:isco w rn higher relntiv to h 1020' 
hun was ru for Lhe 1klnnd sample is probuhly n r•fle ·Lion 

of some difforences in the c:omposi tion of th siunplc in the two 
iti nnd tho woll -est:iblished inve, ment po ition of 1ui 

FrfLncis o prop rt.y, n ,,, 11 11 the greater degree of optimist,.ic 
sp culo.Lion in ukland real esta e during t.he boon\ or the 
Hl20's. 

It is interesting to note that the very problem of 
parking in the ·entral business districts has er a;t cl 
sub 1,antial property developments in garage and park
ing facilities. In this connection, Wendt comments: 
"It is notable that many postwar sales of property on 
the friu,ge of the cent,ral business dist:ric s of a.klaud 
and , an Francisco hav been for garage and parking 
development. The prices at which thi prop rl,y bas b en 
sold would seem to indicate thit parking a. a prh ate 
business offers strong inducements to business-property 
investors." 

We may quote Wendt finally as to what some of 
the principal factors are which have influenced the 
general pattern of property values noted. On page 150 
he states: · 

v ral fact.ors appear to have uct.ed Lo hold bu iness 1ind 
nu~intnin vnlues ill the cenl,rnl bu i.nesa distri ts duri:ng i:ecent 
years. Ider buildin s, which m~L.Y be fully de1>rccinted on the 

78 An extreme illustration of this is the weak position of the downtown area 
in Los Angeles. 

hooks f Ir sent owo rs, r pi· s nl 1\U,ra •Uve inve ·t meuts to 
prospeot,ive ne\\' owners, sine tnx lawa p l'mit, uell' own r t,o 
sLabli h cJ pre it,tio11 clmrges bnsed upon pu1·cbase price·. 

, u h pennitL d I •pr ciation hnngc r ()l'C II so-cnlled u1.x
frce income to investors. Furl.her, h I rospects of lutv ing to 
pny hi h ·upitnl -gain tn.xes upon tho sn.le of proper i s ha 
discournged p'l·cse11t ow11 rs rrom 1;1 lling, thu$ t ndiug to misc 
offering p·rices. During recent, ycur f high ··on Lru ·Uon ·os , 
investors h!we found it. profitnblc to ncquire old lrnildings in 
pr f ren o to building new t ructu r s {in o her Ioctl ions) and 
conseq u<mtly, they hav bid up U1e 1wic s or ol~ r buildi1\gs in 
c nl,rn l busin · dist,ricl,s. Th com bi nu Lion of thos factor· 
hn serv d to hold I usi11 s 11nd en ·ourn.g i11vc' 1mmL in dow11-
town real estate. 

The maintenance of property values in downtown 
San Franci ·co, in the light of t,he cl l'ioration of both 
parking upply and ma -' tn1n port.a iou a analyz cl, 
is to be explained mainly in. termt; of u,, expan ion of 
economic and governmental activities in absolute terms 
both in San Francisco and the entire area. The down
town section is the nodal point for office activities of 
various types as well as for retail trade. And the ex
pectation of cxpan ·ion of Lh bay a rea during he next 
fe, decades, if reaiiz cl, ·a.n mean only g.reat r 11 ed 
for business offices in c II ral location·, I' 1· expand d 
financial institutions, and for expansion ill. wholesale, 
retail, and service trades activiti . .. The ce11t,n1.l dis
tri ·t must be in a position to aggl'cssively comp te for 
a igniiican har f su h xpansion. 

r Mn only I e inferr d from th analysis of the bay 
al' a studi , hat b 1Aail-bu ine.· section of the 
downtown area is especially vulnerable to the deter
rents related to deterioration of urban transportation 
by means of the automobile and ma . -transit fa ilitie .. 
From this inference i ma be argu d that the volum 
of retail trade in downtown San Francisco, while in
er a:·iug b tw en 1929 ru d 1952 bas failed Lo k p 
pa ·e wiLh th overall ra e of growth in the area. Ther -
for , when added to h in T a. ing ba,.5e of other 
economic and govemment,al acLivjties, it might be 
argued that property values should have in I' a· d 
in tead of merely rea bing the peak of the 1920' . 
Wendt's treatment of the factors involved, however, 
illustrate the complex ~rray of variables which must 
be noted. 

comparison wiLh atl.l mi Tht b in order at this 
point . On pag 61 W a.gn r indicates that the 1are of the 
city' total r tail trade ac ounted for in downtown 
Seattle declined from 39.6 percent in 1939 to 34.8 per
cent in 1948. The decline, however, varied as between 
differ nt types of establishments. Losses in relaLive 
term were smallest for shopping and specialty goods 
stores where variety and comparison shopping were 
important. On t.hP- other hand, convenience-goods 
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stores, and stores requiring large space for the turnover 
realized (e.g., furniture, home furnishings, and appli
ances) had the largest relative declines. So far as prop
erty values in Seattle are concerned, values in the retail 
section of downtown Seattle in 1952 were 115.4 percent 
of the 1939 base, compared with 165.0 percent for the 
entire city (see page 65). 

The National Association of Real Estate Boards 
has compiled summary information of trends in the 
retail sales of central districts in 12 cities as compared 
with the suburbs.79 Increases in the importance of 
retail sales in the central districts were reported for 
Atlanta and New Orleans; no change was reported 
for Kansas City (Missouri), New York, Portland 
(Oregon), and Washington (D. C.). Decreases were 
reported for Baltimore, Buffalo, Chicago (unofficial 
estimates), Cleveland, Louisville, and San Francisco. 

Even these mixed trends based on sparse data 
merely reflect, once again, the complex nature of the 
problem of understanding what has been happening. 

The situation in Oakland is somewhat different 
than in San Francisco. Its downtown section, so far as 
financial and office building space are concerned, did 
not develop until after the 1906 earthquake as com
pared with the 1880's for San Francisco. The retail 
and service trades of downtown Oakland are con
siderably less developed than for San Francisco. In 
addition, they are more widely scattered than is the 
case for San Francisco. Yet, the city's share of whole
sale and retail trade has fared better in the metropolitan 
area picture. Part of this is related to the availability 
of room for expansion in Oakland and part may be 
related to availability of parking space. A good deal is 
related to the rapid growth of the surrounding environs 
of the East Bay. And yet, the physical structure of 

"" ummary or U.-bnn Dovchmmon~ lnforurntion Prnviclcd by Tw nt,y-Two 
Amuric,m Crti(ll!." 'J'lu, lloh11 ihl .A 1n~ricn Commi tee of the Nnlional Al<!!ooint ion 
of Ifonl f;. ntc llonrm,, optcrnb<!r, 1052. 

Oakland's downtown section is characterized by an 
overwhelming number of relatively low structures and 
a lack of tall buildings such as are found in San Fran
cisco. 

The avoidance of congestion, poor parking, inade
quate mass transit, and high transportation costs 
have been instrumental, together with other factors, 
in spreading the geographic base of economic activities 
in the bay area. Particularly to be noted among the 
other factors is the importance of the automobile and 
motor truck in accelerating the geographic expansion. 
In permitting the bay area to best adjust itself to the 
possibilities of the coming growth, what needs to be 
avoided are policies which will result in 1) uneconomic 
development of private transportation facilities, 2) 
the uneconomic spreading out and over-expansion of 
economic facilities, and 3) the stratification instead of 
the unification of the structural and functional bases 
of the San Francisco-Oakland metropolitan area. For 
it may be only a short time before the outlying sections 
of the larger cities and the central districts of the 
smaller cities suffer from the same problems of urban 
transportation. 80 

One must conclude that a downtown area will suffer 
in attracting economic activities, especially retail 
trade, if there is a deterioration of urban transportation. 
If the city is declining in total, the result will be a 
more-than-average decline for the downtown section. 
If the entire economic base is expanding, the result 
will be an absolute increase for the downtown section 
but a less-than-proportionate relative change. 

,,i Sc,vernl l!.'<11 r11pl.,.1,f ~liiH t.tindoucy rnuy bu noted nll'cndy. Outlyinlt districts 
of ,n Frunc,ihi.c."O nr<! cum1,1oJning ubout thu '•d i\'~ion " of fund from r,1trking 
motors in U1cir di Irie! to 1wovidu cculrul dis~rict CnollitiC$. ln.•tcad t 10,v nr 
clamoring for off-street facilities for their own district.s. Such facilities already 
are being built in Berkeley for the Telegraph-Durant shopping district. 

'flrnt ,unntlcr oiti1'il nro su ffering from .congC8tion nnd tnck of parking lncilitics 
is vidont.. nle,o, from 3uch re1.MJrt~ 1u,: •• rn1Lll Cit ies nrc 'furning 'l"ntllir Jntn.~ into 
Profit•," B11:wi1«•• ll'cak, Mnroh 2l!, 1952. 1w. 0 IT; uuu tlto mct1n1 1,ICil of p11rking 
facilities described in Parking-How It is Financed (New York: National Retail 
Dry Goods Association, 1952). 
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APPENDIX A 

TABLE A-1 
DISTRIBUTION OF SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND J\IIETROPOLITAN AREA POPULATION BY I:-- onronA'l'F:D CITIES, AND 

BY "REMAINDER OF TOWNSHIPS" IN EACH COUNTY, IN DECLINING ORDER OF b 1ron•rA , ~:, 1900-1950 

Incor!.>0rnted h ies and 
Rema ndcr of Tow115hips 

(1950 Ronk) 

Pri ncipal incorporated cities 
300,000 and over 

San Francisco (San Francisco) . . .. . 
Oakland (Alameda) .. ... . .. . ..... •. 

Total. ................... .... . 

75,00()-299,999 
Berkeley (Alameda) . ..... .•....••. 
Richmond (Contra Costa) .•. .. .. •. 

Total. .. , ... ........ .... . • . • 

25, 00()-7 4,999 
Alameda (Alameda) . . • ••.•. . 
San Muteo (San Mateo) .......... . . 
San Leandro (Alameda) •..•. . ..... 
Vallejo (Solano) ..... ... . .......... . 
Redwood City (San Mateo) ..... ,. 

Total .. 

10,000-19,999 
Burlingame (San Mateo) , .. , .. . . . .. 
South San Francisco (San Mateo) . 
El Cerrito (Contra Costa) ..•. .. 
Albany (Alameda) . . ...... . ... . . , 
Daly City (San Mateo) , . . ,, . ,, . • ,. 
San Pablo (Contra Costa) .... . .. .. 
San Carlos (San Mateo) . . • •. , • 
Hayward (Alameda) . . . ..... . 
San Rafael (Marin) ,, .... .. , . . .. . 
Menlo Purk (San Mateo) . . • , , . .• 
Pittsburg (Contra Costa) .•.•• . , •• 
San Bruno (San Mateo) , . . .... .. 
Antioch (Contra Costa) . • . ..• , ..• 
Piedmont (Alameda) .. . . ...... . .. . 

Totul .. .. . • .... , .. .. . .. , 

5, 00()-9, 999 
San Anselmo (Madn) .. . •.•..•. 
Millbrae (San Mateo) . • ........ . 
Martinez (Contra Costa) .. .. . . . . .. . 
Mill Valley (Marin) .. ... ....... . . 
Benicia (Solano) ............. . 
Concord (Contra Costa) ... . ... .. . 
Belmont ($an Mateo) . . . , . .. . . 

Total . ... ... . 

Under li,000 
Sausalito (Marin) . . . . .... .. . . 
Livermore (Alameda) .... ... .. .. . .. 
Fairfax (Marin) ... , .. . ........ . 
Atherton (San Mateo) • .. . .•• , 
Hillsborough (San Mateo) , ...... . 
Vacaville (Solano) . . . . . ., ...... . 
Fairfield (Solano) ... .. .• , ... • . , 
Larkspur (Marin) . . , , 
Emeiyville (Alameda) . ...... . 
Walnut Creek (Contra Costa) .... . . 
Pleasanton (Alameda) .... ... ...... . 
Ross (Marin) .... . ....... . ........ . 
Corte Madera (Murin) .. .. , ...•.• , • 
Rio Vista (Solano) ., . . . . . ...... . 
Brentwood (Contra Costa) ...... .. 
Dixon (Solano) ... . .. ,. ... . . 
Pinole (Contra Costa) ••.• . .... , .. 
Suisun (Solano) .. .. . . .. . • . . . .. . 
Belvedere (Marin) •. .. • ·.. .. 

Total.. .. .. . ................. .. 

