
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
SALISBURY CITY COUNCIL 

WORK SESSION AGENDA 
------------- 

OCTOBER 5, 2015 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

GOVERNMENT OFFICE BUILDING 
 
 

4:00 p.m. MOTION TO CONVENE IN CLOSED SESSION IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 
ANNOTATED CODE OF MARYLAND §10-508(a)(14) 

4:30 p.m. Rent Stabilization Program – Mayor Ireton/Theo Williams  

5:30 p.m. Advance Telecommunications Systems Property Tax Credit – Theo Williams   

5:50 p.m. Malone/College Avenue & Snow Hill Road Annexation – William Holland 

6:10 p.m. Accepting Grant Funds for Protective Vests for Police Officers – Barbara Duncan 

6:20 p.m. Revisions to 15.24.270 Building/Housing Official – Susan Phillips 

6:40 p.m. ECV/False Alarms Billing – Tom Stevenson 

7:00 p.m. Public Works Robot Replacement – Michael Moulds 

7:25 p.m. Council discussion 

7:30 p.m. Adjournment 
 
 

Times shown are approximate. Council reserves the right to adjust the agenda as circumstances warrant.  
The Council reserves the right to convene in Closed Session as permitted under the Annotated Code of Maryland 10-508(a). 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Posted: 9/30/15 
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 OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
  
To:  City Council Members 
From: Mayor James P. Ireton, Jr. 
Subject: A Rent Stabilization Program for Salisbury  
Date: 28th September, 2015 

 

 Salisbury finds itself at a precipitous point in its history. Our residents are increasingly 

faced with making harder and harder choices each month. Rents have become so burdensome for 

Salisbury residents, that as of 2013 over 2,700 households in Salisbury were paying over 50% of 

their income for rental costs. For each dollar that is going towards rental costs, households and 

families are spending one less dollar on food, transportation, clothing, and other necessities. On 

the second of each month, households are finding out the stark reality of renting in Salisbury: 

little money is left. In a community where median household income is only $37,000 and median 

renter household income is less than $29,000, why is gross rent nearly $1,000 a month? 

Salisbury does not suffer from an unusually low vacancy rate; the value of our homes are lower 

than most of the nation, particularly in comparison to metro areas; and monthly ownership costs 

are lower than most of the nation. Despite these facts, rents in Salisbury are as high as 

communities such as Hilton Head, South Carolina; the City of Chicago; and Cary, North 

Carolina. Nevertheless, rents show no sign of abating. According to data released by the census 

bureau on September 17th, median gross rent across Wicomico County rose by over $100 

between 2013 and 2014, from $955 per month to $1,076. This means that as of 2014, half of all 

renters in Wicomico County are paying over $1,076 per month for rent and utilities. (1/3 of 

Wicomico Count Residents live within the City of Salisbury, and more than half of Wicomico 

County’s rental stock is within Salisbury City limits.) 

 These are all irrefutable facts. But we don’t know definitively why rents are so currently 



   

so high. From 2000-2008, rents in Salisbury rose dramatically, overtaking the national average, 

as a result of increased energy costs and a doubling of the average home price.  After the real 

estate crash of 2008, however, rents in Salisbury continued to rise while median household 

income fell—in real terms—by nearly $8,500; market economics simply does not explain this 

phenomenon. As of 2013, 59% of renting households in Salisbury are cost-burdened due to high 

rent, up from 36.5% in 2007. This cost burden has a quantifiable, negative effect on our local 

economy, as you will see in Mr. Williams’ accompanied report, Renting in Salisbury: Affordable 

for Whom? It is thus my intention and my duty to present to you this Rent Stabilization 

legislation. I would like to reverse this trend of falling incomes and rising rents. The 

accompanying report concludes that if contract rent were to fall by 22% across the board, the 

necessary amount for median contract rent to be affordable for the median renting household, 

this would inject an additional $16 million dollars a year into the economy. The legislation 

before you only affects single-family dwelling units, duplexes, triplexes, and quadplexes. These 

units account for approximately half of all rental units in Salisbury. As can be seen in the 

accompanied attachments, this ordinance would drop rents by at least 22% and thus we expect 

an additional $8 million will be injected into the local economy through increased consumer 

spending. 

 The option to take up and pass this legislation is not much of an option at all. With the 

second lowest rate of homeownership in the state, and one of the lowest homeownership rates in 

the country, we, as a community, need to act now. Throughout my tenure as Mayor, I have 

worked tirelessly to support our neighborhoods and those who live within them. The most 

vulnerable among them, require our assistance too. My Community Development/Urban 

Renewal Initiative and the City’s new receivership powers are a step in the right direction. By 

working with Salisbury Neighborhood Housing and Habitat for Humanity, we are working 

towards increasing homeownership in the City. This, however, is just one piece in the puzzle. 

We must act to lower and stabilize rents in our City. Without doing so, there simply will not be 

enough consumer spending to support our local businesses and households will be unable to save 

enough money to achieve homeownership. I look forward to our discussion of this most crucial 

topic on October 5th. I submit these materials for your review before then. 

  



   

For your convenience, I have below a brief table of contents: 

 

1. Mr. Williams’ rental market analysis report, Renting in Salisbury: Affordable for Whom? 

There are also a number of appendixes attached to the report with relevant data for your 

review. 

2. Three explanatory charts and graphs: A sample of single-family rentals in Salisbury 

across neighborhoods, with current asking price, stabilized rent, assessment data, and 

purchase information; a graph of Median Household Income to Gross Rents from 2000-

2013; and a graph of the percentage of households severely cost burdened from 2000-

2013. 

3. The ordinance creating the Rent Stabilization Program for Salisbury. 

4. The ordinance creating the Rent Stabilization Board for Salisbury. 

5. The initial SAGE Policy Group report commissioned by College Park before their 

creation of their rent stabilization program. 

6. A 2009 follow-up report from SAGE, supporting the continuation of College Park’s 

program. 

7. A 2012 follow-up report from SAGE, supporting the continuation of College Park’s 

program. 

8. The original ordinance from College Park. 

9. The By-Laws of College Park’s Rent Stabilization Board. 

10. The Rules of Procedure for College Park’s Rent Stabilization Board. 
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A Rental Market Analysis 

Thelonious W. Williams 
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Executive Summary 
 

 Salisbury currently faces a crisis within its housing market. Salisbury’s current 

homeownership stands at just 34%, compared to the national rate of 64%. Salisbury’s median 

household income is just below $37,000, which is $15,000 less than the national average. And yet, 

it is on average nearly a hundred dollars a month more expensive to rent in Salisbury than it is in 

half of the nation. With a median monthly gross rent of $994, Salisbury has a higher median rent 

than the City of Chicago. The lack of affordability in Salisbury is putting a huge burden on 

Salisbury’s renters, especially those who are low income and very low income. Over 4,300 

Salisbury households are paying more than 30% of their income for rental housing costs; of those 

households over 2,700 households are paying over 50% of their income for rental costs. 

 The magnitude of this cost burden has a tremendous economic impact on our community. 

If median rent was affordable for Salisbury residents, the savings from lower rents would increase 

local consumer spending between eight million dollars a year. Without action, however, the share 

of cost-burdened households will only increase in the years ahead. Stagnant or declining wage and 

income growth has squeezed already struggling households. This report demonstrates just how 

important this issue is in Salisbury. The analysis of Salisbury’s rental market is paired with a 

discussion of national housing market trends and a brief local economic analysis. It concludes with 

a list of possible solutions, the most effective of which is a city-wide rent stabilization program. 

 The key conclusions of this report are as follows: 

 Current rents in Salisbury are dramatically higher than the national average and the economic 

conditions of the area do not explain why. Average values of homes, median household 

income, median renter income, average wage per job, and monthly ownership costs are all 

lower in Salisbury than the national average, but rents are nearly a hundred dollars higher. 

 Salisbury has the second lowest rate of homeownership in the state of Maryland. The national 

average of homeownership is nearly double that of Salisbury’s.  

 Salisbury also has the fifth highest number of cost burdened rental households in the state.  

 The lack of affordable housing in Salisbury has a quantifiably negative impact on our local 

economy. High cost burden means households are spending less on food, transportation, health 

care, and apparel, while accruing little-to-no wealth. If housing was affordable for all renting 

households, an additional eight million dollars a year would make its way back into the local 

economy. 
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 While in 2000 rents in Salisbury were lower than the national average, they were abnormally 

high for the economic conditions of our area. From 2000-2008 rents rose dramatically, over 

taking the national average, as a result of increased energy costs and a doubling of the average 

home price. 

 The continued rise of contract rents from 2008 to the present cannot be explained with the 

available evidence and data. An economic theory of high lease default rates putting upward 

pressure on rents, however, appears applicable to our area. Regardless of the cause of the rise 

in contract rents, rents in Salisbury continued to rise after the crash while median household 

income fell in real terms by nearly $8,500. 

 All of these factors have led to Salisbury having a dramatically high level of cost burden, i.e. 

paying 30% or more of income towards housing. 59% of renting households are cost burdened, 

and 36% of households are severely cost burdened, i.e. paying 50% or more. 

 Although a common misconception, college rentals do not have an outsized effect on median 

rents in Salisbury. They put some upward pressure on rents, but even when college rentals are 

removed from the market, rents are still abnormally high. 

 The outlook in both the national rental market and local economic conditions do not foretell 

that this problem will be resolved on its own. A “wait and see” approach simply will not work. 

Closing the gap between current household income and current rental prices is all but 

impossible. Even if Salisbury undergoes a dramatic economic transformation, rents would rise 

with income and negate the effect of the economic development. 

 While numerous options exist to improve the quality and quantity of affordable housing (e.g., 

inclusionary zoning, aggressive code enforcement, housing subsidies), none of these tools will 

be effective enough to properly address these problems. 

 Only a strong rent stabilization program, as modeled off of College Park’s 2004 program, will 

effectively decrease rents and cost burden with it. By linking rents to a percentage of the 

assessable base of a property, between .6% - 1% monthly, rents will be lowered to affordable 

levels. The rent for a property assessed for $40,000 would be capped at between $240 and $400 

a month.  
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I. Introduction 

 In most municipalities across the country, homeownership stands at roughly 50%; across 

the entire nation, 64% of Americans live in owner-occupied units. Traditional analyses of housing 

markets focus heavily on the homeownership side of the market, with the rental market taking a 

secondary role. Unfortunately, much of the recent literature on housing has focused on 

homeownership and the effect of the subprime mortgage meltdown on it.2 Research on the effects 

of the 2008 financial crash on tenants has been less proliferous. While homeownership is a central 

part of the American 

Dream, adequate housing is 

a fundamental human right.3 

Ensuring that low-income 

households have access to 

affordable and high quality 

housing is critical to the 

economic wellbeing of a 

community and its people. 

This is particular true in 

communities with high 

percentages of rental units. 

Salisbury is one 

such community with a 

uniquely high percentage of 

rental units. With only 34% 

homeownership, Salisbury 

                                                           
1 This excludes those municipalities whose number of occupied housing units fell below 900. Regardless, Salisbury 

still has the second lowest percentage of owner occupancy. Unless otherwise stated, all data presented in this report 

will be for 2013, the most current data available through the census bureau. 
2 For discussions of this phenomenon, see Ambrose, Brent W. and Moussa Diop, “Spillover Effects of Subprime 

Mortgage Originations: The Effects of Single Family Mortgage Credit Expansion on the Multifamily Rental 

Market,” Journal of Urban Economics 81 (2014): 114-115; DiPasquale, Denise, “Rental Housing: Current Market 

Conditions and the Role of Federal Policy,” Cityscape: A Journal of Policy Development and Research 13:2 (2011): 

57; Rob Collinson, “Rental Housing Affordability Dynamics, 1990-2009,” Cityscape 13:2 (2011): 77. 
3 Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article 25(1), http://www.un.org/Overview/rights.html 

Table 1: The 15 MD Municipalities with Lowest 
Homeownership Rates1 

# Municipality 

# of 
Occupied 
Units 

% Owner 
Occupied 

% Renter 
Occupied 

Median 
Household 
Income 

1 Bladensburg 3,744  20.1% 79.9% $42,465 

2 Salisbury 11,572  33.9% 66.1% $36,654 

3 Cambridge 5,209  37.4% 62.6% $33,158 

4 Hagerstown 16,631  38.4% 61.6% $38,637 

5 Princess Anne 1,535  41.8% 58.2% $27,270 

6 Greenbelt 9,207  42.0% 58.0% $57,279 

7 Frostburg 3,251  42.0% 58.0% $25,964 

8 Brentwood 919  44.5% 55.5% $50,875 

9 Riverdale Park 2,000  44.8% 55.2% $56,763 

10 Williamsport 982  46.0% 54.0% $44,643 

11 Crisfield 1,078  46.2% 53.8% $29,797 

12 College Park 6,347  46.3% 53.7% $56,201 

13 Chestertown 1,895  46.6% 53.4% $31,956 

14 Federalsburg 995  47.1% 52.9% $34,802 

15 Delmar 1,071  47.8% 52.2% $45,938 

http://www.un.org/Overview/rights.html
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has the second lowest rate of homeownership in Maryland.4 Moreover, out of 250 principle cities 

of Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA), such as Salisbury, and with comparable population sizes, 

Salisbury has the 7th lowest rate of homeownership.5 Together, these numbers demonstrate that 

Salisbury’s current housing tenure is far from a normal trend, but a troubling outlier. Thus, the 

disproportionate size of our City’s renting population precipitates that we analyze our housing 

market with a greater focus on renting as opposed to homeownership. 

The problem of Salisbury’s low homeownership rate, however, is further compounded by 

Salisbury’s low median household income, which causes a high number of households to become 

cost burdened6 by their rent. As opposed to homeowners whose monthly mortgage payments buy 

into the equity of their home, renting households are consistently paying over thirty percent of 

their household income with no return on their ‘investment.’ As rental prices rise, a phenomenon 

that will be explained later, and wages remain stagnant or depreciate, an increasing number of 

households are becoming cost burden. The housing market and financial crash has led to an 

exponential increase in this number. Whereas in 2007 only 36.5% of renting households in 

Salisbury were cost burden, by 2013 that 

number had risen to 59%.7 The sheer number 

of cost burdened renters simply cannot be 

understated. By a raw count, Salisbury has the 

sixth highest number among municipalities in 

the state (Bowie is not even on the list, see 

Table 2). These trends do not foretell a 

positive economic forecast for Salisbury. An 

increasingly substantial section of our 

population is burdened by their rent, thereby 

decreasing the amount of income leftover for 

consumer spending, which in turn further stagnates growth and perpetuates this cycle. The 2008 

                                                           
4 Out of 157 census-definied municipalities in Maryland, i.e., cities, towns, and villages which are a “Place within a 

State,” but not a “CDP: Census Designated Place.” Determined using “DP04: Select Housing Characteristics,” ACS 

2011-2013 3-Year Estimates. 
5 See Appendix D. 
6 Cost burden is defined as paying 30% or more of household income towards a particular cost or group of costs. As 

defined by Harvard University’s Joint Center for Housing Studies, see America’s Rental Housing: Evolving Markets 

and Needs (Cambridge, MA: Harvard U., 2013): 6. 
7 3-Year American Community Survey (ACS) Data, see Appendix B for precise survey. 

Table 2: Top 10 MD Cities with Cost Burdened 
Rental Households 

# Municipality 

# of Cost 
Burdened 
Rental Units Population 

1 Baltimore City 66,816 621,836  

2 Frederick City 6,023  66,427  

3 Gaithersburg 5,133 63,360 

4 Hagerstown 4,908 40,563 

5 Salisbury 4,332 31,215 

6 Rockville 4,273 63,106 

7 Annapolis 3,236  38,565  

8 Laurel 2,457  25,607  

9 Greenbelt 2,420  23,535  

10 College Park 2,153 31,132 
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crash redefined the way that we look at the national housing markets and risk associated with it. 

Unfortunately, the geographic remoteness of our locality, and its small population, has not led to 

much research on our local housing market.8 This report is the first step in our own local housing 

market post-2008. 

  

                                                           
8 The last HUD analysis of our Housing Market was from 2014, see Kane, Kevin P., “Analysis of Salisbury, 

Maryland Housing Market,” Comprehensive Market Analysis Reports (U.S. Dept of Housing and Urban 

Development, Oct 2014), http://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/pdf/CMAR_SalisburyMD.pdf. 

http://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/pdf/CMAR_SalisburyMD.pdf
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II. The Current Rental Market in Salisbury 

 

Where Do Salisbury’s Rents Fall in Comparison to the Rest of the Nation? 

 Simply put, Salisbury’s rents are exorbitantly high for the economic conditions of our area. 

Nationally, median monthly gross rent is $900,9 with contract rent at $754 per month.10 By 

comparison, Salisbury renters are paying $994 and $798 respectively.11 Moreover, among the 50 

largest Metropolitan Statistical Areas in the nation, Salisbury’s median gross rent in 2009 

surpassed 25 MSAs and by 2011 surpassed 33 MSAs.12 This puts the City of Salisbury in the same 

bracket as the MSAs of Chicago, Houston, and Portland, OR.13 Salisbury’s median gross rent has 

even come to surpass the City of Chicago’s: $994 and $938 respectively. That means it is more 

expensive to rent in Salisbury than in Chicago. 

 Counterintuitively, income differences do not explain the differences in rent. The median 

income of an area is often closely tied 

to rental prices, with one scholar 

noting that “median household income 

is a standard measure of demand for 

rental housing since landlords are able 

to charge rents based on a tenant’s 

income.” (213) As opposed to the 

national median household income of 

$52,176; Salisbury’s median 

household income is only $36,954.14 

                                                           
9 “DP04: Select Housing Characteristics,” United States: 2011-2013 3-Year ACS (U.S. Census Bureau); “gross rent” 

is defined as “the contract rent plus the estimated average monthly cost of utilities (electricity, gas, and water and 

sewer) and fuels (oil, coal, kerosene, wood, etc.) if these are paid by the renter (or paid for the renter by someone 

else). Gross rent is intended to eliminate differentials that result from varying practices with respect to the inclusion 

of utilities and fuels as part of the rental payment,” see “ACS and Puerto Rico CS: 2013 Subject Definitions,” U.S. 

Census Bureau, http://www2.census.gov/programs-

surveys/acs/tech_docs/subject_definitions/2013_ACSSubjectDefinitions.pdf.  
10 “B25058: Median Contract Rent,” United States: 2011-2013 3-Year ACS. 
11 See Appendix B. 
12 Flanagan, Christine and Mary Schwartz, “Rental Housing Market Condition Measures: A Comparison of U.S. 

Metropolitan Areas From 2009 to 2011,” American Community Survey Briefs (DC: US Census  Bureau, April 

2013): 3. 
13 Whose median household incomes in 2009 were $60,092; $54,669; and $56,689 respectively, in comparison to 

Salisbury’s median of $41,222; “DP03: Selected Economic Characteristics,” 2007-2009 3-Yr ACS. 
14 The City of Chicago’s is $46,014; all data “DP03: Selected Economic Characteristics,” 2009-2013 5-Yr ACS. 

Table 3: Median Household Income to Median Gross 
Rent (Adj. for Inflation, all in 2013 Dollars) 

Salisbury United States 

Year MHI MGR Year MHI MGR 

2013 $36,954 $994 2013 $52,176 $900  

2012 $37,211  $964  2012 $52,529  $902  

2011 $38,417  $990  2011 $53,319  $909  

2010 $39,914  $960  2010 $54,722  $908  

2009 $44,761  $992  2009 $55,780  $897  

2008 $45,527 $1,000 2008 $56,453  $886  

2007 $43,681 $939 2007 $56,185  $877  

2000 $40,312 $777 2000 $56,811 $814 

http://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/tech_docs/subject_definitions/2013_ACSSubjectDefinitions.pdf
http://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/tech_docs/subject_definitions/2013_ACSSubjectDefinitions.pdf
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Moreover, since the 2008 crash, Salisbury’s real median household income has dropped by over 

$8,500, while rents have largely remained the same (see Table 3).15 Salisbury’s incomes do not 

come anywhere close to supporting or explaining the area’s high rents, more or less the lack of 

downward pressure on rents after 2008. 

While a similar trend has emerged nationwide, it has not occurred with such severity. 

Ironically, Salisbury’s trend in real rental rates was a precise inverse of major U.S. metro areas. 

While real rents in metros fell 2007-2008, rose 2008-2009, and then fell again 2009-10, Salisbury 

had an inverse trend. Most strikingly between 2007 and 2008 real rents rose 6.5%, as opposed to 

a 1-5% drop across major metropolitan areas.16 This appears to support the local supposition that 

there is a “lag” between economic occurrences nationally and their impact on the Eastern Shore. 

When comparing Salisbury’s rents to other cities of similar size, the disparity between our 

local economic conditions and the high costs of renting in Salisbury becomes even more apparent. 

Out of the nearly 400 principle cities of Metropolitan Statistical Areas across the country, 250 had 

populations between 30,000 and 150,000. These 250 cities can be considered roughly comparable 

to Salisbury, also the principle city of a MSA. In terms of Gross Rent, Salisbury ranks 19th, just 

behind Hilton Head, South Carolina, where the median value of owner-occupied homes are over 

$400,000. Salisbury’s median contract rent ranks 33rd, and median estimated utility costs rank 13th. 

Again, comparative economic and housing indicators do not support Salisbury’s high rental costs. 

