The development of the Analysis of Impediments To Fair Housing 2020 Update included two public input sessions and a public hearing
at the December 17, 2019 Royal Oak Rehabilitation Board of Appeals’
meeting. The Board unanimously adopted a resolution recommending
that the City Commission accept the AI as presented. At their January
27, 2020 meeting, the Royal Oak City Commission adopted a
resolution to accept and affirm the findings and recommendations.

Impediment:
Possible regulatory constraints to the construction of the market demand for
different housing formats.
Recommendation
The City’s 2017 housing Target Market Analysis (TMA) identified that 52% of new
households moving to the City are inclined to choose a building format with at least
3 or more dwelling units. The City of Royal Oak should implement the Royal Oak City
Commission’s recent goal to encourage and support desirable housing by:
• researching and potentially modifying local regulations that may help facilitate
housing developments that meet the “gaps” identified in the TMA; and
• researching and potentially implementing local regulations intended to incentivize
the construction of new moderately-priced housing in mixed-income settings that
would exceed baseline development standards.

Impediment:
Availability of affordable housing options for low-income households in proximity
to public transit options.
Recommendation:
The City of Royal Oak should implement the strategies of the 2012 Master Plan:
• ensure multiple-family developments locate along or near public transit corridors;
• encourage those that adhere to transit-oriented design principles; and
• achieve regional transportation capacity through appropriate methods and multiple travel modes, such as network connectivity and properly-size thoroughfares,
instead of widening lanes and adding more lanes.

Impediment:
Strength in promoting public awareness & education concerning fair
housing rights.
Recommendation:
The City of Royal Oak should continue to take active steps to educate the public
about fair housing rights and overcome perceptions often times associated with
the ownership type and financing options of different housing formats.

Impediment:
Frequency of discrimination testing.
Recommendation:
The City of Royal Oak should research retaining a private consultant to monitor fair
housing within the City’s housing industry for either or both rental and sales transactions.
Testing is an effective intervention since it is proactive. Reliance on formal complaints is not
particularly effective since many who may have suffered discrimination may not file a
complaint due to lack of knowledge or a reluctance to initiate a legal process.

Impediment:
Making HUD’s Housing Choice Voucher Program more accessible low-income
households and acceptable to private landlords and property owners.
Recommendation:
The City of Royal Oak should follow HUD’s August 2018 campaign and actively
encourage more landlords to participate in the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV)
Program, the nation’s largest rental subsidy program to assist low-income
households.

Provisions to affirmatively further fair housing are principal and long-standing components of U.S. Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Department’s housing and community development programs. These provisions flow from the mandate of Section
808(e)(5) of the Fair Housing Act which requires the Secretary of the HUD to administer the Department’s housing and urban
development programs in a manner to affirmatively further fair housing. HUD’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
program regulations reflect the statutory requirement that grantees, such as the City of Royal Oak, certify that they will
affirmatively further fair housing. The City of Royal Oak’s CDBG program documents actions taken to affirmatively further fair
housing each program year in the submittal of its annual program review, referred to as the Consolidated Annual Performance
Evaluation Report (CAPER).
In an effort to define affirmatively furthering fair housing, the City must conduct an analysis to identify impediments to fair
housing choice. This analysis must identify impediments or obstacles, highlight proposed actions to be taken to eliminate the
impediments, and demonstrate how records of the actions will be maintained and reported to HUD.
In HUD’s May 18, 2018 Federal Register Notice (FR-5173-N-18), it withdrew the previously developed Local Government
Assessment Tool in association with its Assessment of Fair Housing. The notice further directs local CDBG grantees to
continue to assess fair housing issues in accordance with HUD’s existing Fair Housing Planning Guide.
The City of Royal Oak conducted an update to its AI in advance of the upcoming program years (PY 2021, PY 2022, PY2023,
PY 2024, PY 2025) covered by the lifespan of the Consolidated Plan.

The AI is designed to take an inventory of existing and potential impediments to housing opportunities within the City. The
City’s obligation to affirmatively furthering fair housing extends to all housing and housing-related activities within the City
whether publicly or privately funded and must provide for and promote housing opportunities for all individuals, with a goal of
reducing the separation of race, ethnicity or disability.

This analysis was developed by the staff of the City of Royal Oak Community Development Department in its role of
administering the Community Development Block Grant program.
The Planning Division of the Community Development Department is the lead agency responsible for overseeing community
development and fair housing policies and practices. The Planning Division has utilized several community planning initiatives
to develop the various components of the updates to the City’s AI and Consolidated Plan, including work with the Royal Oak
Rehabilitation Board of Appeals and the Royal Oak City Commission, meetings with various county and local government
representatives and social service agencies. The City of Royal Oak not only works with community organizations and various
City departments to develop this document but also to implement its findings.
consultation list
residents of the City of Royal Oak
Royal Oak City Commission
Royal Oak Rehabilitation Board of Appeals
Alliance For Housing (Oakland County CofC)
Oakland County HOME Consortium
Fair Housing Center of Metro. Detroit
Mich. Civil Rights Commission
US Dept. of Housing & Urban Development
School District of the City of Royal Oak
Oakland County Community Mental Health
Samaritas (senior housing provider)
Ferndale Housing Commission
Urbane Apartments (multi-family landlord)
Gordon Management (multi-family landlord)

HAVEN (domestic violence & sexual assault)
Community Housing Network (housing services)
Leader Dogs For The Blind
Lighthouse of Oakland County (homeless & housing)
Deaf Community Advocacy Network
Affirmations (LGBTQ advocacy)
AARP
Beaumont Health
Oakland County Veteran’s Services
Mich. State Extension Oakland County
The Associated Man. Co. (senior housing provider)
Amber Properties Co. (multi-family landlord)
Village Green (multi-family landlord)
Cormorant Company Inc. (multi-family landlord)

“Help us identify whether barriers to fair housing choice exist in the City of Royal
Oak. Fair housing laws prohibit discrimination in housing based on race, color,
national origin, religion, sex, familial status, disability, age, height, weight and
marital status. Fair housing is different from affordable housing.

2 public input sessions

Come hear about fair housing and share your thoughts on Monday, November
25th or Monday, December 9th at 7pm in the Mahany/Meininger Senior Community Center, 3500 Marais Ave, Royal Oak MI 48073. Persons with disabilities
requiring auxiliary aids or services should contact the City Clerk at (248) 2463050 in advance of the meeting.
The City’s draft Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing can be found at
www.romi.gov/280/Application-Documents Feel free to e-mail your comments
to joem@romi.gov or mail them to the Planning Division of the Community
Development Department, 211 Williams St, Royal Oak MI 48067.”

The City held two (2) public input sessions at the City’s senior community center.
The center is located one block north of 13 Mile Rd. near the intersection of Crooks
Rd. It is accessible by SMART’s bus route. The input sessions were held at 7pm to
allow more flexibility for individuals that work a standard work day to attend. The
public input sessions were held at a location other than City Hall to provide a more
informal setting. Unfortunately, no one attended. No comments were provided.
Notice of the input sessions was posted on the City’s website and Facebook
webpage on November 18, 2019. Postcard notices were provided to the groups
highlighted on the previous page. They were informed of their availability to comment on the draft AI and invited to attend the public input sessions regarding the AI.

1 public hearing

“Please be advised that the City of Royal Oak’s Rehabilitation Board of Appeals,
in its advisory role for the Community Development Block Grant Program
(CDBG), will hold a public hearing at City Hall, Room 309, 211 Williams Street,
Royal Oak, Michigan on December 17, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. to hear public comments pertaining to proposed updates to the Analysis of Impediments To Fair
Houisng (AI) and the city’s community development needs for the PY2020 Annual Action Plan.
Draft versions of the AI may be found on the city’s website (www.romi.gov/280/
Application-Documents). Non-English speaking or hearing impaired and disabled citizens wishing to attend the public hearing must notify the city at least five
(5) days prior to the meeting to arrange translation or interpretive services. For
Telecommunication Device for the Deaf (TDD), telephone (248) 246-3010.”

The City held one (1) public hearing on the draft AI. The December 17, 2019 public
hearing was held by the City’s Rehabilitation Board of Appeals prior to their
recommendation to the Royal Oak City Commission. Unfortunately, no one attended.
No comments were provided.

Notice of the public hearing was published in The Daily Tribune, a local newspaper,
on November 22, 2019. Notice was also posted on the City’s website.
The January 27, 2020 Royal Oak City Commission contained a public comment
segment of the meeting. No one spoke with regard to the agenda item for the City
Commission to accept and affirm the AI.

In June of 2019, staff developed and
distributed a fair housing survey to gauge
Royal Oak resident’s experience with fair
housing issues.
A link to the online survey was posted to
various social media platforms (City’s
website, FaceBook webpage, NextDoor
webpage, etc.). The online survey was
available for five weeks. A second notice
of the availability was made known half
way through the endeavor. The online
notice garnered 157 responses.
With the understanding that not all
individuals utilizes social media, staff
conducted a direct mailer of the survey with a pre-paid envelope. The survey was send to mailing
addresses for the following types of residential settings: 4 renter-occupied senior high rise units, 2 renteroccupied duplexes, 1 renter-occupied three unit structures, 2 renter-occupied five unit structures,1 renteroccupied unit within a four unit complex, 1 renter-occupied unit within a 12 unit complex, 1 renteroccupied unit within a 14 unit complex, 1 renter-occupied unit within a 16 unit complex,
1 renter-occupied unit within a 24 unit complex, 1 renter-occupied unit within a 36 unit complex,
1 renter-occupied unit within a 103 unit complex, 1 renter-occupied unit within a very large complex,
1 renter-occupied unit in a 12 unit condominium complex, 1 renter-occupied unit in a 21 unit condominium
complex, 2 owner-occupied condominium units, 2 owner-occupied, high-end single-family
dwellings, 2 owner-occupied, above average single-family dwellings, & 2 owner-occupied modest
single-family dwellings. Unfortunately, only one household responded to the direct mailer.

Do you believe you have ever been discriminated against?
(157 responses)
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If you believe you have been discriminated against, did you report it?
(12 responses)
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Do you feel welcome in your
immediate neighborhood?
NO
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For those that answered NO,
would you move if you could afford to do so?
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NO
60%

You choose to live where you want. Which of the following were important factors
in deciding where you currently live (check all that apply)
NO CHOICE / NO WHERE ELSE TO GO
UNABLE TO AFFORD TO LIVE IN ANOTHER COMMUNITY WHICH YOU THINK IS BETTER
WILLINGNESS TO SPEND MORE MONEY ON HOUSING BECAUSE YOU BELIEVE THE CITY IS A GREAT…
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What is your current housing type? (144 responses)
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How long have you lived in your current place?
(144 responses)
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Do you have a disability? (143 responses)

What is your gender identity? (144 responses)
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Do you have seniors living in your
household? (144 responses)
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living with you? (142 responses)
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What is your annual household income? (134 responses)
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This analysis was first development in 1997 within revision in 2005, 2010 and 2015. The AI is updated on a regular basis and
most often coincides with the development of the City’s Consolidated Plan. Goals and objectives identified within the AI are
reviewed per their timetables and required measurable results.
Research and analysis of data regarding housing choice and restrictions thereon is based upon demographic data,
solicitation of public input/survey, known housing discrimination related allegations, and City policies and procedures.
Results of the public survey are found in early portions of this document.

It is the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Department's mission to promote non-discrimination and ensure fair and equal
housing opportunities for all. In an ongoing effort to provide services and activities on a nondiscriminatory manner and to affirmatively further fair
housing (AFFH), HUD is charged by law to implement and enforce a wide array of civil rights laws, not only for members of the public in search of fair
housing, but for HUD funded grant recipients as well.
Along with HUD, the City is committed to eliminating racial and ethnic segregation, illegal physical and other barriers to persons with disabilities and
other discriminatory practices in housing.
Fair housing provisions are principal and long-standing components of HUD’s housing and community development programs. The Secretary of HUD
is mandated, under Section 808(e)(5) of the Fair Housing Act, to administer the Department’s housing and urban development programs in a manner
to AFFH.
The fundamental goal of the City of Royal Oak and HUD’s fair housing policy is to make housing choice a reality through Fair Housing Planning
(FHP).
Fair Housing Planning consists of the following: (1) conduct an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice; (2) take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of impediments identified through that analysis; and (3) maintain records reflecting the analysis and actions.
The City of Royal Oak is an entitlement jurisdiction under HUD’s Community Planning and Development (CPD) Division. HUD’s CPD Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) program regulations reflect the statutory requirement that all CDBG program grantees certify their willingness to
affirmatively further fair housing.
HUD’s CPD program strongly encourages the adoption and enforcement of State and local fair housing laws and the reduction of separation by race,
ethnicity, or disability status. HUD also requires that the grantees document annual steps taken to affirmatively further fair housing.
In 1995, HUD published a rule consolidating the submission of various required documents and reporting requirements into a single document
- the Consolidated Plan. The City of Royal Oak Planning Division is the lead agency and is responsible for overseeing the administration of the
programs covered by the Consolidated Plan. As part of the Consolidated Plan, the City is required to submit an AFFH certification which requires it to
undertake FHP actions. The summary is provided to HUD in the City’s Consolidated Annual Performance Evaluation Report (CAPER).

The extent of the AFFH obligation has never been defined statutorily. However, HUD defines it as requiring a grantee to:
1.

Conduct an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing choice within the jurisdiction.

2.

Take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified through the analysis.

3.

Maintain records reflecting the analysis and actions taken in this regard.

Although the City’s AFFH obligation arises in
connection with the receipt of federal funding, the
AFFH obligation is not restricted to the design and
operation of HUD-funded programs. The AFFH
obligation extends to all housing and housing-related
activities in the City of Royal Oak whether publicly or
privately funded.
The Consolidated Plan’s certification to affirmatively
further fair housing requires the City to undertake
FHP. Since FHP is a component of the Consolidated
Plan, the citizen participation requirement for the
Consolidated Plan applies (24 CFR 91).
In July 2019, the City distributed a survey to its
residents in an effort to gain their experience with
access to housing and any limitations or restrictions
they may have encountered. The results of the
survey are intended to illustrate potential
impediments and assist the City to direct its efforts to
ensure fair housing choice.

HUD interprets those broad objectives to mean:
•

analyze and eliminate housing discrimination in the
jurisdiction.

•

promote fair housing choice for all persons.

•

provide opportunities for inclusive patterns of housing
occupancy regardless of race, color, religion, sex,
familial status, disability and national origin.

•

promote housing that is structurally accessible to, and
usable by, all persons, particularly persons
with disabilities.

•

foster compliance with the nondiscrimination provisions of
the Fair Housing Act.

The purpose of the AI is to:
• serve as the substantive, logical basis for FHP.
• provide essential and detailed information to policy makers, administrative staff, housing
providers, lenders, communication’s media and fair housing advocates.
• assist in building public support for fair housing efforts both within a State or Entitlement jurisdiction’s
boundaries and beyond.
The AI is a review of impediments to fair housing choice in the public and private sector. The AI involves:
• a comprehensive review of a State or Entitlement jurisdiction’s laws, regulations, and administrative policies,
procedures, and practices.
• an assessment of how those laws affect the location, availability, and accessibility of housing.
• an assessment of conditions, both public and private, affecting fair housing choice for all protected classes.

The AI is not to be submitted to, or be approved by, HUD. However, HUD could request submission of the AI in the event of a complaint or as part of routine monitoring. Instead of submitting its AI
to HUD, the city will provide HUD with a summary of the AI plus the City’s accomplishments for the past program year as part of the performance report required by Consolidated Plan regulations.

Impediments include actions or omissions in the
public and private housing sector that:
• Constitute violations, or potential violations, of the
Fair Housing Act.
• Are counterproductive to fair housing choice.
Such attitudes include community resistance to
new residents based on race, color, religion, sex
disability, familial status, or national origin.

Impediments to fair housing choice are:
• any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of
race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or
national origin which restrict housing choices or the
availability of housing choices.
• any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the
effect of restricting housing choices or the availability
of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin.

In 2018, HUD began a new approach to affirmatively further fair housing. It’s seeking new rules to:
• minimize regulatory burden while more effectively aiding program participants to meet their legal obligations;
• create a process that is focused primarily on accomplishing positive results, rather than on performing analysis of community
characteristics;
• providing for greater local control and innovation;
• seek to encourage actions that increase housing choice, including through greater housing supply; and
• more effectively utilize HUD resources.
HUD’s Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program is the nation’s largest rental subsidy program assisting more than 2 million lowincome households each year. HUD has revealed that studies find most landlords do not accept voucher-holders and those who
do complain about the program’s administrative requirement and housing authorities which manage the program at the local
level.
In August 2018, HUD announced a department-wide task force as part of a larger campaign to encourage private landlords to
participate in the HCV Program. HUD is working with numerous local municipalities across the country to perform studies and
produce results to better understand obstacles and encourage more landlords and property managers to participate in the
HCV Program. Its efforts are designed to make the program more accessible and acceptable, specifically in higher opportunity
neighborhoods where landlord participation is lowest. Education is a key component.
On June 25, 2019, President Trump issued an Executive Order establishing a White Housing Council eliminating regulatory
barriers to affordable housing. The Executive Order recognizes the grow percentage of households expending a growing
percentage of their incomes on housing. The rising cost is leaving families with fewer resources for food, healthcare, clothing,
education and transportation and negatively affecting their quality of life and hindering their access to economic opportunity.
A key factor to this disparity is the lack of housing supply to meet the demand. The Executive Order identifies Federal, State and
local regulatory barriers that increase the cost associated with development, and, as a result, drive down the supply of affordable
housing. The following are several identified barriers: restrictive zoning and growth management regulations, excessive energy
and water efficiency mandates, unreasonable maximum-density allowances, undue parking requirements, time-consuming
permitting and review procedures, tax policies that discourage investment and reinvestment, etc.
A mission and function of the council is to identify the barriers and recommend actions and policies that would reduce the
statutory, regulatory, and administrative burdens at all levels of government that inhibit the development of affordable housing
with the goal of encouraging local actions.

The City of Royal Oak provides a variety of policies, programs and practices pertaining to AFFH. The purpose of this
section is to identify any policies which may directly and / or indirectly limit free housing choice or promote
segregation. The following public policies were reviewed; Human Rights Ordinance, housing assistance programs,
Zoning & PILOT ordinances, building and property maintenance codes, other ordinances including rental license
requirements, etc.
The right of each individual to access fair housing opportunity is protected by federal, state and in some instances,
local laws that prohibit discrimination in housing on the basis of characteristics defined within each jurisdiction’s
legislation or ordinance. The executive orders and laws most directly affecting fair housing as defined for purposes of
this analysis are the following:
U.S. Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VI
U.S. Civil Rights Act of 1968, Title VIII (known as the Fair Housing Act)
Restoration Act of 1987
Housing & Community Development Act, Section 109 of Title 1
U. S. Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988
The Housing for Older Persons Act of 1995 (HOPA)
The Age Discrimination Act of 1975
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA)
Executive Order 11063
Executive Order 11259
The Equal Employment Opportunities Act
The Immigration Reform and Control Act (IMRCA) of 1986
State of Michigan Elliot Larsen Civil Rights Act (PA 453)
State of Michigan Persons with Disabilities Civil Rights Act (PA 220)
City of Royal Oak Human Rights Ordinance (420)

The Federal Fair Housing Act was enacted in 1968, and amended in 1974 and 1988 to add protected classes, provide additional remedies, and strengthen enforcement.
Since the 1988 Amendment, the Fair Housing Act has exempted from its familial status provisions properties that satisfy the Act’s 55 and older housing condition.
The Federal Fair Housing Act exempts owner-occupied buildings with no more than four (4) units, single-family housing sold or rented without the use of a
broker, and housing operated by organizations and private clubs that limits occupancy to members.
In the sale and rental of housing:
no one may take any of the folloing actions based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status or handicap (disability):
•

refuse to rent or sell housing

•

refuse to negotiate for housing

•

make housing unavailable

•

deny a dwelling

•

set different terms, conditions, or privileges for sale or rental of a dwelling

•

provide different housing services or facilities

•

falsely deny that housing is available for inspection, sale, or rental

•

for profit, persuade owners to sell or rent (blockbusting)

•

deny anyone access to or membership in a facility or service (such as a multiple listing service) related to the sale or rental of housing.