Number of Persons Percentage of Area's Total 

April 1, 
1950 

April 1, 
1940 

April I, 
1930 

Jan. 1, 
1920 

April 15, 
1910 

June 1, Ar>r il I. AJ'ril 1, April 1, Jan. 1, April 15, June 1, 
1900 1950 1940 1930 1920 1910 1900 

----•---- ---- ------ --- --- --- ---

775,357 
384,575 

1. 159,932 

634,536 
302,163 

936,699 

634.394 
284. 063 

918,457 

606,676 
216,261 

722,937 

113,805 85,547 82 , 109 56,036 
99,545 23,642 20,093 16,843 

416,912 
150,174 

567,086 

40,434 
6,802 

342,782 34. 60 
66,960 17.10 

409,742 51.76 

13.214 I 5.08 
N.I. 4. 44 

43.41 
20.67 

64.08 

5.85 
1.62 

47.07 
21.07 

68.14 

6.09 
I. 49 

50.19 
21.42 

71. 61 

5.55 
1. 67 

53.87 
19 .40 

73.27 

6. 23 
0. 88 

63. 13 
12.33 

75.40 

2.43 
N.I. 

1-----r------:-----.------t-----;-------- ---------------
213, 350 109, 189 102, 202 72,879 47,236 13,214 

64,430 36,256 35,033 28,806 23,383 16, 464 
41,782 19,403 13,444 5,979 4,384 1,832 
27,542 14,601 11,455 5,703 3,471 2,253 
26,038 20,072 16,072 21,107 11,340 7,965 
25,544 12,453 8,962 4.020 2,442 1,653 

9.52 

2.88 
1.86 
1.23 
1.16 
1.14 

7 .47 

2. 48 
1.33 
1.00 
I. 37 
0.85 

7 .58 

2.60 
l,00 
0. 85 
1.19 
0.67 

7 .22 

2.86 
0.59 
0.57 
2.09 
0.40 

6.11 

3.02 
0.56 
0.45 
l. 46 
0.32 

!------~- ----:--- - - :-----~-----:----- ----:--- --- - -----
185, 336 102. 785 84,966 65,615 45,020 30. 167 

19,886 
19,351 
18,011 
17,590 
15,191 
14,476 
14,371 
14,272 
13,848 
13,587 
12,763 
12,478 
11,051 
10,132 

15,940 
6,629 
G, 137 

11,493 
9,625 

N.L 
3,520 
6,736 
8,573 
3,258 
9,520 
6,519 
5, 106 
9,866 

13,270 
6,193 
3,870 
8,560 
7,838 

N.I. 
1,132 
5,530 
8.022 
2,254 
9,610 
3. 610 
3,503 
9,333 

4,107 
4,411 
1,505 
2,462 
3,779 

N.I. 
N.I. 

3,487 
5,512 

N.I. 
4,715 
1,562 
1,936 
4,282 

1,565 
1,989 

N.I. 
808 

N.I. 
N.I. 
N.L 
2,746 
5,934 

N.I. 
2,372 

N.I. 
1,124 
1,719 

N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
1. 965 
3,879 

N.I. 
N .I. 
N.I. 

674 
N .I. 

8. 27 

0. 89 
0. 86 
0.80 
0. 78 
0. 68 
0. 65 
0.64 
0. 64 
0. 62 
0. 61 
0.57 
0. 56 
0.49 
0.45 

7.03 

1.09 
0.45 
0.42 
0. 79 
0.66 

N.I. 
0.24 
0.46 
0.59 
0.22 
0.65 
0.45 
0.35 
0. 67 

6.31 

0.99 
0.46 
0.29 
0.64 
0.58 

N.I. 
0.09 
0.41 
0.59 
0.17 
0. 71 
0.27 
0.26 
0. 69 

6.51 

o. 40 
0.44 
0.15 
0.24 
0.38 

N.I. 
N.I. 
0.35 
o. 55 

N.I. 
0.47 
o. 16 
o. 19 
0.42 

5.81 

0.20 
0.26 

N .l 
0.10 

N.I. 
N.I. 
N .I. 
0.36 
o. 77 

N.I. 
0.31 

N.I. 
o. 15 
0.22 

1----- 1-----1-----•1---- --1-- ---1------1--- ------------
207,007 

9. 188 
8,972 
8,268 
7,331 
7,284 
6,953 
5,567 

53,563 

4,828 
4,364 
4,078 
3,630 
3,552 
3,169 
3,118 
2,905 
2,889 
2,420 
2,244 
2,179 
1,933 
1,831 
1,729 
1,714 
1,147 

946 
800 

102,922 

5,790 
N.I. 

7,381 
4,847 
2,419 
1,373 
1,229 

23,039 

3,540 
2,885 
2,198 
1,908 
2,747 
1,614 
1,312 
1,558 
2,521 
1,578 
1,278 
1,751 
1,098 
1,666 

N.I. 
1,108 

934 
706 
457 

82, 794 

4,650 
N.I. 

6,560 
4, 164 
2,913 
1,125 

984 

20,405 

3,667 
3,119 

N.I. 
1,242 
1,891 
1,556 
1,131 
1,241 
2,336 
1,014 
1,237 
1,355 
1,027 
1,309 

N.I. 
1,000 

781 
005 
500 

37,758 

2,475 
N.I. 

3,858 
2,554 
2,693 

912 
N .I. 

12,492 

2,790 
1,916 

N.I. 
N.I. 

931 
1,254 
1,008 

612 
2,390 

538 
991 
727 
607 

1,104 
N.I. 

026 
067 
769 
616 

18, 257 

1,531 
N.I. 
2,115 
2,551 
2,360 

703 
N.I. 

0,260 

2,383 
2,030 

N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
I, 177 

834 
594 

2,613 
N.L 
1,254 

556 
N.I. 

884 
N.I. 

827 
798 
641 
481 

6,518 

N .I. 
N.I. 
1.380 

N.I. 
2,751 

N.I. 
N.I. 

4, 131 

1,628 
1,493 

N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 

682 
1,220 

N.I. 
1,016 

N .I. 
1,100 

N.I. 
N.I. 

682 
N.I. 

783 
N .I. 

625 
434 

9. 24 

0. 41 
0.40 
0.37 
0. 33 
0.33 
0.31 
0.25 

2.40 

7.04 

0.40 
N.I. 
0.50 
0.33 
0. 17 
0.09 
0.09 

·1.58 

0.21 0.24 
0.20 0.20 
0.18 0.15 
0.16 0.13 
o. 16 0.19 
0.14 0.11 
0. 14 0.09 
0.13 0.11 
0.13 0.17 
0.11 0.12 
0.10 0.09 
0.10 0.12 
0.09 0.07 
0.08 0.11 
0.08 N.I. 
0.08 0.08 
0.05 0.06 
0.04 0.05 
0.04 0. 03 

6.15 

0.35 
N.I. 
0.49 
0.31 
0.22 
0.08 
0.07 

1. 52 

0.27 
0.23 

N.I. 
0.09 
0. 14 
0 .12 
0.08 
0.09 
0.18 
0.08 
0.09 
0.10 
0.08 
0.10 

N.I. 
0.08 
0.06 
0. 07 
0. 04 

3. 75 

0.25 
N.I. 
0.38 
0.25 
0 .27 
0.09 

N.I. 

1.24 

0.28 
0.19 

N.I. 
N.I. 
0.09 
0.12 
0.10 
0.06 
0.24 
0.05 
0.10 
0.07 
0.06 
o. 11 

N.L 
0.09 
0.10 
0. 08 
0.06 

2.37 

0. 20 
N.I. 
0.27 
0.33 
0.31 
0.09 

N .I. 

1.20 

0.31 
0.26 

N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
0 . 15 
0.11 
0.08 
0.34 

N.I. 
0.16 
0.07 

N.I. 
0. 11 

N.I. 
0.11 
0.10 
0.08 
0.06 

2.43 

3.03 
0.34 
0.42 
1.47 
0.30 

5.56 

N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 

0.36 
0. 71 

N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
0.12 

N.I. 

1.19 

N.I. 
N.I. 
0.25 

N.I. 
0. 51 

N.I. 
N.I. 

0.76 

0.30 
0.28 

N.I. 
N.I. 
N.I. 
0.13 
0.22 

N.I. 
0.19 

N.I. 
0.20 

N.I. 
N.I. 
0.14 

N.I. 
0.14 

N.I. 
0.12 
0.08 

40,476 i 3o, 859 I 2s. a11 I 18,146 I 15,072 I 9,663 '----==-' 2.12 I 1.90 I 1.80 I 1. 94 1 1.80 

Total, all incorporated cities ...... .. . 1 1,868,664 j 1,303,493 I 1,234,135 1 929,827 701,931 I 473 , 435 i 83.41 I 89.321 91.60 I 92.13 1 90.70 I 87.20 
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Incorpornled Chit!! and 
Rernamdcr of Townships 

(1950 Rank) April 1, April 1, 
1950 1940 

--- ----
Remainder of townships 

Alameda 
Eden Township . .. ···· ······ ···· 73,780 22,354 
Washington Township . ······ ·· ·· 16,895 13,051 
Murray Township . ········· 4, 167 2,617 
Pleasanton Township ..... 3, 621 I, 643 
Brooklyn Township ... . ....... ,. , . - -
Oakland and Peralta Townships ... - -

Total ........ ~ ......... ·•· ·· ·· 98,472 39,665 

Contra Costa 
Township ;f/3 .. ········•·········· 24,507 5,522 
Township il! 6 . . ····••·••······ ···· 23,606 2,193 
Township il!5 ·· ·······•······••1'•• 18,706 5,617 
Township fl 10 .. ................. 15, IOI 4,643 
Township fl7 • ••••• ••♦• ••••••••••• 6,601 3, 355 
Township fl 11. .. ············· ···· 6,558 2, 467 
Township 11/1. . ............. . ...... 5,364 3,038 
Township fl 11 ········ ·· ·······•·· 5,135 2,945 
Township f/12 .... ··· ······•··· --· 4,596 4, 470 
Township ;j!J6 , ........ .. .......... 3,289 1, 683 
Township fl4 ..... ........ , ....... 2,925 I , 775 
Township fl9 . '. ·················· 2,305 3,237 
Township fl 14 .. ················· 1,413 1, 486 
Township ;!18 ...................... 1,352 1, 463 
Township fl 13 , ............ , .... ,. 628 431 
Township 1112 .. .................. 535 454 

Total. • .• • ........ ··········· 122,621 H, 779 

Marin County 
San Rafael Township ... ·-······-· 14, 204 9,143 
Sausalito Township ..... -........ ' . 13 , 168 7,109 
Novato Township .. . ........ . ... _. 9, 016 5,127 
Tomales Township .....•..• , ..... _. 2, 141 1,656 

Total. ... ···· ················· 38,529 23,095 

San Mateo 
Township 1\13 . .... .. ............... 27,304 12,197 
Township ilil. ..................... 17,002 8,208 
Township fl4 ....... .. ............. 4,024 3,937 
Township fl2 . .. .............. .... , 2,788 1,544 
Township ;!15 ...... ••- ..... .... ... 630 2,665 

Total ··········· ···· ···· ·-·· ·· 51,748 28,551 

Solano 
Vallejo Township .. ... ... . , .... 44,075 9,991 
Suisun Township ·•··· ····· ·· .. 6,965 2,099 
Vacaville Township .... . . , . , •...•. , 2,530 1,354 
Silveyville Township .... , ........ 2,132 1,690 
Rio Viata. Township ... , ........ 1,297 2,082 
Green Valley Township ........... 1,025 607 
Elmira Township . ........ ~~ ... ,, .. 819 633 
Main Prairie Township . ....... .. .. 689 333 
Tremont Township .. _ . ... , ......... 395 256 
Benicia Township" ro .. . ......... .. . 394 759 
Montezuma Township ......... 308 316 
Denverton Township •.. .......... 104 101 

Total ........ .. ..... ·· •• 60, 733 20,221 

Total, remainder of townships ... . . . . 372,103 156,311 

Total, Metropolitan Area •.••• .. ..... 2,240,767 1, 461,804 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census. 
N.I. = City not incorporated at time of census indicated. 
N.A. = Data. not a.vaila.hle. 
"'Based upon estimated township populations. 
t Less than .01 percent. 

TABLE A-I-Concluded 

Number of Persons 

April 1, Jan . 1, April 151 
1930 1920 1910 

14,012 8,703 5,208 
12,711 8,494 7,874 
2,963 1,992 2,107 
1,513 1,305 1,620 

- 26 463 

- 1,233 128 

32,099 21. 843 17,499 

3, 160 1, 884 1,330 
1,082 640 1,254 
3,611 2,695 1,547 
2,944 2,059 1,379 
1,423 226 1,432 
1,987 I, 407 978 
2,523 1,105 957 
2,908 I, 907 -
4,315 4,184 2,402 
1,570 1,730 -
1,454 1, 285 1,146 
1,678 730 2,075 
1,092 094 833 
1,323 630 1,105 

320 340 449 
593 790 873 

31,983 22,615 17,760 

8,630 4,237 4,565 
3,909 3,407 3,270 
2,778 2,220 1. 700 
J, 705 1,585 1, 549 

17 , 022 11,449 11,084 

7,954 3,586 3,372 
4,880 3,821 7,184 
2, 182 1,921 1,923 

307 1,445 2,710 
1,262 1,219 1,016 

16,585 11 , 992 16,205 

4,081 2,922 798 
1,909 1,977 1, 948 
2,019 1,904 1,828 
1,747 I, 518 1,026 
3,170 821 744 

702 618 960 
628 452 494 
591 221 205 
237 275 373 
344 423 379 
386 466 481 
134 144 260 

15,948 11,741 9,496 

113,637 79,640 72,042 

1,347,772 1,009,467 773,975 

Note: Percentages do not always total 100.00 because of rounding. 
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Percentage of Area's Total 

June 1, April 1, April 1, April 1, Jan. 1, April 15, June 1, 
1900 1950 1940 ·1930 1920 1910 1900 

--- --- --- --- ---

5,112 3.29 1.53 1.11 0.87 0. 68 0.94 

6,914 0. 76 0. 89 0.94 0. 84 1, 03 1.27 
2,507• 0.10 0 . 18 0. 22 0. 20 0 .27 0,45• 

2,072 o. 16 0. 11 0.11 0.13 0. 21 0 .38 

8, 168* - - - t 0.06 1.so• 
959• - - - 0.12 0.02 o. 18• 

25 ,732 4. 40 2. 71 2.38 2.16 2. 26 4 . 74 

N.A. 1.10 0.38 0.23 0.19 0.17 N .A . 