Salisbury’s median owner-occupied house values ranking 112th and its median household income 

ranks 163rd!17  

Moreover, the other traditional market conditions that factor into contract rent, and by 

extension gross rent, do not justify the artificially high rents in Salisbury. Salisbury’s total vacancy 

rate of 15% is above the national average of 12.6%. The vacancy rate among rental units stood at 

6.7%, on par with the national rate of 6.9%.18 The importance of the vacancy rate cannot be 

underestimated: “The rental vacancy rate is the single best predictor of rent levels. A low vacancy 

rate indicates a shortage in rental housing, which reduces competition among landlords and thus 

causes rent to be higher. Conversely, areas with high vacancy rate have lower rents” (212 – 30 Yrs 

                                                           
15 After adjusting for inflation; in order to adjust for inflation, the author utilized the US Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 

CPI Inflation Calculator, available at http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm.  
16 Collinson, “Rental Housing Affordability Dynamics”: 95-6. 
17 For all of this data see Appendix D 
18 Salisbury city and United States, “DP04: Select Housing Characteristics” 2011-2013 3-YR ACS. 

http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm
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2007). Yet once again, Salisbury’s vacancy rate does not lead to the conclusion that rents should 

be so high. The median value of owner-occupied homes is nearly $30,000 lower the national 

average.19 Lastly, select monthly owner costs are $160 cheaper in Salisbury.20 Furthermore, real 

wages have dropped across sectors in Wicomico County,21 thus wages  

associated with property maintenance costs cannot account for high 

gross rent in Salisbury. All the traditional market factors that contribute 

to rent do not account for the higher rents in Salisbury; in fact, they lead 

to the conclusion that rents should be lower in Salisbury than the national 

average. 

 

The Economic Impact of a Lack of Affordable Housing 

The volume of affordably-priced rental units simply does not 

come anywhere close to the current need in Salisbury. Salisbury’s 

median rental household income of $28,803 translates to an affordability 

level of $720/month, but only 20% of rental units offer such a rate. For 

very low-income renters, with household incomes of $15,000 or less, 

only 4% of units are considered affordable, which is even below the 

meager national average of 8%.22 While this last group of renters grew 

nationally by an estimated 2.2 million households from 2000 to 2010,23 

the number of affordably priced units has failed to keep up. Ironically, 

Salisbury’s current housing market conditions should put our supply of 

affordable housing much higher. Typically, weak housing markets with 

high vacancy rates, such as Salisbury’s, have a larger supply of 

affordable housing.24 The gap between need and availability, however, is abundantly clear. Even 

                                                           
19 Salisbury: $143,300; United States: $173,200; the U.S. Census Bureau does not track the value of renter-occupied 

homes. 
20 Salisbury: $1,324/month; United States: $1,484; among owner-occupied units with mortgages only. Again the 

Census Bureau does not give ownership costs for rental units. For definition of “select monthly owner costs,” see 

“2013 Subject Definitions,” op. cit. 
21 See “State and County Wages,” U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, available at http://www.bls.gov/data/. 
22 This excludes those units that do not pay cash rent, i.e. 4% of 7,375 units with cash rent. For Salisbury Data, see 

Table 4 or 3-Year ACS, “B2503: Gross Rent”; and for national data, Joint Center, America’s Rental Housing: 19. 
23 “Preserving Affordable Rental Housing: A Snapshot of Growing Need, Current Threats, and Innovative 

Solutions,” Evidence Matters (Summer 2013): 3. 
24 Ibid.: 1. 

Table 4: Salisbury 
Gross Rents 

Total Units: 7,646 

W/ Cash Rent 
Rent: 

7,375 

< $100 6 

$100-$149 0 

$150-$199 0 

$200-$249 126 

$250-$299 22 

$300-$349 127 

$350-$399 42 

$400-$449 114 

$450-$499 69 

$500-$549 222 

$550-$599 149 

$600-$649 227 

$650-$699 215 

$700-$749 256 

$750-$799 292 

$800-$899 702 

$900-$999 1,184 

$1,000-$1,249 2,394 

$1,250-$1,499 632 

$1,500-$1,999 375 

< $2,000 221 

No Cash Rent 271 

http://www.bls.gov/data/
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when subsidized housing is factored into this equation, there is still an incredible gap. The 

Wicomico Housing Authority manages only 383 Housing Choice Voucher units.25 Even if all 383 

HCVs went to assist households making $15,000 annually or less, that would only increase the 

total number of affordable units for very-low-income renters to 9.5%, far below the 26% of rental 

households that require such units.26 

Beyond the moral concerns of a lack of affordable housing, there are direct economic 

impacts of low homeownership rates and a lack of affordable rental housing. A recent study 

concluded that “the transition from renting to owner-occupied status produces approximately 

$1,300 per year in external benefit in a typical neighborhood.”27 If 3400 rental units in Salisbury 

transitioned from rental units to owner-occupied units–the necessary number to change Salisbury’s 

housing tenure to the national average–the city could see $4.4 million a year in “external benefits.” 

Furthermore, other studies have found that that increases in local homeownership rates lead to 

substantial increases in property values.28 There are a number of unquantifiable benefits to 

homeownership, such as increased civic involvement, increased tenure in the community, and 

other social capital benefits.29 

There are also significant household costs to renting. Even when controlled for the variance 

in incomes, renters have substantially less wealth than homeowners. The Joint Center for Housing 

Studies at Harvard University came to the following conclusions: 

Among households in the upper middle income quartile, the median net worth of 

homeowners in 2010 was nearly nine times that of renters. The median for all owners was 

34 times that of renters. 
 

                                                           
25 “PHA 5-Year and Annual Plan: Wicomico Housing Authority,” 4/30/2011 version available at 

http://cdn.affordablehousingonline.com/ha-plans/42467.pdf; and 8/30/2011 version available at 

http://www.wicomicocounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/2710. The number of HCVs has remained the same since 

2011. 
26 I would go so far as to say that even with housing choice vouchers, the percentage of units available for very-low-

income renters is even lower. According to Affordable Housing Online, only 76% of the Wicomico Housing 

Authority’s public housing units were occupied by households earning $15,000 or less. So using this same 

distribution in the HCVs program, the actual percentage of available very-low-income units would be 8%. 

Moreover, the WHA’s HCVs are for the entirety of Wicomico County. Although most of their units and HCVs are 

in Salisbury, some are distributed throughout the rest of the county. See 

http://affordablehousingonline.com/housing-authority/Maryland/Wicomico-Housing-Authority/MD014/. Nationally, 

14% of units receive some form of public subsidy towards affordable housing.   
27 Ambrose and Diop, “Spillover Effects,” op. cit.: 115. 
28 Ibid.: 115. 
29 See, Di Pasquale, Denise, and Edward L. Glaser, “Incentives and Social Capital: Are Homeowners Better 

Citizens?,” Journal of Urban Economics 45 (1999): 354-384. 

http://cdn.affordablehousingonline.com/ha-plans/42467.pdf
http://www.wicomicocounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/2710
http://affordablehousingonline.com/housing-authority/Maryland/Wicomico-Housing-Authority/MD014/
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Home equity accounts for a significant share of the difference, but by no means all. 

Excluding housing wealth, homeowners still had a median net worth of $72,520 in 2010–

more than 14 times renters. (Emphasis Added)30 
 

Not only does the dramatically lower net worth of renters in Salisbury mean that renting 

households have less economic security than owner-occupied households, but less wealth is 

invested in the local economy and specifically financial institutions. While large portions of wealth 

are invested nationally, some portion of wealth is ultimately invested locally, e.g., deposits in 

community banks, investments in local businesses. Regardless of where the wealth is invested, 

with 66% of Salisbury households renting, Salisbury lacks household wealth. Thus, most income 

that Salisbury residents earn are not invested, but spent. This, in turn, demands that we realize that 

our local economy is inherently consumption driven and not investment driven. 

 How do high levels of cost burden affect our local economy? When households are 

burdened by housing costs, the money to cover housing costs must be taken from somewhere else. 

Lacking household wealth, households frequently cut the amount of money they spend on food 

and transportation. Among very-low-income renters ($15,000 annual income or less) who are 

severally cost burden (50%), households spend an estimated $150 a month less on food than their 

fellow very-low-income renters in affordable housing units.31 This plainly demonstrates that the 

lack of affordable housing has a ripple effect that causes hunger and decreases consumer spending. 

Since a quarter of all Salisbury renters are very-low-income, and severe cost burden stands at 36%, 

at a bare minimum of 715 households in Salisbury are spending, on average, $150 a month less on 

food. Thus, at least 715 households go hungry because of a lack of affordable housing, and the 

local economy loses $1.28 million in food-related consumer spending each year. 

 Those households, however, only representing a fraction of all renters (9.4%) and the $1.2 

million a year that they are not spending on food is only a portion of household income that is 

going towards rent and not towards other expenditures, including transportation, health care, and 

retirement. This begs the question then, if all housing units were affordable, how much money 

would households be saving? At 30% of median renter household income ($28,803), the level of 

affordability for median gross monthly rent should be $720, a 27.5% drop from Salisbury current 

median of $994. A portion of gross rent, however, goes towards utilities and fuels; in Salisbury 

                                                           
30 America’s Rental Housing: 13. 
31 Ibid.: 32. 
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the difference between median gross rent and median contract rent is 20% (798/994=.803). That 

being the case, a 27.5% drop in median gross rent, would lead to a 5.5%  

in gross rent less contract rent and a 22% drop in contract rent. Since the price of utilities and fuels 

are linked to the national energy markets and the energy 

efficiency of a home and its appliances, it is hard to 

calculate the effect on the local economy of a theoretical 

drop in gross rent. The effect of a drop in contract rent, 

however, is clearer to calculate. By taking the average of 

each of the price ranges in Table 5, i.e., $300 to $349 = 

$325, and multiplying that number by the number of units 

in Salisbury, we can calculate a rough monthly and yearly 

gross profit of the Salisbury rental industry. At $73 million 

a year, a 22% drop in median contract rent would yield an 

approximately $16 million a year total household increase 

in non-housing expenditures. As stated earlier, cost-

burdened renting households cut back most on their 

consumer spending. Outside of retirement, which is the 4th 

largest non-housing expense of renting households, the 

overwhelming majority of that $16 million a year would 

be injected into the local economy through expenditures 

on food, transportation, health care, apparel, etc. The high 

number of cost-burdened rentals not only affects those 

individual households, but has a quantifiable negative 

effect on our local consumption-driven economy. 

  

Table 5: Salisbury Monthly 
Contract Rents 

Price Range # of 
Units 

Avg. Total 

Total Units: 7,646  

W/ Cash Rent: 7,375 
> $100 17 $850 

$100 to $149 14 $1,750 

$150 to $199 67 $11,725 

$200 to $249 89 $20,025 

$250 to $299 85 $23,375 

$300 to $349 147 $47,775 

$350 to $399 161 $60,375 

$400 to $449 237 $100,725 

$450 to $499 99 $47,025 

$500 to $549 308 $161,700 

$550 to $599 302 $173,650 

$600 to $649 370 $231,250 

$650 to $699 666 $449,550 

$700 to $749 519 $376,275 

$750 to $799 633 $490,575 

$800 to $899 1,217 $1,034,450 

$900 to $999 932 $885,400 

$1,000-$1,249 1,084 $1,219,500 

$1,250-$1,499 129 $177,375 

$1,500-$1,999 192 $336,000 

< $2,000 107 $240,750 

Total Monthly $6,090,100 

Total Yearly $73,081,200 
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III. What is Causing This? The Economics Behind Renting in Salisbury 

 

2000-2008 

 While it is difficult to fully explain the dramatic rise in both nominal and real rents in 

Salisbury from 2000 to 2008, national trends in the rental market over this period can be 

extrapolated to Salisbury. According to Census 2000 data, both median gross rents and contract 

rent in Salisbury were actually below the national average (Salisbury: $574/US: $602; $463/$519). 

Gross rents, however, as a percentage of median household income were unnaturally high: 

Salisbury – 24%; US – 17%.32 Contract rents as a percentage of median owner-occupied house 

value do not equate either: Salisbury – 6.8%; US – 5.2%.33 These costs translated to a higher cost 

burden among renters in Salisbury over the US aggregate: Salisbury – 45.2%; US – 36.8%.34 

Although both nominal and real rents (see Table 3) were lower in Salisbury than the national 

average, they were still unnaturally high for the economic health of the community.35 

 From 2000 until the 2008 crash, rents in all parts of the country, metro and non-metro alike, 

rose dramatically. In Salisbury, rents grew at such an exponential pace, rising nominally 61%, that 

they overtook the national average. Local inflationary effects can help to explain part of the rise: 

median household income rose 39% and the median values of owner-occupied homes rose 100%.36 

Interestingly, by 2008 the median household income of renters had come to be approximately 

equal between Salisbury and the national average.37 

 Although no definitive conclusion can be made, there are some possible explanations. 

Select monthly ownership costs, which as mentioned previously are only available for owner-

occupied units, did rise seemingly dramatically from 2000-2008: $835 to $1,252, but when both 

numbers are put in 2008 dollars, the rise is less dramatic: $1,044 to $1,252. Although this 20% rise 

in real homeownership costs closely mirrors the 29% rise in real gross rents, this is not an 

                                                           
32 Salisbury - ($574*12)/$28,800 MHI; US - ($602*12)/$41,851 MHI 
33 Salisbury - ($463*12)/$81,700; US - ($519*12)/$119,600 
34 All data either “DP04: Select Housing Characteristics,” “HCT048: Median Contract Rent,” and “HCT036: 

Median Household Income 1999 By Tenure,” Census 2000 SF4. 
35 The other traditional indicators of economic health demonstrate the relative weakness of Salisbury. 

Unemployment was 5.2%, as opposed to the national average of 3.7%; both Family and Individual Poverty rates 

were nearly double the national average: Salisbury 16.5%/23.8%, US 9.2%/12.4%.  See “DP03: Profile of Select 

Economic Characteristics” Census 2000 SF4. 
36 See Appendix B. By comparison nationally these percentages were 36%, 24%, and 61%, see United States, 

“DP04: Select Housing Characteristics,” ACS 3-Year Estimates 2005-2008 and 2000 SF4. 
37 In 2000 the incomes were US $27,362/SBY $22,415 and in 2008 US $31,697/ SBY $31,108. 
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appropriate comparison. While both monthly ownership costs and gross rents comprise utility and 

fuel payments, the large remainder of homeownership costs, property taxes and mortgage 

payments, are tied to the value of the property. Among rental properties, and this is especially true 

in Salisbury, the median value is dramatically lower. We cannot come to a definitive conclusion 

on why real contract rents rose by 8% over this period, but we can try to account for a portion of 

it at least.38 As energy costs are largely stable across incomes,39 we can assume that these costs 

rose by a fairly similar amount between renter-occupied and owner-occupied housing. When 

putting everything in 2008 dollars, real gross rent less real contract rent rose over this period by 

$104.40 This change would represent the real increase in the cost of utilities and fuels in renter-

occupied homes. Thus, we can assume with a measure of confidence, that half of the $208 real rise 

in ownership costs was a $104 real rise in utility and fuel costs. The remaining $104 real rise can 

be partially account for by a 25% increase in property taxes (.652 in 2001 to .819 in 2008), with 

any other real rises in ownership costs covering the remaining difference.41 We can reasonably 

come to the conclusion that a majority of the 8% rise in contract rents can be accounted for by a 

10% rise in non-utility and non-fuel ownership costs.42  

  

2008-Present 

 While the rise in both gross and contract rents from the period 2000-2008 can be mostly 

explained, the continued rise in rents in Salisbury is more difficult to explain. Adjusting for 

inflation, real gross rents stood stable from 2008-2013.43 A rise in utility and fuel prices 

represented a lot of the real growth in gross rents from 2000-2008, but from 2008-2013 the 

opposite was true. Gross rent less contract rent fell 25% over this period.44 The rise in contract 

                                                           
38 Nominal contract rents were $463/month in 2000 and $629/month in 2008; in real terms (2008 dollars) these are 

$579 and $629. 
39 America’s Rental Housing: 31. 
40 All in 2008 dollars: 2000 #s $718GR - $579CR = $139; 2008 #s $924GR – $681CR = $243. $243 - $139 = $104, 

i.e. the real change in fuel and utilities costs from 2000 to 2008. 
41 Interest rates, however, did not rise during this period; instead they fell from an annual average of 8.05% to 

6.03%. See “30-Year Fixed-Rate Mortgages Since 1971,” Freddie Mac, 

http://www.freddiemac.com/pmms/pmms30.htm.  
42 Since Census data does not offer information on the value of renter-occupied units or ownership costs of renter-

occupied units, we simply cannot draw a definitive conclusion. But the $104 real rise in non-utility, non-fuel 

ownership costs is very close to the $102 real increase in contract rent. 
43 See Table 3. 
44 All in 2013 dollars: 2008 GR $1,000 – CR $737 = $263; 2013 GR $994 – CR $798 = $196; $263-$196=$67; 

67/263=.254 

http://www.freddiemac.com/pmms/pmms30.htm
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rents, however, cannot be explained by ownership costs: real contract rent rose 8% and real 

ownership costs fell 2%.45 Furthermore, when adjusted for inflation, the median value of an owner-

occupied home fell by nearly $35,000. Nevertheless, real and nominal contract rents rose. So what 

could have caused this? The explosion of the subprime mortgage market and the eventual 

economic implosion that it caused has been explained numerous times. Brent Ambrose and 

Moussa Diop, however, are among the few researchers that have begun to examine the impacts of 

this crisis on the rental market. Specifically, they focused on what effect the increase in subprime 

mortgages had on rental risk. While a mortgage interest rate is, in part, a demonstration of the risk 

of default, no such comparable mechanism exists in renting. In order to cover for the risk of default, 

landlords must ensure that the aggregate rent of all their units covers the risk of default of any one 

unit. What, however, happens when the risk of default increases across the board? 

 Ambrose and Diop discovered that this is exactly what happened nation-wide from the 

period 2000 up until the crash. As can be seen in the adjacent figure, they created an economic 

model to demonstrate the distribution of risk in the rental market. The curve r(Φ) can best be 

described as the distribution of credit risk 

among the national population, where credit 

risk increases as the curve moves right. Before 

the expansion of the subprime mortgage 

market, most homeowners fell into the area X, 

with the conventional mortgage standard 

represented by line ΦC. Thus, the 

conventional rental market consisted of areas 

N, Z, and M. Areas N and Z represents the 

more stable, i.e., less risky, portion of the 

rental market.46 With the expansion of 

subprime lending (represented by ΦS), the areas N and Z now had the opportunity to apply for a 

subprime mortgage. As area Z transitioned to homeownership, M, the riskier renters, became a 

much greater portion of the market. Moreover, area N, which represents those renters who did not 

apply for a subprime loan, but could have, does not balance out the loss of Z. Thus, the increase in 

                                                           
45 See Appendix B. 
46 I will be ignoring line r(Φ)α(Φ;ΦC) as it is not very relevant to our discussion. 
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the proportion of riskier renters led to higher default rates and thus higher rents. By comparing an 

area’s rental default rate with subprime activity, the authors were able to come to a fairly definitive 

conclusion: “a 1% increase in an area’s subprime activity corresponds to a 1.9% increase in the 

area’s lease default index.”47 Through their examination of renter default, vacancy rates, and rents 

in 75 MSAs, they also concluded that an increase in default rates leads to an increase in average 

rents.48 

 When attempting to apply this model to Salisbury, however, there is one massive difference 

between their model and Salisbury: the distribution of the r(Φ) curve. While I do not have access 

to Salisbury City specific credit data, the low ownership rate in Salisbury would imply a low credit 

score. Additionally, the low median household income would also suppose a higher risk of default. 

Thus, r(Φ) should have a distribution whereby the height of the curve would be, at the very least, 

to the right of ΦC, if not to the right of ΦS. Tenure rates in Salisbury supports this distribution of 

r(Φ): the highest rate of homeownership that Salisbury had was 42% in, strangely, 2009. 

Furthermore, between 2000 and 2008, the number of owner-occupied units rose by only 395 units, 

raising the housing tenure from 37.8% owner-occupied in 2000 to 38.3% in 2008.49 Thus, 

theoretically default rates should have remained more or less stable as area Z did not grow 

exponentially between 2000 and 2008. Then why did rents rise so exponentially? 

 If we adjust their model for Salisbury, it should look more like Figure 2. The low 

homeownership rate, which is conventionally a 

result of low wages and low credit, would 

dramatically increase the size of area M. Since 

the period 2000-2008 saw limited growth in 

homeownership, lines ΦC and ΦS were placed 

closer together, thereby shrinking area Z. 

Additionally, since the curve r(Φ) was skewed to 

the right, and assuming that curve r(Φ)α(Φ;ΦC) 

kept the same position, area N would be all but 

eliminated. Under this model, since M is such a 

                                                           
47 Ambrose and Diop, “Spillover Effects,”: 117-8. 
48 Ibid.: 130. 
49 It is not entirely clearly of the 395 units how many were new households and/or newly-built units, or converted 

units. Over this period, Salisbury added 915 new occupied units. 

Figure 2 
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large area, any change in the default rate would cause a more dramatic increase in median rent. 

Moreover, since area Z was such a small population in Salisbury, those subprime homeowners 

who began to foreclose and reenter the rental market did not constitute a substantial portion of the 

rental market. What then would occur if real median household income fell by 19% and real 

median renter income fell by 14%? As real gross rents remained stable, and real incomes fell, an 

already struggling population of renters would begin to default on their payments. Unfortunately, 

I do not have access to default rates, but the 13% increase in cost-burdened rental households over 

this period would lead to such a conclusion. 

 If an increasing rate of default is causing an upward pressure on rents, and incomes stay 

stable or continue to fall, how then will this cycle every stop? As rents continue to rise, defaults 

will increase and rents will thus continue to increase as well. Furthermore, if the City of Salisbury 

undertook an expansive program to increase homeownership, thereby removing the more stable 

renters from the market, Ambrose and Diop’s original model would lead to the conclusion that 

rents would continue to rise! How then can we hope to reverse this trend and decrease rents and 

increase the affordability of housing? 

 

How Much is this a result of College Rentals? 

 There is one outstanding factor that could be skewing the census data: college rentals. Since 

college rentals are typically charged on a per person basis, the total rental cost of the unit can be 

quite high. Thus, if each college student in a 4-bedroom unit is paying $500 a month, the total cost 

of the unit would be $2,000. If enough of these units were included in the census data, it could 

artificially raise the median gross and contract rent in the city. Regardless of whether or not these 

college rentals “price out” families from single-family homes, these units need to be accounted for 

in order to come to an accurate picture of what the non-college student rental market is like. 