In the mortgage lending:
no one may take any of
the following actions based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status or handicap (disability):
•

refuse to make a mortgage loan

•

refuse to provide information regarding loans

•

discriminate in appraising property

•

impose different terms and conditions on a loan, such as a different interest rate, points, or fees

•

refuse to purchase a loan

•

set different terms or conditions for purchasing a loan.

In addition: it is illegal for anyone to: threaten, coerce, intimidate or interfere with anyone exercising a fair housing right or assisting others who exercise that right OR
advertise or make any statement that indicates a limitation or preference based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status, or handicap. This prohibition
against discriminatory advertising applies to single-family and owner-occupied housing that is otherwise exempt from the Fair Housing Act.
.

Additional protection if you have a disability
If you or someone associated with you:
• have a physical or mental disability (including hearing, mobility, and visual
impairments, chronic alcoholism, chronic mental illness, AIDS, AIDS related
complex and mental retardation) that substantially limits one or more major life
activities
• have a record of such a disability

• are regarded as having a disability
your landlord may not:
• refuse to let you make reasonable modifications to your dwelling or common
use areas, at your expense, if necessary for the disabled person to use the
housing. (Where reasonable, the landlords may permit changes only if you
agree to restore the property to its original condition when you move.)
• refuse to make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, practices or
services if necessary for the disabled person to use the housing.

Housing opportunities for families
Unless a building or community qualifies as housing for older persons, it may not discriminate based on familial
status. That is, it may not discriminate against families in which one or more children under 18 years of age live
with:
• a parent
• a person who has legal custody of the child or children or
• the designee of the parent or legal custodian, with the parent or custodian’s written permission.
Familial status protection also applies to pregnant women and anyone securing legal custody of a child under
18 years of age.

New construction
In buildings that are ready for first occupancy after March 13, 1991, and have an elevator and four or more units:
• public and common areas must be accessible to persons with disabilities
• doors and hallways must be wide enough for wheelchairs
• all units must have: an accessible route into and through the unit, accessible light switches, electrical outlets,
thermostats and other environmental controls, reinforced bathroom walls to allow later installation of grab bars
and kitchens and bathrooms that can be used by people in wheelchairs.
If a building with four or more units has no elevator and will be ready for first occupancy after May 13, 1991, these
standards apply to ground floor units.
These requirements for new buildings do not replace any more stringent standards in state or local laws.

On November 6, 2013, the voters of the City of Royal Oak approved a human rights ordinance. “It is
the intent of the City that no person be denied equal protection of the laws; nor shall any person be
denied the enjoyment of his or her civil or political rights or be discriminated against because of actual
or perceived race, color, religion, national origin, age, height, weight, condition of pregnancy, marital
status, physical or mental limitations, source of income, family responsibilities, sexual orientation,
gender identity or HIV status. The ordinance includes the following regarding discriminatory housing
practices:
• No person shall discriminate in leasing, selling or otherwise making available any housing facilities.
• No person shall discriminate in the terms, conditions, maintenance, or repair in providing any
housing facility.
• No person shall refuse to lend money for the purchase or repair of any real property or to insure any
real property solely because of the location in the City of such real property.
• No person shall promote real estate transactions by representing that changes are occurring or will
occur in an area with respect to race, religion or national origin.
• No person shall place a sign or other display on any real property which indicates that the property
is for sale or has been sold when it is not for sale or has not recently been sold. “

The ordinance does have exceptions with regard to housing or accommodations as a direct part of
religious activities, single-family or two-family dwellings devoted entirely to housing and
accommodation of individuals of one sex, housing developments dedicated to seniors or persons with
disabilities, the sharing of a dwelling unit, and conformance to federal or state laws and regulations.
The ordinance does have a method for reporting and investigating alleged violations.
It also has penalties associated with violations.

In 2007, the former Starr elementary school site was sold to The Damone Group, a Michigan-based developer,
to construct senior housing (The Villages of Royal Oak). The Damone Group received approval for the construction of a 122,259 gross square foot, three-story congregate building containing 110 independent senior residential apartments at the northeast corner of the site. The three-story congregate building provides administrative
and operations support for the development as well as common eating areas, personal service amenities,
recreational facilities, etc. Twenty-two units contain 1 bedroom and 1 bathroom. Seventy-six units contain
2 bedrooms and 1 bathroom. Twelve units contain 2 bedrooms and 2 bathrooms.
Ten (10), one-story detached residential cottage-style dwellings containing 37 units are located to the south and
west of the congregate building. The cottage-style units contain between two and five residential apartments per
building and each unit will contain a one car attached garage. The entire senior development occupies 7.52
acres of the site area. Five single-family detached condominium home sites are located along Durham Road
and mirror the adjacent neighborhood.
The Damone Group worked in conjunction with the Michigan State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) to
seek project financing. The project must retain a high percentage of the units as “affordable housing” under the
terms and conditions of the project financing.
In the spring of 2008, The Damone Group approached the City of Royal Oak with a request to consider adopting
an ordinance that would provide for a payment in lieu of taxes (PILOT). This is a common request for senior
residential projects that are financed or assisted pursuant to MSHDA provisions. At its May 19, 2008 meeting,
the City Commission approved a PILOT ordinance. On July 20, 2009, the City Commission amended the PILOT
ordinance to further financially assist the development.
The City’s original Development Agreement that was executed with The Damone Group LLC, was reassigned by
the City Commission, at its February 2, 2010 meeting, to a new entity, The Village of Royal Oak Limited
Dividend Housing Association Limited Partnership, at the request of MSHDA. The new entity will assume all of
The Damone Group’s obligations under the previously approved Development Agreement, which bound them to
the terms and conditions of the City’s approval. By Fall 2011, construction was complete, and the site occupied.

To further financially assist the above-mentioned senior housing
development, the City of Royal Oak allocated $120,285 of its
additional PY 2008-2009 CDBG program funds (CDBG-R) from the
enactment of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009
to the project.
The CDBG-R funds were used for the following public infrastructure
improvements located within the existing right-of-way (Devon Road):
the connection of new utilities: sanitary sewer, storm sewer; performing curb cuts and driveway connections; saw cutting and removing
existing pavement and curb for new driveways; installing new
concrete; and miscell. right-of-way improvements.
The City’s financial contribution to the project demonstrates its
commitment to providing affordable housing opportunities for
seniors and fulfillment to overcome impediments outlined in
previous versions of this analysis.

The City of Royal Oak Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 770 of the city’s Code of Ordinances), with subsequent amendments, provides for the establishment of zoning districts and regulates uses of land and
structures within zoning districts.
The City of Royal Oak Zoning Ordinance defines “family” as either of the following:
A domestic family, that is one or more persons living together and related by the bonds of consanguinity, marriage or adoption, together with servants of the principal occupants and not more than
two additional unrelated persons, with all of such individuals being domiciled together as a single,
domestic, housekeeping unit in a dwelling.
The functional equivalent of the domestic family, that is, persons living together in a dwelling unit
whose relationship is permanent and distinct character and is the functional equivalent of a
domestic family with a demonstrable and recognizable bond which constitutes the functional
equivalent of the bonds which render the domestic family a cohesive unit. All persons of the
functional equivalent of the domestic family must be cooking and otherwise housekeeping as a
single, nonprofit unit. This definition shall not include any society, club, fraternity, sorority,
association, lodge, coterie, organization or group where the common living arrangement and/or the
basis for the establishment of the functional equivalency of the domestic family is likely or
contemplated to exist for a limited or temporary duration. There shall be rebuttable presumption
enforceable by the Zoning Administrator in the first instance that the number of persons who may
reside as a functional equivalent family shall be limited to four (4). Such presumption may be
rebutted by application to the Planning Commission for a special land use based upon the
applicable standards in this chapter.
The City’s definition appears to be more in depth and encompassing than many of the Michigan
communities in a survey of local zoning ordinances.

State of Michigan licensed adult foster care homes and small group homes, with a capacity of not more than
6 persons, child foster care homes and child foster care family group homes are regarded as permitted land
uses in all of the city’s residential zoning districts. The establishment of each type does not require local
review and approval. Those types that exceed 6 persons may be regarded as special land uses and require
further review and approval. This process is not uncommon at the local level.

The 2001 amendments the Zoning Ordinance included a provision for senior accessory housing in the OneFamily Residential zoning district. The provision allows for a single-family dwelling unit to be converted to
allow the incorporation (within or attached to an existing dwelling) of one additional dwelling unit for an elderly
related person. The provision allows for an on-site senior housing unit without being burdened with the
non-conforming status of a two-unit dwelling.
The 2001 amendments to the Zoning Ordinance also included a provision to allow residential units above a
first-floor permitted use within all of the city’s commercial zoning districts. Commercial districts are located
along major transportation corridors. Auto dependence is reduced when residential units are constructed
directly along public transit corridors. Residents may spend less money on transportation and retain a higher
percentage of their income.
Royal Oak currently has a mixture of housing units throughout the city. The City continues to examine
ordinance requirements to assure that no provisions are exclusionary in nature. In 2017, the City hired a
consult to develop a housing Target Market Analysis (TMA) to evaluate the lifestyle and housing choices of
households migrating to the city. The TMA assists staff, boards and commission in evaluating multiple-family
development proposals and possible regulatory amendments to meet the market demand. The creation of
more flexible zoning districts and requirements allow for development to occur in a manner consistent with
existing, surrounding land uses, densities, building heights, etc.

Approximately twenty years ago, the School District of the City of Royal Oak reassessed its facilities and land holdings in
comparison to its enrollment and budget. Starting in approximately 2005, the school district identified facilities for closure,
demolition and sale.
During the beginning of the consolidation of the school facilities, the local housing market remained strong. Therefore, several
redevelopment sites included single-family home sites. Each of the school sites were zoned One-Family residential which allowed
redevelopment as single-family home sites. Several of the former school sites are now infill developments as single-family homes.
The school district board strongly encouraged the sale to developers willing to construct new single-family dwellings. It was
believed that new, larger single-family dwellings would attract families with large numbers of children who would then be eligible to
attend the Royal Oak public schools and increase school enrollment.
Many of the sites are located on major or minor thoroughfares. Developers recognized the commercial potential of these sites. In
anticipation of the redevelopment and interest in the development’s content, the Royal Oak City Commission rezoned many of the
school sites to a new zoning district; Special Redevelopment. The zoning district allows for various land uses planned in a manner
which encourages innovation in land use planning; provide enhanced housing, employment, shopping, traffic circulation and
recreational opportunities for the people of the city; and bring about a greater compatibility of design and use. It allows for
variations in housing type and density based on the merits of a proposed project in relation to the existing neighborhood.
The former zoning designation (One-Family Residential) provided rigid standards for traditional home sites thereby reducing the
potential for increased number of housing units per acre.
One former school site is now the location of The Village of Royal Oak senior living development. It should be noted that
The Village of Royal Oak development required a rezoning classification, site plan review, special land use approval from the
Royal Oak Planning Commission and City Commission. Each step of the process required a public hearing. Through appropriate
education from the proposed developer, City staff and city representatives, the affordable senior living development met reduced
resistance from the surrounding neighborhood comprised mostly of single-family dwellings. Most individuals that presented public
comment reiterated the need for affordable senior housing and highly favored the site for redevelopment in the manor presented
by the developer. The previous statement is a testament to the residents of the city understanding the need for affordable living
and interest in promoting fair housing.
The last remaining school site is currently under construction. It will include nine separate multiple-family townhouse building
containing a total of 186 dwelling units. The site is located along N. Campbell Rd. just south of 14 Mile Rd. The development
affirms the market demand revealed in the City’s TMA. Staff, elected officials, and the developer worked to overcome stereotypes
of renter-occupied housing units with the adjacent single-family neighborhood.

The City of Royal Oak building and property maintenance codes utilizes the BOCA code as a guide to
protect the public health, safety and welfare within all structures located within the city. Royal Oak has
not altered these ordinances in a way that would create unfair practices or hinder housing
opportunities.
It should be noted that the City of Royal Oak Building Inspection Division enforces the current Michigan Building Code which ensures visit ability. Visit ability means that: 1) at least one entrance is at
grade (no steps), approached by an accessible route; and 2) the entrance door and all interior doors
on the first floor are at least 34 inches wide, offering 32 inches of clear passage space. The “visit ability” concept recognizes that persons with disabilities should be able to enjoy the same privileges of
accessibility to other homes outside of their own residence.
Current codes enforced by the City are as follows.
Building Code
all commercial projects
2015 Michigan Building Code - effective April 20, 2017
all residential projects
2015 Michigan Residential Code - effective February 8, 2016
2015 Michigan Rehabilitation Code—effective December 13, 2016
Electrical Code

2017 National Electric Code – effective January 4, 2019

Boiler Code - effective November 30, 2013
2010 ASME Boiler & Pressure Vessel Code
2011 National Board Inspection Code
2016 PA 407 Skilled Trades Regulation Act
Elevator Code - effective July 11, 2014
2010 ASME A17.1 Safety Code for Elevators & Escalators
2011 ASME A18.1 Safety Standards for Platforms Lifts & Stairway Chairlifts
2009 ASME A90.1 Safety Standards for Belt Manlifts
Elevator Safety Board General Rules

Mechanical Code
2015 Michigan Mechanical Code - effective April 12, 2017
Plumbing Code
2015 Michigan Plumbing Code - effective April 20, 2017

The exterior of all rental dwelling units and boarding or lodging houses are inspected by a City rental inspector on a biannual basis. The current property maintenance
code is the 2006 International Property Maintenance Code.

It is unlawful to make, print, publish, or post (direct or implied) statements or
advertisements that housing is not available to members of a protected class.
According to the Federal Fair Housing Act, advertisement under this section refers not
only to published ads in newspapers, but also to any other statements that are written,
verbal, or non-verbal. Discriminatory advertisements include, but are not limited to,
applications, brochures, signs, banners, photographs, symbols, human models, and
spoken words and phrases which convey the message that dwellings are available or
are not available to a particular protected class. There are a few exemptions, such as
housing for older persons, private clubs, shared-living housing, and religious
organizations.
The Fair Housing Act does not require the use of the Equal Housing Opportunity logo
or slogan in any ad. However, using the logo is good solid evidence of the company’s
commitment to fair housing compliance. All advertising of residential real estate for
sale or rent should contain an equal housing opportunity logotype, statement, or
slogan as a means of educating the home-seeking public that the property is available to all persons, regardless of race, color, religion, sex,
handicap, familial status, or national origin. The choice of logotype,
statement, or slogan will depend on the type of media used and, in
space advertising, on the size of the advertisement.

In recent years, the City of Royal Oak Planning Division has
reviewed several local print and online housing advertisements
for compliance with the above-mentioned federal requirements.
Several publications did not provide for the federal language or
utilize the logo. Staff distributed reminder letters to those
publications encouraging their compliance.
In March 2019, HUD accused Facebook Inc. of unlawful discrimination by
allowing real-estate companies to target potential customers by race, religion
and other factors, and signaled that other online advertising platforms will be
reviewed for compliance with federal fair housing regulations. Some view the
allegations as modern day redlining, the historic practice of drawing red lines
around neighborhoods and either denying or targeting such neighborhoods.
Under Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) regulations, fair
housing advertising is required of insured financial institutions to prevent
discrimination with regard to real estate-related transactions. Financial
institutions covered under Section 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act must
also retain collect and report data regarding home loan applicant’s personal
characteristics to implement the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA).

The table below identifies the fair housing complaints / allegations that were filed with the regional office of the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development between January 2016 and September 2019. Three (3) complaints
were registered and investigated. By comparison, in the prior five year period there were 9 complaints and ten years
prior there were 17 complaints.
Complaints Registered with HUD
basis
issue code
issue - disposition
race, national origin
05-16-4272-8
discrimination in terms/conditions/privileges related to rent – no cause
race
05-17-6275-8
discriminatory refusal to rent – no cause
race
05-19-3716-8
discriminatory refusal to rent – no cause
Source: U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development

The State of Michigan Civil Rights Commission received the following number of complaints per year:
2014 (3), 2015 (4), 2016 (1), 2017 (0), & 2018 (1).
In early September 2019, City staff was also in contact with the Fair Housing Center of Metropolitan Detroit
FHCMD). FHCMD staff indicated their willingness to supply reported concerns regarding fair housing
claims with regard to review potentially relevant state and federal court records. Unfortunately, the FHCMD
has not yet provided a further response. The City of Royal Oak maintains a constant and favorable
relationship with the FHCMD. Once data and court decisions are provided, City staff will incorporate the
findings into its decisions on how best to direct its resources and report its actions in annual year-end
reports (CAPER) to HUD.
According to the Royal Oak Police Department, no alleged violations has been registered since the voter
initiated Human Rights Ordinance was approved in 2003.
Data collection & analysis regarding complaints help direct appropriate resources to education
and enforcement.

Royal Oak Senior Center staff coordinate in-home services for homebound seniors and disabled residents. Many of the recipients are senior
homeowners. However, homebound assistance is provided to any
senior citizen of Royal Oak. In-home assistance includes home chores,
minor repairs and personal care for low-income elderly & disabled
residents.
The City’s pro rata share from the millage associated with the regional
transportation authority along with a generous donation from Beaumont
Hospitals, allow the City to provide door-to-door, barrier-free accessible
transportation services to Royal Oak’s elderly and disabled residents.
Earlier statistics clearly demonstrate that the City of Royal Oak has a
higher than average percentage of its population over the age of 65
years of age. An aging population will undoubtedly change the City’s
overall need for additional health and social services. In-home assistance and transportation help retain the independence of the City’s
elderly and disabled and slow or eliminate their potential demand for
congregate care facilities.

The City of Royal Oak provides special financing and technical expertise to income-eligible Royal Oak
homeowners to repair and improve their single-family houses.
The Housing Rehabilitation Program has been active in the City of Royal Oak since the mid-1970’s, in
order to upgrade and conserve the existing single-family housing stock in the City. The program provides
financial assistance to eligible homeowners (those with low- and moderate-incomes). The program is
funded by the City’s CDBG Program, which includes proceeds from repayments of prior issued loans.
Types of loans:

Forgivable Loans
Limited funds are available
to income qualified
households for exterior
improvements only. All funds
are provided in the form of a
loan which is forgiven in
equal parts over a ten (10)
year period. The singlefamily dwelling must remain
the primary residence of the
recipient for the entire
period.

0% Interest Loans
Regular monthly installment loans, up to $40,000
with payments at zero
percent (0%) interest,
require applicants to be the
owner and occupant of a
single-family dwelling with
a household income that
does not exceed more than
80% of the median household income for the region.

Low Interest / Deferred Loans
The program also accommodates many
homeowners living on limited incomes form
whom loans with a low interest rate are still
out of reach. Homeowners may be eligible
for a deferred loan not to exceed $40,000.
These loans require no monthly payment
for a time period determined by the City’s
Loan Committee. Three percent (3%) interest loan payments commence upon the
date determined by the City’s Loan Committee on an individual basis which is normally
between five (5) and ten (10) years. Loans
are automatically due when the property is
sold or transferred prior to the determined
date or if the owner no longer resides at the
dwelling. Applicants for deferred loans must
have a household income that does not
exceed 50% of the median household
income for the region.