N.A. 1.06 0.15 0.08 0.06 0. 16 N ,A. 

N.A. 0.83 0.38 0 .27 0.27 0.20 N.A. 

N.A. 0. 67 0.32 0. 22 o. 20 0.18 N.A. 

N.A. 0.29 0.23 0.11 0.02 0. 10 N.A. 

N .A. 0.29 0.16 0.15 0.14 0. 13 N.A. 

N.A. 0.24 0.21 0.19 0.12 0. 12 N .A. 

N.A . 0.23 0.20 0. 22 0.19 - N.A. 

N .A . 0.21 0.31 0. 32 0.41 0.31 N.A. 

N.A. 0. 15 0.12 0.12 0.17 - N.A. 

N.A. 0.13 0. 12 0.11 0. 13 0. 15 N.A. 

N.A. 0.10 0. 22 0 . 12 0.07 0.27 N.A. 

N.A . 0.06 0.10 0.08 0.10 0. 11 N.A. 

N.A. 0.06 0. 10 0.10 0.06 0.14 N.A. 

N.A. 0.03 0.03 0.02 0 ,03 0.06 N.A. 

N.A. 0.02 0.03 0, 04 0.08 0. 11 N.A. 

- ---
15,992 5. 47 3.06 2.38 2.24 2.30 2. 94 

4,129 0. 63 0.63 0.64 0.42 0.59 o. 76 

1,998 0.59 0.49 0.29 0. 34 0.42 0.37 

I ,673 0.41 0.35 0.20 0. 22 0, 22 0.31 

1.961 0.09 0.11 0.13 0.16 o. 20 0.36 

---------..__ ---
9,761 1. 72 1.58 1.26 1.14 1.43 l.80 

2,300 1.22 0.83 o. 50 0. 36 0.44 o. 42 

2,452 0. 76 0.56 0.37 0.38 0 ,93 0.45 

I, 383 0.17 0.27 0.16 0.19 0.25 0.25 

1,466 0.12 0.11 0.02 0. 14 0.35 0.27 

1,008 0.03 0.18 0.09 0.12 0.13 0.19 

-------------8,609 2.30 1.05 1.23 I.Ill 2.00 1.59 

732 l. 97 0. 68 0.30 0.29 0.10 0. 14 

313 0.31 0.14 0. 14 0.20 0.25 0.06 

3,478 0.11 0.09 0.15 0.19 0.24 0.64 

803 0.09 0.12 0.13 0.15 0.13 0. 15 

818 0.06 0.14 0. 24 0.08 o. 10 o. 15 

757 0.05 0. 04 0.05 0.06 0.12 0.14 

717 0. 04 0.04 0.05 0.04 0.06 o. 13 

282 0.03 0.02 0. 04 0.02 0. 03 0.05 

403 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.07 

423 0.02 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.08 

429 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.08 

280 t t t 0.01 0.03 0.05 

---1-------------
9,435 2. 71 1.38 I.ls I , 10 1.23 1. 74 

69,529 16.59 10. 68 8.40 7 . 87 9.30 12.80 

I 100. 

I-

542,964 100 • 100. 100. 100. 100 . 



TABLE A-2 

CHANGES IN P OPULATION (SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA), BY PRI NCIPAL !NCORPORA'l' ED 
CITIES AND REMAINDER OF TOWNSHIPS, 1900-1950 

Net Changes in Population Percentage of Total Net Change 

Incorrorated hie,; ""'' 
Remainder of TOwns lLif>S 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 

(1950 Rank) 1900 to 1910 to 1920 to 1930 to 1940 to Cumulative to to to to to 
1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1900-1950 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 

--- - - - -- --- - - - ---
P 1'incipal incorporated cities 

300,000 and over 
San Francisco , . .. . .... . . . .. , . . . .. . . 74,130 89,764 127,718 142 140,821 432,575 32.09 38.12 37 . 75 0.12 18.08 

Oakland . ····· ······ ·· ·· ·· ······· 83,214 66,087 67,802 18,100 82,412 317,615 36.02 28.06 20.04 15.87 10 .58 ------ ---,-
Total. .. .. ..... .. .... ...... ... 157,344 155,851 195,520 18,242 223,233 750,190 68.11 66.18 57. 79 15.99 28. 66 

75.000 to £99,999 
Berkeley ······· ·• ··· ···· ·· ··· ···· 27,220 15, 602 26,073 3,438 28,258 100,591 11.78 6. 63 7. 71 3.01 3. 63 
Richmond . . . . . . .. .. . . . . . ... , . . . . . . . 6,802 10,041 3,250 3,549 75,003 90,545 2.94 4.26 0.06 3.11 9. 74 

---
Total .. ... . ············ ······ 34,022 25,643 29.323 6,087 104,161 200,136 14.72 10 .89 8. 67 6 . 12 13 .37 

£6,000 to 74,999 
Alameda ... .. . ..... .... .. ...... .. .. 6,919 5,423 6,227 1,223 28,174 47,960 3 .00 2.30 1.84 1.07 3. 62 
San Mateo . .. . .. ...... ............. 2,552 1,505 7,465 5,959 22,379 39,950 1.10 0.68 2. 21 5.23 2.87 
San Lenndro .. .. · ····• ··· ·· ·· ·· · 1,218 2,232 5,752 3,146 12,941 25,289 0.53 0. 95 I. 70 2. 76 1.66 
Vallejo , . , ... . ... ..... .. ... . ... . , ... 3,375 9,767 -5,035 4,000 5,966 18,073 1.46 4.15 -1.49 3.51 0. 77 
Redwood City . ., ··· ··· ···· ······ 789 1, 578 4,942 3,491 13,091 23,891 0.34 0.67 1.46 3.06 1.68 

--- ---
Total. • r~ • • • l ·· ·········· ··· · 14,853 20,595 19,351 17,819 82,551 155,169 6. 43 8. 75 5. 72 15.63 10.60 

10,000 to 19,999 
Burlingame.. . . . •••I • ••• • ••~•• 1,565 2,542 9, 163 2,670 3,946 19,880 0.68 1.08 2. 71 2. 34 0. 51 
So. San Francisco ... . . . . .. . . . .. . ... 1,989 2,422 1,782 436 12,722 19,351 0.86 1.03 0.53 0. 38 1.63 
El Cerrito ·· ••· · ... , ·· ····· ····· N.I. 1,505 2,365 2,267 11,874 18,011 N.I. 0. 64 o. 70 1. 98 1.52 
Albany .. .. ··········· ·· ···· ··· · 808 1,654 6, 107 2,924 6,097 17,590 0.35 0. 70 1.81 2.56 0. 78 
Daly City .. ..................... N.I. 3,779 4,059 1,787 5,566 15, 191 N.I. 1.60 1.20 1.57 o. 71 
San Pablo ············· ·· ····· N.L N.I. N.l. N.I. 14,476 14,476 N.I. N.I. N.I. N.I. 1.86 
San Carlos . . .. . . . ... , , • . . .. •. , . , .•. N.I. N.I. 1,132 2,388 10,851 14,371 N.I. N .I. 0.33 2.09 1.30 
Hayward , ..... ··••· ····· ········· 781 741 2,043 1,206 7,536 12,307 0 ,34 0.31 0.60 1.06 0.97 
San Rafae • . . , . ··················· 2,055 -422 2,510 551 5,275 9,060 0.80 -0. 18 o. 74 0.48 0.68 
Menlo Parlk .... .... .... . ....... . . .. N.I. N .I. 2,254 1,004 10,329 13,587 N.I. N.I. 0.67 0.88 1.33 
Pittsburg .. .. .. . ,. ............ . ... . 2,372 2,343 4,895 -90 3,243 12,763 1.03 0. 99 1.45 -0.08 0. 42 
San Bruno .. .. . .. .... . ... . .... . .. . . N.I. 1,562 2,048 2,909 5,959 12,478 N.I. 0.66 0.61 2.55 0. 76 
Antioch ········••···'"'·'· .. 450 812 1,627 1,543 5,945 10,377 0. 19 0. 34 0.48 1.35 0. 76 
Piedmont .. . . . .. .... . . .. .. ... . . . .. . I, 719 2,563 5,051 533 266 10,132 0. 74 1.09 1.49 0.47 0.03 

Total. . . . . .. .......... . .. . ... .. 11,739 19,501 45,036 20,128 104,085 200,489 5. 08 8. 28 13.31 17.65 13 . 36 

5,000-9,999 
San Anselmo ... ... .. ... ........ ... I, 531 944 2,175 1,140 3,398 9,188 0.66 0.40 0.64 1.00 0. 44 
Millbrae . .. .. ... ........... ... . .. N.I. N.I. N.l. N.I. 8,072 8,972 N.I. N.I. N.I. N.I. 1.15 
Martinez . . . ..... .. , . .. . . . . ...... .. . 735 1,743 2,711 812 887 6,888 0.32 0. 74 0.80 o. 71 0 . 11 
Mill Vnlley . ... .......... . .. , ...... , 2,551 3 1,610 683 2,484 7,331 1.10 . 0.48 0. 60 0.32 
Benicia . , .. •........•.. . .. .. . ..•... -391 333 220 -494 4,865 4,533 -0.17 0.14 0.07 -0.43 0.62 
Concord . . ...... .. ... ......... .. . 703 209 213 248 5,580 6,953 0.30 0.09 0.06 0.22 0. 72 
Belmont •. . .. ····•·········•· ··· N.I. N.I. 984 245 4,338 5,567 N.I. N.I. 0 . 29 0.21 0.56 

Total. . ....... .. .......... .... . 5,129 3,232 7,013 2,634 30,524 49,432 2. 22 1.37 2.34 2.31 3.92 

Under 5,000 
Sausalito . . .. ··· ·· ····· ········· ··· 755 407 877 -127 1,288 3,200 0.33 0.17 0. 26 -0.11 0.17 
Livermore . ··· ·· ··············· ··· 537 -114 1,203 -234 I, 479 2,871 0. 23 -0.05 0.36 -0.21 0.19 
Fairfax .. , ... ···•• ··••······ ··· N.I. N.I. N.I. 2,198 1,880 4,078 N.I. N.I. N.I. 1.93 0.24 
Atherton .. ···· · ..... ... .......... N.I. N.I. 1,242 666 1,722 3,630 N.I. N.I. 0 , 37 0'.58 0.22 
Hillsborough • , ····• ·· ··· ········ N .I. 931 960 856 805 3,552 N.I. 0 . 40 0.28 0. 75 0.10 
Vacaville . .. ···•• ·· •·· ····· ··· 495 77 302 58 1,555 2,487 0.21 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.20 
Fairfield • ·· ····· ···· ······ ··· -386 174 123 181 1,806 1,898 -0.17 0.07 0.04 o. 16 o. 23 
Larkspur . .. ................ .. .. 594 18 629 317 1,347 2,905 0. 26 . 0.19 0:28 0.17 
E1neryvilte .... .. . . .... . ..... •.• . ..• 1,597 -223 -54 185 368 1,873 0.60 -0.09 -0.02 0.16 0 .05 
Walnut Creek. ........ •· · •• · ···· N.I. 538 476 564 842 2,420 N.I. 0.23 0.14 0.49 . 0.11 

Pleasanton . . .. ... .. ....... .... , . ... 154 -263 246 41 966 1,144 0.07 -0.11 0.07 0.04 0.12 
Ross . ... , . , . , . . ~. ~ .•. .. . , • . .• . . . .. , 556 171 628 396 428 2,179 0.24 0.07 0.19 0.35 0.05 
Corte Madera ··· ··· ··············· N.I. 607 420 71 835 1,933 N.I. 0.26 0.12 0.06 0. 11 
Rio Vista .. ········•· ······ ··· 202 220 205 357 165 1,149 0.09 0.09 0.06 0.31 0,02 
Brentwood , . . . . ····· ···· ··· ·· ·· ··· N.I. N.I. N.I. N.I. I, 729 1,729 N.I. N.I. N.I. N.I. 0. 22 

Dixori ····· · · · ····•· •· ·••· ••·• ·· ••• 44 99 74 108 606 931 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.08 0.08 
Pinole , .. .. .. ........... ........ 798 169 -186 153 213 1,147 0.35 0.07 -0.05 0. 13 0.03 
Suisun , .. ······· ····· ·····•··· 16 128 136 -199 240 321 . 0.05 0.04 -0.17 0.03 
Belvedere . .. .... . .. .. ... .. .. ... .. . 47 135 -ll6 -43 343 366 0.02 0.05 -0.03 -0.04 0.04 ------'"-- - - -

Total ... . .. . .. ·· ·· ··· ·· · 5,409 3,074 7,165 5,548 18,617 39,813 2.34 1.31 2.12 4.87 2.39 
---

Total, all incorporated cities .. . .... , . 228,496 227,896 304,308 71,358 563,171 1,395,229 98.91 96. 78 89.95 62.58 72. 30 
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Cumu-
lative 
1900-
1950 

- --

25.48 
18. 71 - - -
44. 19 

5 .92 
5.86 

11. 78 

2.83 
2.35 
1.49 
1.06 
1.41 

---
9. 14 

1.17 
1.14 
1.06 
1.04 
0. 89 
0.85 
0.85 
0. 72 
0.59 
0.80 
0.75 
0. 73 
0.61 
0.60 

11.81 

0.54 
0.53 
0.41 
0.43 
0. 27 
0. 41 
0.33 

2.91 

0. 19 
0.17 
0.24 
0.21 
0.21 
0. 15 
0.11 
0. 17 
0. 11 
0.14 ! 
0.07 
0.13 I 
0.11 
0.07 
0.10 
0.05 
0.07 
0.02 
0.02 

---
2.34 

- - -
82.18 



Jncorl,aroted Ci ties 1md 
Rem,.inder of Town l1ips 

(1950 Rank) 

Remainder of townships 
Alameda 

Eden Township . . . ... .. , . .. , . .. , 
Washington Township .. .. , . . . , . , • . 
Mm ray Township . ... .. ..•....••. 
Pleasanton Township . . , , . . ...•.. 
Brooklyn Township . . .. , .. , , . ..• . 
Oakland and Peralta Township . ... 