Although one would typically not consider college students “residents” of the City, under the 

definitions used by the census bureau anybody who lives in a housing unit for two months or more 

is considered a “resident.”50 Thus, college students are considered “residents.” 

                                                           
50 US Census Bureau, “Chapter 6: Survey Rules, Concepts, and Definitions,” American Community Survey Design 

and Methodology Version 2.0 (January 2014): 2; http://www2.census.gov/programs-

surveys/acs/methodology/design_and_methodology/acs_design_methodology_ch06_2014.pdf.  

http://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/methodology/design_and_methodology/acs_design_methodology_ch06_2014.pdf
http://www2.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/methodology/design_and_methodology/acs_design_methodology_ch06_2014.pdf
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 So how many college students are residents in the City of Salisbury? During the 2013-2014 

school year, 3,153 Salisbury University students lived on-campus and 5,634 students lived off-

campus. Unfortunately of the 5,634 off-campus students in 2013, we do not know what percentage 

of that number lives outside of Salisbury City limits and what percentage are “commuter students,” 

i.e. living at home or with relatives; additionally, a portion of these students attend Salisbury 

University through the Universities at Shady Gove.51 We can, however, get a general number of 

SU students based on age group. Of Salisbury’s total population of 31,215 people, individuals 

between the age of 18 and 21, the typical age of college students, comes to 5,088 people.52 To 

account for individuals 18-21 who grew up in Salisbury and remained, we can get a rough estimate 

from Wicomico County Board of Education enrolment data. Using enrollment numbers from 

2009,53 4,263 students attended WCBOE high schools.54 Of those students, 30%, which reflects 

the distribution of Wicomico County’s population, would live in the City of Salisbury. Thus with 

some margin of error,55 approximately 1,278 18-21 year olds in 2013 would be native Salisbury 

residents.56 The remaining 3,810 18-21 year olds can be considered non-native Salisbury 

University students.  

 Of that number, representing 10% of Salisbury’s population, how great of an impact do 

they have on the rental market? First, we need to eliminate those students living at University Park, 

who are not only considered “on-campus residents,” but also considered part of the “group 

quarters” population and thus do not have any impact on either contract or gross rent.57 Eliminating 

those 890 students, the remaining number of Salisbury University students directly impacting the 

rental market would be 2,920.58 In order to account for the impact that these  

                                                           
51 A total of approximately 4,000 students attend the University at Shady Grove; Salisbury University is one of nine 

university represented at this site. See http://www.shadygrove.umd.edu/about/fact_sheet.  
52 “B01001: Sex by Age,” Salisbury City: 2011-2013 ACS 3-Year.  
53 The year in which the 2013 cohort of 18-21 year olds would have been in WCBOE high schools. 
54 “Wicomico County: Enrollment for Grades 9-12,” 2014 Maryland Report Card, 

http://www.mdreportcard.org/Enrollment.aspx?PV=34:H:22:AAAA:1:N:0:13:1:2:1:1:1:1:3.  
55 As this does not account for those students who lived within corporate limits and then left Salisbury to go to 

universities elsewhere. 
56 This number is almost exactly the same as the number of 15-17 year olds (1048) and one-fifth of 10-14 year olds 

(1567/5=313), 1361 in 2009. See “B01001: Sex by Age,” Salisbury City: 2007-2009 ACS 3-Year. 
57 EXPLAIN THIS “P42: Group Quarters Population by Group Quarters Type” 2010 SF 1 
58 The discrepancy between this number (2,920) and the total number of off-campus students (5,634) can be 

explained in numerous ways. First as mentioned previously, the total off-campus number does not account for 

commuters, who could be a part of the 1,278 native 18-21 year-olds. Additionally, non-traditional students, who 

would not fall in the 18-21 year-old range, would compose a portion of the 5,634. Moreover, some of the 5,634 

could constitute 22 and 23 year olds, who either have early birthdays or stayed a fifth year. For this last category, 

however, I think that some of that number can be balanced out by the 18 year olds who are still in high school. 

http://www.shadygrove.umd.edu/about/fact_sheet
http://www.mdreportcard.org/Enrollment.aspx?PV=34:H:22:AAAA:1:N:0:13:1:2:1:1:1:1:3
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students have on rental prices, we must then translate this number into households. Since most 

college students live with non-relatives, college student rentals 

would constitute “non-family households not living alone.” Out 

of the total 1,201 renting households which fall into this 

category, 941 have householders between the ages of 15-34.59 

To confirm that these 941 households are all or nearly all of 

Salisbury’s college rentals, we need to translate this number 

back to a population number. Of the 3,069 “nonrelatives,”60 

1,631 are “housemates or roommates.”61 We can come to the 

following conclusion: 

2,950  Non-native 18-21 Year-Olds not in Uni. Park 

           -941 Non-family Householders Age 15-34 

           -1,631 Housemates or Roommates 

   378  Salisbury University Students remaining 

Eliminating 13% of the 3,069 nonrelatives to account for owner-

occupied units,62 1044 non-roommates63 live in non-family 

rentals. 64 The remaining 378 SU students could easily fall into 

the remaining categories of nonrelatives. With the average non-

family household size of 3.23, all other nonrelatives could 

reasonably live in the remaining 35+ householder non-family 

rentals.65 

 Assuming the inherent margin of error with Census 

estimates, the above calculations support the conclusion that in 

the 2011-2013 ACS 3-Year estimates for Salisbury City, 941 rental units are occupied solely by 

                                                           
Lastly, a sizeable percentage of off-campus students do not live in Salisbury City limits, including in Fruitland, the 

“donut” to the east of the Princeton homes neighborhood, Hall and Francis Drives, the “flower” streets to the south 

of University Park, and to the west of Salisbury University’s main campus. 
59 “B25011: Tenure by Household Type (Including Living Alone) and Age of Household,” Salisbury City: 2011-

2013 ACS 3-Year. 
60 Who are also not heads of household, i.e., “householders.” 
61 B09019: Household Type (Including Living Alone) by Relationship,” Salisbury City: 2011-2013 ACS 3-Year. 
62 1378 total non-family households: 1201 renter-occupied and 177 owner occupied. 177/1378=.12845; 

3069*.12845=394. 177+394 = 571; 571/177 = 3.23 average owner-occupied non-family household size. 
63 Again, who are also not householders. 
64 The other categories are “unmarried partner,” “foster children,” “roomer and boarder,” and “other nonrelatives.” 
65 260 35&Up householders + 666 remaining nonrelatives = 926; 926/260 = 3.56 average household size. Renter 

households are on average larger than owner-occupied households, see “DP04: Select Housing Characteristics.” 

Table 6: Monthly Contract 
Rents w/ & w/o SU Rentals 

Price Range # of 
Units 

# of 
Units 

Total Units: 7,375 6,434 

> $100 17 17 

$100 to $149 14 14 

$150 to $199 67 67 

$200 to $249 89 89 

$250 to $299 85 85 

$300 to $349 147 147 

$350 to $399 161 161 

$400 to $449 237 237 

$450 to $499 99 99 

$500 to $549 308 308 

$550 to $599 302 302 

$600 to $649 370 370 

$650 to $699 666 666 

$700 to $749 519 519 

$750 to $799 633 633 

Total Units to $799 3,714 

$800 to $899 1,217 1,217 

$900 to $999 932 932 

$1,000-$1,249 1,084 571 

$1,250-$1,499 129 0 

$1,500-$1,999 192 0 

< $2,000 107 0 

Median Unit: 3,687 
 

 

3,217 
 Median Rent: $798 $761 
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Salisbury University students. What effect then do these 941 rental units have on median contract 

rents? If we eliminate these 941 units from the upper price tiers of the rental housing stock (see 

Table 6), median contract rent only drops 4.6% to $761, which is still above the national median. 

Therefore, the argument that Salisbury University students are skewing the median contract rent 

significantly higher simply is not true. As stated in the beginning of this report, Salisbury’s local 

economy and housing market are weaker than the rest of the nation and thus should cause our rents 

to be lower than the national median. Moreover, a median monthly contract rent of $761 is well 

above the affordability level of $623 for median rental households. The lack of affordability in 

Salisbury’s rental market is not solely a result of Salisbury University students living in non-

university housing. This misperception has fuelled the perception that Salisbury does not have a 

“real” affordability problem and that if only SU students were pushed out of single-family 

neighborhoods all of these problems would be solved.66 The data consistently does not support 

these perspectives. 

 The stability of gross rents from 2008-2013 and rise in contract rents over this period 

cannot be attributed directly to Salisbury University students either. From 2010 to 2013 total 

enrollment at SU rose by only 244 students, but in August 2011, Seagull Square opened on 

Salisbury University’s campus increasing their on-campus capacity by 600 students. Thus, from 

2010-2013 a net 356 students left the off-campus rental market. Furthermore, the opening of 

University Orchard occurred during the summer of 2014 and would not have had an impact on 

2013 median contract rents. As students leave the off-campus rental market, demand for rents 

drops, vacancy increases, and rents should fall. This, of course, was not what happened, further 

demonstrating that student rentals do not have an outsized effect on Salisbury’s rental market. 

  

Concluding Remarks 

 Rents have steadily risen in both nominal and real terms from 2000 to 2013 for varying 

reasons. The dramatic rise in utility and fuel costs from 2000 until the crash, coupled with a rise 

in ownership costs, caused an exponential increase in median gross rent in Salisbury. The increase 

in wages over this period, however, largely mitigated the burden of the rise in housing costs. After 

the crash, however, the real rise in contract rent occurred at the same time that incomes dropped 

                                                           
66 Moreover, eliminating college rentals from the housing stock does not increase ownership to even 50%; 

homeownership rises to only 39.5%. 
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dramatically and unemployment rose. These post-crash trends have increased rental default rates, 

which puts upward pressure on rents across the board; this, in turn, causes higher default rates. 

Furthermore, even when eliminating Salisbury University student rentals from the market, rents 

are unnaturally high. This supports the conclusion that high default rates are putting upward 

pressures on rents, which has not abated. Other than high default rates, an alternative explanation 

for these trends is an attempt by landlords to cover their loss of profits in the college student rental 

market by increasing rents in their non-student rentals. If this were a factor in the rise of contract 

rents, it could also cause higher default rates and feed into the above stated economic model. 

Regardless of the direct cause of this rise, it is undoubtedly occurring and rents in Salisbury are 

become increasingly burdensome for its citizens.  
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IV. The Future Outlook 

National Rental Market Trends 

  Without a crystal ball, we simply cannot know what direction the rental market in 

Salisbury will go in. We can draw conclusions based on local trends, however, as was done in the 

previous section. But we also need to examine national trends in the rental market as they 

invariable have an impact on our local market. Unfortunately, the outlook in the national rental 

market does not inspire hope. Not only has the share of households, which rent, increased, but so 

has the number of cost burdened renters: 

The share of renters paying more than 30 percent of income for housing…rose 12 

percentage points over the decade, reaching 50 percent in 2010. Much of the increase was 

among renters facing severe burdens (paying more than half of income for rent), boosting 

their share nearly 8 percentage points to 27 percent.67 
 

Salisbury has been even more severely hit by these negative economic trends: 26% of 2010 renters 

faced severe burdens, a number that has risen to 36% by 2013.68 Denise DiPasquale equates part 

of the affordability problem to a 5% fall in real renter household income and 9% increase in real 

rents between 2000 and 2005.69 The market crash further reduced affordability: two-thirds of the 

2000-2010 increase in cost-burdened households occurred post-2008.70 Cost burdened rental 

households has continued to rise according to the most recent report of the Joint Center for Housing 

Studies.71 

An even more distraught community of renters, dubbed “worst case” renters, grew 

exponentially. These renters are “’very low-income renters,’…not receiving housing assistance, 

and who ‘paid more than half of their income for rent or lived in severely inadequate conditions’ 

or both. Some 8.48 million households fell into this category by 2011, up 1.38 million from 

2009.”72 Fortunately by 2013 these households had fallen to 7.72 million, but this number is still 

                                                           
67America’s Rental Housing: 6. 
68 “B25070: Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Income in the Past 12 Months,” Salisbury City, 3-Year ACS 

2008-2010 & 2011-2013. 
69 DiPasquale, “Rental Housing,”: 58. 
70 America’s Rental Housing: 28. 
71 “Chapter 6: Housing Challenges,” The State of the Nation’s Housing 2015 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard U., 2015): 

30. 
72 “Preserving Affordable Rental Housing”: 3. 
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9% higher than 2011 and 49% higher than in 2003.73 Even as the economy recovers, we are from 

out of the woods, as HUD has warned: 

Formation of new households and changes of tenure from homeownership to renting 

continue to put upward pressure on worst case needs. Increases in tenant incomes and in 

the proportion of assisted households among the resulting population of very low-income 

renters, however, more than offset the factors that increased worse case needs. The 

decreasing prevalence among these households results from the moderate narrowing of the 

gap between demand for affordable rental housing and the supply of affordable units.74 
 

The majority of the decrease (70%) in “worst case” renters was a result in demographic changes 

in the population, with only 30% a result of “the market response that reduced prevalence of such 

problems.”75 As renters’ incomes rose from a point of “extremely low-income” to “very low-

income” and “very low-income” to “low-income,” the availability of units in the lower-income 

category may have increased, but that caused an increase demand in the upper income category, 

i.e., the total number of units available for low-income renters remained largely stable, just the 

categories in which low-income renters fall into changed.76 Unfortunately the American Housing 

Survey is not as detailed as the American Communities Survey, so we cannot determine precisely 

how these trends were reflected in Salisbury. In looking at the distribution of contract rents 

between 2011 and 2013, however, there was a significant upward shift in the distribution of rental 

units: 755 units were rented for under $400 in 2011, which dropped to 580 by 2013.77 Median 

renter household income, however, only grew 2.7%, which contributed to the increase in number 

of cost-burdened households.78 

 Larger demographic changes also foretell an increase in the number of households renting. 

As our population ages, an increasing number of current homeowners will transition to affordable 

senior housing.79 The number of seniors entering the affordable housing market is projected to 

outstrip the growth in affordable units able to house them. Moreover, immigration to the United 

States is expected to remain steady throughout the next decade, with the majority of 

                                                           
73 Barry L. Steffen et al., Worst Case Housing Needs: 2015 Report to Congress (Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, April 2015): vii. 
74 Ibid.: 21 
75 Ibid.: 22. 
76 For instance, between 2011 and 2013 there was a 3.2% increase in affordable and available rental units for 

extremely low-income households, but a 2.9% and 4.3% decrease in the number for very low-income and low-

income households respectively. See ibid.: 23. 
77“ B25056: Contract Rent,” 3-Yr ACS. 
78 “B25119: Median Household Income the Past 12 Months by Tenure,” 3-Yr ACS. 
79 “Preserving Affordable Rental Housing”: 3; “Chapter 5: Rental Housing,” The State of the Nation’s Housing 2015 

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard U., 2015): 25. 
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such households entering the rental market. In total, the Joint Center for Housing Studies estimates 

that the number of renter households will increase between 4 and 4.7 million households from 

2013-23.80 These demographic changes are certainly at work in Wicomico County and by 

extension in Salisbury. While Wicomico County’s total population grew by 2,806 people from 

April 2010 to July 2014, the breakdown of that net growth is very 

telling. A large portion of that population increase was a result of 

international migration to Wicomico County. The net increase of 

that international migration was actually hampered by a domestic 

outmigration. International migration was actually larger than the 

natural increase in Wicomico County. The prevalence for recent 

migrants to rent would foretell that Wicomico County and 

Salisbury will continue to see an increase in demand for rental housing, and with that affordable 

housing. 

 The overwhelming growth in the number of very low-income and low-income renters has 

strained already under-resourced federal housing assistance programs. Between 2003 and 2013 

“the number of very low-income renters qualifying for subsidies increased by 18%…to 18.5 

million. At last measure in 2013, however, just over a quarter (26 percent) of eligible very low-

income households received rental assistance.”81 Fortunately this is a slight increase over the 2009 

percentage of 23%,82 but quite obviously far below the extraordinary need for assistance. 

Wicomico County has also suffered from a dramatic deficit in our housing assistance programs. 

The Wicomico Housing Authority only has 660 public housing and housing choice voucher units 

for the entire county. This falls well below 1720 renting households whose annual income is less 

than $15,000 in Salisbury alone. If we go by HUD’s income limits for the Salisbury MSA, which 

puts very low-income limit at $30,350 for a 2 person household, approximately 4,000 Salisbury 

households are eligible for assistance.83 

 The marginal recovery in the nation’s economy has not translated to wage growth which 

outpaces rents and housing costs. Moreover, while certain sections of the renting households have 

                                                           
80 America’s Rental Housing: 14. 
81 “Chapter 6,” The State of the Nation’s Housing 2015: 33. 
82 “Rental Housing: Current Market Conditions”: 67. 
83 For income limits see FY 2015 Income Limits Documentation System, 

http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il2015/2015summary.odn. And for number of households, see “B25118: 

Tenure by Household Income in the Past 12 Months,” Salisbury City, 3-Year ACS 2011-2013.   

Table 7: WI Co. Pop. Change 
from 4/1/10 to 7/1/14 

Total Pop. Change 2,806 

Natural Increase 1,386 

--Births 5,216 

--Deaths 3,830 

Net Migration Total 1,384 

--International 1,861 

--Domestic -477 

http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il/il2015/2015summary.odn


Renting in Salisbury: Affordable for Whom?  24 
 

seen improvements, such as those with “worst case” needs, these improvements have not come 

anywhere close to bring us back to pre-crash levels; and few of these improvements have translated 

to an improvement for all income levels of renters. Regardless of income level, the national 

percentage of cost-burdened households has risen unabated since 2008. The available data does 

not lead us to the conclusion that the nation will be seeing a dramatic improvement for renting 

households and Salisbury does not appear to be an exception. The federal government has failed 

to keep up with the rising levels of cost burden. Future budgetary cuts will only decrease the level 

of assistance available to this vulnerable population. 

 

The Chicken and the Egg: Will Economic Development Alleviate this Problem? 

 Of course affordable housing is determined by two variables: housing costs and income. 

Salisbury’s median gross and contract rents would not be burdensome if median household income 

was higher. The prospect of rapid wage growth is an alluring prospect when discussing local 

economic development. If then the local community underwent a dramatic economic 

transformation, by how much would wages and household incomes have to rise and how long 

would that take? Table 8 charts nominal wage and job growth in Wicomico County since the crash 

and compares this to the national average wage over this period. Wicomico County was fortunate 

not to face a 

nominal drop in the average wage per job immediately following the crash, but at the same time 

has not seen as dramatic a rise in average wages since then. Moreover, Wicomico County lost 

nearly 3,000 jobs between 2008 and 2010; the job market even contracted by 39 jobs between 

2012 and 2013. If, however, Wicomico County began to see a dramatic economic recovery, what 

would it take to increase affordability? 

 First, average wage growth, regardless of the number of jobs, would have outstrip the rate 

of inflation. Unlike national wage growth, Wicomico County’s wage growth failed to outpace 

inflation, which led to the dramatic drop in median household income in real terms, as reflected in 

Table 8: Wicomico County Job and Wage Levels & Nat’l Averages 

Year 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

# of Jobs 49,288 47,466 46,359 46,363 46,861 46,702 

Average Wage per Job 37,112 37,601 38,473 38,915 39,067 39,676 

Nominal Wage Growth - 1.30% 2.30% 0.40% 0.40% 1.50% 

Nat'l Avg. Wage per Job 41,335 40,712 41,674 42,980 44,322 44,888 

Nat'l Wage Growth - -1.50% 2.40% 3.10% 3.10% 1.30% 

Nat’l Annual Inflation - 1.70% 1.00% 1.70% 2.10% 1.80% 
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Table 3. At Salisbury’s current median gross rent of $994 per month, median renter household 

income would have to rise to $39,760 to meet the threshold of affordability. This would require a 

38% rise in median renter income from its current level of $28,803.84 Simply put, this is all but 

impossible to foresee in the near future. In a theoretical world, assuming that housing tenure and 

income distribution by tenure remained the same, a 38% rise in median renter income would be 

paired with a proportional rise in homeowner income and median household income. With both 

rising by 38%, homeowner median household income would rise to $84,584 and median household 

income would rise to $50,997. If then, since we are dealing in the theoretical, Salisbury achieved 

3% real income growth, but seasonally-adjusted inflation remained at the national ten-year average 

of approximately 2%, it would take 12 years for Salisbury to achieve rental affordability. As seen 

in Table 9, nominal median renter household income would have to rise to $51,726 and gross rent 

to $1,260 to achieve affordability in the rental market. Thus, for median rental household income 

to see a real rise of 38%, there would have to be at least a nominal rise of 80%. Simply put, this is 

all but impossible. From 2000 to 2012, only 

eight counties in the country saw their median 

household income rise nominally by 37% or 

higher, with highest change of 77%.85 Seven of 

the eight counties were in North Dakota and 

directly affected by the fracking boom, with 

the eighth county in Texas, also benefiting 

from the fracking boom. Furthermore, the 

largest county had a population of only 22,398, 

the remaining seven counties had populations 

less than 10,000, and three of those counties 

had populations under 1,000. Regardless of the 

fracking boom, these dramatic rises in median 

household income are statistical anomalies. 

 In looking at some more realistic growth rates, some examples do exist of strong median 

household income growth over this same period: D.C., 20.5%; St. Mary’s County, MD, 15.3%; 

                                                           
84 “B25119,” op. cit. 
85 “Counties in Profile” is currently under reconstruction, but the data was available on http://statsamerica.org/.  