The program provides for the following types of rehabilitation activities.
Interior
The modernization, repair, replacement or installation of: kitchen
facilities, bathroom facilities, laundry facilities, closets, insulation,
leaking basements, furnaces, central air conditioning, & accessibility /
barrier-free accommodations.
Exterior
The repair, replacement, installation, or reconstruction of: roofing,
siding, gutters, downspouts, storm doors, exterior doors, trim, exterior
windows, fencing, miscellaneous masonry such as chimneys, porches,
steps, bricks, etc, reconstruction of sidewalks, access walks, driveways
and drive approaches, & accessibility / barrier-free accommodations.
As a full-service program, the City provides housing and credit counseling, loan underwriting, inspection of the
property, solicitation of contractors, and construction management at no charge. Homeowners will pay for
assessment/inspection of lead-based paint hazards, as provided by an outside testing company retain by the City,
if necessary.

The Housing Rehabilitation Program maintains a
portfolio of each type of loan as shown below.
Home Rehab Program, Loans
loan type

outstanding #

outstanding $

installment loans

108

$1,225,341

deferred loans

104

$1,114,622

forgivable loans

135

$1,004,278

347

$3,344,241

Source: Royal Oak Community Development Department as of September 6, 2019

The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program is the federal government’s largest program
for assisting very low-income families, the elderly, and persons with disabilities to afford
decent, safe, and sanitary housing in the private market. HCV are administered locally by
Public Housing Agencies (PHAs). The participant is free to choose any rental housing,
including single-family homes, townhouses, and apartments, that meets the requirements of
the program and is not limited to units located in the subsidized housing projects. A housing
subsidy is paid to the landlord directly by the PHA on behalf of the participating family. The
family then pays the difference between the actual rent charged by the landlord and the
amount subsidized by the program. The PHA determines the amount that the family will
contribute toward rent, which is generally 30 percent of its adjusted annual income. It should
be noted that the HCV program is a portable voucher program. Portability is a feature of the
HCV program that allows an eligible family with a housing choice voucher to use that
voucher to lease a unit a different location with a participating landlord.
As of June 30, 2012, the City of Royal Oak no longer administers a VCH program.
Administration of the program and the 222 rental choice vouchers were transferred to the
Ferndale Housing Commission. Royal Oak residents were able to maintain their voucher.
Similarly, the Housing Commissions of Madison Heights, Southfield, and South Lyon have
disbanded. The cities of Ferndale, Pontiac, South Lyon and Royal Oak Township have
public housing. The cities of Ferndale and Pontiac offer HCVs. In addition, the Michigan
State Housing Development Authority (MSHDA) operates a HCV program available to
Oakland County. There are approximately 2,350 units of public and assisted housing in
Oakland County. The City of Royal Oak did not / does not own any public housing units.

The City of Royal Oak contains 11.83 square miles and is located in the southeastern corner of
Oakland County – two miles north of the City of Detroit. Royal Oak (township) was originally
established in the early 1800’s as a small trading center along a developing rail line. The City
was incorporated in 1921 and a post World War II building boom resulted in the City’s
development as first-tier suburb comprised predominantly of single-family dwellings with the
majority of the population working outside the city limits. Over the past three decades, the City
has emerged as a focal point as development trends have shifted in southeast Michigan.

The City is generally characterized by a commercial central business district / downtown surrounded by outlying neighborhoods. More recently, the
City has experienced a number of high-rise multiple-family developments in and around its downtown. In addition to the downtown development,
other commercial activity is located along major thoroughfares within the City, notable being Woodward Avenue (M-1), a six lane state highway
extending from Interstate 696 to 14 Mile Rd.
Royal Oak has experienced a significant increase in the number of renovations and additions to all types of housing in comparison to most other
inner-ringer suburbs surrounding Detroit. With no large tracts of land available for new housing developments, the City has encountered an
increase in lot split requests which result in new buildable residential lots for additional housing. There are fewer and fewer opportunities to split /
divide single-family residential properties. Many developers have turned to purchasing, demolishing and constructing new homes on existing singlefamily home sites. Newer single-family dwellings continue to replenish the City’s aging
housing stock. The market for new single-family dwellings continues to grow exceptionally strong as the metropolitan economy rebounds and mortgage rates continue at
historically low rates.
Over the past decade, several relatively large tracks of land have become available for
redevelopment due to the consolidation of school district facilities and services.
Additionally, a voter-approved ballot initiative authorized the City to close a city-owned
golf course and sell 10 acres for private redevelopment. These projects have become a
catalyst for other redevelopments in their immediate neighborhood.
Royal Oak’s dominant land use is one-family residential neighborhoods. While individual
locations of inadequate single-family housing exist throughout the City, there are no
large-scale blight or abandonment neighborhoods

Land Uses

62%

ONE-FAMILY
TWO-FAMILY
MULTIPLE-FAMILY

INSTITUTIONAL
COMMERCIAL
INDUSTRIAL
PARKS & REC
TRANSPORTATION

1%
8%
10%
6%
2%
9%
2%

The City experienced rapid growth between 1910 and the late
1930s and then again between 1950 through the late 1960’s.
The decennial total population statistics illustrate a population
peak of 86,238 persons in 1970. The 1980’s brought the City’s
first decade of population decline. Every decade thereafter has
brought a continued decline in total population. However, recent
population trends highlight an increase in residents. The total
number of housing units has always continued to grow with the
largest gains posted between the 1940s - 1960s.
Similar to state and national trends, the City continues to
experience a decrease in the average number of persons per
household. The City’s average persons per household is well
below state and national averages.

Total Population
year
2018*
2010
2000
1990
1980
1970
1960
1950
1940
1930
1920
1910
1900

total pop. pop. diff.
59,461
2,225
57,236
-2,826
60,062
-5,348
65,410
-5,483
70,893
-15,345
86,238
5,626
80,612
33,714
46,898
21,801
25,097
2,193
22,904
16,897
6,007
4,936
1,071
603
468

% change
3.89%
-4.70%
-8.18%
-7.73%
-17.79%
6.98%
71.89%
86.87%
9.57%
281.29%
460.88%
128.85%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau decennial data
*2018 Population Estimate

Number of Housing Unit / Total Population

Average Household Size
2000

2010

City of Royal Oak

2.06

2.03

State of Michigan

2.56

2.49

United States

2.59

2.58

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, decennial census

year
1930
1940
1950
1960
1970
1980
1990
2000
2010
2013*

total units
5,261
6,722
13,893
25,537
28,287
28,782
29,163
29,942
30,288
30,391

% change
27.8%
106.7%
69.4%
20.2%
1.7%
1.3%
2.7%
0.9%
0.5%

total pop.
22,904
25,097
46,898
80,612
86,238
70,893
65,410
60,062
57,236
58,973

% change
9.6%
86.9%
71.9%
7.0%
-17.8%
-7.7%
-8.2%
-4.7%
3.0%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 & * 2013-2017 American Community Survey, 5-Year Estimate

Family & Non-Family Households,
Surrounding Communities Comparison 2010 & 2017
2010
community
Royal Oak
Birmingham
Clawson
Ferndale
Madison Heights
Southfield
Troy
Oakland County
State of Mich.

Family / Non-Family
47.7% / 52.3%
58.7% / 41.3%
54.8% / 45.2%
45.5% / 54.5%
59.3% / 40.7%
57.2% / 42.8%
73.1% / 26.9%
65.8% / 34.2%
66% / 34%

2017

Family / Non-Family
47.0% / 53.0%
47.0% / 53.0%
51.0% / 49.0%
38.0% / 62.0%
57.6% / 42.4%
54.7% / 45.3%
72.8% / 27.2%
64.8% / 35.2%
64.5% / 35.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Data & 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

The percentage of family and
non-family households in
Royal Oak has remained
consistent over the past
several years.
Many of the adjacent
communities have experienced
a significant shift to a greater
percentage of non-family
households.

The adjacent table
compares family & nonfamily household data by
census tract within the
City. The data reveals very
little deviation in the
percentage of family
versus non-family households per tract.
Data reveals a significant
increase in the percentage
of family households with
children under 18 years of
age in ever tract.

Household Type By Tract, 2010 & 2017 Comparison
w/ children
family households
tract

2010

2017

under 18 years of age
2010

2017

non-family households
2010

2017

1830

35.3%

38.3%

12.2%

27.6%

64.7%

61.7%

1831

63.1%

66.9%

25.4%

40.0%

36.9%

33.1%

1832

46.0%

42.0%

16.4%

33.5%

54.0%

58.0%

1833

46.6%

42.3%

18.4%

34.9%

53.4%

59.4%

1834

55.4%

55.7%

22.2%

36.0%

44.6%

44.3%

1835

42.5%

37.1%

18.4%

54.1%

57.5%

62.9%

1836

55.0%

55.5%

21.5%

40.8%

45.0%

44.5%

1837

54.4%

54.3%

19.8%

33.4%

48.6%

45.7%

1838

53.3%

58.7%

21.3%

30.7%

26.7%

41.3%

1839

45.7%

42.0%

19.5%

45.6%

54.3%

58.0%

1840

53.8%

51.3%

21.6%

43.4%

45.2%

48.7%

1841

39.3%

37.2%

15.7%

45.4%

60.7%

62.8%

1842

41.8%

45.5%

15.8%

37.6%

58.2%

54.5%

1843

42.7%

41.3%

18.4%

41.4%

44.5%

58.7%

1844

40.2%

38.0%

15.7%

34.6%

59.8%

62.0%

1845

33.1%

34.8%

12.4%

32.3%

66.9%

65.2%

1846

46.0%

43.1%

17.7%

27.0%

54.0%

56.9%

1847

51.0%

49.1%

20.9%

30.1%

49.0%

50.9%

City

47.0%

36.6%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, decennial census data & 2013-2017 American Comm. Survey 5-Year Estimates

53.0%

Minorities (Black/African Americans, American Indian/ Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian & Pacific Islanders)
comprised 5.2% of the city’s total population in 2000, 9.25% of the city’s total population, at the time of the 2010
Census, and 7.2% of the city’s population based on the estimates of the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2013-2017 ACS.

Race Characteristics by Tract, 2010 & 2017 Comparison

total pop.
tract

2010

2017

White alone
2010

2017

Black/
African American
alone
2010

2017

American Indian/
Alaska Native alone
2010

2017

1830

3,208

3,556

85.9%

87.0%

6.0%

2.6%

0.14%

0%

1831

4,424

4,379

93%

94.2%

2.3%

0.6%

0.14%

0.2%

1832

2,988

3,391

90%

94.8%

5.6%

0.6%

0.37%

1833

2,905

3,012

89.9%

91.9%

3.7%

1.4%

1834

2,683

2,773

86.1%

84.9%

9.6%

1835

2,125

2,347

77%

72%

1836

4,272

4,254

90%

1837

5,213

5,558

1838

4,491

1839

Asian alone
2010

2017

Native Hawaiian & Pacific
Isl alone
2010

2017

5%

6.1%

0.03%

0%

1.8%

3.1%

0%

0%

0%

2%

2.3%

0%

0%

0.41%

0%

2.9%

5.4%

0%

0%

8.5%

0.37%

0%

1.7%

5.4%

0%

0%

14%

16.7%

0.19%

0%

5.7%

8.4%

0.19%

0%

92.4%

6.2%

5.3%

0.40%

0.4%

1.8%

1.0%

0%

0%

92.3%

89.9%

3.5%

1.0%

0.23%

0%

2%

7.3%

0.02%

0%

4,357

93.2%

91.8%

2.7%

2.4%

0.36%

0%

1.7%

4.5%

0.18%

0%

2,484

2,351

92.1%

91.5%

3.5%

2.1%

0.20%

0%

2.8%

2.3%

0%

0%

1840

2,796

2,885

94.5%

93.2%

1.2%

2.7%

0.39%

0%

1.5%

2.3%

0.14%

0%

1841

2,789

3,007

91%

88.5%

4.7%

3.8%

0.50%

0%

1.9%

4.0%

0.07%

0%

1842

3,994

4,385

91.3%

90.6%

3.4%

1.3%

0.18%

0%

2.4%

6.4%

0.03%

0%

1843

2,842

2,737

93.4%

94.5%

2.5%

2.9%

0.39%

0.3%

1.8%

1.2%

0%

0%

1844

2,699

2,869

92%

94.6%

3.5%

3.5%

0.07%

0.2%

1.6%

0%

0%

0%

1845

2,448

2,371

92.2%

94.7%

2.6%

4.1%

0.04%

0%

3.1%

1.2%

0%

0%

1846

2,873

2,925

91.7%

89.6%

2.2%

2.9%

0.24%

0%

2.8%

3.2%

0.07%

0%

1847

1,654

1,599

92.7%

86.9%

2.9%

4.1%

0.12%

0%

1.9%

2.8%

0%

0%

Royal
Oak

57,236

58,973

90.8%

90.5%

4.3%

3.3%

0.27%

0.1%

2.4%

3.9%

0.04%

0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, decennial census & 2013-2017 American Community Survey, 5-Year Estimates

From 2000 to 2010, Royal Oak nearly doubled its minority population. The greatest percentage gain
was in Black/African American residents. U.S. Census Bureau estimates reveal an estimated
decrease in the percentage of Black/African American residents since 2010 and an increase percentage of residents of Asian race.
Census track 1835 has the largest percentage of City’s Black/African American and Asian population.
The tract contains a significant number of multiple-family housing units and relatively high percentage
of buildings containing between 5 to 9 dwelling units and 10 to 19 dwelling units. This tract also
contains one of the highest percentages of non-family households. Thirty-seven (37%) of renters
living in this census track have a housing burden and 16.3% have a severe housing burden. Both
percentages are similar to the city-wide
averages. There is a slightly higher percentage
of residents with at least a bachelor’s degree in
comparison to the city-wide average. However,
the percentage of residents with a graduate
degree or higher is in-line with the City’s
average.
The U.S. Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey estimate notes that no
persons of Asian race live within Tract 1844.
This tract encompasses the eastern portion of
the city’s downtown and a stable neighborhood
directly east of downtown. This appears to be
anomaly with an estimated absence of persons
of Asian decent.

Housing Type by Tract, 2012

tract

total

1 unit, detached

1 unit, attached

#

%

#

%

2 units
#

3 or 4 units
%

#

5 – 9 units

20 + units

10 – 19 units

%

#

%

#

%

#

%

1830

2,251

626

27.8%

471

20.9%

0

0%

201

8.9%

418

18.6%

356

15.8%

1831

2,014

1,874

93%

18

0.9%

0

0%

9

0.4%

96

4.8%

0

0%

8

0.4%

1832

1,775

1,021

57.5%

17

1%

40

2.3%

114

6.4%

313

17.6%

144

8.1%

126

7.1%

1833

1,613

1,143

70.9%

128

7.9%

32

2%

36

2.2%

98

6.1%

92

5.7%

84

5.7%

1834

1,340

1,011

75.4%

0

0%

9

0.7%

68

5.1%

72

5.4%

20

1.5%

123

1.5%

1835

1,181

509

43.1%

133

11.3%

34

2.9%

95

8%

201

17%

103

8.7%

106

9%

1836

2,177

1,525

70.1%

0

0%

0

0%

23

1.1%

59

2.7%

109

5%

435

20%

1837

2,800

2,128

76%

105

3.8%

64

2.3%

138

4.9%

134

4.8%

77

2.8%

154

5.5%

1838

2,250

1,838

81.7%

35

1.6%

115

5.1%

41

1.8%

10

1.8%

37

1.6%

144

6.4%

1839

1,223

882

72.1%

0

0%

18

1.5%

0

0%

134

11%

89

7.3%

94

7.3%

1840

1,363

1,206

88.5%

18

1.3%

17

1.2%

0

0%

79

5.8%

21

1.5%

22

1.6%

1841

1,593

876

55%

69

4.3%

67

4.2%

153

9.6%

138

8.7%

177

11.1%

113

7.1%

1842

2,189

1,532

70%

62

2.8%

37

1.7%

57

2.6%

0

0%

33

1.5%

468

21.4%

1843

1,367

1,199

87.1%

46

3.4%

20

1.5%

0

0%

41

3%

29

2.1%

32

2.3%

1844

1,532

957

62.5%

103

6.7%

132

8.6%

7

0.5%

17

1.1%

0

0%

316

20.6%

1845

1,376

527

38.3%

130

9.4%

185

13.4%

100

7.3%

184

13.4%

53

3.9%

197

14.3%

1846

1,561

1,164

74.6%

182

11.7%

21

1.3%

32

2%

40

2.6%

54

3.5%

68

4.4%

1847

816

792

97.1%

6

0.7%

5

0.6%

0

0%

0

0%

13

1.6%

0

0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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8%

U.S. Census data reveals that regionally, local communities within Macomb County have seen an increase in the
percentage of Black / African American residents. Yet the percentage of Black / African American residents in many
communities in southeast Oakland County have not increased in recent years. This trend is evident in the
statistically analysis of data for the City of Royal Oak and nearly all of its adjoining neighboring communities. The
City of Madison Heights is the only adjacent community to experience an increase in the percentage of
Black / African American residents between 2010 and 2017. All of the cities directly east (Madison Heights, Warren,
Centerline, Roseville and Eastpointe) of the City of Royal Oak now have a greater percentage of Black / African
American residents. Also, the cities of Warren and Centerline now have a greater percentage of Asian residents.

Race Characteristics for Surrounding Communities, 2010 & 2017 Comparison
Black/African
White alone
American alone
Asian alone
community
Birmingham
Clawson
Ferndale
Madison Heights
Royal Oak
Southfield
Troy

2010

2017

2010

2017

2010

2017

92.3%

91.5%

3.0%

2.8%

2.5%

93.4%

94.1%

1.9%

1.3%

2%

2.9%

84.7%

86.5%

9.6%

6.9%

1.3%

0.8%

83.9%

81.7%

6.4%

8.4%

5.8%

5.4%

90.7%

90.5%

4.3%

3.3%

2.4%

3.9%

24.9%

23.6%

70.3%

70.1%

1.7%

1.9%

74.1%

69.2%

4.0%

3.8%

19.1%

23.7%

Oakland County
Macomb County

77.3%

75.6%

13.6%

13.7%

5.6%

6.8%

85.4%

82.1%

8.6%

11%

3%

3.7%

1%

Warren

78.4%

70.7%

13.5%

18.5%

4.6%

7.7%

Centerline

82.5%

69.8%

12%

19.5%

2.5%

7.5%

Roseville

83.1%

75.7%

11.8%

18.1%

1.6%

1.9%

Eastpointe

65.6%

48.2%

29.5%

46.3%

1.1%

0.6%

Wayne County

52.3%

53.2%

40.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, decennial census & 2013-2017 American Community Survey

39.1%

2.5%

3.1%

The percentage of residents under 25 years of age has declined in recent decades (34.2% - 1980, 28.4% - 1990,
25.3% - 2000, 24.3% - 2010) but stabilized more recently.
Since 2000, the percentage of persons between the age of
20 and 29 years of age has increased, the percentage of
persons between the age of 35 and 49 years of age has
decreased, and the percentage of persons between the age
of 50 and 64 years of age has increased. The percentage of
person 75 years of age and older has remained relatively
unchanged since 2000.
Many of Royal Oak’s senior residents wish to remain within
the city limits and transition from decades of proud ownership of single-family homes to congregate care facilities.
The housing and medical needs for older persons may alter
land use patterns within the city and/or service settings.
Age Percentages, City of Royal Oak

age cohort / year
under 25
25-44
45-54
55-59
60-64
65-74
75 and older

1980
35.2%
29.0%
10.9%
6.9%
5.6%
7.4%
5.0%
100.0%

1990
28.5%
38.1%
8.9%
4.0%
4.8%
9.3%
6.4%
100.0%

2000
25.3%
38.8%
13.6%
4.3%
3.1%
6.7%
8.3%
100.0%

2010
24.3%
35.9%
14.6%
7.1%
5.1%
5.9%
7.1%
100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, decennial census data & 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

2017
24.1%
37.1%
11.6%
7.1%
6.2%
7.6%
6.5%
100.0%

Senior (65 +) Households by Tract, 2017
% of total
tract
1830
1831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846
1847
total:

tract’s households.
26.1%
24.1%
28.5%
24.7%
26%
18.6%
23.8%
24.3%
23%
14.3%
22.3%
14.2%
19.5%
21.5%
34.4%
14.1%
10.9%
15.6%
22%

1 person
54.1%
31.4%
57.3%
63.7%
48.9%
61.8%
45.6%
47%
38.3%
42.1%
65.3%
43.2%
56%
52.2%
74.4%
54%
46.3%
36.8%
51.8%

2 or more
persons
45.9%
68.6%
42.7%
36.3%
51.1%
38.2%
54.4%
53%
91.7%
57.9%
34.7%
56.8%
44%
47.8%
25.6%
46%
53.7%
63.2%
48.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Comm. Survey 5-Year Esti.