TotnL •• 

Contra Costa 
Township Jf/3 . .. .. .. .. .. ....... .. 
Township !I 6 .. .. ............. .. 
Township If/ 5 . . • .... .. , ..... , ... 
Township ,no. .. . . . .. .. .. . .. . .. 
Township 117 ..... . , ..... ... .. .. 
Township i!111. ............. , .. 
Township # 1 . .. . . . .. • • . .. .. .. . .. 
Township #17 ........ .. . ........ . 
Township 11112 , .. ... .. ............ . 
Township Ii 16 ................. . .. 

Townal1ip #4 . . , .. ,, .....•... , . , .. . 
Township 1!19 • .. • .. ......... , .. 
Township 11114 .. , • . .• , ......... . 
Township 1118 .. .. . ......... ..... . 
Township !I 13 .. . .... .. ..... . 
Township 112 ... .. .. ............ . 

Tott.I. ............ ... ..... .. 

Marin 
San Rafael Township . . ...... .. . . . . 
Sausalito Township .. .. ....•. , ..•.. 
Novato Township .... . . . .. .... . .. . 
Tornales Township .... ...... ...... . 

Total 

San Mateo 
Township !13 . .. ... . .......... .. 
Township Jf/1 ... ................. .. 
Township Jf/4 ... ..... ... ......... .. 
TowMhip 1!12 . . ....... .... . , .. , .. .. 
Township 1!15 . . .. .... ...... .... . 

Tot"! .. 

Solano 
Vallejo Township . . . 
Suisun Township ... . .. . ....... . 
Vacaville Township ....... , ..•.•.. • 
Silveyville Township , .. , ..... , . , 
Rio Vista. Township . ... , , ...•• .. . 
Green Valley Township .... ...... . 
Elmira Township . . .. . . .. . , , . , .•. . , 
Main Prairie Township . ...... ... . . 
Tremont Town~hip . . ... .• , ...... . . 
Benicia Township .. . ... . ~ ........ . . 
Montezuma Township ........... . 
Denverton Township ............ . 

Total. ..... ... ............ .. 

Total, remainder of townships .,, . , 

Totnl, Metropolitan Area . • . . . . . . ... , • 

Source: Computed from Table A-1. 

TABLE A-2-Concluded 

Net Changes in Population Percentage of Total Net Change 

1900 to I 1910 to 
1910 1920 

186 
960 

-400 
-443 

-7, 705 
-831 

3,495 
620 

-115 
-324 
-437 
1,105 

1920 to 
1930 

6,119 
4,217 

971 
208 

-26 
-1,233 

1930 to 
1940 

7,442 
340 

-346 
130 

1940 to 
1950 

51,435 
3,844 
1,550 
1,978 

Cumulative 
1900-1950 

68,677 
9,981 
1,660 
1,549 

-8,168 
-959 

1900 
to 

1910 

0.08 
0.42 

-0.17 
-0.19 
-3.34 
-0.36 

1910 
to 

1920 

1.48 
0.26 

-0.05 
-0.14 
-0.10 

0.47 

1920 
to 

1930 

1.81 
1.25 
0.29 
0. 06 -· 

-0.36 

1930 
to 

1940 

6.53 
0.30 

-0.30 
0.11 

1940 
to 

1950 

0.60 
0. 49 
0. 20 
0. 25 

Cumu
lative 
1900-
1950 

4.05 
0.59 
0.10 
0.09 

-0.48 
-0. 06 I---------- . _____ ,, ___ __ ,, _____ , _____ ,;_ ___ , ____ --- - ----- ---

-8.233 

N.A. 
N.A . 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N .A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N .A. 
N.A. 

4,344 

554 
-614 
1,148 

680 
- 1,206 

420 
148 

1,907 
1,782 
1,730 

139 
- 1,336 

161 
-475 
-109 
-83 

10,256 

1,270 
442 
916 
885 

1,197 
580 

1,418 
1,001 

131 
-160 

169 
939 
98 

693 
-20 

-197 

7,566 

2,362 
1,111 
2,006 
1,699 
1,932 

480 
515 
37 

155 
113 
321 

1,559 
394 
140 
Ill 

-139 

58,807 

18,985 
21,413 
13,089 
10,458 
3,246 
4,091 
2,326 
2,190 

126 
1,606 
1,150 
-932 
-73 

-111 
197 
81 

72,740 

N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 

-3.56 

N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 

1. 84 

0.24 
-0.26 

0.49 
0.20 

-0.51 
0. 18 
0.06 
0.81 
0. 76 
o. 73 
0.06 

-0.57 
0. 07 

-0, 20 
-0.05 
-0.04 

3.03 

0.38 
0.13 
0.27 
0.26 
0.35 
0.17 
0.42 
0.30 
0.04 

-0.05 
0.05 
0.28 
0.03 
0.20 -· 

-0.06 

6.63 

2.07 
0. 97 
I. 76 
1.49 
1.09 
0.42 
0.45 
0.03 
0.14 
0.10 
0.28 
1.37 
0.35 
0. 12 
0.10 

-0.12 

7.55 

2. 44 
2. 75 
1.68 
1.34 
0.42 
0.52 
0.30 
0.28 
0.02 
0. 21 
0.15 

-0.12 -· 
-0. 01 

0. 02 
0.01 

4.28 

N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 
N.A. 

1-----1-----,:-------1----1---- - ~-----I---,_ ---!---+----;----
I. 768 

430 
1,272 

27 
-412 

4,855 

-328 
137 
520 

30 

9,368 

4, 393 
502 
558 
120 

12,796 

513 
3,260 
2,349 
-49 

77,842 

5,061 
5,999 
3,889 

485 

106,629 

10,075 
11,170 
7,343 

180 

0. 77 

0.19 
0.55 
0.01 

-0.18 

2.06 

-0.14 
0. 00 
0.22 
u.u~ 

2. 77 

1.30 
0.15 
0.16 
0.04 

11.22 

0.45 
2,86 
2.06 

-0. 04 

9. 99 

0.65 
0. 77 
0. 50 
0.06 

6.28 

0.59 
0.66 
0.43 
0.01 

i-----f.-----'.-----1------1-----1-----~---4---l---1--- - ---
1,323 

1,072 
•1, 732 

540 
1,244 

8 

365 

214 
-3,363 

-2 
-1, 265 

203 

5,573 

4,368 
1,059 

261 
-1,138 

43 

6,073 

4,243 
3,328 
1,755 
1,237 
J , 403 

15,434 

15,107 
8,794 

87 
1,244 

-2,035 

28,768 

25,004 
14,550 
2,641 
1,322 
-378 

0.57 0.10 1.65 

o.46 o.cm 1-29 
2.05 -1.43 0.31 
0.23 -· 0.08 
0.54 -0 . 54 -0.34 

• 0.09 0.01 

5.33 1.98 1.69 

3.72 1.94 1.47 
2.92 1.13 0.86 
1.54 0.01 0.16 
1.08 0.16 0.08 
1.23 -0.26 -0.02 

l-----!-----·-------!-----1-----1-----1.--- -------------
7,596 

66 
1,635 

-1,650 
223 

-74 
203 

-223 
-77 
-30 
-44 

52 
-20 

01 

2,515 I 
231,011 I 

-4,2 13 

2,124 
29 
76 

492 
77 

-342 
-42 

16 
-98 

44 
-15 

-116 

2,245 ! 
1. 596 I 

235,402 I 

4,593 

1,159 
-68 
115 
229 

2,349 
84 

176 
370 

-38 
-79 
-80 
-10 

4,201 I 
33,997 I 

338,305 I 

11,966 23, 197 43 , 139 3.29 -1.79 1.36 10. 49 2.98 2. 54 

5,910 34,084 43,343 0.03 0.90 0.34 5.18 4.38 2.55 
190 4,866 6,652 0.71 0.01 -0.02 0.17 0.62 0.39 

-665 1,176 -948 -0.71 0.03 0.03 -0 .58 0.15 -0.06 
-57 442 1,329 0.10 0.21 0.07 -0.05 0.06 0.08 

-1,088 -785 479 -0.03 0.03 0.69 -0.95 -0.10 0.03 
-95 418 268 0.09 -0.15 0.02 -0.08 0.05 0.02 

5 186 102 -0.10 -0.02 0.05 • 0.02 • 
-258 356 407 -0.03 • 0.11 -0.23 0.05 0.02 

19 139 -8 -0.01 -0.04 -0.01 0.02 0.02 -· 
415 -365 -29 -0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.36 -0.05 -· 

-70 -8 -121 0.02 -· -0. 02 -0.06 -· -· 
-33 3 -176 • -0.05 -· -0.03 * -0.01 

4,273 1 40,512 51,298 1--;;-i--~-~1--;-~~r·-;_-;~r-~1~ 
·-----·----- ·---

42,674 1 215,792 
1 

302,574 1 1.09 1~ 1~ 1~1-;~;;-r~:;~ 

114,032 ! 778,963 I 1,697,803 1·;;:---1~1~1-;;-1~1-;;-

N.I. = City not incorporated at time of census indicated. 
N .A. = Data not available. 
• Less than .01 percent. 
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TABLE A-3 
SAN FRANCISCO'S POPULATION, BY COMMUNITY AREA, RETAIL TRADE AREA, AND CENSUS TRACT, 1940 AND 1950 

Community Area No., Retoil Trade Area No., 1950 1940 Change: 1940-50 

nnd Census Tract 
Number Percent Number Percent Amount Percent 

#1 # 1-1 A- 3 4,892 0 . 63 4,949 0 .78 -57 -0.04 
A--4 5 ,571 0 . 72 5 609 0 .88 -38 -0.03 
A-5 4 ,775 0.62 3 ,465 0 .55 +1,310 0.93 
A-6 4, 547 0.59 4,401 0 .69 +146 0.10 
A-13 4, 261 0.55 4, 601 0 .73 -340 -0.24 

Total 24,046 3.10 23,025 3.63 +1,021 0.72 

#1-2 A-2 4,621 0 . 60 4,409 0.69 +212 0.15 
A-7 5,716 0 .74 5,466 0.86 +250 0.18 
A-8 5,106 0 .66 5,152 0.81 -46 -0.03 
A-9 5,647 0 .73 5,052 0.80 +595 0.42 
A-10 5,209 0 .67 4,902 0 .77 +307 0.22 
A-11 3,934 0.51 4,005 0.63 -71 -0 .05 
A-12 5,940 0 .76 5,853 0.92 +87 0.06 

Total 36,173 4.67 I 34,839 [ 5.48 +1,334 +0.89 

Total, Community Area # 1. ....... . ... 60,219 7.77 I 57,864 0.11 +2,355 +l.61 

#2 /j/ 2--1 A-1 2,148 0 . 27 2,123 0 .33 +25 0.02 
A-16 3,613 0.47 2,658 0 .42 +955 0 .68 

Total 5,761 0.74 4,781 0.75 +980 0.70 

#2-2 A-14 4,264 0 .55 6,427 1.01 - 2,163 -1.54 
A-15 2,786 0 . 36 3,095 0.49 -309 -0 .22 

Total 7,050 0.91 9,522 1.50 -2,472 -1.76 

#2-3 A-17 3,516 0.45 3,350 0.53 +166 0.12 

/j/2-4 A-18 4 , 728 0.61 4 ,725 0 .74 +3 * 
A-19 3,738 0.48 3 ,720 0 . 59 +18 0.01 
A-20 5,927 0 . 77 5,499 0 .87 +428 0.30 
A-21 6,738 0 .87 6 ,855 1.08 -117 - 0.01 
A-22 4,599 0 . 59 4,381 0.69 +218 0.15 
A-23 5,899 0 .76 4,956 0.78 +943 0 .67 