Table 9: Theoretical Income and Rent Growth 

Year 

Nominal Renter 
Household 
Income Growth 
of 5% 

Gross Rent 
Growth at 
2% Inflation 

Yearly 
Rent as 
% of 
Income 

2013  $ 28,803.00   $ 994.00  41.4124 

2014  $ 30,243.15   $ 1,013.88  40.2291 

2015  $ 31,755.31   $ 1,034.16  39.0798 

2016  $ 33,343.08   $ 1,054.84  37.9633 

2017  $ 35,010.23   $ 1,075.94  36.8786 

2018  $ 36,760.74   $ 1,097.46  35.8249 

2019  $ 38,598.78   $ 1,119.41  34.8014 

2020  $ 40,528.72   $ 1,141.80  33.8070 

2021  $ 42,555.15   $ 1,164.63  32.8411 

2022  $ 44,682.91   $ 1,187.92  31.9028 

2023  $ 46,917.06   $ 1,211.68  30.9913 

2024  $ 49,262.91   $ 1,235.92  30.1058 

2025  $ 51,726.05   $ 1,260.64  29.2457 

http://statsamerica.org/
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New York, NY, 13.6%; Arlington County, VA, 13%; and Suffolk City, VA, 10.3%. Unfortunately 

these increases in median household income did not translate to lower cost burden in the rental 

market. Table 10 compares the percentage of rental households cost burdened between 2000 and 

2012; only St. Mary’s County saw a decrease of 1.6%. The simple fact of the matter is that income 

and wage growth struggles to outpace inflation. Inflation in and of itself is  

 

 

 

 

 

 

not a negative economic indicator, in fact moderate inflation is a sign of economic growth. When 

looking to raise income and wages in relation to a specific cost, however, inflation can have a 

negative effect. Although inflation, of course, is not the sole or even the major cause of an increase 

in cost-burdened rental households over this period, it was a contributing factor. In the case of 

Washington, D.C.’s income and wage growth over this period, local inflation decreased the real 

effect of that growth. From 2001 to 2014, average annual pay in the Washington-Baltimore-

Arlington CBSA86 rose from $44,388 to $63,747. This 43% increase in average wages most 

certainly contributed to the rise in median household increase in D.C. proper, St. Mary’s County, 

and Arlington County. All of these communities, however, suffered from inflation rates that were 

higher than the national average. Seasonally unadjusted CPI data for the DC-MA-VA CBSA 

shows that the annual average inflation rate stood at approximately 2.64%, whereas nationally it 

only stood at 2.26%. While .38% may not seem like a large difference, that difference compounded 

over a long period of time create a noticeable gap in real wages. The DC-MA-VA CBSA’s 2001 

average wage of $44,388 adjusted by the national inflation rate translates to a value of $59,335 in 

2014 dollars. Thus, wages appeared to have grown by a real value of $4,412 over this period. When 

adjusting by the regional inflation rate, however, the 2001 average wage is valued at $62,259, 

                                                           
86 This CBSA is massive to say the least; it comprises much of Maryland, including three counties on the Eastern 

Shore, parts of northern Virginia, and a county in each West Virginia and Pennsylvania. The Wikipedia article 

actually gives a better explanation than the OMB distinction, see 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Baltimore%E2%80%93Washington_metropolitan_area. For OMB document, see 

“OMB Bulletin No. 15-01,” Office of Management and Budget (July 2015): 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/bulletins/2015/15-01.pdf. 

Table 10: Median Household and Rental Cost Burden Increases 

County D.C. 

St. 
Mary's, 
MD 

New 
York, NY 

Arlington, 
VA 

Suffolk 
City, 
VA 

% Income Incr. 20.5% 15.3% 13.6% 13.0% 10.3% 

2000 % Cost Burden 35.2% 39.2% 35.3% 26.8% 41.0% 

2012 % Cost Burden 49.3% 37.6% 46.4% 39.3% 56.9% 

% Change 14.1% -1.6% 11.1% 12.5% 15.9% 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Baltimore%E2%80%93Washington_metropolitan_area
https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/bulletins/2015/15-01.pdf
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decreasing the real increase in wages to $1,488.87 Although the area saw substantial economic 

improvement, prices rose accordingly and affordability continued to decrease. 

 Regardless of our area’s economic forecast, relieving our area’s high rate of cost burden 

among renting households is nearly impossible purely through economic development. The 

massive gap between the current median renter household income and the necessary level to 

achieve affordability precludes Salisbury from relieving households of cost burden anytime soon. 

If Salisbury did achieve rapid wage and household income growth, regional inflation would largely 

mitigate the effect of that economic growth on reducing cost burden. Housing costs would rise 

with income and potentially outpace wage growth. As housing costs are just one of the numerous 

items that comprise the consumer price index, the specific cost that we are looking at–housing–

could rise at a higher rate than the average inflation rate. Edward Glaeser, an eminent Harvard 

professor in the field of housing studies, demonstrated the strong correlation between income per 

capita and house prices in pre-crash metro areas:  

For every extra dollar of income, prices increase by nearly ten dollars. This relationship 

means that higher housing costs exactly offset higher incomes if each extra dollar of 

housing cost is associated with 10 cents of annual expenses in interest payments, local 

taxes, and maintenance …88 
 

If we return to the theoretically 5% annual growth projection to achieve affordability, median 

renter household income rose nominally by 80%. If housing tenure remained the same throughout 

this period, per capita income would rise by a similar percentage. Salisbury’s current per capita 

income would rise from $21,382 to $38,488, a $17,106 increase.89 If we apply Glaeser’s findings 

to this increase, the average value of an owner-occupied home would rise by $171,060 to $314,360, 

an absurdly high value for our area. Even if we go with the more realistic growth of 20.5%, as in 

Washington, D.C., per capita income would rise to $25,765 and average home value to $187,130. 

Section III of this report demonstrated that between 2000 and 2008 the rise in home values in 

Salisbury and the accompanied rise in ownership costs translated to a rise in rents. Thus, regardless 

of the regional inflation rate or even the speed of income growth in Salisbury, any rise in incomes 

will lead to not only general inflationary effects, but will specific lead to a rise in home values and 

by extension rents. 

                                                           
87 See Appendix B. 
88 Edward Glaser and Joshua Gottlieb, “The Economics of Place-Making Policies,” Brookings Papers on Economic 

Activity 2008 (Spring, 2008):163. 
89 “B19301: Per Capita Income in the Past 12 Months,” 3-Yr ACS. 
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The Overall Outlook 

 No matter what direction you think that our area is heading, either economically or 

demographically, there is a very narrow possibility for our area’s renters to see a reduction in their 

cost burden. If incomes and wages continue to drop or just stagnate, the cycle of default and 

upward pressure on rents will continue. Furthermore, as SU students continue to transition from 

single-family homes to student-only multifamily units, those landlords who exclusively operate 

single-family and low-unit multifamily units will have to raise rents on their non-student properties 

to cover their losses. If, on the other hand, our area undergoes a dramatic economic upturn, an 

increased inflation rate is likely to largely mitigate the effect of an increase in income. More, as 

demonstrated, the gap between current income and wages and what is needed to achieve 

affordability in the rental market is tremendous and next to impossible to close. A steady rate of 

international migration and the aging of the baby boom population will increase the demand for 

both renting and affordable housing. These demographic changes will only compound the 

economic woes of our area. We need to look at taking a dramatic step to change these trends as 

the “wait and see” approach is unlike to yield a positive outlook. 
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V. What Solutions Exist? 

 

Quite clearly, a need exists for more affordably-priced rental units in Salisbury. Closing the 

gap between what Salisbury renters earn and pay can be extremely difficult, as demonstrated in 

the previous section. Moreover, the lack of affordable housing has a quantifiably negative impact 

on our local economy and our rental families. So what steps can our local community take? 

Communities across the country have taken various measures to try and address the lack of 

affordable housing. These include inclusionary zoning measures, homeownership programs, rental 

subsidies, and rent stabilization measures. This section will make a cursory review of some of 

these measures and help to demonstrate why a rent stabilization program is most appropriate for 

our community. 

 

Increase Homeownership 

 The most obvious method to decrease cost burdened in the rental market is to remove 

households from the rental market all together. As stated in section II, there are numerous 

economic and social benefits to homeownership. Incentivizing homeownership has been a key 

component of our nation’s housing policy. Various first-time homebuyer tax credits, down 

payment and closing cost assistance programs, and home mortgage interest tax deductions. Even 

with all of these incentives and the explosion of sub-prime mortgage lending, however, Salisbury’s 

homeownership rate peaked in 2009 at 42%. Moreover, this period also saw some of the highest 

levels of median household income, and low unemployment, but the community still was unable 

to achieve 50% homeownership, more or less anything higher. This then begs the question, how 

then can homeownership be increased when median household incomes are desperately low, 

poverty rates are up, unemployment is up, and lending has become more restrictive? 

 There is, however, a way to achieve this, but it also leads to our community’s second barrier 

to increasing homeownership. Reviewing land records for our County unveils that mortgages and 

single-family rental properties have inflated values as a result of their rental income. For the sake 

of acting as collateral for loans, and for selling properties between landlords, the value of the 

property is frequently calculated based upon the value of the property itself and the value of the 

income that is received from the property. While assessment data and sales that don’t occur 

between landlords exclusively demonstrate that the value of these properties may be quite low, 
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they are sold to fellow landlords and backed by mortgages that greatly inflate the value of these 

properties. This creates an added barrier for those attempting to achieve homeownership. If 

properties were sold to renters at their actual value, homeownership could actually become 

affordable. For houses valued at $30,000, $40,000, or $50,000 a twenty-percent down payment is 

affordable for households earning the median household income, provided that they the financial 

education to properly save. 

 The high cost of rent, however, prevents many households from having the ability to save. 

With such high levels of cost burden in our community, saving money is all but impossible for 

many households. This is particularly true for those 2,700 households that are paying at least half 

their income for rental costs. As seen in section II, even when controlled for home equity, renting 

households wealth is dramatically lower than homeowners. That wealth disparity is even more 

acute in Salisbury, where median gross rent is higher and median renter household income is lower, 

thus even less income is converted into wealth. For those households which face eviction, the 

inability to save is even greater. The security deposit that is forfeited upon eviction may represent 

the only savings that a household is able to achieve. Upon eviction that meager savings vanishes. 

Furthermore, looking at eviction cases on Maryland Case Search reveals that for those evicted 

tenants who are fortunate enough to be employed face wage garnishment as result of their eviction 

case, further reducing their ability to save. 

 Even with Salisbury Neighborhood Housing Services giving out fifty to sixty down 

payment and closing cost assistance packages each year, this has had no dent on Salisbury’s 

homeownership rates. Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development data 

reveals that foreclosure rates in Wicomico County have remained high, with foreclosures equaling 

or overtaking home sales during the first and into the second quarter of 2015.90 If the City of 

Salisbury were begin assisting first-time homebuyers with down payment and closing cost 

assistance, high foreclosure rates demonstrate that households are frequently unable to remain in 

these homes even when they receive the necessary funds to buy the home. This does not take into 

account the sheer cost of an aggressive closing cost assistance program. To have a noticeable 

impact on the housing tenure, the City would have to distribute hundreds of these assistance 

packages each year. The City simply does not have the money or the staffing to do so. 

 

                                                           
90 See Maryland Housing Beat available at http://blog.mdhousing.org/category/maryland-housing-beat/. 

http://blog.mdhousing.org/category/maryland-housing-beat/
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Increasing the Affordable Housing Stock through Inclusionary Zoning 

  One other method frequently employed by local governments to increase the stock of 

affordable housing is through “inclusionary zoning.” Inclusionary Zoning or IZ ordinances are 

zoning provision that mandate a certain number of newly constructed housing units must be 

available to low and moderate-income households, either for rent or for homeownership.91 Many 

local and state governments even incentivize these provisions by allowing for density bonus if a 

certain percentage of units are made into affordably-priced units. In conjunction with Low-Income 

Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC), IZ ordinances, particularly those that allow for incentives, have 

been among the most successful methods of increasing affordable housing across the country. By 

shifting the burden of construction of affordable housing onto the private sector, governments have 

successful avoided the mistakes of 1960s and 1970s of concentrating low-income housing in low-

income neighborhoods. Furthermore, this enables local governments, with tight budgets, to 

provide affordable housing without directly paying for the cost. 

 These ordinances, however, have met with the most success in high-density areas of the 

country, where land values are already very high and there is a robust construction sector. The US 

Department of Housing and Urban Development’s report on IZ highlighted two counties that fall 

precisely into these categories: Montgomery County, Maryland and Fairfax County, Virginia. The 

high property prices and dense development in these counties make IZ ordinances particularly 

effective. In an area such as Salisbury, however, this is not the case. While the construction sector 

has begun to rebound in other parts of the country, Salisbury’s has had a slow recovery. 

In looking at major residential construction projects in the last few years, and those 

proposed for the immediate years to come, they have fallen largely into two categories: student 

housing and low-income housing funded through LIHTCs. While the increase in student housing 

is important to pull students out of the traditional residential neighborhoods, thereby decreasing 

demand for single-family rentals, it does not have a direct or immediate effect on rental 

affordability. Moreover, the fact that the only major new or proposed residential construction in 

the City of Salisbury must be financed through the LIHTC program demonstrates the lack of 

                                                           
91 For a very thorough study of inclusionary zoning ordinances, see The Urban Institute, Expanding Housing 

Opportunities through Inclusionary Zoning, Lessons from Two Counties, prepared for the U.S. Dept. of Housing and 

Urban Development (Washington, D.C., Dec. 2012); for another form of an IZ program and the usage of in-lieu fees 

in Berkley, California, see Barton, Stephen E., “The City’s Wealth and the City’s Limits: Progressive Housing 

Policy in Berkeley, California, 1976-2011,” Journal of Planning History 11:2 (2012): 172-174. 
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profitability in constructing in Salisbury. While we are fortunate to have an increased supply of 

affordable housing units, they simply are not enough units to cover the current need in Salisbury. 

The Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development, which administers the 

LIHTCs in Maryland, caps the number of LIHTCs that any one development may receive at 64. 

So even if we are fortunate enough to have two developers in Salisbury receive LIHTCs, that only 

increases our affordable housing stock by 128 units a year. As shown in section II, the current 

deficit in affordable housing for households with incomes at $15,000 a year or less is around 1,500 

units. Which means that just for this section of our renting population, it would take over a decade 

for the number of affordable units, provided that the city receives 128 LIHTCs per year all 

dedicated to this population. 

While IZ ordinances may be an effective tool to increase affordable housing in the future, 

the current residential construction market simply would not support an IZ ordinance. Fortunately, 

LIHTC-funded units are still being constructed in Salisbury, they would quite obviously be exempt 

from the ordinance. Furthermore, with Salisbury University capping their enrollment for the 

foreseeable future, private student housing construction will soon slow down as the demand for 

new student housing decreases. Thus, IZ ordinances, even in conjunction with LIHTC 

construction, simply will not lead to an appropriate increase in affordable housing in the near 

future. 

 

Rent Stabilization 

Acknowledging that many traditional methods of addressing the lack of affordable rental 

housing in Salisbury, the City must examine other ways of increasing affordability in Salisbury. 

One controversial method of doing so is rent control or rent stabilization programs. Many rent 

stabilization or rent control programs are primarily fall into two categories. The first of these, 

known frequently as rent control measures, as opposed to rent stabilization, cap or froze rents at a 

certain level. Most of these programs were initially created as temporary measures in the 1940s to 

address the lack of housing during World War II. While some of these types of measures gained 

prominence again in the late 1960s and 1970s, they have begun to be phased out. The 

restrictiveness of these ordinances, by not allowing for increased adjustments to rents, has met the 
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ire of many economists.92 These programs are those most frequently criticized because they 

increase disinvestment since there is no way to increase the rate of return. Since these ordinances 

have been around the longest, their effects have been most frequently studied and criticized. Even 

pro-rent stabilization activists and economists have noted the detrimental effects of this style of 

rent control.93 One such example of this occurred in Cambridge, Massachusetts: “Because 

Cambridge’s Rent Control Board was unlikely to grant rent increases following property 

improvements, it was widely perceived that rent control muted owners’ incentives to maintain and 

improve controlled properties.”94 This disinvestment, most widely cited by economists as the 

negative result of rent control, is the result of restrictive rent control ordinance, such as those 

employed in Cambridge. These programs, do however, dramatically lower the median contract 

rent.95 

The second generation of rent stabilization, is the broad class of “moderate” rent 

stabilization programs which allows for increases in rents for a variety of different reasons. These 

programs do not lead to disinvestment or reduce in quality of the housing stock. In a survey of the 

effect of seventy moderate rent stabilization programs over the course of thirty years in New 

Jersey, the researchers came to the following conclusion: 

 

The results indicate that moderate rent control had no significant impact on the quantity 

(measured by new constructions between 1990 and 2000) and quality (measured by the 

percentage of rental units’ lack of plumbing) of the rental housing market. The 

nonrestrictive nature of moderate rent control often provides a fair return for the landlord 

on investment, and the construction of new residential buildings continues because builders 

are exempt and reluctant to leave a familiar community (Gilderbloom, 1981a, 1981b; 

Gilderbloom & Appelbaum, 1988)…. While traditional literature tends to agree that 

restrictive rent controls appear to have a negative impact on the quality and quantity of the 

                                                           
92 Ambrosius, Joshua D., John I. Gilderbloom, et al., “Forty Years of Rent Control: Reexamining New Jersey’s 

Moderate Local Policies after the Great Recession,” Cities 49 (2015): 122. 
93 See for instance, Jenkins, Blair, “Rent Control: Do Economists Agree?,” Econ Journal Watch 6:1 (Jan 2009): 75-

76. 
94 David H. Autor, Christopher Palmer, and Parag A. Pathak, “Housing Market Spillovers: Evidence from the End of 

Rent Control in Cambridge, Massachusetts,” Journal of Political Economy 122:3 (2014): 664. 
95 See Autor, et al., op. cit., 666; and Barton, op. cit., 168. 
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rental housing stock, due to its nonrestricted ordinances and fair considerations for both 

tenants and landlords, moderate rent control appears to have avoided these problems. 96 

 

Even economists have come to the conclusion that these second-generation moderate rent 

stabilization programs are completely different from “traditional” rent control programs: 

 

[S]econd-generation rent controls are so different that they should be judged largely 

independently of the experience with first-generation controls … [T]he case against 

second-generation rent controls is so weak that economists should at least soften their 

opposition to them. A degree of revisionism is certainly in order. (Arnott 1995, 118)97 

 

They do however, have less ability to lower rents since these rents can increase from their already 

inflated levels. The latitude that these measures give to landlords in order to raise rents, frequently 

mitigates the impact of the ordinance. In 2007, rent-stabilized New Jersey cities had median 

contract rents that were $36 lower than other cities; and after the recession, the difference was still 

only $63.98 Vacancy decontrol measures, which decontrol units upon their vacancy, have a 

substantial impact on mitigating the effect of rent stabilization programs. Attempting to achieve a 

balance between these two differing types of rent stabilization is the key to a successful program. 

Thus, we turn to one of the most recent stabilization programs: College Park’s 2005 

program. The uniqueness of College Park’s ordinance is that it allows for annual increases in the 

rent, as per the CPI, and for return on investments. But the ordinance does not start from the 

inflated rental prices; instead the ordinance ties rents to assessable base thereby ensuring that rents 

are at levels appropriate for the value of the home, but also allow for profitable increases for 

investment into the property. This ordinance thus strikes the right balance between the first-

generation and second-generation rent stabilization programs. 

 

Conclusion 

                                                           
96 Gilderbloom and Ye, op. cit., 214. 
97 Cited in Blair, “Rent Control,” op. cit., 76-77. 
98 Gilderbloom and Ye, op. cit., 211; Ambrosius, et al., op. cit., 129. 
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The City of Salisbury is at a precipitous point in its history. All of the economic factors of 

Salisbury do not support the unnaturally high rents of our community. Furthermore, with one of 

the lowest rates of homeownership in the country, Salisbury must immediately address these rent 

levels. The options laid out in this report are only the beginning of this discussion. No single 

solution exists, but in tandem we can revitalize our community. The first step, however, is bringing 

rents in line with our local economy conditions. By lowering rents in Salisbury, while ensuring 

that landlords receive a fair return on investment, the City can hope to increase its local consumer 

spending and enable households to save for homeownership. These measures will help support our 

local economy, which will increase median household income and further reduce cost burden in 

our community. As our local economy grows, we can expect an increase in our residential 

construction sector, at which point the City may begin considering IZ ordinances. We must take 

some action now, however. The path that Salisbury’s housing market has taken is not sustainable. 

Unless we are willing to accept the fact that cost burden will increase, rents will continue to rise, 

and thus homelessness will increase, we must take steps to mitigate this problem. 
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Appendix A: Rent Stabilization Q&A 

 

Why is rent stabilization necessary for Salisbury? 

 

 Current rents are dramatically higher than the value of property in Salisbury, housing costs, 

income levels, and average wages. All of these values are lower in Salisbury than the national 

average, but rents are higher in Salisbury than over half of the nation. Although Maryland’s median 

household income ($72,000) and average value of homes ($282,400) are twice Salisbury’s 

averages ($37,000/$140,000), Salisbury’s median contract rent of $800 is only $240 lower than 

Maryland’s. Furthermore, only 34% of Salisbury households are homeowners, as opposed to the 

national rate of 64%. 

 

How much of disparity is there? 

 

 While median contract rent is $800, and median gross rent, which includes utilities, is 

nearly $1,000, median household income in Salisbury is only $37,000 and median rental household 

income is $28,800. Salisbury has an individual poverty rate of 31% and unemployment rate of 

8.3%. Sixty percent of rental households are cost burdened, i.e. paying 30% or more of their 

income for housing costs. 

 

What does the rent stabilization program do? 

 Rent stabilization ties monthly contract rents to a percentage of assessable value as used 

for tax purposes. The program lowers the percentage allowed over several years. When first begun, 

rents are capped at 1% of assessable base per month. The second year, the number drops to .8% 

and for the third and following years the rates are capped at .6%. For a home with a value of 

$140,000, this legislation would not have a dramatic impact on rents. Assuming that a home with 

a market value of $140,000 is assessed for $110,000, then rents would be capped initially to $1,100 

per month, and drop down to $660/month. This would effectively stabilize rents at their current 

levels and lower rents over the following years. 

 

Do we know how much rents would be capped at for rental properties? 