Persons over 65 years of age are fairly evenly distributed
throughout the City. Not surprisingly, census tract 1844
has the highest percentage of persons 65 years of age
or older. This census track contains a cooperative senior
living high-rise apartment building located in downtown
Royal Oak. Additionally, 74.4% of the senior households
are 1 person households. This corresponds to the
presence of the high-rise senior apartment building.
All four of the census tracts north of 13 Mile Rd. contain
higher than average percentages of persons over 65
years of age. These are relative anomalies due to the
wide variety of housing options available in this large
portion of the City. There is no single, dominate commonality that stands out. The statistics even demonstrate
variations in the percentage of 1 person and 2 or more
person households.

Elderly Population, City of Royal Oak
age cohort /
year
65 and older
% of total pop.

1970
7,174
8.4%

1980
8,762
12.4%

1990
10,280
15.7%

2000
8,958
14.9%

2010
7,470
13.1%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, decennial census data & 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

2017
7,969
13.5%

Senior (65 +) Households by Tract, 2017
% of total
tract
1830
1831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846
1847
total:

tract’s households.
26.1%
24.1%
28.5%
24.7%
26%
18.6%
23.8%
24.3%
23%
14.3%
22.3%
14.2%
19.5%
21.5%
34.4%
14.1%
10.9%
15.6%
22%

1 person
54.1%
31.4%
57.3%
63.7%
48.9%
61.8%
45.6%
47%
38.3%
42.1%
65.3%
43.2%
56%
52.2%
74.4%
54%
46.3%
36.8%
51.8%

2 or more
persons
45.9%
68.6%
42.7%
36.3%
51.1%
38.2%
54.4%
53%
91.7%
57.9%
34.7%
56.8%
44%
47.8%
25.6%
46%
53.7%
63.2%
48.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Comm. Survey 5-Year Esti.

The U.S. Census Bureau American
Community Survey currently categories
the following types of disabilities:
hearing, vision, cognitive, ambulatory,
self-care, & independent living
difficulties.
Royal Oak maintains a lower
percentage of its total population with
each type of difficulty when compared to
Oakland County and the State.
However, it maintains a higher percentage of its population under 5 years of
age with hearing difficulties and a higher
percentage of its senior population with
ambulatory difficulties.

Disability Characteristics
Royal Oak
3.3%
3.2%
1.2%
14.5%

Oakland
County
3.4%
0.9%
1.9%
13.4%

Michigan
3.9%
0.7%
2.2%
15.2%

w/ vision difficulty
under 18
18-64
65+

1.9%
1.5%
1.2%
5.8%

1.9%
0.8%
1.4%
5.1%

2.3%
0.8%
1.9%
5.8%

w/ cognitive difficulty
under 18
18-64
65+

3.5%
3.2%
2.8%
7.1%

4.6%
3.5%
3.9%
8.3%

6.0%
5.1%
5.5%
8.7%

w/ ambulatory difficulty
under 18
18-64
65+

5.8%
0.1%
3.1%
24.2%

6.4%
0.5%
4.4%
20.8%

7.9%
0.7%
6.2%
22.1%

w/ self-care difficulty
under 18
18-64
65+

2.0%
0.6%
1.2%
7.3%

2.6%
1.0%
1.8%
7.6%

3.0%
1.0%
2.4%
7.8%

4.6%
1.1%%
14.9%

5.6%
3.4%
14.3%

6.7%
4.7%
14.5%

w/ hearing difficulty
under 18
18-64
65+

w/ independent living difficulty
18-64
65+

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Many individuals have physical or mental limitations prevent them from living alone. Out-of-home and
non-nursing home options include State licensed Adult Foster Care Homes and Homes For The Aged.
Adult Foster Care Homes are residential settings that provide 24-hour personal care, protection, and
supervision for individuals who are developmentally disabled, mentally ill, physically handicapped or
aged who can not live alone but who do not need continuous nursing care. Adult Foster Care Homes
are restricted to providing care to no more than 20 adults.
A Home For The Aged provides 24 hour room, board, and supervised personal are to: 21 or more
unrelated, no transient individuals 60 years of age or older; and 20 or fewer individuals 60 years of age
or older that is operated in conjunction with and as a distinct part of a licensed nursing home. Homes
For The Aged are restricted to providing care to persons who are 60 years of age or older.
Both Adult Foster Care Homes and Homes For The Aged provide care to persons who are or have:
aged
mentally ill
physically disabled
Alzheimer’s Disease or other dementia related disorders
Care may include assistance with bathing, grooming, dressing, eating, walking, toileting, or administration of medication. HUD regards / presumes persons with these limitations as low to moderate-income.
Royal Oak contains 1 family, 2 medium, 6 small Adult Foster Care Facilities and 1 Home For The Aged.
Child Caring Institutions / Facilities provide 24- hour care, maintenance, and supervision of minor
children. These facilities include provide shelter, food, therapy, supervision, etc. Royal Oak contains 2
Child Caring Institutions.

Royal Oak, Occupation of Persons 16 Years of Age or Older
occupation

2017

management, busi, science, and arts occupations

59.1%

service occupations

10.5%

sales and office occupations

22%

natural resources, construction, and maint occupations

3.2%

production, transportation and material moving occ.

5.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey

The adjacent table projects the percent change
needed in each education or training level to
meet the future job openings nation-wide. Most
growth sector industries are anticipated to
require a bachelor’s degree, short-term and long
-term on-the-job training.
The City of Royal Oak should be cognizant of
future education and training of its residents and
workforce and take steps to work with local
higher education establishments, workforce
training programs and major employers, such as
Beaumont Hospital, to ensure a viable economic
workforce and low unemployment.

The adjacent table demonstrates the occupations of Royal Oak’s workforce, while the
table below projects occupations with future
growth potential nationally.
The majority of Royal Oak’s workforce have
occupations in management, business,
science, and arts field.

Employment and Total Job Openings by Education,
Projected 2018 through 2028

typical education need for entry
doctoral or professional degree
master’s degree
bachelor’s degree
associate’s degree
postsecondary non-degree award
some college, no degree
high school diploma or equivalent
less than high school diploma
Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics, last modified February 1, 2012

anticipated
% change
9%
13.7%
7.7%
7.9%
8.2%
8.2%
2.9%
5%

Median
Annual Wage,
2018
$105,700
$73,580
$73,960
$53,700
$38,640
$35,820
$37,020
$24,430

% of Residents w/
Bachelor’s Degree or

year
2017

%
56%

2010

42%

2000

40%

1990

27%

The percentage of residents with that have obtained a
bachelor’s degree or higher level of educational attainment has more than doubled since the1990 Census.

Source: US Census Bureau

By comparison, the City has a
higher percentage of White residents
with a bachelor’s degree or higher in
comparison to County average. Yet a
slightly lower percentage of the City’s
Black / African American and Asian
residents have a bachelor’s degree or
higher when compared to the County
average.

Race By Educational Attainment
% of Residents w/ Bachelor’s Degree or Higher

Oakland County
Race

Royal

White Alone

55.9%

45.4%

Black / African American

29.6%

32.7%

Asian

73.5%

78%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Median Earnings In The Past 12 Months In Relation To Educational Attainment
year

Royal Oak

Less Than High School Grad.

$21,228

High School Graduate

$30,152

Some College or Associates Degree

$36,574

Bachelor’s Degree

$60,330

Graduate or Professional Degree

$73,148

Source: US Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

The dramatic increase in the percentage of the City’s population with
at least a bachelor’s degree results in residents with greater incomes.
High income earners often times correlate to an increased demand for
new or renovated housing options.

% of Royal Oak’s Population 25 Years +
w/ Bachelor’s Degree / Graduate or Prof. Degree
by Tract, 2017

tract

Bachelor’s
Degree

Graduate or Prof.
Degree

1830

31.9%

18.8%

1831

32.3%

15.3%

1832

26.6%

22.2%

1833

30.4%

23.8%

1834

26%

30.5%

1835

26.2%

22.5%

1836

33.9%

23.8%

1837

34.8%

23.6%

1838

37.2%

22.9%

1839

32.4%

21.8%

1840

36.1%

27.6%

1841

42.6%

25%

1842

30.8%

29.8%

1843

26.1%

22.3%

1844

36.5%

20.5%

1845

34.8%

25.8%

1846

44.5%

25%

1847

31.4%

16%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey
5-Year Estimates

The dispersion of residents with a bachelor’s
degree is fairly even. The following census
tracks have experienced a significant increase
in the percentage of residents with a bachelor’s degree in comparison to the results of the
2010 Census: 1846, 1844, 1841 & 1838.
Three of these census tracks are located
within or directly adjacent to downtown.
The following census tracks have
experienced a significant increase in the
percentage of residents with a graduate or
professional degree in comparison to the
results of the 2010 Census: 1834, 1835, 1838,
1841 & 1846. Only two of these census tracks
are located within or directly adjacent to
downtown.

% Race
High School Graduate or Higher / Bachelor’s Degree or Higher
by Tract, 2017
Black / African
American
White alone
alone
Asian alone
tract
1830

98.3% / 46.8%

100% / 81.4%

100% / 85.9%

1831

96.7% / 46.2%

100% / 0%

89.3% / 89.3%

1832

99.6% / 47.1%

42.9% / 0%

100% / 100%

1833

98.8% / 52.2%

100% / 0%

100% / 100%

1834

94.1% / 61.4%

85% / 14%

93.2% / 16.9%

1835

91.3% / 47%

100% / 30.1%

100% / 88.2%

1836

97.6% / 61.5%

66.7% / 6%

50% / 20.5%

1837

96.8% / 59.4%

100% / 62.1%

100% / 38.7%

1838

96.3% / 60.6%

59.2% / 0%

100% / 100%

1839

97.8% / 53.9%

100% / 37.7%

100% / 55.9%

1840

97% / 62.7%

100% / 66.2%

100% / 100%

1841

92.8% / 68.2%

100% / 100%

100% / 54.5%

1842

96% / 58.2%

100% / 0%

100% / 93%

1843

94% / 48.1%

84.8% / 30.4%

1844

93.8% / 58%

100% / 27%

100% / 78.1%
0 persons of
Asian decent

1845

97.9% / 61.9%

94.8% / 0%

100% / 100%

1846

95.9% / 60%

100% / 53.6%

100% / 64.1%

1847

97.1% / 47.3%

100% / 21.5%

100% / 89.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

The adjacent table demonstrates the
percentage of Royal Oak residents by
race with a high school education or
higher and bachelor’s degree or
higher.
The table does not reference the
estimated number of persons by race
living with each census tract.
Several census tracts have a very low
estimated number of persons by race.
Census tract 1844 is estimated to
contain no persons of Asian race.

unemployment

Labor Force Unemployment Rate Comparison,
Population 16 Years & Older In Labor Force
Royal
Oakland
year
Oak
County
Metro
Michigan
6.7%
10.2%
13.9%
12.6%
2008
3.6%
5.3%
8%
7.4%
2017
Source: US Census Bureau, 2008-2012 & 2013-2017 American Community Survey

labor force
participation

% of Those Not In Labor Force,
Population 16 Yrs or Older
Royal
Oakland
year
Oak
County
Metro
25.8%
32.7% 36.8%
2008
2017
26.1%
33.8%
38%

Michigan
37.7%
38.8%

Source: US Census Bureau, 2008-2012 & 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Royal Oak has a very low percentage of its residents 16 years of age and older whom are not participating in the labor
force when compared to other jurisdictions. A greater percentage of Royal Oak residents are actively working.
The availability and quality of employment often times has a direct correlation to the housing market of a
community. Oakland County remains a significant employment base for all of southeast Michigan. Oakland County
contains numerous well-paying fortune 500 firms, spin-off industries, “expanding industries”, “start-up” industries and
businesses. Many Royal Oak residents do not work in the city limits, although Royal Oak does have several major
employers. Some of the major employers continue to be William Beaumont Hospital (healthcare), Comau Inc.
(manufacturing), HHI Form Tech (manufacturing), Consumers Power Co. (utility), Howard & Howard (law firm), Meijer
(retail), and the Royal Oak School District (education).

The City has a dominant grid network of north/south and east/west streets. Many people choose to live and visit Royal Oak because of the pedestrian
scale of the City. The primary means of providing non-motorized transportation are traditional public sidewalks. Nearly every corner of the City is
accessible via a public sidewalk. The City has diligently maintained its extensive network of sidewalks thus creating a “walkable” community for citizens
and visitors. The City maintains a high ranking of “walkability” state-wide.
Through 2010 and 2011, the City prepared a non-motorized transportation plan which has been incorporated into its Master Plan. The document is
composed on an analysis of the City’s existing non-motorized transportation system and recommends infrastructure improvements, policies and
programs to make it safer and more convenient to walk, bike and use transit in Royal Oak.
New multiple-family residential developments should be encouraged along transportation corridors. An accessible, reliable, and economical public
transportation system may reduce the percentage that a household expends on transportation needs.
The City of Royal Oak is serviced by several Interstate highways. I-696 and I-75 provide easy access to the City from all primary directions. Woodward
Avenue, a major State thoroughfare, runs on an angle through Royal Oak and connects many metropolitan communities from Detroit to Pontiac. The
Grand Trunk Western Railroad parallels Woodward Avenue and provides railroad transit service for the city. Downtown Royal Oak is one of only four
metropolitan Detroit locations to board AMTRAK for long distance passenger train service.
Regional transportation (SMART bus system) and taxicab service are available throughout the city with terminals in the central business district. The
City of Royal Oak also provides door-to-door transportation service for its elderly and permanent disabled citizens. Additionally, the advent of ridesharing services has provided residents and visitors with unparalleled transportation services.
In October of 2010, the Woodward Avenue Action Association (WA3) convened a task force to create a plan for advancing transit-oriented development
along Woodward Avenue in southern Oakland County. This effort was prompted by planning for a light rail project in downtown and midtown Detroit
which is currently under construction (July 2014). Key members of the task force included elected and professional officials from the cities of Berkley,
Birmingham, Ferndale, Huntington Woods, and Royal Oak, as well as institutional and business partners from MDOT, SMART, SEMCOG, the Michigan
Suburbs Alliance, the Detroit Zoological Society, and Beaumont Hospital. Royal Oak staff and elected officials have participated heavily in this endeavor.
The result of the task force was the create of the Woodward Avenue TOD Corridor Study For South Oakland County. Many of the recommendations of
this regional study have been incorporated into Royal Oak’s Master Plan to anticipate and prepare for a potential transit project along Woodward
Avenue through Royal Oak. A “locally preferred alternative” design has been selected by the participating parties. The potential project is building
momentum for the implementation of the regional transit authority’s goals. The regional transit millage failed several years ago. However, the effort may
once again appear on an upcoming ballot.
The City of Royal Oak, like many communities in the greater Detroit Metropolitan area, is dependent upon the automobile as a primary mode of transportation. According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2013-2017 American Community Survey, Royal Oak’s workforce had a mean travel time to work of
24.4 minutes. The 2010 Census data revealed a travel time of 22.6 minutes. These travel times are similar to the national average. It’s estimated that
the majority of commuter’s drove alone (87.1%). Only 5.6% of the workforce carpooled to their place of employment. It’s estimated that an increasing
percentage (4.4%) of individuals worked at home.

SMART fixed route service

SMART connector service

route #
415/420
430
450/460
461/462
465
730
740
760

Curb-to-curb, advanced reservation service. Rides are available on a
first come, first served basis. Within a 10 mile radius of your
beginning destination.

route name
Greenfield - Southfield
Main St - Big Beaver
Woodward Local
FAST Woodward
Auburn Hills Limited
Ten Mile Crosstown
Twelve Mile Crosstown
13 Mile / 14 Mile

Monday - Friday, 6am - 6pm
Call for reserve trip. For medical trips, passengers may call up to 6
days in advance. All others may call up to 2 days in advance.
Reservation number: (866) 962-5515
Reservation hours: Monday - Friday, 7am - 4pm

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
SMART provides ADA Paratransit service in Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb counties for people whose disability prevents them from using
SMARTS’s regular Fixed Route bus service. ADA Service is an advance reservation service providing curb-to-curb transportation to/from
any address that is 3/4 of a mile or less from a SMART regular Fixed Route bus stop.

SMART’s Community Partnership Program
SMART partners with the City of Royal Oak to advanced reservation, door-to-door transportation services
to City residents. Reservations must be placed 2 weeks to 24 hours in advance with the Royal Oak
Senior Center. Transportation services are provided up to a 7 mile radius outside the city limits during the
hours of 9am - 4pm, Monday through Friday. A nominal fee of $3.00 is charged for a one-way trip and
$4.00 for a round trip with physical assistance provided. All transportation vehicles are wheelchair
accessible. All participants must be 60 years of age or older or disabled.
This service is funded and operated by the joint efforts of the City of Royal Oak, SMART Municipal and
Community Credit funds, and Beaumont Health.

Royal Oak’s median household
income continues to increase. It has
surpassed the county-wide
average.
Clawson and Ferndale have
experienced the largest percentage
increase in median household
income in recent years.
Royal Oak has increased the
median income of all households,
family households, married households, and non-family households in
comparison to the county averages.
Royal Oak families ($97,309) have
a median income nearly double that
of non-families ($45,864)
in 2017 inflation adjusted dollars.