Total 31,629 4.08 30 , 136 4.75 +1,493 1.12 

Total Community Area #2 .. .. . ...... . 47,956 6.18 47,789 7.53 +167 0.18 

#3 #3-1 K-1 10,435 1.35 4,626 0.73 +5,809 4.13 

#3-2 K-2 8,394 1.08 8,070 1. 27 +324 0.23 

#3-3 K-3 7,312 0.94 6,216 0.98 +1,096 0.78 
K-4 2,049 0.27 1,683 0 . 27 +366 0.26 

Total 9,361 1.21 7,899 1.25 +1,462 1.04 

Total Community Area #3 ............ 28,190 3 .64 20,595 3.25 +7,595 5.40 

#4 #4-1 K-5 53 * 45 * +8 * 
K-6 2, 559 0.33 2,742 0.43 -183 -0.13. 
L-1 11 ,451 1.48 9,035 1.42 +2,416 1. 72 
L-2 10,623 1.37 10,898 1. 72 -275 -0.20 
L-3 8 , 123 1.05 7 ,945 1.25 +178 0.13 

Total Community Area #4 .. ... .. ..... 32,809 4.23 30,665 4.82 +2,144 1.52 

#5 #5-1 L- 4 13,361 1. 72 5,812 0 .02 +7,549 5.36 
L-5 38,045 4.91 8,199 1. 29 +29 ,846 21.19 

Total 51,406 6.63 14,011 2.21 +37,395 26.55 

#5 #5-2 M-5 10,708 1.38 6,698 1.06 +4,010 2.85 
M-10 4 , 916 0 .64 638 0 .10 +4,278 3.04 
M-11 8,777 1.13 4,086 0 .64 +4,691 3.33 

Total 24,401 3.15 11,422 I 1.80 +12,979 9.22 

Total Community Area # 5 ... . .... .... 75,807 I 9.78 I 25,433 I 4.01 I +50,374 I 35.77 
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TABLE A-3-Continued 

Community Arcn 'o. , Retn.il Trade Area No., 
1950 1940 Change: 1940-50 

and ·cnsus Tract 
Number Percent Number Percent Amount Percent 

1116 1116-1 M-6 11,854 1.53 10 ,632 1.68 +1,222 0.87 
M-7 7,410 0.95 6,524 1.03 +886 0.63 
M- 8 9,153 1.18 6,942 1.09 +2,211 1.57 
M-9 9,428 1.22 6,223 0.98 +3,205 2.28 

Total Community Area #6 .. ....... ... 37,845 4.88 30,321 4.78 +7,524 5.35 

117 #7-1 N-1 5,002 0.64 4,549 0.72 +453 0.32 
N-2 6,182 0.80 5,273 0.83 +909 0.64 
N-7 5,931 0.77 6,047 0.95 -116 -0.08 
N-8 5,496 0.71 5,375 0.85 +121 0.09 
N-9 4,372 0.56 4,403 0.69 -31 -0.02 
N-10 5,064 0.65 4,988 0.79 +76 0.05 

Total 32,047 4.13 30,635 4.83 +1,412 +1.00 

jl,7-2 N-11 5,073 0.65 4,858 0.77 +215 0.15 
N-12 7,018 0.91 6,837 1.08 +181 0. 13 
N- 13 2,114 0.27 1,395 0 .22 +719 0.51 
N-14 6,041 0.78 6,151 0.97 -110 -0.08 
N-15 6,406 0.83 5,912 0.93 +494 0.35 

Total 26,652 3.44 25,153 3.97 +1,499 1.06 

#7-3 M-1 2,453 0.31 2,258 0.36 +195 0.14 
M-2 5,408 0.70 5,041 0.79 +367 0.26 
M-3 4,560 0.59 4,573 0.72 -13 - * 
M-4 8,898 1.15 7,070 1.11 +1,828 1. 30 

Total 21,319 2.75 18 ,942 2.98 +2,377 1. 70 

Total Community Area # 7 . .. ....... . . 80,018 10.32 74 ,730 11 . 78 +5,288 +3.76 

#8 #8-1 J-15 6,919 0.89 6,808 1.07 +111 0.08 
J-16 6,337 0.82 6,016 0.95 +321 0.23 
J-17 8,104 1.04 7,680 1.21 +424 0.30 
J-20 9,460 1.22 9,058 1.43 +402 0.29 
0-1 8,655 1.12 7,986 1.26 +669 0.48 

Total 39,475 5.09 87,/i48 5.92 +1,927 1.38 

#8-2 J- 18 4,221 0.54 4,356 0.69 -135 -0.10 
J-19 3,697 0.48 3,487 0.55 +210 0.15 
N- 3 3, 520 0.46 3,692 0.58 -172 -0.12 
N-4 4, 658 0. 60 4,288 0.68 +370 0.26 
N-5 6,998 0.90 6,654 1.05 +344 0.24 
N-6 6,025 0.78 5,922 0.93 +103 0.10 

Total 29,119 3.76 28,399 4.48 +no 0.53 

Total Community Area #8 . . . . ..... . . . 68,594 8.85 65,947 10.40 +2,647 1. 91 

#9 #9-1 B-9 5,115 0.66 4,623 0 .73 +492 0.35 
B-10 4,039 0.52 3,602 0.57 +436 0.31 
J-1 2,681 0 .35 2,493 0.39 +188 0 .13 
J- 2 6,137 0.79 5,106 0.80 +1,031 0.73 
J-3 3,822 0.49 3,386 0.53 +436 0.31 
J-6 6,593 0.85 5,650 0.89 +943 0.67 
J-7 10,557 1.36 9,392 1.48 +1,165 0.83 
J-8 7,079 0.91 6,473 1.02 +606 0.43 
J-9 3,241 0.42 3,201 0.50 +40 0.03 
.J-10 7,324 0.94 5,534 0.87 +1, 790 1.27 
J-11 4,354 0.56 3,636 0.57 +718 0.51 
J-12 5,722 0.74 5,157 0.81 +565 0.40 
J- 13 4,692 0.61 4,359 0.69 +333 0.24 

Total Community Area #9 ........ .. ,. 71,356 9.20 62,613 9.85 +8,743 6.21 

#10 #10-1 B-1 6,757 0.87 6,623 1.04 +134 0.10 
B-2 4,860 0.63 5,015 0.79 -155 -0.11 
B-3 5,831 0.75 6,129 0.97 -298 -0.21 
B-4 7,406 0.95 7,312 1.15 +94 0.07 
B-5 5,341 0.69 5,264 0 .83 +77 0.05 
B-6 6,263 0.81 5,845 0.92 +418 0.30 
B-7 5,323 0.69 5,179 0.82 +144 0.10 

Total Community Area # 10 .. . . .... . . . 41,781 5.39 41,367 6.52 +414 +0.30 
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Community ArctL No., Retail Trade Area No., 
nnd Census 'l'r11 l 

# 11 # 11-1 C- 1 

Total Community Area # 11 ... ....... . 

#12 # 12-1 B- 8 
D-1 
D-2 
H-1 
H-2 
J-4 
J-5 
J - 14 

Total Community Area # 12 . ....... . .. 

#13 # 13-1 E - 1 
E-2 
E-3 
F- 1 
G-1 
G-2 
G-3 
G- 4 

Total Community Area # 13 . . .. ....... 

# 14 # 14-1 I- 1 
0-2 
0-3 
P- 1 
Q-la(½) 

Total 

#14-2 P-2 
P-3(½) 
Q- 1(½) 

Total 

Total Community Area # 14 .. .. .... .. . 

#15 # 15-1 0-4 
0-5(½) 

Total 

# 15-2 0-5(½) 
0-8 
0-9 

Total 

#15 fl, 15-3 0-6 
0-7 
P-3(½) 
R - 1 

Total 

Total Community Area # 15 ... . .... ... 

S-1 

Total City ...... . .. ......... .. ..... .. . . 

Source: Census of Population : 1950. 
* Less than .01 percent. 

Number 

4,854 

4,854 

6,404 
4,570 
5,487 
4,427 
6,949 
6,174 
8,136 
6,008 

48,155 

2,972 
3,952 
7,055 

365 
5,605 
7,385 
6,768 
8,329 

42,431 

28 
7,579 

11,961 
13,824 
12,678 

46,070 

15,196 
7,759 

12,678 

35,633 

81,703 

8,413 
5,178 

13,591 

5,178 
10,188 
6,211 

21,577 

3,457 
7,128 
7,759 

127 

18,471 

53,639 

-
775,357 

TABLE A-3-Concl1tded 

1950 1940 Change: 1940-50 

-
Percent N umber Perce nt Amount Percent 

0.63 6,021 0.95 -1,167 -0.83 

0.63 6,021 0.95 -1, 167 -0.83 

0 .83 6 ,263 0 .99 +141 0.10 
0.59 4,783 0 .75 -213 -0.15 
0 .71 5,697 0.90 -210 -0.15 
0 . 57 4,650 0.73 -223 -0.16 
0 . 89 7,058 1.11 -109 -0.08 
0 .80 5,542 0 .87 +632 0.45 
1.05 6,791 1.07 +1,345 0.96 
0 . 77 5,909 0 .93 +99 0 .07 

6.21 46,693 7 .35 +1,462 +1.04 

0.38 2,997 0.47 -25 -0.02 
0.51 4,069 0 .64 -117 -0.08 
0.91 7 473 1.18 -418 -0.30 
0.05 234 0 .04 +131 0.09 
0 . 72 6,053 0 .95 -448 -0.32 
0 .95 7,627 1.20 -242 -0 . 17 
0 .87 5,776 0 .91 +992 0.70 
1.08 6,884 1.08 +1,445 1.03 

5.47 +41, 113 6 .47 +1,318 +0.93 

* 186 0.03 -158 -0 . 11 
0.98 6,968 1.10 +611 0.43 
1.54 9,253 1.46 +2,708 1.92 
1. 78 10 ,534 1.66 +3,290 2.34 
1.64 3,130 0.49 +9,548 6.78 

5.94 30,071 4.74 +15,999 +11.36 

1.96 8,171 1. 29 +7,025 4.99 
1.00 3,252 0.51 +4,507 3.20 
1.64 3, 129 0 .49 +9,549 6.78 

4.60 14,552 2.29 +21,031 +14.97 

10.54 44,623 7.03 +37,080 +26.33 

1.08 7,848 1.24 +565 0 .40 
0 .67 3,490 0 .55 +1,688 1.20 

1. 75 11,338 1.79 +2,253 +1.60 

0.67 3,490 0 .55 +1,688 1.20 
1.31 4,600 0 .72 +5,588 3.97 
0 .80 5 ,329 0 .84 +882 0.63 

2.78 13,419 2.11 +8,158 5 .80 

0 . 44 3,329 0 .52 +128 0.09 
0.92 6,078 0.96 +1,050 0.75 
1.00 3,253 0.51 +4,506 3.20 
0 .02 176 0 .03 -49 -0.03 

2.38 12,836 2.02 +5,635 +4.01 

6.91 37,593 5.92 +16,046 +11.41 

- 1,169 0.18 -1,169 -0.83 

100.00 634,536 100.00 +140,821 100.00 



TABLE A-4 
OAKLAN D'S POPULATION, BY CENSUS TRACTS, 1940 AND 1950 

Tract 
1950 1940 

~umber 
Number Percent Number Percent 

1 702 0.18 527 0.17 
2 3,992 1.04 3,873 1.28 
3 4,862 1.26 4,766 1.58 
4 5,070 1.32 4,829 1.60 
5 6,236 1.62 5,666 1.87 
6 5,249 1.37 4,784 1.58 
7 6,650 1. 73 5,271 1. 74 
8 5,930 1.54 5,882 1. 95 
9 4,243 1.10 4,239 1.40 

10 5,185 1.35 5,000 1.65 
11 6,786 1. 76 5,880 1. 95 
12 5,075 1.32 4,478 1.48 
13 3,399 0 .88 3,282 1.09 
14 8,008 2.08 5,458 1.81 
15 10,970 2.85 4,377 1.45 
16 8,907 2.32 4,658 1.54 
17 8,601 2.24 5,966 1. 97 
18 8,029 2.09 6,756 2.24 
19 3,122 0.81 3,120 1.03 
20 2,370 0.62 2,246 0.74 
21 10,871 2.83 5,640 1.87 
22 1,413 0 .37 1,582 0 .52 
23 2,136 0.55 1,604 0.53 
24 4,788 1.24 3,652 1.21 
25 3,890 1.01 4,038 1.34 
26 5,004 1.30 4,633 1.53 
27 4,119 1.07 3,660 1.21 
28 2,661 0.69 2,818 0.93 
29 1,765 0.46 2,166 0.72 
30 4,719 1.23 4,360 1.44 
31 4,875 1.27 4,429 1.47 
32 4,412 1.15 4,070 1.35 
33 5,879 1.53 5,262 1. 74 
34 4,720 1.23 4,544 1.50 
35 4,876 1.27 4,936 1.63 
36 3,817 0.99 3,663 1.21 
37 5,147 1.34 4,215 1.40 
38 4,634 1.21 4,438 1.47 
:m 5,IH~ 1.54 4,655 1.54 
40 2,914 0.76 2,264 0.75 
41 3,527 0 .92 1,466 0.48 
42 3,338 0.87 1,717 0.57 
43 6,315 1.64 4,771 1.58 
44 5,026 1.31 3,738 1.24 
45 6,171 1.60 5,797 1.92 
46 7,149 1.86 6,441 2.13 
47 5,993 1.56 5,066 1.68 
48 6,104 1.59 5,319 1. 76 
49 5,054 1.31 4,437 1.47 
50 5,710 1.48 5,465 1.81 
51 3,987 1.04 3,622 1.20 
52 5,385 1.40 5,049 1.67 
53 5,056 1.31 4,735 1.57 
54 4,643 1.21 4,615 1.53 
55 5,276 1.37 5,449 1.80 
56 4,764 1. 24 2,241 0.74 
57 5,736 1.49 5,067 1. 68 
58 5,105 1.33 4,547 1.50 
59 5,053 1.31 5,293 1. 75 
60 5,642 1.47 3,419 1.13 
61 2,719 0.71 638 0 .21 
62 8,124 2.11 5,459 1.81 
63 7,105 1.85 5,967 1. 98 
64 4,783 1.24 4,486 1.48 
65 5,821 1.51 5,357 1. 77 
66 7,916 2.06 4,136 1.37 
67 8,877 2.31 686 0.23 
68 9,954 2.59 5,383 1. 78 
69 7,475 1.94 6,277 2.08 
70 8,008 2.08 5,127 1. 70 
71 4,734 1.23 2,072 0.69 
72 2,086 0.54 634 0.21 