 Unfortunately, the census bureau does not keep track of the value of renter-occupied 

homes. In searching rental properties in MD’s State Department of Assessment and Taxation 

property search database, which tracks assessed value, most non-college student rental homes in 
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Salisbury are assessed at between $20,000 and $70,000, with most college student rentals typically 

assessed at between $50,000 and $90,000. Thus rents in most houses could fall to between $120 

and $420 a month, and college student rentals could fall to between $300 and $540 a month. 

 

Where did 1% and .6% of assessable base come from? 

 Salisbury’s proposed rent stabilization program is modeled off of College Park’s 2005 rent 

stabilization program, which was created by then councilman and retired economist, Robert Catlin. 

In speaking with Mr. Catlin over the phone, the percentages were created to reflect the realities of 

renting in College Park in 2005. The closest available census data is from 2007, which gave the 

average value of owner-occupied homes at $347,900 and median contract rent at $1,160. Mr. 

Catlin explained that most renter-occupied homes were in the range of $200,000 to $250,000 

homes. Thus rents were capped at a far higher rate than the median. By the time that rents were 

capped at .6% of assessable base, rents would fall to between $1,200 and $1,500 a month. For the 

value of the homes that were being rented, these monthly rents were reasonable. The same concept 

applies to Salisbury; a house that is assessed at $30,000, and may be valued at $40,000 should not 

be rented for $400, $500 or $600 a month. Families cannot afford to pay that and they do not reflect 

the value of the homes. At 1%, the value of the home can be paid off in less than eight and a half 

years; at .8% that rises to ten and a half years; and at .6%, a little less than fourteen years. All of 

these levels still allow for landlords to pay off the mortgage and make a profit over the course of 

a thirty year mortgage. 

 

Will there be ways for landlords to appeal or adjust the rents set? 

 Yes and yes. The legislation creates a rent stabilization board that sets rents on individual 

properties under the guidelines of the ordinance. If a landlord substantially improves the property 

before the next assessment cycle, then the landlord can go to the board and ask for an adjustment 

based on the new value of the home. Moreover, if property taxes are raised, national interest rates 

hiked substantially, or any other financial burden is placed on landlords, rents will be adjusted 

accordingly. Between assessment years, rents can also be adjusted for inflation according to the 

seasonally unadjusted Consumer Price Index – All Cities, as published by the US Bureau of Labor 

Statistics. Additionally, if a property is substantially undervalued by the assessable base, and the 

landlord can prove it, the board may make such an adjustment. 



Appendix B: Salisbury City ACS Data

Year

Median Household 

Income1

Median Household 

Income (adj., in 

2013 $)

Avg. Wage Per 

Job (adj.)2
Housing 

Tenure (O/R)

Vacancy 

Rate

Vacancy By 

Tenure (O/R)

Median 

Gross Rent

MGR 

Adj.

Median 

Contract Rent

MCR 

Adj.

GRAPI3 

(30%+)

Median Owner 

House Value

SMOC w/ 

Mortgage*
SMOCAPI4 

(30%+)

2013 5 $36,954 $36,954 $38,015 33.9%/66.1% 15.0% 7.1%/6.7% $994 $994 $798 $798 59.00% $143,300 $1,324 34.20%

2012 5 $36,674 $37,211 $37,929 36.9%/63.1% 16.0% 6.5%/10.0% $950 $964 $762 $773 58.70% $152,000 $1,349 37.20%

2011 5 $37,095 $38,417 $38,529 39.7%/60.3% 13.7% 6.7%/7.9% $956 $990 $761 $788 58.90% $169,000 $1,438 48.90%

2010 5 $37,361 $39,914 $39,450 39.9%/60.1% 12.5% 4.5%/9.1% $899 $960 $709 $757 59.30% $172,600 $1,405 55.20%

2009 5 $41,222 $44,761 $39,456 42.0%/58.0% 10.8% 4.4%/4.9% $914 $992 $717 $779 48.70% $181,200 $1,365 47.80%

2008 6 $40,521 $45,527 $38,800 38.3%/61.7% 14.2% 3.5%/7.3% $924 $1,000 $681 $737 46.60% $163,400 $1,252 43.00%

2007 6 $38,878 $43,681 $39,079 37.5%/62.5% 12.2% 0.4%/5.5% $836 $939 $629 $707 36.50% $150,000 $1,211 29.40%

2006-20017
Unavail. Unavail. ** Unavail. Unavail. Unavail. Unavail. N/A Unavail N/A Unavail. Unavail. Unavail. Unavail.

2000 8 $29,191 9 $40,312 Unavail. 37.8%/62.2%11 5.64%10
Unavial. $574 $777 $463.00 $626 45.20% $81,700 $835 22.20%

** $38,481 ('06); $38,617 ('05); $38,485 ('04); $38,413 ('03); $38,013 ('02); $37,197 ('01) * Owner Occupied Only

1 Unless otherwise noted, I utilized available ACS (DP03: Selected Economic Characteristics)

2 In 2013 $, for Wicomico County, source Bureau of Labor Statistics 7 1-YR ACS not available for Salisbury City, see Wicomico County

3 Gross Rent as a Percentage of Household Income 8 2000 SF4 (DP04: Profile of Selected Housing Characteristics), unless otherwise noted

4 Select Monthly Owner Costs as a Percentage of Household Income 9 2000 SF4 (DP03: Selected Economic Characteristics)

5 3-YR ACS (DP04: Selected Housing Characteristics '11-'13, '10-'12, '09-'11, '08-'10, '07-'09) 10 2000 SF1 100% Data (H005: Vacancy): 551/9,772 units

6 3-YR ACS (DP04: Selected Housing Characteristics 2006-2008, 2005-2007) 11 2000 SF1 100% Data (H004: Tenure): 3,427/9,061 units; 5,634/9,061 units



Appendix C: Washington-Baltimore-Arlington, DC-MD-VA-

WV-PA CSA Wage Growth and Regional Inflation Rate

Year

Average 

Wage 

Per Job

Year on Year 

Nominal % 

Incr. in Wage

Nat'l 

Inflation 

Rate

DC-Balt. 

CSA 

Regional 

Inflation

2001 $44,388

2002 $45,366 2.203% 1.556% 2.355%

2003 $46,986 3.571% 2.228% 2.832%

2004 $49,412 5.163% 2.663% 2.840%

2005 $51,590 4.408% 3.388% 4.017%

2006 $53,849 4.379% 3.226% 3.620%

2007 $56,284 4.522% 2.848% 3.621%

2008 $58,035 3.111% 3.840% 4.522%

2009 $59,298 2.176% -0.356% 0.226%

2010 $61,121 3.074% 1.640% 1.719%

2011 $62,378 2.057% 3.157% 3.345%

2012 $63,424 1.677% 2.069% 2.202%

2013 $62,367 -1.667% 1.465% 1.523%

2014 $63,747 2.213% 1.622% 1.539%

Avg. N/A 2.837% 2.257% 2.643%



Appendix D1: Housing and Economic Data from 250 Principle Cities

Population Between 30k and 150k - Sorted by Gross Rent

Rank City

% Renter 

Occupied

Median House 

Value

Median Gross 

Rent

Median 

Contract Rent

Median Utility 

Costs

Median 

Income  Population 

1 Santa Cruz, California 57.80% $632,600 $1,511 $1,418 $93 $62,580 62,082         

2 Napa, California 47.00% $391,700 $1,321 $1,215 $106 $62,500 78,352         

3 San Luis Obispo, California 63.30% $522,700 $1,225 $1,137 $88 $45,530 45,867         

4 Fairbanks, Alaska 63.30% $195,400 $1,224 $1,127 $97 $53,299 32,193         

5 Vallejo, California 43.10% $206,300 $1,183 $1,078 $105 $55,459 117,844       

6 Egg Harbor Township, NJ 15.70% $231,600 $1,179 $1,001 $178 $70,906 43,689         

7 Boulder, Colorado 51.20% $487,400 $1,173 $1,109 $64 $57,012 101,871       

8 Santa Maria, California 50.30% $241,000 $1,136 $1,054 $82 $47,112 101,229       

9 Hamilton Township, NJ 27.20% $250,600 $1,083 $965 $118 $69,861 88,727         

10 Deltona, Florida 20.70% $101,100 $1,076 $857 $219 $43,620 85,694         

11 New Haven, Connecticut 70.30% $193,800 $1,074 $899 $175 $36,423 130,794       

12 Barsntable, Massachusetts 25.70% $345,200 $1,066 $897 $169 $54,087 44,737         

13 Flagstaff, Arizona 56.10% $257,300 $1,033 $919 $114 $47,232 67,418         

14 Ann Arbor, Michigan 54.80% $227,800 $1,022 $937 $85 $53,458 116,173       

15 Ithaca, New York 74.30% $207,300 $1,017 $975 $42 $28,208 30,354         

16 Vineland, New Jersey 34.50% $165,500 $1,011 $808 $203 $47,750 60,994         

17 Jacksonville, North Carolina 63.00% $159,500 $1,008 $868 $140 $41,443 68,987         

18 Hilton Head, South Carolina 26.40% $421,000 $1,005 $863 $142 $67,643 38,503         

19 Salisbury, Maryland 66.10% $143,300 $994 $798 $196 $36,954 31,215         

20 Midland, Texas 36.60% $159,000 $991 $826 $165 $63,819 119,171       

21 Manchester, New Hampshire 53.30% $208,500 $989 $872 $117 $52,462 110,168       

22 Burlington, Vermont 59.80% $262,200 $987 $903 $84 $43,620 42,323         

23 Cary, North Carolina 31.80% $307,600 $986 $861 $125 $88,853 146,161       

24 Charleston, South Carolina 46.00% $242,200 $975 $822 $153 $52,066 123,267       

25 Charlottesville, Virginia 58.00% $288,200 $971 $848 $123 $44,215 43,902         

26 Redding, California 47.70% $209,400 $952 $773 $179 $41,579 90,713         

27 Sparks, Nevada 41.90% $162,900 $945 $818 $127 $51,350 92,145         

28 Visalia, California 42.90% $166,500 $941 $790 $151 $51,099 126,700       

29 Olympia, Washington 49.30% $237,200 $937 $798 $139 $52,393 47,860         

30 Santa Fe, New Mexico 40.20% $274,200 $928 $820 $108 $49,305 69,374         



31 Bend, Oregon 43.00% $239,900 $928 $781 $147 $51,041 79,278         

32 Hanford, California 44.70% $165,900 $924 $750 $174 $51,014 54,461         

33 Sierra Vista, Arizona 46.20% $183,900 $921 $810 $111 $58,040 45,814         

34 State College, Pennsylvania 80.80% $269,500 $920 $870 $50 $26,529 41,885         

35 Dover, Delaware 49.50% $177,400 $920 $778 $142 $44,135 37,108         

36 Norwich, Connecticut 47.70% $183,200 $913 $762 $151 $45,876 40,413         

37 Port Charlotte, Florida 22.80% $106,100 $905 $741 $164 $40,425 54,081         

38 Portland, Maine 56.30% $230,200 $902 $837 $65 $42,757 66,230         

39 Yuba City, California 42.70% $171,100 $899 $793 $106 $47,400 65,052         

40 Blacksburg, Virginia 71.40% $276,000 $898 $825 $73 $30,883 43,044         

41 Bellingham, Washington 54.70% $272,800 $893 $800 $93 $41,109 82,128         

42 Chico, California 57.20% $256,300 $893 $812 $81 $39,582 87,372         

43 Yuma, Arizona 41.00% $118,400 $891 $747 $144 $43,465 92,902         

44 College Station, Texas 65.40% $177,100 $890 $727 $163 $30,947 97,885         

45 North Port, Florida 25.00% $116,200 $889 $782 $107 $47,510 57,554         

46 Palm Bay, Florida 24.90% $96,600 $888 $756 $132 $41,540 104,180       

47 Savannah, Georgia 54.60% $142,000 $884 $697 $187 $36,144 141,786       

48 Mount Vernon, Washington 44.70% $205,800 $880 $773 $107 $46,390 32,317         

49 Hinesville, Georgia 52.60% $124,500 $878 $722 $156 $41,883 34,517         

50 Bremerton, Washington 57.90% $181,900 $874 $759 $115 $43,240 39,197         

51 Allentown, Pennsylvania 52.70% $125,900 $873 $741 $132 $36,022 118,285       

52 Richland, Washington 32.90% $203,300 $872 $759 $113 $68,825 51,430         

53 Madera, California 53.20% $140,500 $870 $780 $90 $40,975 62,581         

54 Medford, Oregon 49.30% $194,200 $870 $750 $120 $41,257 76,666         

55 Odessa, Texas 38.90% $105,600 $866 $721 $145 $54,009 107,279       

56 Hartford, Connecticut 77.00% $161,900 $861 $722 $139 $28,592 125,188       

57 Lake Havasu City, Arizona 32.80% $187,900 $859 $683 $176 $41,533 52,834         

58 Killeen, Texas 52.00% $119,200 $859 $673 $186 $45,575 134,483       

59 St. George, Utah 35.30% $198,900 $858 $724 $134 $46,493 75,361         

60 Clarksville, Tennessee 47.20% $137,500 $857 $683 $174 $46,100 140,628       

61 New Bern, North Carolina 48.60% $143,100 $855 $628 $227 $42,691 30,278         

62 Lawrence, Kansas 53.40% $177,900 $854 $683 $171 $46,755 89,825         

63 Lakeland, Florida 45.50% $105,700 $852 $687 $165 $38,483 98,970         

64 Harrisonburg, Virginia 65.30% $197,800 $850 $722 $128 $36,157 50,759         



65 Wilmington, North Carolina 55.20% $209,300 $849 $704 $145 $41,724 110,079       

66 Manhattan, Kansas 60.60% $181,700 $848 $731 $117 $42,512 55,483         

67 Panama City, Florida 51.50% $124,500 $838 $669 $169 $36,818 36,285         

68 Asheville, North Carolina 49.60% $197,500 $836 $723 $113 $42,218 86,009         

69 Champaign, Illinois 52.60% $144,500 $833 $719 $114 $39,399 82,641         

70 Iowa City, Iowa 53.20% $183,400 $831 $739 $92 $40,996 70,304         

71 Grants Pass, Oregon 50.70% $170,700 $829 $685 $144 $31,384 34,860         

72 Pensacola, Florida 41.00% $144,000 $829 $675 $154 $44,702 52,367         

73 Warner Robins, Georgia 43.80% $111,600 $828 $665 $163 $43,683 71,683         

74 Gulfport, Mississippi 47.40% $118,700 $828 $654 $174 $36,777 69,960         

75 Corvallis, Oregon 54.80% $270,800 $825 $755 $70 $39,483 54,963         

76 Gainesville, Florida 63.80% $139,700 $825 $677 $148 $31,584 126,653       

77 Albany, New York 60.50% $176,900 $825 $731 $94 $40,416 98,261         

78 Merced, California 57.30% $140,100 $821 $715 $106 $36,585 80,459         

79 Carson, Nevada 44.70% $174,800 $819 $712 $107 $50,223 54,481         

80 Grand Junction, Colorado 40.70% $207,100 $817 $713 $104 $44,409 59,778         

81 Hagerstown, Maryland 61.60% $147,300 $815 $689 $126 $38,637 40,563         

82 Casper, Wyoming 34.50% $176,100 $814 $714 $100 $56,756 57,913         

83 Columbia, South Carolina 52.90% $161,300 $814 $651 $163 $41,263 131,004       

84 Tyler, Texas 47.00% $129,300 $810 $675 $135 $43,239 99,404         

85 Columbus, Indiana 36.60% $139,000 $796 $639 $157 $54,877 45,928         

86 Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 47.90% $167,800 $795 $651 $144 $34,621 28,406         

87 Wenatchee, Washington 45.50% $199,900 $794 $758 $36 $47,780 32,564         

88 Watertown, New York 60.90% $117,600 $793 $678 $115 $38,736 27,789         

89 Sherman, Texas 46.30% $100,200 $791 $632 $159 $41,279 39,095         

90 Auburn, Alabama 55.20% $202,500 $791 $651 $140 $39,378 56,849         

91 Kennewick, Washington 39.20% $166,600 $789 $682 $107 $51,170 76,115         

92 Bloomington, Indiana 67.10% $172,800 $788 $684 $104 $27,393 80,385         

93 Lafayette, Louisiana 43.30% $170,400 $787 $653 $134 $45,317 122,997       

94 Fort Myers, Florida 52.30% $114,400 $787 $651 $136 $36,250 64,488         

95 Ocala, Florida 52.10% $117,800 $786 $600 $186 $33,426 57,104         

96 Columbia, Missouri 52.40% $170,800 $785 $625 $160 $42,945 113,216       

97 Rochester, Minnesota 30.30% $162,000 $782 $695 $87 $62,105 109,324       

98 Albany, Oregon 39.60% $176,000 $776 $658 $118 $47,390 51,449         



99 Lawton, Oklahoma 51.10% $105,300 $775 $619 $156 $42,326 97,965         

100 Gainesville, Georgia 62.90% $143,700 $775 $640 $135 $37,914 34,913         

101 Longview, Texas 45.30% $125,500 $772 $633 $139 $41,365 81,647         

102 Prescott, Arizona 36.60% $255,500 $772 $676 $96 $42,181 40,307         

103 Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 41.40% $162,800 $771 $662 $109 $40,400 45,682         

104 Lancaster, Pennsylvania 56.40% $109,100 $770 $632 $138 $32,661 59,354         

105 Victoria, Texas 41.20% $113,600 $769 $609 $160 $46,851 64,246         

106 Farmington, New Mexico 29.80% $168,800 $767 $657 $110 $48,891 45,639         

107 Yakima, Washington 47.70% $156,700 $763 $625 $138 $39,268 92,995         

108 Cheyenne, Wyoming 36.80% $179,600 $759 $670 $89 $57,173 61,417         

109 Houma, Louisiana 30.90% $158,400 $756 $631 $125 $50,028 33,817         

110 Rapid City, South Dakota 41.90% $155,200 $755 $671 $84 $46,244 69,815         

111 Tuscaloosa, Alabama 50.80% $162,300 $755 $577 $178 $37,901 93,757         

112 Pasco, Washington 34.80% $160,300 $755 $646 $109 $53,473 66,289         

113 High Point, North Carolina 44.00% $141,200 $755 $566 $189 $42,194 105,723       

114 Abilene, Texas 44.00% $90,500 $751 $570 $181 $41,470 121,508       

115 Missoula, Montana 54.70% $237,300 $748 $670 $78 $41,319 68,425         

116 Pittsfield, Massachusets 38.50% $172,600 $748 $626 $122 $42,460 44,235         

117 Ames, Iowa 58.50% $172,400 $747 $653 $94 $40,097 61,035         

118 Athens, Georgia 57.90% $152,600 $747 $605 $142 $31,884 118,711       

119 Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 60.20% $89,700 $747 $607 $140 $34,068 49,287         