Median Household Income,
Surrounding Communities
community
1999*
Birmingham
$80,861
Clawson
$50,929
Ferndale
$45,629
Madison Heights
$42,326
Royal Oak
$52,252
Southfield
$51,802
Troy
$77,538
Oakland County
$61,907

2012**
$100,789
$51,951
$48,967
$41,074
$62,453
$50,281
$86,465
$65,637

2017**
$114,537
$62,969
$61,060
$46,687
$74,140
$52,470
$93,017
$73,369

Source:
* U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 data based on 1999 income
** U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 American Comm Survey
*** U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Comm Survey

Percentage Increase In Household Income (Inflation-Adjusted Dollars)
2012 To 2017
community
Birmingham
Clawson
Ferndale
Madison Heights
Royal Oak
Southfield
Troy
Oakland County

household
12%
17.5%
19.8%

families
18.4%
18.2%
19.9%

married-couple
families
12%
14.6%
11.1%

non-family
households
17.4%
18%
25.7%

12%
15.8%
4.2%
7%
10.5%

13.7%
14.5%
3.8%
9.2%
10.8%

13%
11.3%
3.5%
8.5%
9.3%

6.4%
13.8%
6.4%
10.6%
9.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 & 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Royal Oak has a very low percentage of
persons living below the poverty level in
comparison to the county and state.
The comparison the number of families below
poverty is stunningly low.
% Of People Whose Income
In The Past 12 Months Is Below The Poverty Level (2017)

All People
Under 18 Years
Related Children Of The Householder Under 18 Years
Related Children Of The Householder Under 5 Years
Related Children Of The Householder 5 To 17 Years
18 Years & Over
18 To 64 Years
65 Years & Over
People In Families
Unrelated Individuals 15 Years & Over
Source: US Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey

Royal Oak
7%
7.3%
7%
7.3%
6.8%
7%
7%
6.7%
4.2%
12.1%

Oakland County
9%
11.3%
11%
13.9%
10%
8.4%
8.8%
6.7%
6.8%
18.7%

Michigan
15.6%
21.7%
21.3%
25.5%
19.9%
13.8%
15.2%
8.2%
12.4%
28.3%

The housing profile will identify types and quantities of housing available, the age
of the City’s housing stock, the characteristics of owners and renters in
Royal Oak and surrounding communities, housing alternatives, and other factors.
Royal Oak’s housing market and property values have rebounded
quite well in recent years in comparison to other local units of
government in the metropolitan area. Royal Oak has strong regional
appeal, as evident in the availability and price point of the City’s
housing stock.
Royal Oak is a mature community and contains no large tracts of
vacant land for residential development. New single-family
construction frequently requires that existing sub-marginal
housing units be demolished. This process often allows for the City’s
housing stock to be rejuvenated yet does not provide a
significant net increase in the number of single-family dwellings.
Profitability has directed homebuilders to create “buildable”
single-family parcels by dividing existing parcels that have an excess
of land. Builders have also gone so far as to raze a sub-marginal
dwelling that spans across a large parcel of land, thus creating two
“buildable” parcels. These alternatives provide for a net increase in
the total number of single-family dwellings.
It should be noted that several large tracts of vacant land have
become available for redevelopment in the past decade due to the
consolidation of school district facilities and services. Former school
sites have been demolished and sold for redevelopment. Homebuilders and homebuyers are often driven by the Federal Reserve
System’s efforts to retain low, short-term interest rate which has resulted in historically low mortgage rates. In the past five years, the
market demand for new rental housing options has increased significantly for those who choose not to or are financially unable to
become owners.

Residential Building Permits

year

construction of
new single-family
dwellings

renovations to
existing singlefamily dwellings

construction of
new multi-family
dwelling units

Jan 2019 July 2019

198

1,178

199

2018

159

1,815

218

2017

154

1,855

21

2016

157

1,770

54

2015

68

1,774

54

2014

133

1,738

10

2013

137

1,776

0

Source: City of Royal Oak, Building Inspection Department data

Building permits associated with renovations and additions far outweigh the number of permits for new construction

The City’s total number of housing units has continued to
increase each decade despite 25 years of continued
population decline. The combination of an increase in total
housing units and a decrease in total population is clearly
reflected in the continued decrease in the number of
persons per household and coincides with the larger
percentage of senior population.

Number of Housing Unit / Total Population
year
1930
1940
1950
1960
1970
1980
1990
2000
2010
2013*

total units
5,261
6,722
13,893
25,537
28,287
28,782
29,163
29,942
30,288
30,391

% change
27.8%
106.7%
69.4%
20.2%
1.7%
1.3%
2.7%
0.9%
0.5%

total pop.
22,904
25,097
46,898
80,612
86,238
70,893
65,410
60,062
57,236
58,973

% change
9.6%
86.9%
71.9%
7.0%
-17.8%
-7.7%
-8.2%
-4.7%
3.0%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 & * 2013-2017 American Community Survey, 5-Year Estimate

Average Household Size
2000

2010

City of Royal Oak

2.06

2.03

State of Michigan

2.56

2.49

United States

2.59

2.58

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, decennial census

The table below demonstrates that, according to census estimates, a high percentage of
Royal Oak residents have lived in their existing household since 1979 or earlier when
compared to the national average. The percentage is similar to the state average.
Neighborhood strength and stability are key factors. The results of Michigan’s Proposal A may
be viewed as a disincentive to property transfers / sales. Its affect may cause homeowners to
be more stationary.
On the opposite end of the spectrum, Royal Oak has a much higher percentage of its
residence that have lived in the City since 2010 when compared to the state and national
averages. The analysis includes all household types – homeowners and renters.

Year Household Moved Into Unit
year range

City of Royal Oak

State of Michigan

United States

1979 or earlier
10.7%
10.1%
7.8%
1980 to 1989
8.1%
8.0%
6.9%
1990 to 1999
11.9%
15.7%
14.1%
2000 to 2009
22.8%
26.3%
29.0%
2010 to 2014
34.2%
30.0%
31.7%
2015 or later
12.3%
9.8%
10.6%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Year Household Moved Into Unit
tract
1830

The adjacent table illustrates, somewhat surprisingly, that census track 1833 contains the highest percentage of “new” renters. This census track contains the highest percentage of renters
residing in the city since 2015. The neighborhood has a relatively low percentage of multiplefamily structures such as apartment buildings. It’s dominated (71% of residential structures) by
single-family dwellings.

2015 or
later

2010 to
2014

2000 to
2009

1990 to
1999

1980 to
1989

1979 or
earlier

Owner
Renter
1831

3.2%
25.3%

15%
42.5%

32.6%
23.3%

22.8%
7.6%

7.7%
1.3%

18.8%
0%

Owner
Renter
1832

5.9%
32.9%

14.1%
40.6%

27.7%
21.8%

23.4%
2.4%

12.4%
2.4%

16.6%
0%

Owner
Renter
1833

8.3%
21%

21.1%
51.8%

26.1%
23.4%

12.5%
2.8%

19.3%
1%

12.6%
0%

Owner
Renter
1834

4.5%
43.3%

18%
46.4%

34.3%
10.3%

15.2%
0%

6.1%
0%

21.8%
0%

Owner
Renter
1835

5.8%
33.3%

17.4%
53.6%

30.2%
10.6%

20.3%
0%

13.4%
2.5%

12.9%
0%

Owner
Renter
1836

10.6%
23.6%

13.2%
63.8%

37.7%
10%

13.7%
1.3%

14.4%
1.3%

10.4%
0%

Owner
Renter
1837

4.2%
12.5%

29.4%
61.5%

17.7%
20.9%

16.7%
0%

17.3%
3.2%

14.7%
1.9%

Owner
Renter
1838

6.1%
23.6%

22.1%
56.6%

19.3%
19.8%

19.2%
0%

10.6%
0%

22.8%
0%

Owner
Renter
1839

6%
18.6%

31.9%
70%

21.8%
9.4%

14.9%
2%

7.2%
0%

18.2%
0%

Owner
Renter

14.2%
21.2%

24.6%
64%

21.4%
10.1%

16.2%
2%

8.6%
0%

15%
2.8%

Owner
Renter
1841

4.5%
38.6%

25.1%
52.3%

22.8%
5.6%

15.9%
3.5%

16.7%
0%

15.1%
0%

Owner
Renter
1842

2.2%
21.5%

34.4%
67.1%

34.5%
9.7%

8.2%
1.7%

9.8%
0%

10.9%
0%

Owner
Renter
1843

2.3%
25.5%

28.3%
46.2%

40.1%
21.2%

9.8%
4.9%

9%
0%

10.6%
2.2%

Owner
Renter

6.2%
20.4%

26%
69.6%

17.8%
6.9%

18.1%
3.1%

13.6%
0%

18.2%
0%

Owner
Renter
1845

8%
15.3%

22.5%
49.9%

28.6%
19.2%

9.1%
10.8%

14%
2.8%

17.7%
1.9%

Owner
Renter
1846

4%
17%

31.6%
59%

31%
14.7%

14.6%
9.3%

9.4%
0%

9.4%
0%

Owner
Renter
1847

14.7%
37.4%

25.5%
48.3%

18.8%
12.6%

16.4%
0%

14.4%
1.7%

10%
0%

Owner
Renter

7.1%
22.8%

20.1%
62.1%

24.8%
15.1%

21.1%
0%

8.5%
0%

18.4%
0%

1840

It also illustrates that census track 1846, the neighborhoods south and east of downtown
Royal Oak, contains the largest percentage of “new” owners. This census track contains
the highest percentage of owners residing in the City since 2015 and since 2010. This
neighborhood has experienced several larger-scale, multiple-family developments in
recent years. The neighborhood has also experienced a strong reinvestment in existing
single-family dwellings and the construction of influential new single-family dwellings. It’s
also been a main focus of the city’s efforts over the past several years to implement
large-scale, CDBG-funded capital improvements in an effort to spur private investment.

1844

city-wide
Owner

26.3%
16.3%
11.7%
6.1%
23.7%
15.9%
15.9%
3.4%
1%
Renter
24.5%
54.7%
0.5%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

It is believed that many long time Royal Oak residents remain within the City due to such
factors as: comparatively low property taxes, low crime rate, strong public schools, tight
network of community organizations, the increased education and affluence of its residents,
local entertainment, retail and dining experiences found in and around its downtown,
increased professional employment opportunities, recreational opportunities, regional
location and growing influence.
The state property tax structure, as developed under the State of Michigan constitution, and
recently refinanced mortgage rates provide strong financial incentive for residents of homestead single-family property to remain at their current place of residence. It is believed that
many Royal Oak single-family residential property owners continue to remain within the City
based on the aforementioned property tax structure and the current socio-economic
conditions.
An aging population will undoubtedly change the community’s overall need for additional
health and social services. Many elderly homeowners live on “fixed incomes”. Limited financial
resources often prevent elderly homeowners from conducting necessary physical improvements to their single-family homes that may affect their immediate neighborhood.
According to the City’s Target Market Analysis, 15% of all households are new renters living
into the City each year while only 3% of all households are new owners. This means rental
housing units become vacant on a more frequent basis. While a unit is vacant, rental property
owners often renovate the dwelling unit to keep pace with market demands. The renovations
often times translate to higher rental rates and a renovated rental housing stock.

Household types are divided into two categories; owners and renters. Table 23 illustrates that that majority of households
within the city are owner-occupied. Between 1960 and 1970, Royal Oak had a significant increase in the number of renteroccupied housing units. This was brought about with the construction of many multiple-family apartment developments. Since
approximately 1970, there has been only a slight reduction in the percentage of owner-occupied housing units within the City.
Royal Oak is regarded as a mature, “built-out” community with virtually no vacant land for large new developments.
New multiple-family developments have been constructed in recent years. Redevelopment costs and market trends have
resulted in an increase in the price per square foot for multiple-family developments.
An increase in renter-occupied housing units may very well be attributed to changing lifestyle preferences, access to credit
and quiet possibly the eroded perception of “the American Dream”. Many individuals continue to reside in single-family
dwellings, however as renters; not owners.

By comparison, the city maintains a higher
percentage of owner-occupied housing units
to the regional average. The Census Bureau’s
2010-2015 American Community Survey
5-Year Estimate reveals the following data for
SEMCOG’s entire 5 county jurisdiction:
60% owner-occupied housing units
28% renter-occupied housing units
12% vacant

Housing Type, City of Royal Oak
owner occupied

renter occupied

2017

66.2%

33.8%

2010

67.7%

32.3%

2000

70.1%

29.9%

1990

70.0%

30.0%

1980

71.6%

28.4%

1970

72.3%

27.7%

1960

80.5%

19.5%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, decennial census data

Vacancy Rate
housing type

City of Royal Oak

Oakland County

State of Michigan

homeowner

1.8%

1.0%

1.8%

rental

4.5%

5.0%

5.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Royal Oak’s homeowner vacancy rate is slightly higher than the county average.
The City’s vacancy rate for rental housing units is lower than the county and state average.
Fair market rental prices fluctuate based on numerous factors. A significant factor is the
availability of rental housing. Prices rise with the decrease (low vacancy rate) in readily
available housing units.

The majority (68.5%) of the
City’s occupied housing stock is
one-unit detached dwellings.
The second highest percentage
(20.2%) of the housing stock
are residential dwellings with
five (5) or more units.
The housing stock’s variety of
dwellings has continued to
remain consistent over the past
three decades. It is anticipated
that the percentage of one-unit,
attached or “stacked” dwellings
will continue to rise with the
rebirth of the housing market.
These trends will be discussed
further in the report.

Renter-Occupied Housing Units By # of Bedrooms
Tract
1830
1831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1837
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846
1847

No Bedrooms

1.5%
0%
16.3%
0%
0%
0%
0%
8.1%
11.8%
0%
0%
2.0%
0%
5.6%
4.6%
0%
0%

1 Bedroom

58.5%
26.0%
48.7%
18.1%
63.1%
35.5%
48.8%
36.0%
32.5%
26.5%
25.3%
47.8%
42.9%
27.6%
31.4%
32.5%
0%

2 Bedrooms

26.4%
48.7%
23.4%
49.8%
23.4%
50.4%
38.1%
44.6%
27.8%
57.3%
46.8%
38.2%
33.0%
25.9%
53.5%
33.3%
50.4%

3 Bedrooms

13.5%
33.2%
11.5%
29.0%
13.5%
12.9%
7.3%
11.2%
27.9%
13.8%
24.2%
12.0%
24.1%
44.6%
10.5%
31.7%
49.6%

4 Bedrooms

0%
0%
0%
33.8%
0%
1.3%
5.9%
0%
0%
2.3%
3.8%
0%
0%
2.0%
0%
0%
0%

* 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Census tract 1834 contains many 1 bedroom multiple-family housing
developments / apartment complexes as evident in the table.
Census tract 1847 is comprised mostly of single-family dwellings which
attributes to the highest percentage of 3 bedroom housing units.

5+ Bedrooms

0%
0%
0%
3.0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
2.4%
0%

Bedrooms in Housing Unit, 2017
# of
bedrooms
total
%
0
394
1.3%
1
4,027
13.3%
2
7,684
25.3%
3
14,757
48.6%
4
3,097
10.2%
5 or more
432
1.4%
total:
30,391
100%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS

The City’s housing stock is
made up primarily of two (2)
and three (3) bedroom units
which account for 74% of all
housing units.

The majority (62.84%) of Royal Oak’s existing housing stock was constructed between 1940 and 1960.
During this approximately twenty (20) year timeframe, the City’s total population grew by 158.8%. The
population expansion created an “over-night” growth in housing demand and construction. Between 1940
and 1960, the typical construction included a 3 bedroom, ranch or bungalow style, single-family dwelling
on an approximately 6,000 square foot parcel. Therefore, the majority of the City’s housing stock is rapidly
approaching 60 to 80 years of age. The City continues to experience a fair amount of rehabilitation to
existing homes, along with modern day additions and renovations, as well as removal of older homes and
construction of in-fill housing to replenish the existing housing stock.
The table on the following page reveals the age of the City’s housing stock (single-family dwellings, twofamily dwellings, multiple-family developments, etc.). The age of various housing developments varies
based on historical events like population growth, local/regional economic conditions, home mortgage
rates, access to financing multiple-family developments, and infrastructure expansion. The census tracts
that contain the highest percentage of newly built homes are located adjacent to downtown Royal Oak.

Age of Housing Units by Tract

tract

built

built

built

built

built

built

built

built

14’ +

'10-'13

'00-'09

'90-'99

'80-'89

'70-'79

'60-'69

'59 prior

1830
1831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846

0%
0.4%
3.1%
0.6%
0%
0.6%
0.4%
0%
2.7%
0%
1%
0.5%
0.7%
0%
0%
2.1%
2.1%

3.3%
0.5%
7.3%
1.7%
0%
0.6%
0.3%
0.7%
0%
1%
0%
3.5%
3.6%
0%
0%
0.4%
0%

0%
3.1%
1.5%
4.2%
2%
0.8%
0.8%
0%
1.6%
0%
0.4%
7.8%
11.3%
0.4%
2.4%
17%
10.3%

3.7%
2.7%
3.6%
2.1%
2.1%
2.8%
0.8%
2.5%
2.2%
1.9%
1.3%
8.4%
2.3%
2%
1.4%
12.2%
7.6%

10%
2.7%
0.9%
4.4%
0.7%
8.9%
3.6%
4.4%
4.3%
4.6%
1.7%
0.6%
5.6%
1.4%
4%
1.1%
3.6%

24.9%
5.3%
12.5%
7.3%
2.4%
16.7%
4.2%
5.7%
4.1%
7%
5%
6.8%
8.9%
4.8%
11.6%
5%
3%

33.9%
8.9%
13%
9.5%
29.5%
16.7%
17.7%
10.8%
11.9%
11.3%
9.6%
9.4%
3.9%
4.1%
7.9%
6.3%
8.8%

24.2%
76.5%
58.1%
70.1%
63.3%
52.8%
72.2%
75.8%
73.2%
74%
81%
63.1%
63.7%
87.3%
72.8%
56%
64.7%

1847

0%

0%

0.6%

1.3%

0.5%

2.6%

10%

85%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 ACS, 5-Yr Estimates

Census tract 1843 & 1847 contains the highest percentage of units built before 1960.
They will continue to be a targeted by the City’s CDBG-funded housing rehabilitation program.
As the housing stock continues to age, the need for rehabilitation will continue to increase.
This includes minor changes such as replacing roofs, plumbing and windows, or major
rehabilitation of the structure. Older houses contain fewer energy-efficient measures (windows,
doors, insulation, etc.) or outdated and inefficient heating and cooling systems. Replacing or
retrofitting inefficiency measures and systems with modern technology increases the
dependability of the systems, may increase the value of house, provide greater home comfort,
and may save a homeowner on utility costs over time.

In 2017, the City retained a consultant to conduct a housing study analyzing lifestyle
preferences among migrating households seeking new housing choices, formats, and
attainable rents. The Target Market Analysis (TMA) of multiple-family housing generally
followed the format established by the Michigan State Housing Development Authority
(MSHDA). MSHDA utilizes TMAs to study localized socioeconomic and lifestyle market trends
when reviewing the marketability of housing proposals. The results of the City’s TMA can be
found on the city’s website at: https://www.romi.gov/1124/Residential-Target-MarketAnalysis-TMA
Key points of the TMA are noted below.
The city will gain approximately 377 new residents each year.
85% are likely to be renters.
15% are likely to be owners.
Renters will tolerate rents of $900 or more per month.
52% of new households are inclined to choose a building with 3 or more units.
Currently, only 23% of the city’s housing stock is building with 3 or more units.
New residents are interested in a wide variety of housing formats.
New residents are seeking housing in every corner of the city.
Based on assumed lifestyle choices of new residents may gravitate to less square footage
of living space for more site amenities in the development or surround neighborhood.

Household Income In The Past 12 Months
(In 2017 Inflation Adjusted Dollars)
Royal
Oakland
Oak
County
< $10,000
4.2%
4.8%
$10,000 $14,999
2.2%
3.4%
$15,000 $24,999
7.8%
7.4%
$25,000 $34,999
7.0%
7.4%
$35,000 $49,999
11.6%
11.4%
$50,000 $74,999
17.9%
16.8%
$75,000 $99,999
15.0%
13.1%
$100,000 $149,999
18.9%
17.4%
$150,000 199,999
8.4%
8.4%
$200,000 +
7.0%
9.9%
Median
$74,140
$73,369

State of
Michigan
7.3%
5.0%
10.6%
10.4%
14.1%
18.5%
12.2%
12.9%
4.7%
4.3%
$72,091

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Over the past 7 years,
Royal Oak has surpassed Oakland County
in terms of median household income.
It now has a lower percentage of households earning less than $35,000 when
compared to Oakland County.
Additionally, Royal Oak now has a higher
percentage of households with incomes
greater than $75,000 in comparison to the
county average.