--- - - --- --
Total 384,575 100.00 302,163 100.00 

Source: Census of Population: 1950. 
* Less than .01 percent. 
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Change: 1940-50 

Amount Percent 
--

+175 0.21 
+119 0.14 
+96 0.12 

+241 0.29 
+570 0.69 
+465 0.56 

+1 ,379 1.67 
+48 0.06 
+4 * 

+185 0.22 
+906 1.10 
+597 0.72 
+117 0.14 

+2,/i/iO 3.09 
+6.593 8.00 
+4,249 5.16 
+2,635 3.20 
+1,273 1.54 

+2 * 
+124 0.15 

+5,231 6.35 
-169 -0.21 
+532 0.65 

+1,136 1.38 
-148 -0.18 
+371 0.45 
+459 0.56 
-157 -0.19 
-401 -0.49 
+359 0.44 
+446 0.54 
+342 0.41 
+617 0.75 
+176 0.21 
-60 0.07 

+154 0.19 
+932 1.13 
+196 0.24 

+1,248 1.53 
+650 0.79 

+2,061 2.50 
+1,621 1. 97 
+1,544 1.87 
+1,288 1.56 

+374 0.45 
+708 0.86 
+927 1.12 
+785 0.95 
+617 0.75 
+245 0.30 
+365 0.44 
+336 0.41 
+321 0.39 
+28 0.03 

-173 -0.21 
+2,523 3.06 

+669 0.81 
+558 0.68 
-240 -0.29 

+2,223 2.70 
+2,081 2.53 
+2,665 3.23 
+1,138 1.38 

+297 0.36 
+464 0.56 

+3,780 4.59 
+8,191 9.94 
+4,571 5.55 
+1,198 1.45 
+2,881 3.50 
+2,662 3.23 
+1,452 1. 76 

--
+82,412 100.00 



TABLE A-5 
CENSUS TRACT POPULATION FOR BERKELEY, RICHMOND, ALAMEDA, SAN LEANDRO, EL CERRITO, AND ALBANY, 1940 AND 1950 

1950 1940 Change: 1940-50 
City and Tract No. 

Number . Percent Number Percent Amount Percent 

Berkeley 
Tract lA 7,554 6.64 2,582 3.02 +4,972 17.60 

1B 4,322 3.80 3,545 4.14 +777 2.75 
2A 2,825 2.48 1,941 2.27 +884 3.13 
2B 5,018 4.41 3,563 4.17 +1, 455 5.15 
2C 3,658 3.21 2,920 3.41 +738 2.61 
2D 3,156 2.77 2,665 3.12 +491 1.74 
3A 6,221 5.47 4,829 5.64 +1,392 4.93 
3B 3,814 3.35 3,304 3.86 +510 1.80 
3C 5,137 4.51 4,407 5.15 +730 2.58 
3D 5,090 4.47 4,601 5.38 +489 1.73 
3E 1,974 1. 74 2,013 2.35 - 39 -0.14 
4A 3,708 3.26 3,028 3.54 +680 2.41 
4B 4,615 4.05 4,266 4.99 +349 1. 23 
4C 5,994 5.27 5,443 6 .36 +551 1. 95 
4D 3,313 2.91 2,598 3.04 +715 2.53 
4E 4,785 4.20 3,297 3.85 +1,488 5.27 
5A 2,277 2.00 1,887 2.21 + 390 1.38 
5B 15,009 13.19 6,535 7.64 +8, 474 29.99 
5C 3,461 3.04 2,409 2.82 +1 ,052 3.72 
5D 3,112 2.74 2,666 3.12 +446 1.58 
5E 3,465 3.05 2,836 3.31 +629 2.23 
6A 1,978 1. 74 1,966 2.30 +12 0.04 
6B 2,629 2.31 2,061 2.41 +568 2.01 
6C 1,789 1.57 1,491 1. 74 +298 1.05 
6D 4,151 3.65 3,885 4.54 +266 0.94 
6E 4,750 4.17 4,809 5.62 -59 -0.21 

Total ........ .... . 113,805 100.00 85,547 100-:-00 +28,258 100.00 
Richmond 

Tract CCC-1 7,462 7.50 2, 378 10.06 +5,084 6.70 
CCC-2 8, 876 8 .92 1,580 6 .68 +7,296 9.61 
CCC-3 10,767 10.82 3,065' 12 .96 +7,702 10.15 
CCC-4 5,240 5.26 4,298 18 .18 +942 1.24 
CCC-5 6,284 6.30 3,729 15.77 +2,555 3.37 
CCC-6 26,369 26.49 2,683 11.35 +23,686 31.20 
CCC-7 6,100 6.13 4,057 17.16 +2,043 2.69 
CCC-8 28, 447 28.58 1,852 7. 83 +26,595 35.04 

Total ..... .. . ..... 99,545 100--:-00 23 ;642 100-:00 +75,903 100.00 
Alameda 

Tract AC-9 4,219 6.55 3,396 9.37 +823 2.92 
AC- 10 13,299 20 .64 6, 746 18.61 +6,553 23.26 
AC-11 20,991 32.58 3,598 9.92 +17,393 61.73 
AC-12 5,156 8.00 4,476 12.34 +680 2.41 
AC-13 5,256 8.16 4,421 12.19 +835 2·.96J 
AC-14 5,570 8.65 4,850 13 .38 +720 2.56 
AC-15 4,511 7.00 3,878 10 .70 +633 2.25 
AC-16 5,428 8 .42 4,891 13.49 +537 1.91' 

Total . . . .. .... .... 64,430 100.00 36,256 100 .00 +2(174 L00 .00 
San Leandro 

Tract AC-17 6,965 25.29 4,027 27.58 +2,938 22.70 
AC-18 7,415 26.92 6,248 42 .79 +1 , 167 9.02 ' 
AC-19 6,020 21.86 4,326 . 29 .63 +1 ,694 13.09 
AC-20 7,142 25.93 0 0.00 +7 ,142 55.19 

Total . .. ..... .... . 2 7;542 100.00 14,601 
- -

+12,941 100.00 100 .00 
El Cerrito 

Tract CCC-9 3,249 18.04 1,118 18.22 +2, 131 17.95 
CCC-10 5,957 33.08 1,358 22 .13 +4,599 38.73 
CCC-11 4,986 27.68 2,112 34.41 +2,874 24.20 
CCC-12 3,819 21.20 1,549 25 .24 +2,270 19.12 

Total ..... .. ..... . 18,011 100-:-00 6,137 100.00 +11,874 100.00 
Albany // 

Tract AC-1 3,841 21.84 3,503 30.48 +338 _ff. 54 : 

AC-2 2,750 15.63 · 2,591 22.55 +159 2.61 
AC-3 2,434 13.84 2,054 17.87 +380 6.23 
AC-4 2,355 13.39 1,991 17.32 +364 5.97 
AC-5 6,210 35.30 1,354 11. 78 +4,856 79.65 

Total . .. ..... . .... Ti;s9o 100.00 11,493 100.00 -+6,097 100.00 

Source: Census of Population: 1950. · 
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TABLE A-6 
NUMBER OF MA NU FACTURING ESTABLISHMENTS IN SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, BY COUNTIES AND PRINCIPAL 

CITrns; SELECTED YEARS, 1919-1947 

County and City 1919 1929 1931 193.1 1935 1937 1939 1947 

Total, Metropolitan Area , ........ 3,651 3,952 3,545 2,680 3,183 3,299 3,213 3,671 

Alameda 
Alameda . .. ....... .. ·········· 52 50 38 36 46 43 37 48 
Albany .. .... , ••.. • .. , ..•.. • ... , * * • * * • 2 5 
Berkeley ............ , , .. , ...... 113 173 168 113 142 159 135 187 
Oakland ... ................. 593 738 656 499 594 600 549 701 
San Leandro .. • • • • 13 16 16 36 · ············· · · Remainder .. .. ······. ·· •···· .. 117 155 137 115 136 141 154 209 

Total ...... , . , .. •.•.... , • 875 1,116 999 763 931 959 893 1,186 

Contra Costa 
Richmond ............ .• . , ...... 40 36 30 27 37 49 46 64 
Remainder ., .. , ............••.. 123 77 69 55 83 71 69 104 

Total . .. '····· · ········· 163 113 108 82 120 120 115 168 -. 

Marin , .......... ··········· ..... 66 50 38 30 37 47 42 57 

San Francisco , , . , ..... , • .... .. ... 2,360 2,526 2,263 1,698 1,959 2,030 2,032 1,990 

San Mateo 
Burlingitme ... .................. * 12 11 8 8 8 6 17 
Re !wood City., .......... , . • ... * • * * * * 11 32 
San Mateo .. ........ , . _ ........ * 16 12 8 10 11 5 18 
Remainder .. , ..... . ... _ ..... _ .. 117 70 74 60 77 86 75 161 

Total ........ . .. , ........ 117 98 97 76 95 105 97 228 

Solano 
Vallejo .. .. ............. , ..... ,, 32 • * * 18 16 * • 
Remainder . , , ... . , , ......... , , . 38 49 40 31 23 22 34 42 

Total . , ....... , , . , .... , , . 70 49 I 40 I 31 I 41 38 34 42 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census. * Included in" "Remainder." 

TABLE A-7 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF MANUFACTURING WAGE EARNERS IN SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, BY COUN'l'U:S AND 

PRINCIPAL CrTrns; SELECTED YEARS, 1919-1947 

County and City 1919 

Total, Metropolitan Area .. , ... . 107,080 

Alameda 
Alameda . . _ . . _ . .. . ... .. . ..... 6,787 
Albany ... .. . . .. _ .. ... . ... , ... * 
Berkeley . ... .. ... ... .. ... ..... 2,319 
Oakland .... . . .. ... . .. .. _ .... _ 23,347 
San Leandro . .. . . . . .. . .. . .. __ * 
Remainder , . . . . . . . . .. ... , , ... 3,456 

Total . ... _ . , . , . . • , ..... 35,909 

Contra Costa 
Richmond . ....... , , . , .... , ... 4,305 
Remainder . , , ...... . .... , ... . 9,129 

Total ....... _ .... . , .. , . 13,434 

Marin ....... , ................ 583 

San Francisco .. ............ ... 48,550 

San Mateo 
Burlingame ........... ,, .... ,. * 
Redwood City ., ..... , , ....... * 
San Mateo ... ............. , . , * 
Remainder .. ... . , .......... , , 6,837 

Total ....... _ .. .. .... ,. 6,837 

Solano 
Vallejo . . .. .................. _ 478 
Remainder . ... . , ........... , . 1,289 

Total , ...... . ......... , 1,767 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census. 

1929 1931 1933 

94,669 71,273 67,041 

1,166 763 730 
* * * 

3,435 2,560 1,994 
19,096 12,954 12,731 

* * 479 
7,014 4,776 3,903 

30,711 21,053 19,837 

3,715 3,849 3,658 
9,314 7,658 8,151 

13,029 11,507 11,809 

785 450 342 

45,482 34,502 30,996 

50 42 33 
* * * 
103 72 73 

3,637 2,942 3,223 

3,790 3,056 3,329 

* * 257 
872 705 471 

872 705 I 728 

* Included in "Remainder." 
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1935 1937 1939 1947 

79,634 89,303 76,044 131,161 

834 881 867 7,418 
* * * 17 

2,723 3,441 2,746 6 162 
15,895 17,928 15,935 25,601 

339 658 673 2,988 
6,102 7,123 6,625 11 ,852 

25,893 30,031 26,846 54,038 

4,091 4,666 3,703 7,612 
9,966 10 ,030 9,613 12,477 

14,057 14,696 13,316 20,089 

339 365 253 594 

34,399 39,082 31,440 47,781 

41 50 48 117 
* * 223 1,084 

57 82 46 120 
3,904 4,109 3,130 6,331 

4,002 4,241 3,447 7,652 

264 227 • * 
680 661 742 1,007 

I 944 I 888 742 1,007 



lAJ:SLJ!; A-8 

DOLLAR VALUE ADDE D BY MANUFACTURING IN SAN FruN 1, ·1:0 - AKLAND METROPOJ,l'l'A . AREA , BY COUNTIES AND PRINCIPAL 
CITIES, SELECTED !,;All , 1929- 1 4.7 (THOUSAND Dnu,ARS) 

County and City 1929 

Total , Metropolitan Area .... ... 467,044 

Alameda 
Alameda ........... .. . . .. . . .. 3,811 
Albany . ....... . .. . . ...... . . . * 
Berkeley ... . . . . .. ....•. .... .. 19,693 
Oakland .. . .. . .... . ... . .. . .. . 91 ,574 
San Leandro .. . . . . .. .. ...•. . . * 
Remainder . ... . . . . .. ......• .. 37,164 

Total .................. 152,242 

Contra Costa . .. .. .......... ... . 
Richmond . ...... .. . .. .... .... 14,277 
Remainder . .. ....•... .... .... 53 ,839 

Total .................. 70,116 

Marin .... . .... . .... .. .. ..... .. 2,642 

San Francisco . . . . ...... ..... . .. 221,801 

San Mateo 
Burlingame . •.. . . ............ 232 
Red woo I City ...•... . .... ... * 
San Mn.Leo . . .. ... ..... '' ... .. 443 
Remainder . . .. ... . .. . , • . . ... . 15,583 

Total .. .•... ••.. . . . . ... 16,258 

Solano . . . .. .. .. .. ... .. ......... 3,985 

Source: U. S. Bureuu of the Census. 
* lnclud d in "ltemaindei· ." 