120 Alexandria, Louisiana 45.90% $132,300 $745 $512 $233 $34,197 48,135         

121 Bloomington, Illinois 37.80% $161,300 $745 $629 $116 $61,836 77,901         

122 Greenville, South Carolina 57.80% $197,300 $745 $611 $134 $39,591 60,697         

123 Lafayette, Indiana 51.70% $101,300 $744 $614 $130 $40,153 70,156         

124 Rocky Mount, North Carolina 46.20% $101,800 $742 $484 $258 $36,308 57,267         

125 Tangipahoa, Louisiana 31.00% $136,500 $740 $573 $167 $40,642 123,918       

126 Greeley, Colorado 45.20% $164,900 $740 $645 $95 $46,209 95,338         

127 Jackson, Tennessee 43.10% $119,900 $736 $506 $230 $36,332 67,238         

128 Valdosta, Georgia 64.20% $126,700 $736 $562 $174 $28,140 56,757         

129 Beaumont, Texas 41.00% $98,400 $734 $568 $166 $38,049 117,494       

130 Walla Walla, Washington 41.50% $171,900 $729 $611 $118 $40,697 31,884         

131 Bangor, Maine 58.60% $140,400 $728 $687 $41 $33,820 32,820         

132 Lynchburg, Virginia 48.80% $146,800 $728 $566 $162 $38,568 77,157         



133 Janesville, Wisconsin 34.90% $126,400 $727 $619 $108 $45,877 63,614         

134 El Centro, California 49.50% $139,500 $727 $616 $111 $39,798 43,144         

135 Midland, Michigan 36.00% $140,400 $726 $624 $102 $50,723 42,104         

136 Wichita Falls, Texas 42.70% $90,900 $725 $576 $149 $43,903 104,440       

137 Lake Charles, Louisiana 45.40% $128,600 $723 $577 $146 $35,610 73,437         

138 Provo, Utah 59.40% $187,800 $723 $652 $71 $38,542 115,427       

139 San Angelo, Texas 42.40% $102,400 $722 $590 $132 $42,958 96,093         

140 Ogden, Utah 44.60% $126,400 $722 $615 $107 $40,110 83,830         

141 McAllen, Texas 39.50% $112,600 $722 $568 $154 $40,651 135,132       

142 Williamsport, Pennsylvania 57.10% $95,800 $721 $554 $167 $35,096 29,443         

143 Reading, Pennsylvania 57.80% $66,300 $720 $588 $132 $25,507 87,987         

144 Lansing, Michigan 50.60% $78,000 $720 $598 $122 $33,769 113,629       

145 Waco, Texas 53.00% $95,300 $719 $575 $144 $32,705 127,808       

146 Pueblo, Colorado 43.70% $114,000 $718 $569 $149 $34,152 107,931       

147 Billings, Montana 37.90% $183,100 $718 $651 $67 $47,196 107,208       

148 Racine, Wisconsin 45.70% $116,500 $718 $583 $135 $40,174 78,287         

149 Springfield, Illinois 37.30% $117,600 $717 $563 $154 $47,571 117,008       

150 Greenville, North Carolina 64.60% $152,000 $716 $546 $170 $34,295 87,771         

151 Rockford, Illinois 45.00% $97,400 $715 $577 $138 $37,127 151,272       

152 Goldsboro, North Carolina 63.00% $112,200 $714 $514 $200 $33,403 36,152         

153 Eau Claire, Wisconsin 45.80% $139,300 $713 $602 $111 $42,711 66,824         

154 Sumter, South Carolina 48.30% $132,500 $706 $543 $163 $38,825 40,995         

155 St. Cloud, Minnesota 47.20% $142,700 $706 $636 $70 $44,715 65,789         

156 Syracuse, New York 61.10% $86,700 $706 $589 $117 $30,391 144,742       

157 La Crosse, Wisconsin 50.00% $128,000 $705 $596 $109 $41,090 51,448         

158 Fayetteville, Arkansas 59.80% $177,700 $703 $570 $133 $36,619 77,201         

159 Bismark, North Dakota 34.00% $167,500 $701 $656 $45 $56,266 64,878         

160 Longview, Washington 44.80% $165,700 $700 $595 $105 $36,229 36,620         

161 Roanoke, Virginia 45.20% $130,900 $700 $550 $150 $37,710 97,654         

162 Burlington, North Carolina 44.60% $124,000 $696 $522 $174 $36,357 51,890         

163 Elizabethtown, Kentucky 51.40% $149,700 $694 $570 $124 $40,874 29,529         

164 Kalamazoo, Michigan 55.00% $96,100 $694 $597 $97 $32,361 75,122         

165 York, Pennsylvania 57.80% $82,900 $694 $559 $135 $28,447 43,760         

166 Evansville, Indiana 46.10% $88,500 $693 $527 $166 $35,013 120,250       



167 Michigan City, Indiana 46.20% $90,900 $692 $567 $125 $35,145 30,627         

168 Topeka, Kansas 44.00% $94,300 $692 $528 $164 $40,323 127,911       

169 Duluth, Minnesota 39.50% $147,500 $691 $635 $56 $42,759 86,191         

170 Dubuque, Iowa 36.90% $130,800 $690 $565 $125 $44,415 58,032         

171 Grand Forks, North Dakota 53.50% $159,000 $690 $633 $57 $43,647 53,725         

172 Peoria, Illinois 46.10% $121,200 $690 $562 $128 $42,214 115,814       

173 Kankakee, Illinois 49.80% $97,100 $689 $561 $128 $30,406 27,185         

174 Las Cruces, New Mexico 43.60% $147,600 $689 $575 $114 $39,155 100,818       

175 Scranton, Pennsylvania 49.10% $108,000 $689 $562 $127 $37,212 75,943         

176 Davenport, Iowa 39.70% $120,600 $687 $576 $111 $45,323 101,321       

177 South Bend, Indiana 40.00% $82,100 $685 $550 $135 $33,820 100,157       

178 St. Joseph, Missouri 40.40% $98,600 $684 $530 $154 $41,077 77,140         

179 Dothan, Alabama 40.80% $138,700 $682 $514 $168 $42,140 67,370         

180 Texarkana, Texas 46.00% $97,300 $681 $546 $135 $38,826 37,163         

181 Mankato, Minnesota 45.40% $147,100 $677 $616 $61 $41,032 40,086         

182 Fargo, North Dakota 55.60% $161,600 $677 $616 $61 $45,227 110,474       

183 Charleston, West Virginia 41.70% $149,300 $676 $524 $152 $48,427 50,984         

184 Battle Creek, Michigan 40.20% $80,900 $675 $544 $131 $36,112 51,938         

185 Fond du Lac, Wisconsin 43.00% $122,100 $674 $590 $84 $46,389 43,025         

186 Albany, Georgia 60.60% $96,700 $674 $473 $201 $29,111 77,006         

187 Macon, Georgia 58.10% $84,500 $673 $486 $187 $25,063 91,043         

188 Cedar Rapids, Iowa 31.10% $136,500 $672 $567 $105 $51,338 128,122       

189 Hot Springs, Arkansas 47.80% $116,600 $670 $503 $167 $29,853 35,570         

190 Hattiesburg, Mississippi 63.20% $103,100 $669 $531 $138 $25,991 47,046         

191 Hickory, North Carolina 46.50% $157,600 $669 $537 $132 $42,334 40,213         

192 Lewiston, Maine 55.90% $143,300 $668 $611 $57 $34,767 36,469         

193 Idaho Falls, Idaho 34.00% $138,300 $666 $540 $126 $44,195 57,992         

194 Florence, South Carolina 41.20% $149,700 $666 $514 $152 $41,271 37,596         

195 Munice, Indiana 50.50% $71,300 $665 $538 $127 $27,848 69,868         

196 Decatur, Illinois 38.90% $79,600 $664 $507 $157 $39,898 75,297         

197 Cleveland, Tennessee 52.10% $154,100 $662 $504 $158 $32,489 42,397         

198 Terre Haute, Indiana 45.50% $77,200 $660 $512 $148 $31,597 60,763         

199 Elkhart, Indiana 49.10% $83,100 $660 $572 $88 $33,547 51,640         

200 Spartanburg, South Carolina 51.00% $124,800 $660 $515 $145 $33,381 37,473         



201 Flint, Michigan 43.00% $34,200 $658 $455 $203 $24,537 100,513       

202 Saginaw, Michigan 41.00% $45,200 $657 $448 $209 $27,188 50,701         

203 Jonesboro, Arkansas 46.50% $139,900 $656 $546 $110 $41,886 70,378         

204 Oshkosh, Wisconsin 46.30% $114,000 $656 $562 $94 $41,493 66,526         

205 Johnson City, Tennesse 45.10% $147,900 $655 $534 $121 $38,337 64,466         

206 Sioux City, Iowa 35.30% $94,400 $653 $532 $121 $41,759 82,658         

207 Pine Bluff, Arkansas 44.90% $77,400 $652 $453 $199 $30,820 47,069         

208 Waterloo, Iowa 35.70% $101,100 $652 $536 $116 $40,466 68,341         

209 Cape Girardeau, Missouri 46.60% $126,000 $650 $501 $149 $38,128 38,588         

210 Logan, Utah 57.20% $162,500 $650 $526 $124 $35,770 48,988         

211 Bowling Green, Kentucky 62.10% $139,300 $649 $521 $128 $32,202 60,515         

212 Joplin, Missouri 43.90% $103,000 $648 $475 $173 $35,781 51,188         

213 Appleton, Wisconsin 31.80% $137,400 $648 $543 $105 $52,391 72,693         

214 Morristown, Tennessee 48.90% $110,500 $646 $474 $172 $29,563 29,188         

215 Green Bay, Wisconsin 42.10% $125,100 $646 $551 $95 $42,088 104,623       

216 Morgantown, West Virginia 57.90% $140,200 $645 $569 $76 $31,408 30,254         

217 Daneville, Illinois 38.40% $65,200 $644 $446 $198 $34,460 32,637         

218 Wausau, Wisconsin 41.60% $114,000 $642 $540 $102 $40,132 39,218         

219 Jackson, Michigan 50.50% $62,700 $642 $527 $115 $27,181 33,435         

220 Binghamton, New York 55.00% $86,300 $642 $551 $91 $30,075 46,695         

221 Grand Island, Nebraska 38.30% $108,600 $637 $509 $128 $44,747 50,002         

222 Dalton, Georgia 53.30% $119,400 $636 $524 $112 $32,995 33,390         

223 Elmira, New York 54.40% $68,700 $635 $536 $99 $29,019 29,097         

224 Owensboro, Kentucky 40.70% $104,700 $634 $490 $144 $39,415 58,082         

225 Springfield, Ohio 49.30% $79,700 $633 $493 $140 $30,508 59,930         

226 Erie, Pennsylvania 48.70% $84,600 $631 $499 $132 $32,676 101,083       

227 Lewiston, Idaho 31.90% $166,400 $628 $544 $84 $43,460 32,067         

228 Dayton, Ohio 52.30% $67,200 $620 $472 $148 $27,304 143,446       

229 Utica, New York 53.00% $89,600 $619 $515 $104 $30,016 61,915         

230 Kokomo, Indiana 37.60% $80,100 $614 $493 $121 $35,555 56,195         

231 Fort Smith, Arkansas 48.20% $112,000 $614 $485 $129 $35,566 87,476         

232 Lima, Ohio 54.40% $68,600 $613 $446 $167 $28,421 38,425         

233 Muskegon, Michigan 48.70% $61,300 $613 $496 $117 $25,890 37,108         

234 Sheboygan, Wisconsin 39.80% $110,200 $611 $515 $96 $42,362 48,873         



235 Rome, Georgia 51.60% $114,900 $609 $453 $156 $32,321 36,138         

236 Great Falls, Montana 38.40% $157,800 $608 $527 $81 $42,487 59,091         

237 Pocatello, Idaho 39.10% $132,900 $598 $510 $88 $40,434 54,542         

238 Canton, Ohio 47.00% $75,000 $593 $471 $122 $29,574 72,782         

239 Youngstown, Ohio 43.50% $44,100 $590 $434 $156 $24,012 65,724         

240 Huntington, West Virigina 47.20% $88,000 $588 $464 $124 $29,753 49,387         

241 Parkersburg, West Virginia 39.40% $83,600 $585 $440 $145 $29,985 31,263         

242 Decatur, Alabama 38.60% $120,300 $574 $449 $125 $41,051 55,801         

243 Gadsden, Alabama 40.50% $69,700 $572 $389 $183 $27,368 36,682         

244 Jefferson City, Missouri 42.20% $137,100 $570 $437 $133 $45,947 43,290         

245 Kingsport, Tennessee 36.10% $138,800 $570 $477 $93 $38,140 52,990         

246 Monroe, Louisiana 55.70% $118,500 $568 $418 $150 $26,630 49,569         

247 Bay City, Michigan 31.80% $66,500 $564 $455 $109 $33,067 34,553         

248 Mansfield, Ohio 44.20% $80,600 $563 $431 $132 $31,575 46,913         

249 Florence, Alabama 43.20% $132,300 $556 $390 $166 $36,688 39,735         

250 Altoona, Pennsylvania 34.30% $82,000 $554 $432 $122 $35,290 46,059         

251 Wheeling, West Virginia 37.70% $94,500 $523 $406 $117 $35,702 28,128         



Appendix D2: Housing and Economic Data from 250 Principle Cities

Population Between 30k and 150k - Sorted by Contract Rent

Rank City

% Renter 

Occupied

Median House 

Value

Median Gross 

Rent

Median 

Contract Rent

Median Utility 

Costs

Median 

Income  Population 

1 Santa Cruz, California 57.80% $632,600 $1,511 $1,418 $93 $62,580 62,082         

2 Napa, California 47.00% $391,700 $1,321 $1,215 $106 $62,500 78,352         

3 San Luis Obispo, California 63.30% $522,700 $1,225 $1,137 $88 $45,530 45,867         

4 Fairbanks, Alaska 63.30% $195,400 $1,224 $1,127 $97 $53,299 32,193         

5 Boulder, Colorado 51.20% $487,400 $1,173 $1,109 $64 $57,012 101,871       

6 Vallejo, California 43.10% $206,300 $1,183 $1,078 $105 $55,459 117,844       

7 Santa Maria, California 50.30% $241,000 $1,136 $1,054 $82 $47,112 101,229       

8 Egg Harbor Township, NJ 15.70% $231,600 $1,179 $1,001 $178 $70,906 43,689         

9 Ithaca, New York 74.30% $207,300 $1,017 $975 $42 $28,208 30,354         

10 Hamilton Township, NJ 27.20% $250,600 $1,083 $965 $118 $69,861 88,727         

11 Ann Arbor, Michigan 54.80% $227,800 $1,022 $937 $85 $53,458 116,173       

12 Flagstaff, Arizona 56.10% $257,300 $1,033 $919 $114 $47,232 67,418         

13 Burlington, Vermont 59.80% $262,200 $987 $903 $84 $43,620 42,323         

14 New Haven, Connecticut 70.30% $193,800 $1,074 $899 $175 $36,423 130,794       

15 Barsntable, Massachusetts 25.70% $345,200 $1,066 $897 $169 $54,087 44,737         

16 Manchester, New Hampshire 53.30% $208,500 $989 $872 $117 $52,462 110,168       

17 State College, Pennsylvania 80.80% $269,500 $920 $870 $50 $26,529 41,885         

18 Jacksonville, North Carolina 63.00% $159,500 $1,008 $868 $140 $41,443 68,987         

19 Hilton Head, South Carolina 26.40% $421,000 $1,005 $863 $142 $67,643 38,503         

20 Cary, North Carolina 31.80% $307,600 $986 $861 $125 $88,853 146,161       

21 Deltona, Florida 20.70% $101,100 $1,076 $857 $219 $43,620 85,694         

22 Charlottesville, Virginia 58.00% $288,200 $971 $848 $123 $44,215 43,902         

23 Portland, Maine 56.30% $230,200 $902 $837 $65 $42,757 66,230         

24 Midland, Texas 36.60% $159,000 $991 $826 $165 $63,819 119,171       

25 Blacksburg, Virginia 71.40% $276,000 $898 $825 $73 $30,883 43,044         

26 Charleston, South Carolina 46.00% $242,200 $975 $822 $153 $52,066 123,267       

27 Santa Fe, New Mexico 40.20% $274,200 $928 $820 $108 $49,305 69,374         

28 Sparks, Nevada 41.90% $162,900 $945 $818 $127 $51,350 92,145         

29 Chico, California 57.20% $256,300 $893 $812 $81 $39,582 87,372         

30 Sierra Vista, Arizona 46.20% $183,900 $921 $810 $111 $58,040 45,814         



31 Vineland, New Jersey 34.50% $165,500 $1,011 $808 $203 $47,750 60,994         

32 Bellingham, Washington 54.70% $272,800 $893 $800 $93 $41,109 82,128         

33 Salisbury, Maryland 66.10% $143,300 $994 $798 $196 $36,954 31,215         

34 Olympia, Washington 49.30% $237,200 $937 $798 $139 $52,393 47,860         

35 Yuba City, California 42.70% $171,100 $899 $793 $106 $47,400 65,052         

36 Visalia, California 42.90% $166,500 $941 $790 $151 $51,099 126,700       

37 North Port, Florida 25.00% $116,200 $889 $782 $107 $47,510 57,554         

38 Bend, Oregon 43.00% $239,900 $928 $781 $147 $51,041 79,278         

39 Madera, California 53.20% $140,500 $870 $780 $90 $40,975 62,581         

40 Dover, Delaware 49.50% $177,400 $920 $778 $142 $44,135 37,108         

41 Redding, California 47.70% $209,400 $952 $773 $179 $41,579 90,713         

42 Mount Vernon, Washington 44.70% $205,800 $880 $773 $107 $46,390 32,317         

43 Norwich, Connecticut 47.70% $183,200 $913 $762 $151 $45,876 40,413         

44 Bremerton, Washington 57.90% $181,900 $874 $759 $115 $43,240 39,197         

45 Richland, Washington 32.90% $203,300 $872 $759 $113 $68,825 51,430         

46 Wenatchee, Washington 45.50% $199,900 $794 $758 $36 $47,780 32,564         

47 Palm Bay, Florida 24.90% $96,600 $888 $756 $132 $41,540 104,180       

48 Corvallis, Oregon 54.80% $270,800 $825 $755 $70 $39,483 54,963         

49 Hanford, California 44.70% $165,900 $924 $750 $174 $51,014 54,461         

50 Medford, Oregon 49.30% $194,200 $870 $750 $120 $41,257 76,666         

51 Yuma, Arizona 41.00% $118,400 $891 $747 $144 $43,465 92,902         

52 Port Charlotte, Florida 22.80% $106,100 $905 $741 $164 $40,425 54,081         

53 Allentown, Pennsylvania 52.70% $125,900 $873 $741 $132 $36,022 118,285       

54 Iowa City, Iowa 53.20% $183,400 $831 $739 $92 $40,996 70,304         

55 Manhattan, Kansas 60.60% $181,700 $848 $731 $117 $42,512 55,483         

56 Albany, New York 60.50% $176,900 $825 $731 $94 $40,416 98,261         

57 College Station, Texas 65.40% $177,100 $890 $727 $163 $30,947 97,885         

58 St. George, Utah 35.30% $198,900 $858 $724 $134 $46,493 75,361         

59 Asheville, North Carolina 49.60% $197,500 $836 $723 $113 $42,218 86,009         

60 Hinesville, Georgia 52.60% $124,500 $878 $722 $156 $41,883 34,517         

61 Hartford, Connecticut 77.00% $161,900 $861 $722 $139 $28,592 125,188       

62 Harrisonburg, Virginia 65.30% $197,800 $850 $722 $128 $36,157 50,759         

63 Odessa, Texas 38.90% $105,600 $866 $721 $145 $54,009 107,279       

64 Champaign, Illinois 52.60% $144,500 $833 $719 $114 $39,399 82,641         



65 Merced, California 57.30% $140,100 $821 $715 $106 $36,585 80,459         

66 Casper, Wyoming 34.50% $176,100 $814 $714 $100 $56,756 57,913         

67 Grand Junction, Colorado 40.70% $207,100 $817 $713 $104 $44,409 59,778         

68 Carson, Nevada 44.70% $174,800 $819 $712 $107 $50,223 54,481         

69 Wilmington, North Carolina 55.20% $209,300 $849 $704 $145 $41,724 110,079       

70 Savannah, Georgia 54.60% $142,000 $884 $697 $187 $36,144 141,786       

71 Rochester, Minnesota 30.30% $162,000 $782 $695 $87 $62,105 109,324       

72 Hagerstown, Maryland 61.60% $147,300 $815 $689 $126 $38,637 40,563         

73 Lakeland, Florida 45.50% $105,700 $852 $687 $165 $38,483 98,970         

74 Bangor, Maine 58.60% $140,400 $728 $687 $41 $33,820 32,820         

75 Grants Pass, Oregon 50.70% $170,700 $829 $685 $144 $31,384 34,860         

76 Bloomington, Indiana 67.10% $172,800 $788 $684 $104 $27,393 80,385         

77 Lake Havasu City, Arizona 32.80% $187,900 $859 $683 $176 $41,533 52,834         

78 Clarksville, Tennessee 47.20% $137,500 $857 $683 $174 $46,100 140,628       

79 Lawrence, Kansas 53.40% $177,900 $854 $683 $171 $46,755 89,825         

80 Kennewick, Washington 39.20% $166,600 $789 $682 $107 $51,170 76,115         

81 Watertown, New York 60.90% $117,600 $793 $678 $115 $38,736 27,789         

82 Gainesville, Florida 63.80% $139,700 $825 $677 $148 $31,584 126,653       

83 Prescott, Arizona 36.60% $255,500 $772 $676 $96 $42,181 40,307         

84 Pensacola, Florida 41.00% $144,000 $829 $675 $154 $44,702 52,367         

85 Tyler, Texas 47.00% $129,300 $810 $675 $135 $43,239 99,404         

86 Killeen, Texas 52.00% $119,200 $859 $673 $186 $45,575 134,483       

87 Rapid City, South Dakota 41.90% $155,200 $755 $671 $84 $46,244 69,815         

88 Cheyenne, Wyoming 36.80% $179,600 $759 $670 $89 $57,173 61,417         

89 Missoula, Montana 54.70% $237,300 $748 $670 $78 $41,319 68,425         

90 Panama City, Florida 51.50% $124,500 $838 $669 $169 $36,818 36,285         

91 Warner Robins, Georgia 43.80% $111,600 $828 $665 $163 $43,683 71,683         

92 Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 41.40% $162,800 $771 $662 $109 $40,400 45,682         

93 Albany, Oregon 39.60% $176,000 $776 $658 $118 $47,390 51,449         

94 Farmington, New Mexico 29.80% $168,800 $767 $657 $110 $48,891 45,639         

95 Bismark, North Dakota 34.00% $167,500 $701 $656 $45 $56,266 64,878         

96 Gulfport, Mississippi 47.40% $118,700 $828 $654 $174 $36,777 69,960         

97 Lafayette, Louisiana 43.30% $170,400 $787 $653 $134 $45,317 122,997       

98 Ames, Iowa 58.50% $172,400 $747 $653 $94 $40,097 61,035         



99 Provo, Utah 59.40% $187,800 $723 $652 $71 $38,542 115,427       

100 Columbia, South Carolina 52.90% $161,300 $814 $651 $163 $41,263 131,004       

101 Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 47.90% $167,800 $795 $651 $144 $34,621 28,406         

102 Auburn, Alabama 55.20% $202,500 $791 $651 $140 $39,378 56,849         

103 Fort Myers, Florida 52.30% $114,400 $787 $651 $136 $36,250 64,488         

104 Billings, Montana 37.90% $183,100 $718 $651 $67 $47,196 107,208       

105 Pasco, Washington 34.80% $160,300 $755 $646 $109 $53,473 66,289         

106 Greeley, Colorado 45.20% $164,900 $740 $645 $95 $46,209 95,338         

107 Gainesville, Georgia 62.90% $143,700 $775 $640 $135 $37,914 34,913         

108 Columbus, Indiana 36.60% $139,000 $796 $639 $157 $54,877 45,928         

109 St. Cloud, Minnesota 47.20% $142,700 $706 $636 $70 $44,715 65,789         

110 Duluth, Minnesota 39.50% $147,500 $691 $635 $56 $42,759 86,191         

111 Longview, Texas 45.30% $125,500 $772 $633 $139 $41,365 81,647         

112 Grand Forks, North Dakota 53.50% $159,000 $690 $633 $57 $43,647 53,725         

113 Sherman, Texas 46.30% $100,200 $791 $632 $159 $41,279 39,095         

114 Lancaster, Pennsylvania 56.40% $109,100 $770 $632 $138 $32,661 59,354         

115 Houma, Louisiana 30.90% $158,400 $756 $631 $125 $50,028 33,817         

116 Bloomington, Illinois 37.80% $161,300 $745 $629 $116 $61,836 77,901         

117 New Bern, North Carolina 48.60% $143,100 $855 $628 $227 $42,691 30,278         

118 Pittsfield, Massachusets 38.50% $172,600 $748 $626 $122 $42,460 44,235         

119 Columbia, Missouri 52.40% $170,800 $785 $625 $160 $42,945 113,216       

120 Yakima, Washington 47.70% $156,700 $763 $625 $138 $39,268 92,995         

121 Midland, Michigan 36.00% $140,400 $726 $624 $102 $50,723 42,104         

122 Lawton, Oklahoma 51.10% $105,300 $775 $619 $156 $42,326 97,965         

123 Janesville, Wisconsin 34.90% $126,400 $727 $619 $108 $45,877 63,614         

124 El Centro, California 49.50% $139,500 $727 $616 $111 $39,798 43,144         

125 Mankato, Minnesota 45.40% $147,100 $677 $616 $61 $41,032 40,086         

126 Fargo, North Dakota 55.60% $161,600 $677 $616 $61 $45,227 110,474       

127 Ogden, Utah 44.60% $126,400 $722 $615 $107 $40,110 83,830         

128 Lafayette, Indiana 51.70% $101,300 $744 $614 $130 $40,153 70,156         

129 Greenville, South Carolina 57.80% $197,300 $745 $611 $134 $39,591 60,697         

130 Walla Walla, Washington 41.50% $171,900 $729 $611 $118 $40,697 31,884         

131 Lewiston, Maine 55.90% $143,300 $668 $611 $57 $34,767 36,469         

132 Victoria, Texas 41.20% $113,600 $769 $609 $160 $46,851 64,246         



133 Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 60.20% $89,700 $747 $607 $140 $34,068 49,287         