The cost to rent a dwelling unit within the city continues to rise. Like the national trend, there are a growing
percentage of households renting versus owning. The number of persons per household continues to decline.
The variety of rental housing opportunities within the City continues to increase as the rental household income
rises. In 2008, the median rent was $777 while the 2017 median rent was $982. This is an increase of 20.9%.
By comparison, during this timeframe the average renter-occupied housing unit’s median household income
increased 28% ($38,679 in 2008 & $53,700 in 2017).
The percentage of renters paying between $1,000 and $1,499 per month increased from 21.0% in 2008 to 27.5% in
2012, to 30.6% in 2017. The percentage of renters paying more than $1,500 per month increased from 6.3% in 2008
to 11.2% in 2012, to 18.3% in 2017.
The current average rental rate within the City varies based on many factors, including age of structure, condition of
structure, structure type such as single-family dwelling, duplex and apartment style, square footage, number of
bedrooms, location, etc.
Many older traditional apartment complexes have been rehabilitated
extensively with a more moderate style and accommodations.
Several new market rate apartment complexes have been
constructed in the past 10 years to meet the growing demand of the
free market.

Additional data regarding fair market rental rates may be found in
HUD’s annual Fair Market Rent (FMR) data sets. FMRs are used to
determine payment standard amounts for the Housing Choice Voucher
program. The data is representative of Detroit-Warren-Livonia
metropolitan area. This data includes all housing types that are being
rented. A comparison of the FMR data and the data collected by City
staff reveals that the cost of renting an apartment in Royal Oak is
considerably higher than the average rental rate for the metro. region.

FY 2015 Fair Market Rent,
Oakland County
(Det., Warren, Livonia Metro FMR Area)
by unit bedroom
efficiency

2015
$510

2019
$621

1 bedroom

$648

$727

2 bedroom

$846

$940

3 bedroom

$1,128 $1,238

4 bedroom

$1,233 $1,337

At the end of the third quarter of 2018, 4.2% of U.S. households hold a mortgage which is “underwater”. This scenario
creates homeowners who retain ownership of homes estimated to be valued at less than their outstanding mortgage balance.
By comparison, that percentage was 9.1% at the end of the fourth quarter of 2014, 17% at the end of the second quarter of
2014, 19.4% at the end of 2013 and 31.4% at the end of 2012.
Homeowners with negative or little equity in their homes are unable to sell their property without taking from their savings to
move to another home. Historically, most homeowners who “move-up” to a different and often times larger and more
expensive home have utilized the equity in their existing house to cover the cost of broker fees, closing costs, and a down
payment on their next home. Without profit from equity, many homeowners can not sell their existing house. This is one
factor in the low inventory of modest, entry-level homes.
The high fixed costs of originating and servicing a mortgage makes small dollar loans less attractive to lenders.
Financial institutions have become more risk-averse since the housing crisis. They may be more willing to extend larger loan
amounts to wealthier clients than lend to those seeking smaller home loans. Most first-time home buyers seek smaller home
loans.
Additionally, small dollar mortgages often face an “appraisal gap”. The dwelling may appraise for less than the agreed
purchase price and mortgage lenders reject the applicant or require the applicant to provide a greater down payment.
Low- and moderate-income applicants are often times do not have their own capital to “close the gap” and may loose their
opportunity to live in an otherwise affordable dwelling.
The recent rise in student debt may also have a negative affect on homeownership among individuals who would otherwise
be first-time homebuyers. Debt hampers credit scores, an important element in determining a prospective homebuyers’
potential mortgage rate. Additionally, delinquent payments on student debt have risen dramatically. Delinquencies damage
borrower’s credit and will make it harder for those individuals to qualify for loans on many items including real estate.
The generation of Americans born between 1981 and 1995 have reached the age when people historically tend to purchase
real estate. One may argue that “Millennials” were uniquely hit hard by the prior recession as many in this age cohort were
entering the workforce and unable to find employment, were underemployed or returned to pursue degrees of higher
education. These factors may be delaying them from developing the financial capacity to purchase of home. Recent statistics
demonstrate that “Millennials” have also delayed marriage and having children which may be additional factors in their low
homeownership rate. Other factors low homeownership rates for “Millennials” may include social trends for more urban
settings and a greater focus on social opportunities versus traditional single-family homeowner responsibilities.

Royal Oak maintains a slightly lower median housing price in comparison to
the Oakland County. The City’s neighboring communities vary wildly in housing
prices as evident below
Royal Oak contains a higher percentage of its homeowners with outstanding
mortgages in comparison to the county, state and national average.

Mortgage Status By Age Of Householder

Owner-Occupied Housing Units
Royal Oak

$191,700

Berkley

$172,800

Birmingham

$467,700

Clawson

$155,900

Ferndale

$131,100

Hazel Park

Owner-Occupied Housing Units
Royal
Oak

Oakland
County

With mortgage

71.1%

68.2%

61%

63.5%

Without mortgage

28.9%

31.8%

39%

36.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Median Value

State of
Michigan

United
States

Huntington Woods
Madison Heights

$55,500
$321,400
$91,300

Southfield

$124,300

Troy

$269,800

Oakland County

$209,800

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American
Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Housing Cost Burden

Severe Housing Cost Burden

30%
monthly income spent
on housing costs
50%
monthly income spent
on housing costs

50%
remaining monthly
income
70%
remaining monthly
income

The conventional public policy indicator of housing affordability is the percentage of income spent on
housing. Housing expenditures that exceed 30 percent of household income have historically been
viewed as an indicator of a housing affordability problem. The conventional 30 percent of household
income that a household can devote to housing costs before the household is said to be “burdened”
evolved from the United States National Housing Act of 1937. Severities exist beyond 50 percent.
Monthly owner costs may include: mortgages, real estate taxes, insurance, association fees, and utilities.
Monthly gross rent costs may include: contract rent amount and utilities.

Not surprisingly, households earning less than $35,000 per year spend a relatively high percentage (30% or more of their monthly
income) on expenditures. This statistic is especially true for renter-occupied housing units. Renters are subject to possible
fluctuations in monthly housing expenses in comparison to owners that have an established dollar amount via a mortgage. For households with incomes greater than $35,000, the cost burden or percentage of income toward monthly housing expenses, drops significantly.

Royal Oak
Monthly Housing Costs As A Percentage Of Household Income In The Past 12 Months (2017)
All Occupied Units
Owner-Occupied
$0 - $20,000
8.6%
5.9%
< 20%
0.3%
0.4%
20-29%
0.9%
0.6%
30% +
7.4%
4.8%
$20,000 - $34,999
11.2%
9.9%
< 20%
1.6%
2.3%
20-29%
1.9%
1.9%
30% +
7.7%
5.7%
$35,000 - $49,999
11.4%
9.8%
< 20%
3.6%
4.3%
20-29%
4.1%
2.2%
30% +
3.7%
3.3%
$50,000 - $74,999
17.7%
15.6%
< 20%
9.0%
7.6%
20-29%
6.2%
5.0%
30% +
2.5%
3.0%
$75,000 or more
49.2%
58.3%
< 20%
41.1%
48.3%
20-29%
7.0%
8.5%
30% +
1.1%
1.5%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Renter-Occupied
14.1%
0.2%
1.5%
12.3%

13.7%
0.3%
1.9%
11.5%
14.6%
2.0%
7.9%
4.7%

21.9%
11.8%
8.6%
1.5%
31.4%
27.1%
4.0%
0.4%

% of Households In Tract Earning Money Within Income Range
% of Households In Tract With Cost Burden of 30% or Greater

% of Households In Tract Earning Money Within Income Range
% of Households In Tract With Cost Burden of 30% or Greater

Monthly Housing Costs As A Percentage Of Household Income In The Past 12 Months (2012) For Households With A Mortgage
tract

1830

1831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846
1847

Less than $20,000

6.4%
6.4%
7.4%
6.7%
5.3%
5.3%
7.3%
7.3%
6.0%
6.0%
2.1%
2.1%
2.7%
2.7%
3.2%
3.2%
4.3%
4.3%
3.8%
3.8%
4.4%
2.9%
5.4%
5.4%
3.8%
3.8%
0%
0%
6.4%
6.4%
5.8%
5.8%
2.8%
2.8%
10.3%
10.3%

$20,000 - $34,999

$35,000 - $49,999

$50,000 - $74,999

8.4%
6.3%
2.3%
2.3%
4.4%
2.6%
9.3%
9.3%
11.6%
11.6%
6.5%
6.5%
10.0%
5.5%
11.8%
9.8%
4.1%
4.1%
3.6%
3.6%
5.1%
5.1%
0.9%
0.9%
7.7%
7.7%
4.9%
4.9%
2.5%
2.5%
12.0%
10.8%
5.8%
4.1%
9.5%
7.7%

15.6%
7.9%
20.9%
15.3%
6.6%
5.4%
6.6%
2.8%
11.1%
8.4%
12.7%
11.0%
11.7%
10.8%
6.9%
6.9%
16.8%
12.7%
14.2%
7.6%
5.1%
2.8%
8.1%
2.7%
11.6%
8.5%
8.1%
3.0%
5.9%
3.1%
7.1%
7.1%
11.6%
4.2%
14.8%
6.1%

35.4%
10.6%
23.2%
6.6%
18.8%
1.6%
21.7%
9.4%
6.4%
2.7%
28.5%
0%
13.1%
4.2%
18.7%
9.3%
15.1%
1.3%
23.1%
6.3%
14.7%
2.3%
20.9%
8.4%
18.9%
8.0%
23.5%
4.5%
22.3%
11.5%
13.8%
9.0%
26.3%
10.4%
17.8%
3.8%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2012 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates

$75,000 +

34.1%
0%
46.3%
3.3%
64.9%
3.4%
55.0%
0%
64.9%
0%
50.2%
0%
62.5%
4.6%
59.4%
2.9%
59.7%
1.1%
53.7%
0%
70.7%
10.8%
64.8%
3.0%
58.0%
2.7%
62.0%
2.5%
63.0%
2.5%
61.3%
2.5%
53.5%
1.2%
45.7%
1.6%

Monthly Housing Costs As A Percentage Of Household Income In The Past 12 Months (2012) For Households Without A Mortgage

tract

1830

1831
1832
1833
1834
1835
1836
1837
1838
1839
1840
1841
1842
1843
1844
1845
1846
1847

Less than $20,000

27.1%
24.3%
14.2%
8.8%
6.4%
6.4%
24.2%
21.7%
11.8%
11.8%
14.7%
14.7%
11.7%
11.7%
24.0%
13.1%
15.5%
9.5%
16.5%
11.7%
12.1%
12.1%
23.7%
23.7%
5.2%
5.2%
12.9%
8.5%
20.9%
13.0%
29.8%
23.8%
57.9%
52.9%
25.2%
20.4%

$20,000 - $34,999

$35,000 - $49,999

$50,000 - $74,999

21.1%
0%
16.7%
0%
28.4%
0%
25.0%
3.5%
12.4%
0%
39.5%
0%
19.3%
0%
22.5%
3.0%
14.1%
2.7%
26.1%
11.7%
18.2%
6.9%
7.9%
0%
10.4%
0%
32.4%
7.2%
30.4%
21.7%
12.6%
12.6%
16.5%
0%
22.3%
0%

29.4%
5.7%
22.9%
0%
14.4%
0%
3.8%
0%
3.5%
0%
5.4%
0%
17.4%
0%
10.7%
0%
13.0%
0%
18.6%
0%
0%
0%
32.4%
0%
25.4%
0%
36.5%
0%
0%
0%
6.0%
6.0%
10.3%
0%
21.4%
0%

14.3%
0%
20.2%
0%
4.0%
0%
35.1%
0%
25.5%
0%
4.7%
0%
15.5%
0%
15.9%
0%
17.0%
0%
23.9%
0%
10.0%
0%
27.3%
0%
37.7%
0%
0%
0%
18.3%
0%
19.9%
5.3%
6.2%
0%
13.6%
0%

$75,000 +

8.0%
0%
21.0%
0%
46.8%
0%
12.0%
0%
46.8%
0%
27.9%
0%
36.2%
0%
27.0%
0%
40.3%
0%
14.9%
0%
59.7%
0%
8.6%
0%
21.3%
0%
18.2%
0%
30.4%
0%
31.8%
0%
9.1%
0%
17.5%
0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2012 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates

Not surprisingly, households without a mortgage and earning less than $20,000 have a greater
housing cost burden in every single census tract within the City.

HUD identifies a household with a housing problem if 1 or more of the following exist:
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

The following analysis of each census tract within the City identifies if housing
problems, cost burden or a severe cost burden were present for owners and renters.
Housing problems are constantly fluctuating based on income, employment status,
in migration & out migration, number of persons living in a household, construction
of new housing units, renovation to existing housing units, vacancy rates, etc.

This analysis is based on the US Department of Housing & Urban Development’s
CHAS data. The CHAS data is compiled from the 2011-2015 US Census Bureau’s
American Community Survey. The data set was the most recent available at the time
this AI was being developed. Much has changed since the 2011-2015 ACS that will
not be reflected in this analysis.

city-wide

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian
or Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any
Race
Other, Multiple
Races

58,973
54,414 / 92.3%
2,190 / 3.7%

2,892 / 4.9%
294 / 0.5%
10 / 0.0%
1,508 / 2.6%
112 / 0.2%

US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

city-wide

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
14,945 / 78.7%
20 / 0.1%
419 / 2.8%
1,324 / 8.9%
20 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
1,115 / 7.5%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
12,075 / 80.8

1,110 / 98.7%

11,205 / 92.8%

404 / 96.4%

1,304 / 98.5%

10 / 2.4%

10 / 0.8%

50 / 0.4%

8 / 0.6%

389 / 3.2%

4 / 1.0%

10 / 0.9%

319 / 2.6%

4 / 0.4%

87 / 0.7%

city-wide

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
3,965 / 20.9%
790 / 19.9%
809 / 20.4%
1,175 / 29.6%
760 / 96.2%

734 / 90.7%

10 / 1.3%

15 / 1.9%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
724 / 18.3%

465 / 95.9%

719 / 99.3%
4 / 0.6%

35 / 4.3%

25 / 2.1%

20 / 2.5%

65 / 5.5%

4 / 0.5%

Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

1,080 / 91.9%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
485 / 12.2%

15 / 1.9%

20 / 4.1%

Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

162 / 20.5%

154 / 19%

303 / 25.8%

93 / 19.2%

167 / 23.1%

138 / 17.5%

289 / 35.7%

245 / 20.9%

15 / 3.1%

44 / 6.1%

479 / 60.6%

353 / 43.6%

620 / 52.8%

375 / 77.3%

504 / 69.6%

city-wide

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
1,655 / 8.7%
700 / 42.3%
463 / 28%
307 / 18.5%
675 / 96.4%

403 / 87%

Black/
African American
Asian

5 / 0.7%

15 / 3.2%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

4 / 0.6%

35 / 7.6%

Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

15 / 2.1%

292 / 95.1%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
69 / 4.2%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
101 / 6.1%

69 / 100%

97 / 96%
4 / 4%

15 / 4.9%

city-wide

All

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
6,280 / 67%
84 / 1.3%
205 / 3.3%
1,324 / 8.9%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
1,050 / 16.7%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
4,130 / 65.8%

White

29 / 34.5%

160 / 78%

1,304 / 98.5%

860 / 81.9%

3,300 / 79.9%

Black/
African American
Asian

10 / 11.9%

25 / 12.2%

10 / 0.8%

105 / 10%

359 / 8.7%

8 / 0.6%

45 / 4.3%

209 / 5.1%

4 / 0.4%

4 / 0.1%

8 / 0.8%

79 / 1.9%

10 / 1%

160 / 3.9%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race

20 / 23.8%

Other, Multiple
Races

25 / 29.8%

25 / 12.2%

city-wide

All

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
2,905 / 31%
950 / 32.7%
975 / 10.4%
670 / 7.1%

White

710 / 74.7%

845 / 86.7%

555 / 82.8%

Black/
African American
Asian

160 / 16.8%

75 / 7.7%

65 / 9.7%

50 / 5.3%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
170 / 1.8%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
140 / 1.5%

170 / 100%

135 / 96.4%

30 / 4.5%

10 / 7.1%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

45 / 4.6%
35 / 3.7%

10 / 1%

25 / 3.7%

95 / 10%

175 / 17.9%

95 / 14.2%

105 / 11.1%

130 / 74.3%

25 / 3.7%

10 / 5.9%

10 / 7.1%

75 / 78.95%

684 / 70.2%

560 / 83.6%

94.1%

115 / 82.1%

Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

20 / 14.3%

city-wide

All

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
1,405 / 15%
870 / 61.9%

White

640 / 73.6%

Black/
African American
Asian

150 / 17.2%
50 / 5.7%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

35 / 4%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1830

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

3,556
3,244 / 91.2%
165 / 4.6%

298 / 8.4%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

0 / 0%

Hispanic, Any Race

107 / 3.0%

0 / 0%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

8.4% of persons in census tract 1830 are of Asian decent vs 4.9% city-wide

0 / 0%

1830

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
845 / 86.2%
15 / 1.8%
180 / 21.3%
15 / 100%

180 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
135 / 16.0%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
515 / 60.9%

135 / 100%

445 / 86.4%
20 / 3.9%
35 / 6.8%

15 / 2.9%

Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1830: 86.2% of owner-occupied households were not experiencing a housing problem
city-wide: 78.7%
“

1830

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
households
earning
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
81-100% of HAMFI
140 / 14.3%
25 / 17.9%
85 / 60.7%
10 / 7.1%
15 / 10.7%
25 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

45 / 52.9%

10 / 100%

15 / 100%

10 / 100%

15 / 100%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

15 / 17.6%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race

20 / 23.5%

Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

15 / 60%

15 /17.6%

30 / 35.3%
10 / 40%

35 / 41.2%

census tract 1830: 14.3% owners experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 20.9% “
Very low-income, elderly, owner-occupied households in census track 1830 experienced greater housing problems in comparison to city-wide statistics.

1830

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
75 / 7.7%
25 / 33.3%
50 / 66.7%
25 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

30 / 60%
15 / 30%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

Of all the homeowners in census track 1830 who experienced a severe housing problem, all had less than 50% of the Area Median Income.
City-wide statistics including a higher percentage of moderate income and higher owner-occupied households with a severe housing problem.