1931 1933 

311,987 234,263 

2,128 ] ,352 
* * 

14,441 9,095 
40,478 40,478 

* 1,086 
29,509 14,587 

86,556 66,598 

14,812 13,397 
34 ,984 33,379 

49,796 46,776 

1,216 753 

158,465 107,641 

216 140 
• * 
368 210 

12,384 9,910 

12,968 10,260 

2,986 2,235 

TABLE A-9 

1935 1937 1939 1947 

298,894 361,596 361 ,966 1,049,490 

1,992 2,709 2,798 31, 484 
* * * 101 

15,430 16 ,739 15 , 101 54,123 
48,348 62 ,995 67,668 207,569 

680 1,486 1,932 17,913 
25,846 34, 536 34,521 98,016 

92,296 118,465 122,020 409,206 

* 20,625 20 ,262 50,834 
60,977 52,522 61 , 195 104,308 

60,977 73,147 81,457 155,142 

942 1,191 1,142 3,333 

128,033 146,955 136,843 410,326 

152 183 221 778 
* * 725 5,992 
292 358 278 1,572 

12 ,188 16,523 13 951 51 ,886 

12,632 

I 
17,064 

I 
15,175 

I 
60,228 

4,014 4,774 5,329 11,255 

AUTOMOBILES REGISTERED IN SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREA, BY COU NTIES, 1914-1952* 

Alameda Contra Costa Marin San Francisco San Mateo Solano Total 
Year 

Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % -- -- -- - -
1014-....... .. ..... 8,449 34.8 930 3.8 686 2.8 12,081 49.8 1,258 5 .2 848 3.5 24,252 100.0 
L015 ... ...... . .... 11,440 33.9 1,232 3.6 833 2.5 17,763 52.6 1,500 4.4 1,011 3.0 33,779 100.0 
1910 . ... ... ... .. .. 15,997 33.6 2,045 4.3 1,221 2.6 24 ,783 52.0 2,054 4.3 1,562 3.3 47,662 100.0 
19J7 . .......... . .. 20,257 32.9 2,971 4.8 1,566 2.5 31,817 51.7 2,659 4.3 2,305 3.7 61,575 100 .0 
191 • • I • o I ~ 0 o O o • o o 24,623 33.8 3,917 5.4 1,830 2.5 35 , 831 49.2 3,349 4.6 3,309 4.5 72,859 100.0 
1919 . . ...... . ..... 33,878 34.5 5,494 5 .6 2,563 2.6 47,550 48.4 4,046 4.1 4,747 4.8 0 ,27 100.0 
1920 (:l / 1- 1/ 31/21) 36,139 35.5 5,815 5.7 2,638 2.6 47 ,969 47.1 4,138 4.1 5,059 5.0 101,758 100 .0 
1921 ...... .. . .. . .. 42,018 35.3 6,803 5,7 3,397 2.9 56 ,104 47.2 5,025 4.2 5,616 4.7 118,963 100.0 
1922 (2/ 1- ) / 31/ 23~ 55,096 37.0 8,375 5.6 4,320 2.9 67 ,844 45.6 6,663 4.5 6,415 4.3 148,713 100.0 
1923 (2/ 1-1/ 31/24 70,297 38.0 11,144 6.0 5,343 2.9 82,048 44.4 8,621 4.7 7,316 4.0 184,769 100 .0 
102"1 ... ..... . ..... 77,282 39.3 11,937 6.1 5,648 2.9 84 ,656 43.0 9,859 5.0 7,414 3.8 196 ,796 100.0 
1925 . .. . . ... . ... . . 89,552 39.9 13 ,924 6.2 6,360 2.8 94,320 41.9 12,199 5.4 8,257 3.7 224, 612 100 .0 
1926 . .. . . . .. .... . , 102,966 40.0 16,911 6.6 7,441 2.9 106,367 41.3 14,467 5.6 9,347 3.6 257 ,499 100 .0 
1927 . .. . .. .. . .. . . . 109,945 39.8 18,356 6.6 7,952 2.9 114,122 41.3 15,999 5.8 9,814 3.6 276 ,188 100.0 
1928 . . .. . ... . . . . ,. 117,462 39.7 19,191 6.5 8,574 2.9 122 ,175 41.3 18,002 6.1 10,514 3.6 295 ,918 100 .0 
1929t . .. . .• . .. .... 135,892 39.0 23,289 6.7 10,439 3.0 143,430 41.2 22,503 6.5 12,707 3.6 348,260 100 .0 
1930 .. .. . , .. ... .. 131) , 5 39 .0 24,329 6.8 10,836 3.0 146,182 40.7 24,427 6.8 13,334 3.7 358,993 100.0 
1931. . ..... .. .... . 139,771 38.8 24,525 6.8 11,164 3.1 145,753 40 .5 25 ,733 7.1 13,169 3.7 360 115 100 .0 
1932 . .. . .. .. . .. ... 135,994 38.9 23,520 6.7 11,444 3.3 140,075 40.0 26,169 7.5 12,649 3. 6 349,851 100.0 
1933 . .. ...... . ... . 134,334 38.8 23,573 6.8 11,782 3 .4 136 000 39.3 27,300 7.9 13,049 3.8 346 ,038 100.0 
1934 . . ... ... . . . . .. 136,296 39.1 24,721 7 .1 12,035 3.4 134 ,864 38 .6 27 ,859 8.0 13,174 3 .8 348 949 100 .0 
1935 . . . . . ' ... . . , . 145,126 39.l 26,923 7 .3 12,804 3.5 142,746 38.5 29,714 8.0 13,766 3.7 371 ,079 100.0 
1936 . . .. . ... . .. . . . 157,769 39.2 29,358 7 .3 13,740 3.4 154,183 38.3 32,009 8.0 15,173 3.8 402,232 100.0 
1937 .. . .... . .. .. . . 167 066 39.1 31,408 7.4 14,547 3.4 163,174 38.2 34 ,601 8.1 16,095 3.8 426,891 100.0 
1938 . . . . .. . .. . , . . . 167 ,4 5 39.1 32,276 7.5 14,815 3.5 163 ,097 38.0 35,503 8 .3 15,607 3.6 428,783 100.0 
1939 .. . ... . . . .... . 172,000 38.6 34., J 7 .7 15,675 3.5 168,256 37 .8 3 ,604 8.7 16,505 3.7 445,228 100.0 
1940 . . . ... . .. . .... J 2, 3 :$ 38.6 37,468 7.9 16,753 3.5 176, 290 37 .3 41,799 8.8 18,333 3.9 473,026 100.0 
1941. . . .. .. ... . . . . 192,777 38.1 42,357 8.4 17,937 3.6 183,297 36.3 45 ,6 0 9.0 22,!) 4.6 505,045 100.0 
1942 . . . .. .. . . . ... . 187,779 38.0 47,042 9.5 16,573 3.4 170 364 34 .5 44,762 9.1 27,378 5.5 493, 898 100.0 
1943 . . . ........ . . . 1 0 ,804 37.4 5 ,41) 11.5 18,503 3.7 165,598 32.7 45,381 9.0 29,124 5.7 506 908 100 .0 
1944 . . . . . .. . .. .. . . 1 0,651 37.1 64,024 12.7 18,716 3.7 159 ,583 31.7 46,255 9.2 2 ,489 5.7 503 ,718 100.0 
1945 .. .. .. .. ... .. . 1 ,196 37.0 64 , 406 12 .7 18,937 3.7 +61 ,202 31.7 47,358 9.3 28,310 5.6 508 ,409 100.0 
1946 . . .... . ...... . 191,718 36.6 61,727 11.8 19,359 3.7 172 ,031 32.8 51,129 9.8 28,270 5 .4 524 ,234 100 .0 
1947 . . .. . . . . . . . ... 207,307 36 .1 6 I 60 12.0 21,639 3.8 189,397 33 .0 58,230 10.1 29,060 5.1 574,493 100.0 
1948 .. .. .. . .. . . .. . 221,667 35.6 76,805 12.3 23,897 3.8 203,322 32 .6 66,597 Jl0.7 30,531 4.9 622,819 100.0 
1949 .. .. .. .. .. ... . 241,441 35.2 87,493 12.8 27,142 4.0 218,669 31.9 77,337 11.3 33,114 4.8 685,196 100 .0 
1950 .. . . . . . . . . .. . . 265,183 34 .9 99,992 13.1 30,747 4.0 237,574 31.2 90,700 11.9 36,657 4.8 760,853 100.0 
1951 .. . . . . . .. . .. . . 279,922 34.7 110 4M 13.7 32,688 4.0 244,551 30 .3 99,901 12.4 39,751 4.9 807,277 100.0 
1952 (1 / 1-6/ 30/ 52) 26 ,202 34.6 109 894 14.2 32,405 4.2 224,410 29 ,0 100,617 13.0 38,827 5.0 774,415 100.0 

'ourcc: C11liromi11 Depnr~men or Motor ebiclc Rcgi ·trntion . 
• E x ·Jude fee- •xempt ,regi strations ; al ··o d ul r iu ccrtn.i11 y nrs. 
t Light tl'ucks lnssilied us "t\utos" under 1i>w stat htw beginning in 1929. 
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TABLE A-10 
TRUCKS REGISTERED IN SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND METROPOLITAN AREAS, BY COUNTIES, 1920-1952* 

Alameda Contra Costa lfarin San Francisco San Mateo Solano Total 
Year -

Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % Number % ----- -- --------------------
1920 (1/1-1/31/21) .. 2,111 371 164 4,894 335 301 8,176 100.0 
1921 ................ 2,221 415 170 5,135 364 278 8,583 100 .0 
1922 (2/1-1/31/23) .. 2,665 444 212 5,616 431 323 9,691 100 .0 
1923 (2/ 1-1/31/24) .. 3, 052 452 238 6,206 508 313 10,769 100.0 
1924 ....... ..... .... 12,313 1,963 1,396 18,800 2,168 1,557 38,197 100 .0 
1925 ......... , ..... 13,919 2,329 1,503 19,210 2,543 1,706 41,210 100 .0 
1926 .....•.....•.... 14,451 2,370 1,502 20,149 2,672 1,563 42,707 100.0 
1927 .... . •.......... 14,110 2,357 1,465 20,066 2,683 1,460 42,141 100 .0 
1928 ..........•..... 13,805 2,356 1,480 20,390 2,669 1,470 42,170 100.0 
1929t . . . .. .. . . .. . ... 5,093 28.1 946 5.2 452 2.5 10,073 55 .6 1,069 5.9 485 2.7 18,118 100.0 
1930 ... . . . . . ........ 5,811 30 .4 1,066 5 .6 512 2.7 9,906 51.7 1,233 6.4 617 3.2 19,145 100.0 
1931 . .......... . . . .. 6,044 30.7 1,176 6.0 577 2.9 9,956 50.6 1,232 6.3 673 3.4 19,658 100.0 
1932 , . . . ............ 6,302 31.6 1,226 6.1 600 3 ,0 9,655 48.4 1,437 7.2 737 3.7 19,957 100 .0 
1933 , .. .... . . .. .. . .. 6,260 31. 2 1,270 fi.3 614 3.1 9,676 48.3 1,439 7.2 775 3.9 20,024 100.0 
1934 ..... . . .. , . ... .. 6,773 32.0 1,382 6,5 656 3.1 10,016 47 .3 1,516 7.2 853 4.0 21,196 100.0 
1935 . .. .. ..... . ·•··- 7,839 31.8 1,568 6.4 782 3.2 11,752 47.7 1,725 7.0 957 3.9 24,623 100.0 
1936 . .. ... .. . . .. . . .. 8,465 30.8 1,691 6.2 811 3 .0 13,643 49 .6 1,847 6.7 1,023 3.7 27,480 100.0 
1937 .. . ... ... . . . .... 9, 512 31.8 1,893 6.3 930 3.1 14,422 48.2 1,991 6.7 1,166 3.9 29 ,914 100.0 
1938 ... . . .... . ... .. ' 9,728 32.1 2,099 6.9 977 3.2 14 ,236 46 .9 2,079 6.9 1,211 4.0 30,330 100.0 
1939 . ...... . . .... . ,. 10,304 32.2 2,319 7,2 1,068 3.3 14,820 46.3 2,221 6.9 1,297 4.1 32,029 100.0 
1940 ... . ........ .... 11,188 32.1 2,520 7.2 1,226 3.5 16,108 46.2 2,412 6.9 1,415 4.1 34, 69 100 .0 
1941. . .. .. . . , ... .... 12,351 31.8 2,804 7.2 1,391 3.6 17 , 46.0 2,688 6.9 1,728 4.4 3 I 50 100 .0 
1942 .. .. .. .. ..... ... 12 ,155 31.5 3,020 7.8 1,344 3.5 17,549 45.5 2,615 6.8 1,875 4.9 38,558 100.0 
1943 ... . ... .... .... , 12,178 31.3 3,563 9 .1 1,365 3.5 17,319 44.4 2,544 6 .5 1,999 5.1 3 ,96 100.0 
1944 . . ..... ' .. . • · ••· 12,631 31.5 3,837 9.6 1,392 3.5 17,587 43.9 2,578 6.4 2,029 5.1 40,054 100.0 
1945 . - . . . .. . · · ·• · .. 13,630 31.7 4,224 9.8 1,501 3.5 18,553 43.1 2,823 6.6 2,276 5.3 43,007 100.0 
1946 . . .. •. ... .. . . ... 16,058 31.5 4,989 9.8 1,864 3.7 21,802 42.8 3,693 7.2 2,543 5.0 50,949 100.0 
1947 . .. ... . . .. .. .. . . 20,286 32.8 6,050 9.8 2,306 3.7 25,649 41.5 4,591 7.4 2,992 4 .8 61,874 100.0 
1948 ... . ... .... . .. 21,696 31.4 6,189 8.9 2,337 3.4 30 ,760 44.5 5,182 7.5 2,991 4.3 69,155 100.0 
1949 . . ...... .... . ... 22,830 31.6 7,384 10.2 2,678 3.7 29,971 41.5 6,073 8.4 3,365 4.7 72,301 100.0 
1950 . . . .. . . . .. ..... . 25,685 32.4 9,075 11.4 3,171 4 .0 30,297 38.2 7,137 9.0 3,908 4.9 79,273 100 .0 
1951. . .............. 28,369 32,2 10,424 11.8 3,525 4 .0 33,006 37.5 8,253 9.4 4,440 5.0 ,017 100.0 
1952 (1/1-6/30/52) .. 27,623 32.3 10,439 12.2 3,627 4 .2 30,778 36 .0 8,499 9.9 4,533 5.3 5,499 100.0 