134 Athens, Georgia 57.90% $152,600 $747 $605 $142 $31,884 118,711       

135 Eau Claire, Wisconsin 45.80% $139,300 $713 $602 $111 $42,711 66,824         

136 Ocala, Florida 52.10% $117,800 $786 $600 $186 $33,426 57,104         

137 Lansing, Michigan 50.60% $78,000 $720 $598 $122 $33,769 113,629       

138 Kalamazoo, Michigan 55.00% $96,100 $694 $597 $97 $32,361 75,122         

139 La Crosse, Wisconsin 50.00% $128,000 $705 $596 $109 $41,090 51,448         

140 Longview, Washington 44.80% $165,700 $700 $595 $105 $36,229 36,620         

141 San Angelo, Texas 42.40% $102,400 $722 $590 $132 $42,958 96,093         

142 Fond du Lac, Wisconsin 43.00% $122,100 $674 $590 $84 $46,389 43,025         

143 Syracuse, New York 61.10% $86,700 $706 $589 $117 $30,391 144,742       

144 Reading, Pennsylvania 57.80% $66,300 $720 $588 $132 $25,507 87,987         

145 Racine, Wisconsin 45.70% $116,500 $718 $583 $135 $40,174 78,287         

146 Tuscaloosa, Alabama 50.80% $162,300 $755 $577 $178 $37,901 93,757         

147 Lake Charles, Louisiana 45.40% $128,600 $723 $577 $146 $35,610 73,437         

148 Rockford, Illinois 45.00% $97,400 $715 $577 $138 $37,127 151,272       

149 Wichita Falls, Texas 42.70% $90,900 $725 $576 $149 $43,903 104,440       

150 Davenport, Iowa 39.70% $120,600 $687 $576 $111 $45,323 101,321       

151 Waco, Texas 53.00% $95,300 $719 $575 $144 $32,705 127,808       

152 Las Cruces, New Mexico 43.60% $147,600 $689 $575 $114 $39,155 100,818       

153 Tangipahoa, Louisiana 31.00% $136,500 $740 $573 $167 $40,642 123,918       

154 Elkhart, Indiana 49.10% $83,100 $660 $572 $88 $33,547 51,640         

155 Abilene, Texas 44.00% $90,500 $751 $570 $181 $41,470 121,508       

156 Fayetteville, Arkansas 59.80% $177,700 $703 $570 $133 $36,619 77,201         

157 Elizabethtown, Kentucky 51.40% $149,700 $694 $570 $124 $40,874 29,529         

158 Pueblo, Colorado 43.70% $114,000 $718 $569 $149 $34,152 107,931       

159 Morgantown, West Virginia 57.90% $140,200 $645 $569 $76 $31,408 30,254         

160 Beaumont, Texas 41.00% $98,400 $734 $568 $166 $38,049 117,494       

161 McAllen, Texas 39.50% $112,600 $722 $568 $154 $40,651 135,132       

162 Michigan City, Indiana 46.20% $90,900 $692 $567 $125 $35,145 30,627         

163 Cedar Rapids, Iowa 31.10% $136,500 $672 $567 $105 $51,338 128,122       

164 High Point, North Carolina 44.00% $141,200 $755 $566 $189 $42,194 105,723       

165 Lynchburg, Virginia 48.80% $146,800 $728 $566 $162 $38,568 77,157         

166 Dubuque, Iowa 36.90% $130,800 $690 $565 $125 $44,415 58,032         



167 Springfield, Illinois 37.30% $117,600 $717 $563 $154 $47,571 117,008       

168 Valdosta, Georgia 64.20% $126,700 $736 $562 $174 $28,140 56,757         

169 Peoria, Illinois 46.10% $121,200 $690 $562 $128 $42,214 115,814       

170 Scranton, Pennsylvania 49.10% $108,000 $689 $562 $127 $37,212 75,943         

171 Oshkosh, Wisconsin 46.30% $114,000 $656 $562 $94 $41,493 66,526         

172 Kankakee, Illinois 49.80% $97,100 $689 $561 $128 $30,406 27,185         

173 York, Pennsylvania 57.80% $82,900 $694 $559 $135 $28,447 43,760         

174 Williamsport, Pennsylvania 57.10% $95,800 $721 $554 $167 $35,096 29,443         

175 Green Bay, Wisconsin 42.10% $125,100 $646 $551 $95 $42,088 104,623       

176 Binghamton, New York 55.00% $86,300 $642 $551 $91 $30,075 46,695         

177 Roanoke, Virginia 45.20% $130,900 $700 $550 $150 $37,710 97,654         

178 South Bend, Indiana 40.00% $82,100 $685 $550 $135 $33,820 100,157       

179 Greenville, North Carolina 64.60% $152,000 $716 $546 $170 $34,295 87,771         

180 Texarkana, Texas 46.00% $97,300 $681 $546 $135 $38,826 37,163         

181 Jonesboro, Arkansas 46.50% $139,900 $656 $546 $110 $41,886 70,378         

182 Battle Creek, Michigan 40.20% $80,900 $675 $544 $131 $36,112 51,938         

183 Lewiston, Idaho 31.90% $166,400 $628 $544 $84 $43,460 32,067         

184 Sumter, South Carolina 48.30% $132,500 $706 $543 $163 $38,825 40,995         

185 Appleton, Wisconsin 31.80% $137,400 $648 $543 $105 $52,391 72,693         

186 Idaho Falls, Idaho 34.00% $138,300 $666 $540 $126 $44,195 57,992         

187 Wausau, Wisconsin 41.60% $114,000 $642 $540 $102 $40,132 39,218         

188 Munice, Indiana 50.50% $71,300 $665 $538 $127 $27,848 69,868         

189 Hickory, North Carolina 46.50% $157,600 $669 $537 $132 $42,334 40,213         

190 Waterloo, Iowa 35.70% $101,100 $652 $536 $116 $40,466 68,341         

191 Elmira, New York 54.40% $68,700 $635 $536 $99 $29,019 29,097         

192 Johnson City, Tennesse 45.10% $147,900 $655 $534 $121 $38,337 64,466         

193 Sioux City, Iowa 35.30% $94,400 $653 $532 $121 $41,759 82,658         

194 Hattiesburg, Mississippi 63.20% $103,100 $669 $531 $138 $25,991 47,046         

195 St. Joseph, Missouri 40.40% $98,600 $684 $530 $154 $41,077 77,140         

196 Topeka, Kansas 44.00% $94,300 $692 $528 $164 $40,323 127,911       

197 Evansville, Indiana 46.10% $88,500 $693 $527 $166 $35,013 120,250       

198 Jackson, Michigan 50.50% $62,700 $642 $527 $115 $27,181 33,435         

199 Great Falls, Montana 38.40% $157,800 $608 $527 $81 $42,487 59,091         

200 Logan, Utah 57.20% $162,500 $650 $526 $124 $35,770 48,988         



201 Charleston, West Virginia 41.70% $149,300 $676 $524 $152 $48,427 50,984         

202 Dalton, Georgia 53.30% $119,400 $636 $524 $112 $32,995 33,390         

203 Burlington, North Carolina 44.60% $124,000 $696 $522 $174 $36,357 51,890         

204 Bowling Green, Kentucky 62.10% $139,300 $649 $521 $128 $32,202 60,515         

205 Spartanburg, South Carolina 51.00% $124,800 $660 $515 $145 $33,381 37,473         

206 Utica, New York 53.00% $89,600 $619 $515 $104 $30,016 61,915         

207 Sheboygan, Wisconsin 39.80% $110,200 $611 $515 $96 $42,362 48,873         

208 Goldsboro, North Carolina 63.00% $112,200 $714 $514 $200 $33,403 36,152         

209 Dothan, Alabama 40.80% $138,700 $682 $514 $168 $42,140 67,370         

210 Florence, South Carolina 41.20% $149,700 $666 $514 $152 $41,271 37,596         

211 Alexandria, Louisiana 45.90% $132,300 $745 $512 $233 $34,197 48,135         

212 Terre Haute, Indiana 45.50% $77,200 $660 $512 $148 $31,597 60,763         

213 Pocatello, Idaho 39.10% $132,900 $598 $510 $88 $40,434 54,542         

214 Grand Island, Nebraska 38.30% $108,600 $637 $509 $128 $44,747 50,002         

215 Decatur, Illinois 38.90% $79,600 $664 $507 $157 $39,898 75,297         

216 Jackson, Tennessee 43.10% $119,900 $736 $506 $230 $36,332 67,238         

217 Cleveland, Tennessee 52.10% $154,100 $662 $504 $158 $32,489 42,397         

218 Hot Springs, Arkansas 47.80% $116,600 $670 $503 $167 $29,853 35,570         

219 Cape Girardeau, Missouri 46.60% $126,000 $650 $501 $149 $38,128 38,588         

220 Erie, Pennsylvania 48.70% $84,600 $631 $499 $132 $32,676 101,083       

221 Muskegon, Michigan 48.70% $61,300 $613 $496 $117 $25,890 37,108         

222 Springfield, Ohio 49.30% $79,700 $633 $493 $140 $30,508 59,930         

223 Kokomo, Indiana 37.60% $80,100 $614 $493 $121 $35,555 56,195         

224 Owensboro, Kentucky 40.70% $104,700 $634 $490 $144 $39,415 58,082         

225 Macon, Georgia 58.10% $84,500 $673 $486 $187 $25,063 91,043         

226 Fort Smith, Arkansas 48.20% $112,000 $614 $485 $129 $35,566 87,476         

227 Rocky Mount, North Carolina 46.20% $101,800 $742 $484 $258 $36,308 57,267         

228 Kingsport, Tennessee 36.10% $138,800 $570 $477 $93 $38,140 52,990         

229 Joplin, Missouri 43.90% $103,000 $648 $475 $173 $35,781 51,188         

230 Morristown, Tennessee 48.90% $110,500 $646 $474 $172 $29,563 29,188         

231 Albany, Georgia 60.60% $96,700 $674 $473 $201 $29,111 77,006         

232 Dayton, Ohio 52.30% $67,200 $620 $472 $148 $27,304 143,446       

233 Canton, Ohio 47.00% $75,000 $593 $471 $122 $29,574 72,782         

234 Huntington, West Virigina 47.20% $88,000 $588 $464 $124 $29,753 49,387         



235 Flint, Michigan 43.00% $34,200 $658 $455 $203 $24,537 100,513       

236 Bay City, Michigan 31.80% $66,500 $564 $455 $109 $33,067 34,553         

237 Pine Bluff, Arkansas 44.90% $77,400 $652 $453 $199 $30,820 47,069         

238 Rome, Georgia 51.60% $114,900 $609 $453 $156 $32,321 36,138         

239 Decatur, Alabama 38.60% $120,300 $574 $449 $125 $41,051 55,801         

240 Saginaw, Michigan 41.00% $45,200 $657 $448 $209 $27,188 50,701         

241 Daneville, Illinois 38.40% $65,200 $644 $446 $198 $34,460 32,637         

242 Lima, Ohio 54.40% $68,600 $613 $446 $167 $28,421 38,425         

243 Parkersburg, West Virginia 39.40% $83,600 $585 $440 $145 $29,985 31,263         

244 Jefferson City, Missouri 42.20% $137,100 $570 $437 $133 $45,947 43,290         

245 Youngstown, Ohio 43.50% $44,100 $590 $434 $156 $24,012 65,724         

246 Altoona, Pennsylvania 34.30% $82,000 $554 $432 $122 $35,290 46,059         

247 Mansfield, Ohio 44.20% $80,600 $563 $431 $132 $31,575 46,913         

248 Monroe, Louisiana 55.70% $118,500 $568 $418 $150 $26,630 49,569         

249 Wheeling, West Virginia 37.70% $94,500 $523 $406 $117 $35,702 28,128         

250 Florence, Alabama 43.20% $132,300 $556 $390 $166 $36,688 39,735         

251 Gadsden, Alabama 40.50% $69,700 $572 $389 $183 $27,368 36,682         



Appendix D3: Housing and Economic Data from 250 Principle Cities

Population Between 30k and 150k - Sorted by Utility Costs

Rank City

% Renter 

Occupied

Median House 

Value

Median Gross 

Rent

Median 

Contract Rent

Median Utility 

Costs

Median 

Income  Population 

1 Rocky Mount, North Carolina 46.20% $101,800 $742 $484 $258 $36,308 57,267         

2 Alexandria, Louisiana 45.90% $132,300 $745 $512 $233 $34,197 48,135         

3 Jackson, Tennessee 43.10% $119,900 $736 $506 $230 $36,332 67,238         

4 New Bern, North Carolina 48.60% $143,100 $855 $628 $227 $42,691 30,278         

5 Deltona, Florida 20.70% $101,100 $1,076 $857 $219 $43,620 85,694         

6 Saginaw, Michigan 41.00% $45,200 $657 $448 $209 $27,188 50,701         

7 Flint, Michigan 43.00% $34,200 $658 $455 $203 $24,537 100,513       

8 Vineland, New Jersey 34.50% $165,500 $1,011 $808 $203 $47,750 60,994         

9 Albany, Georgia 60.60% $96,700 $674 $473 $201 $29,111 77,006         

10 Goldsboro, North Carolina 63.00% $112,200 $714 $514 $200 $33,403 36,152         

11 Pine Bluff, Arkansas 44.90% $77,400 $652 $453 $199 $30,820 47,069         

12 Daneville, Illinois 38.40% $65,200 $644 $446 $198 $34,460 32,637         

13 Salisbury, Maryland 66.10% $143,300 $994 $798 $196 $36,954 31,215         

14 High Point, North Carolina 44.00% $141,200 $755 $566 $189 $42,194 105,723       

15 Macon, Georgia 58.10% $84,500 $673 $486 $187 $25,063 91,043         

16 Savannah, Georgia 54.60% $142,000 $884 $697 $187 $36,144 141,786       

17 Ocala, Florida 52.10% $117,800 $786 $600 $186 $33,426 57,104         

18 Killeen, Texas 52.00% $119,200 $859 $673 $186 $45,575 134,483       

19 Gadsden, Alabama 40.50% $69,700 $572 $389 $183 $27,368 36,682         

20 Abilene, Texas 44.00% $90,500 $751 $570 $181 $41,470 121,508       

21 Redding, California 47.70% $209,400 $952 $773 $179 $41,579 90,713         

22 Tuscaloosa, Alabama 50.80% $162,300 $755 $577 $178 $37,901 93,757         

23 Egg Harbor Township, NJ 15.70% $231,600 $1,179 $1,001 $178 $70,906 43,689         

24 Lake Havasu City, Arizona 32.80% $187,900 $859 $683 $176 $41,533 52,834         

25 New Haven, Connecticut 70.30% $193,800 $1,074 $899 $175 $36,423 130,794       

26 Valdosta, Georgia 64.20% $126,700 $736 $562 $174 $28,140 56,757         

27 Gulfport, Mississippi 47.40% $118,700 $828 $654 $174 $36,777 69,960         

28 Clarksville, Tennessee 47.20% $137,500 $857 $683 $174 $46,100 140,628       

29 Hanford, California 44.70% $165,900 $924 $750 $174 $51,014 54,461         

30 Burlington, North Carolina 44.60% $124,000 $696 $522 $174 $36,357 51,890         



31 Joplin, Missouri 43.90% $103,000 $648 $475 $173 $35,781 51,188         

32 Morristown, Tennessee 48.90% $110,500 $646 $474 $172 $29,563 29,188         

33 Lawrence, Kansas 53.40% $177,900 $854 $683 $171 $46,755 89,825         

34 Greenville, North Carolina 64.60% $152,000 $716 $546 $170 $34,295 87,771         

35 Panama City, Florida 51.50% $124,500 $838 $669 $169 $36,818 36,285         

36 Barsntable, Massachusetts 25.70% $345,200 $1,066 $897 $169 $54,087 44,737         

37 Dothan, Alabama 40.80% $138,700 $682 $514 $168 $42,140 67,370         

38 Williamsport, Pennsylvania 57.10% $95,800 $721 $554 $167 $35,096 29,443         

39 Lima, Ohio 54.40% $68,600 $613 $446 $167 $28,421 38,425         

40 Hot Springs, Arkansas 47.80% $116,600 $670 $503 $167 $29,853 35,570         

41 Tangipahoa, Louisiana 31.00% $136,500 $740 $573 $167 $40,642 123,918       

42 Evansville, Indiana 46.10% $88,500 $693 $527 $166 $35,013 120,250       

43 Florence, Alabama 43.20% $132,300 $556 $390 $166 $36,688 39,735         

44 Beaumont, Texas 41.00% $98,400 $734 $568 $166 $38,049 117,494       

45 Lakeland, Florida 45.50% $105,700 $852 $687 $165 $38,483 98,970         

46 Midland, Texas 36.60% $159,000 $991 $826 $165 $63,819 119,171       

47 Topeka, Kansas 44.00% $94,300 $692 $528 $164 $40,323 127,911       

48 Port Charlotte, Florida 22.80% $106,100 $905 $741 $164 $40,425 54,081         

49 College Station, Texas 65.40% $177,100 $890 $727 $163 $30,947 97,885         

50 Columbia, South Carolina 52.90% $161,300 $814 $651 $163 $41,263 131,004       

51 Sumter, South Carolina 48.30% $132,500 $706 $543 $163 $38,825 40,995         

52 Warner Robins, Georgia 43.80% $111,600 $828 $665 $163 $43,683 71,683         

53 Lynchburg, Virginia 48.80% $146,800 $728 $566 $162 $38,568 77,157         

54 Columbia, Missouri 52.40% $170,800 $785 $625 $160 $42,945 113,216       

55 Victoria, Texas 41.20% $113,600 $769 $609 $160 $46,851 64,246         

56 Sherman, Texas 46.30% $100,200 $791 $632 $159 $41,279 39,095         

57 Cleveland, Tennessee 52.10% $154,100 $662 $504 $158 $32,489 42,397         

58 Decatur, Illinois 38.90% $79,600 $664 $507 $157 $39,898 75,297         

59 Columbus, Indiana 36.60% $139,000 $796 $639 $157 $54,877 45,928         

60 Hinesville, Georgia 52.60% $124,500 $878 $722 $156 $41,883 34,517         

61 Rome, Georgia 51.60% $114,900 $609 $453 $156 $32,321 36,138         

62 Lawton, Oklahoma 51.10% $105,300 $775 $619 $156 $42,326 97,965         

63 Youngstown, Ohio 43.50% $44,100 $590 $434 $156 $24,012 65,724         

64 Pensacola, Florida 41.00% $144,000 $829 $675 $154 $44,702 52,367         



65 St. Joseph, Missouri 40.40% $98,600 $684 $530 $154 $41,077 77,140         

66 McAllen, Texas 39.50% $112,600 $722 $568 $154 $40,651 135,132       

67 Springfield, Illinois 37.30% $117,600 $717 $563 $154 $47,571 117,008       

68 Charleston, South Carolina 46.00% $242,200 $975 $822 $153 $52,066 123,267       

69 Charleston, West Virginia 41.70% $149,300 $676 $524 $152 $48,427 50,984         

70 Florence, South Carolina 41.20% $149,700 $666 $514 $152 $41,271 37,596         

71 Norwich, Connecticut 47.70% $183,200 $913 $762 $151 $45,876 40,413         

72 Visalia, California 42.90% $166,500 $941 $790 $151 $51,099 126,700       

73 Monroe, Louisiana 55.70% $118,500 $568 $418 $150 $26,630 49,569         

74 Roanoke, Virginia 45.20% $130,900 $700 $550 $150 $37,710 97,654         

75 Cape Girardeau, Missouri 46.60% $126,000 $650 $501 $149 $38,128 38,588         

76 Pueblo, Colorado 43.70% $114,000 $718 $569 $149 $34,152 107,931       

77 Wichita Falls, Texas 42.70% $90,900 $725 $576 $149 $43,903 104,440       

78 Gainesville, Florida 63.80% $139,700 $825 $677 $148 $31,584 126,653       

79 Dayton, Ohio 52.30% $67,200 $620 $472 $148 $27,304 143,446       

80 Terre Haute, Indiana 45.50% $77,200 $660 $512 $148 $31,597 60,763         

81 Bend, Oregon 43.00% $239,900 $928 $781 $147 $51,041 79,278         

82 Lake Charles, Louisiana 45.40% $128,600 $723 $577 $146 $35,610 73,437         

83 Wilmington, North Carolina 55.20% $209,300 $849 $704 $145 $41,724 110,079       

84 Spartanburg, South Carolina 51.00% $124,800 $660 $515 $145 $33,381 37,473         

85 Parkersburg, West Virginia 39.40% $83,600 $585 $440 $145 $29,985 31,263         

86 Odessa, Texas 38.90% $105,600 $866 $721 $145 $54,009 107,279       

87 Waco, Texas 53.00% $95,300 $719 $575 $144 $32,705 127,808       

88 Grants Pass, Oregon 50.70% $170,700 $829 $685 $144 $31,384 34,860         

89 Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 47.90% $167,800 $795 $651 $144 $34,621 28,406         