1830

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
620 / 60.8%
55 / 8.9%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
205 / 33.1%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
360 / 58.1%

55/ 100%

175 / 85.4%

275 / 76.4%

25 / 12.2%

15 / 4.2%
15 / 4.2%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race

20 / 5.6%

Other, Multiple
Races

35 / 9.7%

census tract 1830: 60.8% of renter-occupied households were not experiencing a housing problem
city-wide: 67%
“

1830

All

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
350 / 34.3%
110 / 31.4%
150 / 14.7%
80 / 7.8%

White

35 / 31.8%

85 / 56.7%

Black/
African American
Asian

40 / 36.4%

20 / 13.3%

70 / 87.5%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 1%
10 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

45 / 30%
35 / 31.8%

15 / 18.8%

census tract 1830: 36.4% of very low-income, Black renter-occupied households experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 16.8%
“

1830

All

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
140 / 13.7%
110 / 78.6%
20 / 14.3%

White

35 / 31.8%

Black/
African American
Asian

40 / 36.4%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 7.1%
10 / 100%

20 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

35 / 31.8%

census tract 1830: 36.4% of very low-income, Black renter-occupied households experienced a severe housing problem
city-wide: 17.2%
“

1831

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

4,379
4,199 / 95.9%
40 / 0.9%

195 / 4.5%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

7 / 0.2%

Hispanic, Any Race

149 / 3.4%

0 / 0%

Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 0.2%

US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

0.9% of persons in census tract 1831 are of Black/African American decent vs 3.7% city-wide

1831

All
White

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
1,265 / 81.9%
10 / 0.8%
45 / 3.6%
135 / 10.7%
10 / 0.8%

45 / 100%

135 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
120 / 9.5%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
955 / 75.5%

110 / 91.7%

870 / 91.1%

Black/
African American
Asian

15 / 1.6%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 8.3%

60 / 6.3%
10 / 1.0%

1831

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
270 / 17.5%
70 / 25.9%
70 / 25.9%
80 / 29.6%
55 / 78.6%

70 / 100%

80 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
15 / 5.6%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
40 / 14.8%

15 / 100%

40/ 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

15 / 5.6%

Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

4 / 5.7%

10 / 12.5%

10 / 14.3%

35 / 50%

10 / 12.5%

55 / 78.6%

35 / 50%

55 / 68.8%

20 / 50%

15 / 100%

20 / 50%

1831

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
120 / 7.8%
60 / 50%
45 / 37.5%
10 / 8.3%
45 / 75%

45 / 100%

10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
4 / 3.3%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

4 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

15 / 25%

All of the very low-income homeowners in census track 1831 experiencing a
severe housing problem, a relatively high percentage are of multiple races
(25%) in comparison to the city-wide average (2.1%).

1831

All
White

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
235 / 85.5%
45 / 19.1%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
55 / 23.4%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
140 / 59.6%

35/ 77.8%

45 / 81.8%

120 / 85.7%

Black/
African American
Asian

15 / 10.7%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

4 / 7.3%

Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

4 / 8.9%

census tract 1831: 85.8% of renter-occupied households were not experiencing a housing problem
city-wide: 67%
“

1831

All

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
30 / 10.9%
10 / 33.3%
10 / 3.6%
10 / 3.6%

White
Black/
African American
Asian

10 / 100%

10 / 100%

10 / 100%

10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

10 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

10 / 100%

census tract 1830: 10.9% of all renter-occupied households were experiencing a housing problem
city-wide: 31%
“

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1831

All

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
10 / 3.6%
10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

White
Black/African
American
Asian

10 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1831: 3.6% of all renter-occupied households were experiencing a severe housing problem
city-wide: 15%
“
In census track 1831, all of the renter-occupied households experienced a severed housing problem are Black / African American.
Despite a small number of households, the percentage is 100%.

1832

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

3,391
3,256 / 96%
30 / 0.9%

106 / 3.1%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

10 / 0.3%

Hispanic, Any Race

35 / 1%

Other, Multiple
Races

5 / 0.1%

36 / 1.1%

US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

0.9% of persons in census tract 1832 are of Black/African American decent vs 3.7% city-wide

1832

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
765 / 87.4%
40 / 5.2%
50 / 6.5%
40 / 100%

50 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
110 / 14.4%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
570 / 74.5%

110 / 100%

560 / 98.2%

10 / 1.8%

1832

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
110 / 12.6%
45 / 40.9%
10 / 9.1%
25 / 22.7%
45 / 100%

10 / 100%

25 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
10 / 9.1%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
20 / 18.2%

10 / 100%

20/ 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

10 / 22.2%

35 / 77.8%

10 / 50%

10 / 100%

25 / 100%

10 / 100%

10 / 50%

census track 1832: 40.9% very low-income, owner-occupied households experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 19.9%
“

1832

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
75 / 8.6%
45 / 60%
10 / 13.3%
45 / 100%

10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
20 / 26.7%
20 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census track 1832: 26.7% owner-occupied households earning more than 100% area median income experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 6.1%
“

1832

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
385 / 55%
105 / 27.3%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
55 / 14.3%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
230 / 59.7%

White

95/ 90.5%

55 / 100%

185 / 80.4%

Black/
African American
Asian

10 / 9.5%

All

20 / 8.7%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 4.3%
4 / 8.9%

10 / 4.3%

census tract 1832: 27.3% of moderate-income, renter-occupied households were not experiencing a housing problem
city-wide: 8.9%
“
census tract 1832: 0% of very low-income & low-income, owner-occupied households were not experiencing a housing problem
city-wide: 36%
“

1832

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
290 / 41.4%
65 / 22.4%
125 / 17.9%
80 / 11.4%
55 / 84.6%

125 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
10 / 1.4%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 1.4%

10 / 100%

10 / 100%

50 / 62.5%
20 / 25%

10 / 15.4%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 12.5%

Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

20 / 30.8%

25 / 38.5%

20 / 16%

15 / 18.8%

20 / 30.8%

105 / 84%

70 / 87.5%

10 / 100%

census tract 1832: 38.5% of all renter-occupied households with at least 1 person 75 years of age or older were experiencing a housing problem
city-wide: 11.1%
“
It should be noted that a large, subsidized senior living facility is located within census track 1832.

1832

All

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
145 / 20.7%
65 / 44.8%
75 / 51.7%
10 / 6.9%

White

55 / 84.6%

Black/
African American
Asian

10 / 15.4%

75 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

10 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

City-wide, 100% of those renter-occupied households experienced a severe housing problem are very low-income households.
By comparison, census track 1830 includes very low, low and moderate-income households with a severe housing problem.

1833

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

3,012
2,785 / 92.5%
58 / 1.9%

178 / 5.9%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

15 / 0.5%

Hispanic, Any Race

13 / 0.4%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

5.9% of persons in census tract 1833 are of Asian decent vs 4.9% city-wide

0 / 0%

7 / 0.2%

1833

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
795 / 71.9%
60 / 7.5%
45 / 5.7%
60 / 100%

40 / 88.9%

4 / 8.9%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
60 / 7.5%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
630 / 79.2%

60 / 100%

585 / 92.9%

20 / 3.2%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race

10 / 1.6%

Other, Multiple
Races

15 / 2.4%

1833

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
315 / 28.5%
40 / 12.7%
85 / 27.0%
110 / 34.9%
40 / 100%

85 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

95 / 86.4%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
70 / 22.2%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 3.2%

70 / 100%

10/ 100%

15 / 13.6%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

25 / 63%

15 / 17.6%

40 / 36.4%

10 / 14.3%

10 / 25%

55 / 64.7%

10 / 9.1%

15 / 21.4%

4 / 10%

15 / 17.6%

60 / 54.5%

50 / 71.4%

10 / 100%

census track 1833: 63% of very low-income, owner-occupied households with at least 1 person between 62 - 74 years of age experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 20.5%
“

1833

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
100 / 9%
30 / 30%
30 / 30%
30 / 30%
30 / 100%

30 / 100%

15 / 50%

15 / 50%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
10 / 10%
10 / 100%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1833

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
350 / 73.7%
10 / 2.9%
15 / 4.3%
10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
50 / 14.3%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
275 / 78.6%

50 / 100%

260 / 94.5%

10 / 66.7%
20 / 7.3%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race

10 / 66.7%

Other, Multiple
Races

A higher percentage (73.7%) of renters living in census tract 1833 do not experience a housing problem in comparison to
the city-wide average of 67%.

1833

All

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
120 / 25.3%
40 / 33.3%
15 / 3.2%
55 / 11.6%

White

10 / 25%

Black/
African American
Asian

30 / 75%

15 / 100%

25 / 45.5%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 2.1%
10 / 100%

30 / 54.5%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

40 / 100%

15 / 100%

55 / 100%

10 / 100%

A very high percentage of very low-income Asian renter households living in census track
1833 experienced a housing problem.

1833

All

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
50 / 10.5%
40 / 80%
10 / 20%

White

10 / 25%

Black/
African American
Asian

30 / 75%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

10 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

A very high percentage of very low-income Asian renter households living in census track
1833 experienced a severe housing problem.

1834

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

2,773
2,365 / 85.3%
235 / 8.5%

151 / 5.4%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

10 / 0.4%

Hispanic, Any Race

126 / 4.5%

0 / 0%

Other, Multiple
Races

22 / 0.8%

US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

8.5% of persons in census tract 1834 are of Black/African American decent vs 3.7% city-wide

1834

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
625 / 69.1%
10 / 1.6%
50 / 8%
10 / 100%

50 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
20 / 3.2%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
545 / 87.2%

20 / 100%

525 / 96.3%

10 / 1.8%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race

10 / 1.8%

Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1834: 69.1% of owner-occupied households were not experiencing a housing problem
city-wide: 78.7%
“

1834

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
275 / 30.4%
55 / 20.0%
95 / 34.5%
60 / 21.8%
55 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

60 / 63.2%

60 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
30 / 10.9%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
40 / 14.5%

30 / 100%

40/ 100%

35 / 36.8%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

25 / 45.5%

30 / 45.5%

10 / 10.5%

20 / 33.3%

65 / 68.4%

20 /33.3%

20 / 21.1%

20 / 33.3%

10 / 25%

30 / 100%

census track 1834: 30.4% of owner-occupied households experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 20.9%
“
A relatively high percentage of low-income, Asian households in census tract 1834 experienced housing problems.
census track 1834: 68.4% of owner-occupied households w/ at least one person over 75 years old experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 35.7%
“

30 / 75%

1834

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
130 / 14.4%
55 / 42.3%
50 / 38.5%
20 / 15.4%
55 / 100%

10 / 20%

20 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
10 / 7.7%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

10 / 100%

35 / 70%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1834: 14.4% of owner-occupied households experienced a severe housing problem
city-wide: 8.7%
“
A higher percentage of low-income Asian homeowners experienced a severe housing problem.

1834

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
160 / 50.8%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
40 / 25%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
120 / 75%

40 / 100%

75 / 62.5%
45 / 37.5%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

A higher percentage (37.5%) of high income Black/African American renters living in census tract 1834 do not experience
a housing problem in comparison to the city-wide average of 8.7%.

1834

All

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
150 / 47.6%
75 / 50%
55 / 17.5%
10 / 3.2%

White

45 / 60%

Black/
African American
Asian

30 / 40%

45 / 81.8%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 3.2%

10 / 100%

10 / 100%

10 / 100%

10 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 18.2%

Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

10 / 13.3%

65 / 86.7%

55 / 100%

A much higher percentage (40%) of very low-income Black/African American households in
census tract 1834 experienced a housing problem in comparison to the city-wide average of
16.8%.

1834

All

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
110 / 34.9%
75 / 68.2%
35 / 31.8%

White

45 / 60%

Black/
African American
Asian

30 / 40%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

35 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census track 1834: 34.9% of renter-occupied households are experiencing a severe housing problem
city-wide: 15%
“

A much high percentage (40%) of very low-income Black/African American households in
census tract 1834 experienced a severe housing problem in comparison to the city-wide average
of 17.2%.

1835

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

2,347
1,734 / 73.9%
412 / 17.6%

215 / 9.2%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

6 / 0.3%

Hispanic, Any Race

36 / 1.5%

Other, Multiple
Races

25 / 1.1%

US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

17.6% of persons in census tract 1835 are of Black/African American decent vs 3.7% city-wide
9.2% of persons are of Asian decent vs. 4.9% city-wide

0 / 0%

1835

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
310 / 75.6%
20 / 6.5%
20 / 6.5%
20 / 100%

20 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
25 / 8.1%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
240 / 77.4%

25 / 100%

225 / 93.8%

10 / 4.2%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

4 / 1.7%

1835

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
100 / 24.4%
15 / 15.0%
40 / 40.0%
20 / 20.0%
15 / 100%

40 / 100%

20 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
20 / 20.0%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
4 / 4.0%

20 / 100%

4/ 100%

1835

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
60 / 14.6%
10 / 16.7%
25 / 41.7%
10 / 16.7%
10 / 100%

25 / 100%

10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
10 / 16.7%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
4 / 6.7%

10 / 100%

4 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1835: 14.6% of owner-occupied households were experiencing a severe housing problem
city-wide: 8.7%
“

1835

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
390 / 57.8%
35 / 9%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
60 / 15.4%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
295 / 75.6%

35 / 100%

50 / 83.3%

175 / 59.3%

10 / 16.7%

75 / 25.4%
10 / 3.4%

1835

All

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
250 / 37%
95 / 38%
75 / 11.1%
65 / 9.6%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
15 / 2.2%

White

45 / 47.4%

30 / 40%

20 / 30.8%

10 / 66.7%

Black/
African American
Asian

45 / 47.4%

45 / 60%

45 / 69.2%

none

10 / 10.5

5 / 33.3%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

10 / 13.3%

10 / 15.4%

10 / 10.5%
85 / 89.5%

10 / 66.7%

5 / 33.3%
70 / 93.3%

55 / 84.6%

In census tract 1835, a much higher percentage of renter-occupied households earning less than
80% of the area median income experienced a housing problem are Black/African American
in comparison to the city-wide averages.

1835

All

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
110 / 16.3%
95 / 86.4%
10 / 9.1%

White

45 / 47.4%

Black/
African American
Asian

45 / 47.4%
10 / 10.5%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 9.1%

10 / 100%

10 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census track 1835: 47.4% of very low-income, Black/African American renter-occupied households experienced a severe housing problem
city-wide: 17.2%
“

1836

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

4,254
3,970 / 93.3%
224 / 5.3%

85 / 2%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

16 / 0.4%

Hispanic, Any Race

90 / 2.1%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

5.3% of persons in census tract 1836 are of Black/African American decent vs 3.7% city-wide
2% of persons are of Asian decent vs. 4.9% city-wide

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

1836

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
1,220 / 79.2%
15 / 1.2%
65 / 5.3%
15 / 100%

55 / 84.6%
10 / 15.4%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
120 / 9.8%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
1,020 / 83.6%

120 / 100%

960 / 94.1%
10 / 1.0%
20 / 2.0%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

20 / 2.0%
4 / 0.4%

1836

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
320 / 20.8%
45 / 14.1%
50 / 15.6%
80 / 25.0%
40 / 88.9%

50 / 100%

4 / 8.9%

65 / 81.3%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
50 / 15.6%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
95 / 29.7%

50 / 100%

95 / 100%

10 / 20%

25/ 26.3%

10 / 12.5%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

10 / 22.2%

15/ 30%

10 / 12.5%

15 / 33.3%

10 / 20%

35 / 43.8%

20 / 44.4%

25 / 50%

35 / 43.8%

10 / 10.5%
40 / 80%

65 / 68.4%

There were a greater percentage of Asian, owner-occupied households earning less than 80% of the area
median income, that experienced a housing cost burden in comparison to city-wide statistics.

1836

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
150 / 9.7%
45 / 30%
25 / 16.7%
40 / 26.7%
40 / 88.9%

25 / 100%

40 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
40 / 26.7%
40 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

4 / 8.9%

Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1836: 26.7% of owner-occupied households with incomes greater than 100% of the area median
income experienced a severe housing problem in comparison to the city-wide average of 6.1%.

1836

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
280 / 58.3%
10 / 3.6%
130 / 46.4%
10 / 100%

90 / 69.2%
10 / 7.7%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

25 / 19.2%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
75 / 26.8%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
70 / 25%

75 / 100%

30 / 42.9%
40 / 57.1%

1836

All
White

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
165 / 34.4%
70 / 42.4%
55 / 11.5%
55 / 11.5%
70 / 100%

55 / 100%

10 / 14.3%

20 / 36.4%

10 / 14.3%

10 / 18.2%

50 / 71.4%

25 / 45.5%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 2.1%

55 / 100%

10 / 100%

35 / 100%

10 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

1836

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
85 / 17.7%
70 / 82.4%
10 / 11.8%
4 / 4.7%
70 / 100%

10 / 100%

4 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1837

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

5,558
5,029 / 90.5%
58 / 1%

421 / 7.6%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

18 / 0.3%

Hispanic, Any Race

250 / 4.5%

0 / 0%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

7.6% of persons in census tract 1837 are of Asian decent vs 4.9% city-wide

65 / 1.2%

1837

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
1,570 / 77.9%
70 / 4.5%
190 / 12.1%
70 / 100%

190 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
105 / 6.7%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
1,210 / 77.1%

105 / 100%

1,095 / 90.5%

70 / 5.8%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

45 / 3.7%

1837

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
425 / 21.1%
60 / 14.1%
40 / 9.4%
235 / 55.3%
60 / 100%

40 / 100%

170 / 72.3%

Black/
African American
Asian

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
90 / 21.2%
85 / 94.4%
4 / 4.4%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race

65 / 27.7%

Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

15 /25%

45 / 75%

15 / 37.5%

105 / 44.7%

30 / 33.3%

15 / 37.5%

45 / 19.1%

15 / 16.7%

10 / 25%

90 / 38.3%

45 / 50%

There were a relatively high percentage (27.7%) of Hispanic, moderate-income homeowners that
experienced a housing problem in comparison to city-wide average (5.5%).

1837

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
150 / 7.4%
60 / 40%
10 / 6.7%
70 / 46.7%
60 / 100%

10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
4 / 2.7%

70 / 100%
4 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1837: 46.7% of moderate-income, owner-occupied households experienced a
severe housing problem in comparison to the city-wide average of 18.5%.

1837

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
375 / 63%
55 / 14.7%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
45 / 12%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
280 / 74.7%

55 / 100%

45 / 100%

210 / 75%
20 / 7.1%
50 / 17.9

1837

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
220 / 37%
90 / 40.9%
125 / 21%
80 / 88.9%

125 / 100%

10 / 11.1

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

30 / 24%

65 / 52%
90 / 100%

30 / 24%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1837

All

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
205 / 34.5%
90 / 43.9%
115 / 56.1%

White

80 / 88.9%

Black/
African American
Asian

10 / 11.1%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

115 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1837: 34.5% of all renter-occupied households experienced a severe housing problem
city-wide: 15%
“

1838

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

4,357
4,054 / 93%
119 / 2.7%

198 / 4.5%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

40 / 0.9%

Hispanic, Any Race

17 / 0.4%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

1838

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
1,330 / 81.8%
15 / 1.1%
135 / 10.2%
15 / 100%

135 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
55 / 4.1%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
1,125 / 84.6%

55 / 100%

1,040 / 92.4%

50 / 4.4%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

35 / 3.1%

1838

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
280 / 17.2%
80 / 28.6%
15 / 5.4%
120 / 42.9%
80 / 100%

15 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
65 / 23.2%

120 / 100%

65 / 100%

15 / 12.5%

30 / 46.2%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

25 / 31.3%
50 / 62.5%

15 / 100%

20 / 16.7%
90 / 75%

35 / 53.8%

A higher percentage (28.6%) of very low-income, homeowners in census tract 1838 experienced a housing
problem in comparison to city-wide average (19.9%). Additionally, a higher percentage (31.3%) of households with at
least one person over 75 years of age, experienced a housing problem in comparison to the city-wide average of 17.5%

1838

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
105 / 6.5%
50 / 47.6%
55 / 52.4%
50 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

55 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

In census tract 1838, a higher percentage (52.4%) of moderate-income, owner-occupied
households experienced a severe housing problem in comparison to the city-wide
average of 18.5%.