So1m:c.- nliforni!b Dcparl,ment of Mot.or Vehi cle ll gi si,1•aLions. 
• F.xcludes f -ex mpt, 1·cgistrn.t.i0Jiij; nlso d 1ders in • r~uin yem·s. 
t r~igh t.rncks clnssi fied ilt! "autos" und r new stat law h ginning in this year. 

TABLE A-11 
SUMMARY OF KEY SYSTEM TRANSBAY Bus AND TRAIN OPERATIONS-JULY 1, 1953 

Number of Runs Headway (Mon.-Friday only)-Minutes Dully Runni"f. Time 
(Rnnge)- 1 nutes 

Route 
Daily, Sat. Sunday A.U. P.M. Non-Rush Non-Rush To San From San Mon.-
Friday Only Only Rush Rush Day Evening Francisco Francisco 

--- --- ---
'1'ranslia71 'Train 

" A" Trniu- tnkland- 12Lh t.) .. .... 56-57 51-52 41 15-20 20 20 30 27-34 26-32 
" 13" Trnin- aklnnd- rnnd Ave .) .. 33-35 32 19 20 15 30 60 37-43 36-45 
"C" Trniu- I iedmont-40th t .) . .. 30 25-27 19 20-21 11-20 40 60 31-37 32-36 
'.I.!:" Train- ~ lnrcmoni-55ih , t.) .. 28-30 25-26 19 15-25 21-27 40 60 31-37 31-35 

" F" 1' rain- .Berkeley- hntiuck 
Ave.) . .. ... . ········· ·········· 54-56 50-51 36-38 10-15 5-10 20 30 36-44 37-42 

Number of Runs 

Monday-Friday 
Sat.Only 

Local Express 
------

Transbay Buses 
"G" Line (Thousand Oaks-Solano 

Ave .) . .... .... .... . ... . ......... 21-23 12-14 19 4- 16 4-15 40 No service 33-43 32-38 ;;t~;• l~i n ~B. rkcl y-Sacmr~rnnto St .) 27-30 9-10 18 3-14 3-15 45 No service 28-35 28-34 
J Lme Richmond l:Iousmg) ...... 7-8 - No service 4-27 8-18 No service No service 37-47 34-47 

"K" ,t,ine (1::1,weu Coul't Blvd. ) ..... 39, 44. 10, 11 31, 32 4-16 5-15 30 60 36-48 33-51 
" I," Lin (Richmond) .... •. . . . .. .... 48 10 37 5-15 4-15 30 30-60 41-49 41-53 
"N " Line (En i Oaklnnd) .. . ........ 55, 60 13 30, 32 5-20 3- 20 30 30-60 47-58 46-55 
'0" Line (A lnmeda- nnta Clara 

13 Ave.). . . ....... .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36, 39 12, 24, 25 6-18 4- 18 30 60 39-69 40-54 
"R" Line (Hayward) . ....... . . .. ... . 33, 34 10, 13 24, 25 6-18 5-18 40 60-70 56-69 55-70 

Source: Key System schedules in effecL, July 1, 1953. 
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APPENDIX B 

Classification of Kinds of Business, by Principal Classes 

MANUFACTURES 

I. Ordnance and Accessories-artillery, small arms 
and related equipment, ammunition, tanks and 
tank parts, etc. 

II. Food and Kindred Products. 
III. Tobacco JJ1 anufactures - cigarettes, cigars, 

smoking and chewing tobacco, etc. 
IV. Textile Mill Products. 
V. Apparel and Other Finished Products Made from 

Fabrics and Similar Materials. 
VI. Lumber and Wood Products ( except furniture)

logging camps, merchant sawmills, etc., and 
finished articles manufacturing establishments. 

VII. Furniture and Fixtures-household, office, 
public building furniture, etc. 

VIII. Paper and Allied Products-manufacturer of 
pulp, conversion of pulp into any kind of paper 
or paperboard, and manufacturer of paper and 
paperboard into certain kinds of converted 
paper products. 

IX. Printing, Publishing and Allied Industries. 
X. Chemicals and Allied Products-basic chemi

cals, chemical products to be used in further 
manufacture, and finished chemical products 
to be used for ultimate consumption. 

XI. Products of Petroleum and Coal. 
XII. Rubber Products. 

XIII. Leather and Leather Products. 
XIV. Stone, Clay and Glass Products. 
XV. Primary Metal Industries-blast furnaces, steel 

works, and rolling mills; iron and steel found
ries; primary smelting and refining of non
ferrous metals; secondary smelting, etc.; mis
cellaneous primary metal industries. 

XVI. Fabricated Metal Products (except ordnance, 
machinery and transportation equipment)
tin cans and other tinware; cutlery, hand tools 
and general hardware; heating apparatus and 
plumber's supplies; fabricated structural metal 
products; metal stamping, coating and en
graving; lighting fixtures; fabricated wire 
products; and miscellaneous and unclassified. 

XVII. Machinery (except electrical). 
XVIII. Electrical Machinery, Equipment and Supplies. 

XIX. Transportation Equipment-motor vehicles and 
motor-vehicle equipment; aircraft and parts; 
ship and boat building and repairing; railroad 
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equipment; motorcycles, bicycles and parts; 
and miscellaneous and unclassified. 

XX. Professional, Scientific and Controlling Instru
ments; Photographic and Optical Goods; Watches 
and Clocks. 

XXI. Miscellaneous Manufacturing Industries-
Jewelry, etc.; musical instruments; toys, 
sporting and athletic goods; pens, pencils, 
etc.; buttons, costume novelties, miscellaneous 
notions, etc. 

WHOLESALE TRADE 

I. Classification, by Type of Operation 
A. M erchant Wholesalers: service wholesalers; in

dustrial distributors; exporters and importers; 
cash-and-carry wholesalers, drop or direct mill 
shippers; truck distributors (wagon jobbers); 
retailer-owned wholesalers, etc. 

B. Manufacturer's Sales Branches with Stocks. 
C. Manufacturer's Sales Offices without Stocks. 
D. Petroleum Bulk Stations, T erminals. 
E. Agents and Brokers: Auction companies; brokers; 

commission merchants; export and import 
agents; manufacturers' agents; selling agents; 
resident or syndicate buyers; cooporative sales 
agencies. 

F. Assemblers (mainly form products): assemblers, 
dealing one account; commission buyers; co
oporative marketing associations; cream sta
tions; and country grain elevators. 

II. Classification, by Major Kinds of Business 
A. Groceries: General line; confectionery; fish, sea 

foods; meats, meat products; other grocery, 
food specialties. 

B. Farm Products (edible): dairy, poultry products; 
fruits, vegetables (fresh). 

C. Beer, Wines, Distilled Spirits. 
D. Drugs, Chemicals, Allied Products: General-line 

drugs; specialty drugs, drug sundries; industrial 
chemicals; paints, varnishes. 

E. Tobacco and Products (except leaf). 
F. Dry Goods, Apparels. 
G. Furniture, Home Furnishings. 
H. Paper and its Products. 
I. Farm Products (raw materials). 
J. Automotive Equipment, Tires and Tubes. 
K. Electrical Goods: general-line electrical goods; 
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wmng supplies, etc.; electrical appliances, 
specialties. 

L. Hardware, Plumbing, Heating. 
M. Lumber, Construction Materials. 
N. Machinery, Equipment, Supplies: commercial 

machines, equipment; construction machinery, 
equipment; farm-dairy machinery, equipment; 
industrial machinery, equipment, supplies; 
professional equipment, supplies; service estab
lishment equipment, supplies; and transporta
tion (except automobiles) equipment, supplies. 

0. Metal, Metal Work (except scrap). 
P. Waste Materials. 
Q. Other Kinds of Business: automobiles, etc., 

amusement, sporting goods; books, periodicals, 
newspapers; coal, coke; farm supplies; jewelry; 
petroleum and products; and other kinds. 

RETAIL TRADE 

I. Classification, by Types of Operation. 
A. Independent Proprietor. 
B. Department Stores: independent; branch; chain. 
C. Corporate Chains. 
D. Mail-order Houses. 
E. Voluntary Chains: retailer-sponsored; whole-

saler-sponsored; cooperative 
F. Leased Department. 
G. Supermarkets. 
H. Consumers' Cooperatives. 

II. Classification, by Major Kinds of Business. 
A. Food Group: grocery stores, with and without 

fresh meats; meat mar~ets; fish markets; fruit 
and vegetable stores; confectionery stores; 
bakery products stores, etc. 

B. Eating and Drinking Places. 
C. General Stores. 
D. General Merchandise Group: department stores; 

dry goods, general merchandise stores; variety 
stores. 

E. Apparel Group: men's and boy's stores; family 
clothing stores; women's ready-to-wear stores, 
etc. 

F. Furniture, Furnishings, Appliance Group. 
G. Automotive Group. 
H. Gasoline Service Stations. 
I. Lumber, Building, Hardware Group. 
J. Drug and Properietary Stores. 
K. Liquor Stores. • 
L. Second-hand Stores. 
M. Other Retail Stores: fuel, fuel oil dealers; we 

dealers; jewelry stores; book, stationery stores, 
sporting goods and bicycle stores; florists; cigar 
stores and stands; etc. 

SELECTED SERVICE TRADES 

I. Personal Services. 
A. Barber, Beauty Shops. 
B. Cleaning, Dyeing Plants. 
C. Funeral Services, Crematories. 
D. Laundries, Laundry Services. 
E. Photographic Studios: commercial and others. 
F. I'ressing, Alteration, Garment Repair Shops. 
G. Shoe Repair Shops, Shoeshine Parlors, Hat 

Cleaning Shops. 
H. Miscellaneous: self-service laundries; costume 

and dress suit rentals; etc. 
II. Business Services. 

A. Advertising Agencies. 
B. Consumer Credit Reporting Agencies; Mercantile 

Reporting Agencies, etc. 
C. Duplicating, Addressing, Blueprinting, Photo

stating, Mailing, Mailing List, Stenographic 
Services. 

D. Employment Agencies, Private. 
E. News Syndicates. 
F. Services to Buildings and Dwellings. 
G. Other Business Services: auctioneers; coin

operated machines, rental and repairs; detec
tive agencies; interior decorating services; 
photofinishing laboratories; sign painting 
shops; etc. 

III. Auto Repair Services and Garages. 
IV. Miscellaneous Repair Services. 

A. Blacksmith Shops. 
B. Electrical Repair Shops. 
C. Upholstery, Furniture, Repair Shops. 
D. Watch, Clock, Jewelry Repair Shops. 
E. Miscellaneous Repair Shops. 

V. Amusements 
A. Motion Picture Theatres. 
B. Bands, Orchestras and Entertainers. 
C. Bowling Alleys, Billiards, Pool Parlors. 
T). Dance Halls, Studios and Schools. 
:E Rar:e Track Operation. 
F. Sports Promoters and Commercial Promoters. 
G. Theatres and Theatrical Producers. 
H. Miscellaneous Amusement and Recreation Ser

vices. 
VI. Hotels. 

VIL Motor Courts (motels). 
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