1838

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
390 / 83%
25 / 6.4%
40 / 10.3%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
85 / 21.8%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
240 / 61.5%

none

25 / 62.5%

35 / 41.2%

225 / 93.8%

25 / 100%

15 / 37.5%

50 / 58.8%

15 / 6.3%

1838

All
White

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
80 / 17%
25 / 31.1%
15 / 3.2%
45 / 9.6%
25 / 100%

15 / 100%

45 / 100%

25 / 100%

15 / 100%

45 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

A lower percentage (17%) of all renter-occupied housing units in census tract
1838 experienced a housing problem in comparison to city-wide average (31%).

1838

All
White

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)

# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
35 / 7.4%
25 / 71.4%
10 / 28.6%
25 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

10 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

A lower percentage (7.4%) of all renter-occupied housing units in census tract 1838
experienced a severe housing problem in comparison to city-wide average (15%).

1839

population
#/%

All
White

2,568
2,425 / 94.4%

Black/
African American
Asian

58 / 2.3%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

12 / 0.5%

Hispanic, Any Race

135 / 5.3%

128 / 5%

0 / 0%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

31 / 1.2%

1839

All

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
590 / 81.9%
30 / 5.1%
35 / 5.9%

White

20 / 66.7%

Black/
African American
Asian

10 / 33.3%

35 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
35 / 5.9%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
490 / 83.1%

35 / 100%

470 / 95.9%

4 / 0.8%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 2.0%

1839

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
125 / 17.4%
20 / 16.0%
20 / 16.0%
25 / 20.0%
20 / 100%

20 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
35 / 28.0%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
30 / 24.0%

25 / 100%

35 / 100%

30 / 100%

10 / 40%

4 / 11.4%

15 / 60%

30 / 85.7%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

10 / 50%
20 / 100%

10/ 50%

30 / 100%

1839

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
30 / 4.2%
20 / 66.7%
10 / 33.3%
20 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

10 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

In census tract 1839, a lower percentage (4.2%) of all, owner-occupied households
experienced a severe housing problem in comparison to the city-wide average of 8.7%.
However, a higher percentage of those experiencing a severe housing problem were
from very low- or low-income households.

1839

All
White

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
355 / 76.3%
4 / 1.1%
none
10 / 2.8%
4 / 100%

none

10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
60 / 16.9%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
280 / 78.9%

45 / 75%

220 / 78.6%

Black/
African American
Asian

25 / 8.9%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

4 / 6.7%
10 / 16.7%

35 / 12.5%

1839

All
White

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
110 / 23.7%
35 / 31.8%
35 / 7.5%
30 / 6.5%
35 / 100%

35 / 100%

30 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 2.2%
10 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

10 / 28.6%

10 / 33.3%

10 / 33.3%
25 / 71.4%

35 / 100%

10 / 33.3%

10 / 100%

A lower percentage (23.7%) of all renter-occupied housing units in census tract
1839 experienced a housing problem in comparison to city-wide average (31%).

1839

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
60 / 12.9%
35 / 58.3%
25 / 41.7%
35 / 100%

25 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1840

population
#/%

All
White

2,885
2,742 / 95%

Black/
African American
Asian

85 / 2.9%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

35 / 1.2%

Hispanic, Any Race

126 / 4.4%

76 / 2.6%

0 / 0%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

0 / 0%

1840

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
770 / 76.2%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
20 / 2.6%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
750 / 97.4%

20 / 100%

700 / 93.3%
10 / 1.3%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race

30 / 4.0%

Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 1.3%

1840

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
240 / 23.8%
30 / 12.5%
50 / 20.8%
80 / 33.3%
30 / 100%

50 / 100%

80 / 100%

10 / 20%

20 / 25%

15 / 50%

15 / 30%

60 / 75%

15 / 50%

30 / 60%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
80 / 33.3%
80 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

15 / 18.8%
65 / 81.3%

1840

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
85 / 8.4%
30 / 35.3%
20 / 23.5%
20 / 23.5%
30 / 100%

20 / 100%

20 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
15 / 17.6%
15 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

In census tract 1840, there were a higher percentage (17.6%) of all, high income owneroccupied households experiencing a severe housing problem in comparison to the citywide average of 6.1%.

1840

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
200 / 72.7%
25 / 12.5%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
10 / 5%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
165 / 82.5%

25 / 100%

10 / 100%

115 / 69.7%
35 / 21.2%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

4 / 2.4%
10 / 6.1%

1840

All
White

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
55 / 20%
25 / 45.5%
15 / 5.5%
10 / 3.6%
25 / 100%

15 / 100%

10 / 40%

10 /66.7%

10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
10 / 3.6%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

10 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

10 / 100%
15 / 60%

5 / 33.3%

10 / 100%

census tract 1840: 20% of renter-occupied households experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 31%
“
However a higher percentage (45.5%) of very low-income renters experienced a housing problem
in comparison to the city-wide average (32.7%).

1840

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
50 / 18.2%
25 / 50%
15 / 30%
10 / 20%
25 / 100%

15 / 100%

10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1841

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

3,007
2,732 / 90.9%
128 / 4.3%

176 / 5.9%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

0 / 0%

Hispanic, Any Race

54 / 1.8%

Other, Multiple
Races

42 / 1.4%

US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

4.3% of persons in census tract 1841 are of Black/ African American decent vs 3.7% city-wide
5.9% are of Asian decent vs. 4.9% city-wide

0 / 0%

1841

All
White

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
575 / 71.9%
40 / 7.0%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
50 / 8.7%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
485 / 84.3%

40 / 100%

50 / 100%

455 / 93.8%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race

15 / 3.1%

Other, Multiple
Races

15 / 3.1%

1841

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
215 / 26.9%
60 / 27.9%
50 / 23.3%
20 / 9.3%
60 / 100%

50 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
10 / 4.7%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
75 / 34.9%

20 / 100%

10 / 100%

75 / 100%

4 / 20%

10 / 100%

10 / 13.3%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

4 / 6.7%

5 / 91.7%

50 / 100%

10 / 50%

census tract 1841: 34.9% of high-income homeowners experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 18.3%
“

65 / 86.7%

1841

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
120 / 15%
55 / 45.8%
50 / 41.7%
15 / 12.5%
55 / 100%

50/ 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

15 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

In census tract 1841, there were a higher percentage (15%) of all owner-occupied households
experiencing a severe housing problem in comparison to the city-wide average of 8.7%.

1841

All
White

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
515 / 73%
65 / 12.6%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
55 / 10.7%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
395 / 76.7%

55 / 84.6%

45 / 81.8%

335 / 84.8%

Black/
African American
Asian

40 / 10.1%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 15.4%

10 / 18.2%

15 / 3.8%

none

none

1841

All
White

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of
(51-80% of HAMFI)
HAMFI)
185 / 26.2%
40 / 21.6%
65 / 9.2%
25 / 3.5%
40 / 100%

65 / 100%

25 / 100%

10 / 15.4%

10 / 40%

55 / 84.6%

15 / 60%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

45 / 6.4%

10 / 1.4%

45 / 100%

10 / 100%

45 / 100%

10 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

40 / 100%

1841

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
110 / 15.6%
40 / 36.4%
55 / 50%
10 / 9.1%
40 / 100%

55 / 100%

10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 9.1%
10 / 100%

1842

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

4,385
4,050 / 92.4%
56 / 1.3%

343 / 7.8%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

14 / 0.3%

Hispanic, Any Race

63 / 1.4%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

7.8% of persons in census tract 1842 are of Asian decent vs 4.9% city-wide

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

1842

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
1,045 / 73.9%
95 / 9.1%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
45 / 4.3%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
905 / 86.6%

95 / 100%

45 / 100%

800 / 88.4%

90 / 9.9%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

15 / 1.7%

1842

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing unitsvvvv
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
360 / 25.4%
20 / 5.6%
55 / 15.3%
125 / 34.7%
20 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
70 / 19.4%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
90 / 25.0%

55 / 100%

125 / 100%

70 / 100%

90 / 100%

15 / 27.3%

35 / 28%

15 / 21.4%

50 / 55.6%

55 / 78.6%

40 / 44.4%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

15 / 12%
20 / 100%

40 / 72.7%

70 / 56%

1842

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
125 / 8.8%
20 / 16%
55 / 44%
15 / 12%
20 / 100%

55 / 100%

15/ 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
35 / 28%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

35 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

In census tract 1842, there were a higher percentage (28%) of owner-occupied households
earning between 80-100% of the area median income experiencing a severe housing problem
in comparison to the city-wide average of 4.2%.

1842

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
450 / 70.3%
15 / 3.3%
95 / 21.1%
45 / 10%
15 / 100%

95 / 100%

45 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
95 / 21.1%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
195 / 43.3%

60 / 63.2%

195 / 100%

35 / 36.8%

1842

All
White

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
180 / 28.1%
35 / 19.4%
85 / 13.3%
60 / 9.4%
35 / 100%

85 / 100%

35 / 100%

35 / 41.2%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

60 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

50 / 58.8%

60 / 100%

In census tract 1842, there were a higher percentage of very low-income elderly homeowners with at least one person
over the age of 75 years old that experienced a severe housing problem in comparison to the city-wide average of 11.1%.

1842

All

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
0 / 0%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

No renters experienced a severe housing problem in census track 1842.

1843

population
#/%

All
White

2,737
2,618 / 95.7%

Black/
African American
Asian

79 / 2.9%

64 / 2.3%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

8 / 0.3%

Hispanic, Any Race

57 / 2.1%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

1843

All
White

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
855 / 89.5%
45 / 5.3%
110 / 12.9%
40 / 88.9%

110 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
100 / 11.7%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
600 / 70.2%

95 / 95.0%

580 / 96.7%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

10 / 1.7%
4 / 8.9%

Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

4 / 5.0%

10 / 1.7%

1843

All

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
100 / 10.5%
25 / 25.0%
15 / 15.0%
45 / 45.0%

White

15 / 60%

Black/
African American
Asian

10 / 40%

15 / 100%

45 / 100%

4 / 26.7%

10 / 22.2%

10 / 66.7%

35 / 77.8%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
20 / 20.0%
20 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

25 / 100%

census tract 1843: 10.5% of all homeowners experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 20.9%
“

20 / 100%

1843

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
25 / 2.6%
15 / 60%
4 / 16%
10 / 66.7%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

4 / 100%

5 / 33.3%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1843: 2.6% of all homeowners experienced a severe housing problem
city-wide: 8.7%
“

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1843

All
White

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
210 / 71.2%
45 / 21.4%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
15 / 7.1%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
155 / 73.8%

45 / 100%

15 / 100%

110 / 71%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

4 / 2.6%

Hispanic, Any Race

35 / 22.6%

Other, Multiple
Races

1843

All

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
85 / 28.8%
35 / 41.2%
25 / 8.5%
30 / 10.2%

White

20/ 57.1%

15 / 60%

Black/
African American
Asian

15 / 42.9%

10 / 40%

35 / 100%

25 / 100%

30 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

30 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1843

All

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
35 / 11.9%
35 / 100%

White

20 / 57.1%

Black/
African American
Asian

15 / 42.9%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

In census track 1843, a higher percentage (42.9%) of very low-income Black/ African American
renters experienced a severe housing problem in comparison to their city-wide average of 17.2%

1844

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

2,869
2,734 / 95.3%
122 / 4.3%

21 / 0.7%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

27 / 0.9%

Hispanic, Any Race

74 / 2.6%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

0 / 0%

7 / 0.2%

1844

All
White

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
705 / 84.4%
none
4 / 0.6%
55 / 7.8%
none

4 / 100%

55 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
20 / 2.8%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
625 / 88.7%

20 / 100%

605 / 96.8%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 1.6%
4 / 0.6%

1844

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
130 / 15.6%
35 / 26.9%
4 / 3.1%
25 / 19.2%
35 / 100%

4 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
15 / 11.5%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
45 / 34.6%

15 / 100%

45 / 100%

15 / 100%

45 / 100%

25 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

15 / 42.9%

10 / 40%
20 / 57.1%

4 / 100%

15 / 60%

census tract 1844: 15.6% of all homeowners experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 20.9%
“

1844

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
40 / 4.8%
25 / 62.5%
4 / 10%
4 / 10%
25 / 100%

4 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

4 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1844: 4.8% of all homeowners experienced a severe housing problem
city-wide: 8.7%
“

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1844

All

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
480 / 73.8%
65 / 13.5%
55 / 11.5%
115 / 24%

White

10 / 15.4%

Black/
African American
Asian

10 / 15.4%

35 / 63.6%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race

20 / 30.8%

Other, Multiple
Races

25 / 38.5%

25 / 45.5%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
25 / 5.2%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
220 / 45.8%

50 / 43.5%

15 / 60%

185 / 84.1%

70 / 60.9%

10 / 40%

30 / 13.6%

1844

All

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
170 / 26.2%
85 / 50%
30 / 4.6%
20 / 3.1%

White

75/ 88.2%

Black/
African American
Asian

10 / 11.8%

30 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
30 / 4.6%

20 / 100%

30 / 100%

20 / 100%

30 / 100%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

35 / 41.2%

25 / 83.3%

25 / 29.4%
25 / 29.4%

10 / 33.3%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1844

All
White

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
55 / 8.5%
40 / 72.7%
10 / 18.2%
10 / 18.2%
40 /100%

10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

10 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1844: 8.5% of all renters experienced a severe housing problem
city-wide: 15%
“

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1845

population
#/%

All
White

2,371
2,245 / 94.7%

Black/
African American
Asian

98 / 4.1%

28 / 1.2%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

0 / 0%

Hispanic, Any Race

58 / 2.4%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

1845

All
White

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
440 / 64.7%
10 / 2.3%
4 / 0.9%
10 / 100%

4 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
420 / 95.5%
395 / 94.0%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

25 / 6.0%

1845

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
230 / 33.8%
65 / 28.3%
55 / 23.9%
60 / 26.1%
65 / 100%

55 / 100%

60 / 100%

65 / 100%

10 / 18.2%

10 / 16.7%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
10 / 4.3%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
45 / 19.6%

10 / 100%

45 / 100%

10 / 100%

45 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

10 / 16.7%
45 / 81.8%

40 / 66.7%

census tract 1845: 33.8% of all homeowners experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 20.9%
“

1845

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
120 / 17.6%
65 / 54.2%
45 / 37.5%
4 / 3.3%
65 / 100%

45 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

4 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1845: 17.6% of all homeowners experienced a severe housing problem
city-wide: 8.7%
“

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 8.3%
10 / 100%

1845

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
530 / 79.1%
30 / 5.7%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
65 / 12.3%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
435 / 82.1%

20 / 66.7%

55 / 84.6%

370 / 85.1%

10 / 15.4%

40 / 9.2%

10 / 33.3%

20 / 4.6%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 2.3%

1845

All
White

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
145 / 21.6%
55 / 37.9
55 / 8.2%
25 / 3.7%
55/ 100%

55 / 100%

25 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
10 / 1.5%
10 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

10 / 40%

55 / 100%

55 / 100%

15 / 60%

10 / 100%

1845

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
90 / 13.4%
55 / 61.1%
20 / 22.2%
15 / 16.7%
55 / 100%

20 / 100%

15 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1845

population
#/%

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

2,925
2,748 / 93.9%
158 / 5.4%

145 / 5%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

0 / 0%

Hispanic, Any Race

69 / 2.4%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

5.4% of persons in census tract 1842 are of Black/African American decent vs 3.7% city-wide

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

1846

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
775 / 79.9%
10 / 1.3%
20 / 2.6%
50 / 6.5%
10 / 100%

20 / 100%

50 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
50 / 65 %

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
650 / 83.9%

50 / 100%

605 / 93.1%
10 / 1.5%
20 / 3.1%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

15 / 2.3%

1846

All
White

owners with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
195 / 20.1%
60 / 30.8%
55 / 28.2%
25 / 12.8%
60 / 100%

55 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
30 / 15.4%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
25 / 12.8%

20 / 66.7%

25 / 100%

25 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 33.3%

Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

30 / 50%
30 / 50%

45 / 81.8%

4 / 16%

4 / 7.3%

4 / 16%
25 / 100%

census tract 1845: 33.8% of all homeowners experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 20.9%
“

30 / 100%

10 / 40%

1846

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
95 / 9.8%
55 / 57.9%
40 / 42.1%
55 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

40 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1845: 17.6% of all homeowners experienced a severe housing problem
city-wide: 8.7%
“

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
4 / 4.2%
4 / 100%

1846

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
220 / 45.4%
10 / 4.5%
10 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
35 / 15.9%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
175 / 79.5%

35 / 100%

150 / 85.7%

15 / 8.6%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

10 / 5.7%

1846

All
White

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
265 / 54.6%
45 / 17%
30 / 6.2%
75 / 15.5%
45/ 100%

30 / 100%

75 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
65 / 13.4%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
45 / 9.3%

65 / 100%

45 / 100%

65 / 100%

45 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

15 / 20%

45 / 100%

30 / 100%

60 / 80%

1846

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
100 / 20.6%
45 / 45%
30 / 30%
25 / 25%
45 / 100%

30 / 100%

25 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1847

population
#/%

All
White

1,599
1,484 / 92.8%

Black/
African American
Asian

65 / 4.1%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander

81 / 5.1%

Hispanic, Any Race

49 / 3.1%

Other, Multiple
Races
US Census, 2013-2017 ACS

64 / 4%

0 / 0%

6 / 0.4%

1847

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian

owners with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
465 / 77.5%
20 / 4.3%
65 / 14.0 %
20 / 100%

60 / 92.3%

4 / 6.2%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
45 / 9.7 %

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
340 / 73.1%

45 / 100%

290 / 85.3%

25 / 7.4%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

4 / 1.2%
15 / 4.4%

1847

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
110 / 20.6%
45 / 45%
30 / 30%
25 / 25%
45 / 100%

30 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

25 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1847: 45% of all very low-income homeowners experienced a housing problem
city-wide: 19.9%
“

1847

All
White

owners with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# owner-occupied housing units / % of all owner-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
50 / 8.3%
35 / 70%
4 / 8%
35 / 100%

4 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
4 / 8%
4 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

census tract 1847: 70% of all very low-income homeowners experienced a severe housing problem
city-wide 42.3%
“

1847

All
White

renters with no housing problem:
- monthly housing costs, including utilities, do not exceeding 30% of monthly income
- the unit has complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit has complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding does not exist (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
135 / 71.1%
20 / 14.8%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
20 / 14.8%

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI
100 / 74.1%

20 / 100%

10 / 50%

65 / 65%

Black/
African American
Asian

4 / 4%
4 / 4%

American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

4 / 20%
25 / 25%

1847

All
White

renters with a housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 30% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks complete kitchen facilities,
- the unit lacks complete plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
55 / 28.9%
15 / 27.3%
10 / 5.3%
15 / 7.9%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI
10 / 5.3%

15/ 100%

10 / 100%

15 / 100%

10 / 100%

15 / 100%

10 / 100%

15 / 100%

10 / 100%

Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races
Households w/
At least 1 person
62-74 but no one
age 75+
At least 1 person
age 75+
No one age 62+

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

1847

All
White
Black/
African American
Asian
American Indian or
Alaskan native,
Pacific Islander
Hispanic, Any Race
Other, Multiple
Races

renters with a severe housing problem
(1 or more of the following):
- cost burden (monthly housing costs, including utilities, exceeding 50% of monthly income)
- the unit lacks a kitchen,
- the unit lacks plumbing facilities,
- overcrowding exists (more than 1 person per room)
# renter-occupied housing units / % of all renter-occupied housing units
all households
very low-income
low-income
moderate-income
households
households
households
(0-30% of HAMFI)
(31-50% of HAMFI)
(51-80% of HAMFI)
15 / 7.9%
15 / 100%
15 / 100%

households
earning
81-100% of HAMFI

households
earning
>100% of HAMFI