90 Yuma, Arizona 41.00% $118,400 $891 $747 $144 $43,465 92,902         

91 Owensboro, Kentucky 40.70% $104,700 $634 $490 $144 $39,415 58,082         

92 Athens, Georgia 57.90% $152,600 $747 $605 $142 $31,884 118,711       

93 Dover, Delaware 49.50% $177,400 $920 $778 $142 $44,135 37,108         

94 Hilton Head, South Carolina 26.40% $421,000 $1,005 $863 $142 $67,643 38,503         

95 Jacksonville, North Carolina 63.00% $159,500 $1,008 $868 $140 $41,443 68,987         

96 Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 60.20% $89,700 $747 $607 $140 $34,068 49,287         

97 Auburn, Alabama 55.20% $202,500 $791 $651 $140 $39,378 56,849         

98 Springfield, Ohio 49.30% $79,700 $633 $493 $140 $30,508 59,930         



99 Hartford, Connecticut 77.00% $161,900 $861 $722 $139 $28,592 125,188       

100 Olympia, Washington 49.30% $237,200 $937 $798 $139 $52,393 47,860         

101 Longview, Texas 45.30% $125,500 $772 $633 $139 $41,365 81,647         

102 Hattiesburg, Mississippi 63.20% $103,100 $669 $531 $138 $25,991 47,046         

103 Lancaster, Pennsylvania 56.40% $109,100 $770 $632 $138 $32,661 59,354         

104 Yakima, Washington 47.70% $156,700 $763 $625 $138 $39,268 92,995         

105 Rockford, Illinois 45.00% $97,400 $715 $577 $138 $37,127 151,272       

106 Fort Myers, Florida 52.30% $114,400 $787 $651 $136 $36,250 64,488         

107 Gainesville, Georgia 62.90% $143,700 $775 $640 $135 $37,914 34,913         

108 York, Pennsylvania 57.80% $82,900 $694 $559 $135 $28,447 43,760         

109 Tyler, Texas 47.00% $129,300 $810 $675 $135 $43,239 99,404         

110 Texarkana, Texas 46.00% $97,300 $681 $546 $135 $38,826 37,163         

111 Racine, Wisconsin 45.70% $116,500 $718 $583 $135 $40,174 78,287         

112 South Bend, Indiana 40.00% $82,100 $685 $550 $135 $33,820 100,157       

113 Greenville, South Carolina 57.80% $197,300 $745 $611 $134 $39,591 60,697         

114 Lafayette, Louisiana 43.30% $170,400 $787 $653 $134 $45,317 122,997       

115 St. George, Utah 35.30% $198,900 $858 $724 $134 $46,493 75,361         

116 Fayetteville, Arkansas 59.80% $177,700 $703 $570 $133 $36,619 77,201         

117 Jefferson City, Missouri 42.20% $137,100 $570 $437 $133 $45,947 43,290         

118 Reading, Pennsylvania 57.80% $66,300 $720 $588 $132 $25,507 87,987         

119 Allentown, Pennsylvania 52.70% $125,900 $873 $741 $132 $36,022 118,285       

120 Erie, Pennsylvania 48.70% $84,600 $631 $499 $132 $32,676 101,083       

121 Hickory, North Carolina 46.50% $157,600 $669 $537 $132 $42,334 40,213         

122 Mansfield, Ohio 44.20% $80,600 $563 $431 $132 $31,575 46,913         

123 San Angelo, Texas 42.40% $102,400 $722 $590 $132 $42,958 96,093         

124 Palm Bay, Florida 24.90% $96,600 $888 $756 $132 $41,540 104,180       

125 Battle Creek, Michigan 40.20% $80,900 $675 $544 $131 $36,112 51,938         

126 Lafayette, Indiana 51.70% $101,300 $744 $614 $130 $40,153 70,156         

127 Fort Smith, Arkansas 48.20% $112,000 $614 $485 $129 $35,566 87,476         

128 Harrisonburg, Virginia 65.30% $197,800 $850 $722 $128 $36,157 50,759         

129 Bowling Green, Kentucky 62.10% $139,300 $649 $521 $128 $32,202 60,515         

130 Kankakee, Illinois 49.80% $97,100 $689 $561 $128 $30,406 27,185         

131 Peoria, Illinois 46.10% $121,200 $690 $562 $128 $42,214 115,814       

132 Grand Island, Nebraska 38.30% $108,600 $637 $509 $128 $44,747 50,002         



133 Munice, Indiana 50.50% $71,300 $665 $538 $127 $27,848 69,868         

134 Scranton, Pennsylvania 49.10% $108,000 $689 $562 $127 $37,212 75,943         

135 Sparks, Nevada 41.90% $162,900 $945 $818 $127 $51,350 92,145         

136 Hagerstown, Maryland 61.60% $147,300 $815 $689 $126 $38,637 40,563         

137 Idaho Falls, Idaho 34.00% $138,300 $666 $540 $126 $44,195 57,992         

138 Michigan City, Indiana 46.20% $90,900 $692 $567 $125 $35,145 30,627         

139 Decatur, Alabama 38.60% $120,300 $574 $449 $125 $41,051 55,801         

140 Dubuque, Iowa 36.90% $130,800 $690 $565 $125 $44,415 58,032         

141 Cary, North Carolina 31.80% $307,600 $986 $861 $125 $88,853 146,161       

142 Houma, Louisiana 30.90% $158,400 $756 $631 $125 $50,028 33,817         

143 Logan, Utah 57.20% $162,500 $650 $526 $124 $35,770 48,988         

144 Elizabethtown, Kentucky 51.40% $149,700 $694 $570 $124 $40,874 29,529         

145 Huntington, West Virigina 47.20% $88,000 $588 $464 $124 $29,753 49,387         

146 Charlottesville, Virginia 58.00% $288,200 $971 $848 $123 $44,215 43,902         

147 Lansing, Michigan 50.60% $78,000 $720 $598 $122 $33,769 113,629       

148 Canton, Ohio 47.00% $75,000 $593 $471 $122 $29,574 72,782         

149 Pittsfield, Massachusets 38.50% $172,600 $748 $626 $122 $42,460 44,235         

150 Altoona, Pennsylvania 34.30% $82,000 $554 $432 $122 $35,290 46,059         

151 Johnson City, Tennesse 45.10% $147,900 $655 $534 $121 $38,337 64,466         

152 Kokomo, Indiana 37.60% $80,100 $614 $493 $121 $35,555 56,195         

153 Sioux City, Iowa 35.30% $94,400 $653 $532 $121 $41,759 82,658         

154 Medford, Oregon 49.30% $194,200 $870 $750 $120 $41,257 76,666         

155 Walla Walla, Washington 41.50% $171,900 $729 $611 $118 $40,697 31,884         

156 Albany, Oregon 39.60% $176,000 $776 $658 $118 $47,390 51,449         

157 Hamilton Township, NJ 27.20% $250,600 $1,083 $965 $118 $69,861 88,727         

158 Syracuse, New York 61.10% $86,700 $706 $589 $117 $30,391 144,742       

159 Manhattan, Kansas 60.60% $181,700 $848 $731 $117 $42,512 55,483         

160 Manchester, New Hampshire 53.30% $208,500 $989 $872 $117 $52,462 110,168       

161 Muskegon, Michigan 48.70% $61,300 $613 $496 $117 $25,890 37,108         

162 Wheeling, West Virginia 37.70% $94,500 $523 $406 $117 $35,702 28,128         

163 Bloomington, Illinois 37.80% $161,300 $745 $629 $116 $61,836 77,901         

164 Waterloo, Iowa 35.70% $101,100 $652 $536 $116 $40,466 68,341         

165 Watertown, New York 60.90% $117,600 $793 $678 $115 $38,736 27,789         

166 Bremerton, Washington 57.90% $181,900 $874 $759 $115 $43,240 39,197         



167 Jackson, Michigan 50.50% $62,700 $642 $527 $115 $27,181 33,435         

168 Flagstaff, Arizona 56.10% $257,300 $1,033 $919 $114 $47,232 67,418         

169 Champaign, Illinois 52.60% $144,500 $833 $719 $114 $39,399 82,641         

170 Las Cruces, New Mexico 43.60% $147,600 $689 $575 $114 $39,155 100,818       

171 Asheville, North Carolina 49.60% $197,500 $836 $723 $113 $42,218 86,009         

172 Richland, Washington 32.90% $203,300 $872 $759 $113 $68,825 51,430         

173 Dalton, Georgia 53.30% $119,400 $636 $524 $112 $32,995 33,390         

174 El Centro, California 49.50% $139,500 $727 $616 $111 $39,798 43,144         

175 Sierra Vista, Arizona 46.20% $183,900 $921 $810 $111 $58,040 45,814         

176 Eau Claire, Wisconsin 45.80% $139,300 $713 $602 $111 $42,711 66,824         

177 Davenport, Iowa 39.70% $120,600 $687 $576 $111 $45,323 101,321       

178 Jonesboro, Arkansas 46.50% $139,900 $656 $546 $110 $41,886 70,378         

179 Farmington, New Mexico 29.80% $168,800 $767 $657 $110 $48,891 45,639         

180 La Crosse, Wisconsin 50.00% $128,000 $705 $596 $109 $41,090 51,448         

181 Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 41.40% $162,800 $771 $662 $109 $40,400 45,682         

182 Pasco, Washington 34.80% $160,300 $755 $646 $109 $53,473 66,289         

183 Bay City, Michigan 31.80% $66,500 $564 $455 $109 $33,067 34,553         

184 Santa Fe, New Mexico 40.20% $274,200 $928 $820 $108 $49,305 69,374         

185 Janesville, Wisconsin 34.90% $126,400 $727 $619 $108 $45,877 63,614         

186 Mount Vernon, Washington 44.70% $205,800 $880 $773 $107 $46,390 32,317         

187 Carson, Nevada 44.70% $174,800 $819 $712 $107 $50,223 54,481         

188 Ogden, Utah 44.60% $126,400 $722 $615 $107 $40,110 83,830         

189 Kennewick, Washington 39.20% $166,600 $789 $682 $107 $51,170 76,115         

190 North Port, Florida 25.00% $116,200 $889 $782 $107 $47,510 57,554         

191 Merced, California 57.30% $140,100 $821 $715 $106 $36,585 80,459         

192 Napa, California 47.00% $391,700 $1,321 $1,215 $106 $62,500 78,352         

193 Yuba City, California 42.70% $171,100 $899 $793 $106 $47,400 65,052         

194 Longview, Washington 44.80% $165,700 $700 $595 $105 $36,229 36,620         

195 Vallejo, California 43.10% $206,300 $1,183 $1,078 $105 $55,459 117,844       

196 Appleton, Wisconsin 31.80% $137,400 $648 $543 $105 $52,391 72,693         

197 Cedar Rapids, Iowa 31.10% $136,500 $672 $567 $105 $51,338 128,122       

198 Bloomington, Indiana 67.10% $172,800 $788 $684 $104 $27,393 80,385         

199 Utica, New York 53.00% $89,600 $619 $515 $104 $30,016 61,915         

200 Grand Junction, Colorado 40.70% $207,100 $817 $713 $104 $44,409 59,778         



201 Wausau, Wisconsin 41.60% $114,000 $642 $540 $102 $40,132 39,218         

202 Midland, Michigan 36.00% $140,400 $726 $624 $102 $50,723 42,104         

203 Casper, Wyoming 34.50% $176,100 $814 $714 $100 $56,756 57,913         

204 Elmira, New York 54.40% $68,700 $635 $536 $99 $29,019 29,097         

205 Fairbanks, Alaska 63.30% $195,400 $1,224 $1,127 $97 $53,299 32,193         

206 Kalamazoo, Michigan 55.00% $96,100 $694 $597 $97 $32,361 75,122         

207 Sheboygan, Wisconsin 39.80% $110,200 $611 $515 $96 $42,362 48,873         

208 Prescott, Arizona 36.60% $255,500 $772 $676 $96 $42,181 40,307         

209 Greeley, Colorado 45.20% $164,900 $740 $645 $95 $46,209 95,338         

210 Green Bay, Wisconsin 42.10% $125,100 $646 $551 $95 $42,088 104,623       

211 Albany, New York 60.50% $176,900 $825 $731 $94 $40,416 98,261         

212 Ames, Iowa 58.50% $172,400 $747 $653 $94 $40,097 61,035         

213 Oshkosh, Wisconsin 46.30% $114,000 $656 $562 $94 $41,493 66,526         

214 Santa Cruz, California 57.80% $632,600 $1,511 $1,418 $93 $62,580 62,082         

215 Bellingham, Washington 54.70% $272,800 $893 $800 $93 $41,109 82,128         

216 Kingsport, Tennessee 36.10% $138,800 $570 $477 $93 $38,140 52,990         

217 Iowa City, Iowa 53.20% $183,400 $831 $739 $92 $40,996 70,304         

218 Binghamton, New York 55.00% $86,300 $642 $551 $91 $30,075 46,695         

219 Madera, California 53.20% $140,500 $870 $780 $90 $40,975 62,581         

220 Cheyenne, Wyoming 36.80% $179,600 $759 $670 $89 $57,173 61,417         

221 San Luis Obispo, California 63.30% $522,700 $1,225 $1,137 $88 $45,530 45,867         

222 Elkhart, Indiana 49.10% $83,100 $660 $572 $88 $33,547 51,640         

223 Pocatello, Idaho 39.10% $132,900 $598 $510 $88 $40,434 54,542         

224 Rochester, Minnesota 30.30% $162,000 $782 $695 $87 $62,105 109,324       

225 Ann Arbor, Michigan 54.80% $227,800 $1,022 $937 $85 $53,458 116,173       

226 Burlington, Vermont 59.80% $262,200 $987 $903 $84 $43,620 42,323         

227 Fond du Lac, Wisconsin 43.00% $122,100 $674 $590 $84 $46,389 43,025         

228 Rapid City, South Dakota 41.90% $155,200 $755 $671 $84 $46,244 69,815         

229 Lewiston, Idaho 31.90% $166,400 $628 $544 $84 $43,460 32,067         

230 Santa Maria, California 50.30% $241,000 $1,136 $1,054 $82 $47,112 101,229       

231 Chico, California 57.20% $256,300 $893 $812 $81 $39,582 87,372         

232 Great Falls, Montana 38.40% $157,800 $608 $527 $81 $42,487 59,091         

233 Missoula, Montana 54.70% $237,300 $748 $670 $78 $41,319 68,425         

234 Morgantown, West Virginia 57.90% $140,200 $645 $569 $76 $31,408 30,254         



235 Blacksburg, Virginia 71.40% $276,000 $898 $825 $73 $30,883 43,044         

236 Provo, Utah 59.40% $187,800 $723 $652 $71 $38,542 115,427       

237 Corvallis, Oregon 54.80% $270,800 $825 $755 $70 $39,483 54,963         

238 St. Cloud, Minnesota 47.20% $142,700 $706 $636 $70 $44,715 65,789         

239 Billings, Montana 37.90% $183,100 $718 $651 $67 $47,196 107,208       

240 Portland, Maine 56.30% $230,200 $902 $837 $65 $42,757 66,230         

241 Boulder, Colorado 51.20% $487,400 $1,173 $1,109 $64 $57,012 101,871       

242 Fargo, North Dakota 55.60% $161,600 $677 $616 $61 $45,227 110,474       

243 Mankato, Minnesota 45.40% $147,100 $677 $616 $61 $41,032 40,086         

244 Lewiston, Maine 55.90% $143,300 $668 $611 $57 $34,767 36,469         

245 Grand Forks, North Dakota 53.50% $159,000 $690 $633 $57 $43,647 53,725         

246 Duluth, Minnesota 39.50% $147,500 $691 $635 $56 $42,759 86,191         

247 State College, Pennsylvania 80.80% $269,500 $920 $870 $50 $26,529 41,885         

248 Bismark, North Dakota 34.00% $167,500 $701 $656 $45 $56,266 64,878         

249 Ithaca, New York 74.30% $207,300 $1,017 $975 $42 $28,208 30,354         

250 Bangor, Maine 58.60% $140,400 $728 $687 $41 $33,820 32,820         

251 Wenatchee, Washington 45.50% $199,900 $794 $758 $36 $47,780 32,564         



Appendix D4: Housing and Economic Data from 250 Principle Cities

Population Between 30k and 150k - Sorted by Percentage Renter Occupied

Rank City

% Renter 

Occupied

Median House 

Value

Median Gross 

Rent

Median 

Contract Rent

Median Utility 

Costs

Median 

Income  Population 

1 State College, Pennsylvania 80.80% $269,500 $920 $870 $50 $26,529 41,885         

2 Hartford, Connecticut 77.00% $161,900 $861 $722 $139 $28,592 125,188       

3 Ithaca, New York 74.30% $207,300 $1,017 $975 $42 $28,208 30,354         

4 Blacksburg, Virginia 71.40% $276,000 $898 $825 $73 $30,883 43,044         

5 New Haven, Connecticut 70.30% $193,800 $1,074 $899 $175 $36,423 130,794       

6 Bloomington, Indiana 67.10% $172,800 $788 $684 $104 $27,393 80,385         

7 Salisbury, Maryland 66.10% $143,300 $994 $798 $196 $36,954 31,215         

8 College Station, Texas 65.40% $177,100 $890 $727 $163 $30,947 97,885         

9 Harrisonburg, Virginia 65.30% $197,800 $850 $722 $128 $36,157 50,759         

10 Greenville, North Carolina 64.60% $152,000 $716 $546 $170 $34,295 87,771         

11 Valdosta, Georgia 64.20% $126,700 $736 $562 $174 $28,140 56,757         

12 Gainesville, Florida 63.80% $139,700 $825 $677 $148 $31,584 126,653       

13 San Luis Obispo, California 63.30% $522,700 $1,225 $1,137 $88 $45,530 45,867         

14 Fairbanks, Alaska 63.30% $195,400 $1,224 $1,127 $97 $53,299 32,193         

15 Hattiesburg, Mississippi 63.20% $103,100 $669 $531 $138 $25,991 47,046         

16 Jacksonville, North Carolina 63.00% $159,500 $1,008 $868 $140 $41,443 68,987         

17 Goldsboro, North Carolina 63.00% $112,200 $714 $514 $200 $33,403 36,152         

18 Gainesville, Georgia 62.90% $143,700 $775 $640 $135 $37,914 34,913         

19 Bowling Green, Kentucky 62.10% $139,300 $649 $521 $128 $32,202 60,515         

20 Hagerstown, Maryland 61.60% $147,300 $815 $689 $126 $38,637 40,563         

21 Syracuse, New York 61.10% $86,700 $706 $589 $117 $30,391 144,742       

22 Watertown, New York 60.90% $117,600 $793 $678 $115 $38,736 27,789         

23 Manhattan, Kansas 60.60% $181,700 $848 $731 $117 $42,512 55,483         

24 Albany, Georgia 60.60% $96,700 $674 $473 $201 $29,111 77,006         

25 Albany, New York 60.50% $176,900 $825 $731 $94 $40,416 98,261         

26 Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 60.20% $89,700 $747 $607 $140 $34,068 49,287         

27 Burlington, Vermont 59.80% $262,200 $987 $903 $84 $43,620 42,323         

28 Fayetteville, Arkansas 59.80% $177,700 $703 $570 $133 $36,619 77,201         

29 Provo, Utah 59.40% $187,800 $723 $652 $71 $38,542 115,427       

30 Bangor, Maine 58.60% $140,400 $728 $687 $41 $33,820 32,820         



31 Ames, Iowa 58.50% $172,400 $747 $653 $94 $40,097 61,035         

32 Macon, Georgia 58.10% $84,500 $673 $486 $187 $25,063 91,043         

33 Charlottesville, Virginia 58.00% $288,200 $971 $848 $123 $44,215 43,902         

34 Bremerton, Washington 57.90% $181,900 $874 $759 $115 $43,240 39,197         

35 Athens, Georgia 57.90% $152,600 $747 $605 $142 $31,884 118,711       

36 Morgantown, West Virginia 57.90% $140,200 $645 $569 $76 $31,408 30,254         

37 Santa Cruz, California 57.80% $632,600 $1,511 $1,418 $93 $62,580 62,082         

38 Greenville, South Carolina 57.80% $197,300 $745 $611 $134 $39,591 60,697         

39 Reading, Pennsylvania 57.80% $66,300 $720 $588 $132 $25,507 87,987         

40 York, Pennsylvania 57.80% $82,900 $694 $559 $135 $28,447 43,760         

41 Merced, California 57.30% $140,100 $821 $715 $106 $36,585 80,459         

42 Chico, California 57.20% $256,300 $893 $812 $81 $39,582 87,372         

43 Logan, Utah 57.20% $162,500 $650 $526 $124 $35,770 48,988         

44 Williamsport, Pennsylvania 57.10% $95,800 $721 $554 $167 $35,096 29,443         

45 Lancaster, Pennsylvania 56.40% $109,100 $770 $632 $138 $32,661 59,354         

46 Portland, Maine 56.30% $230,200 $902 $837 $65 $42,757 66,230         

47 Flagstaff, Arizona 56.10% $257,300 $1,033 $919 $114 $47,232 67,418         

48 Lewiston, Maine 55.90% $143,300 $668 $611 $57 $34,767 36,469         

49 Monroe, Louisiana 55.70% $118,500 $568 $418 $150 $26,630 49,569         

50 Fargo, North Dakota 55.60% $161,600 $677 $616 $61 $45,227 110,474       

51 Wilmington, North Carolina 55.20% $209,300 $849 $704 $145 $41,724 110,079       

52 Auburn, Alabama 55.20% $202,500 $791 $651 $140 $39,378 56,849         

53 Kalamazoo, Michigan 55.00% $96,100 $694 $597 $97 $32,361 75,122         

54 Binghamton, New York 55.00% $86,300 $642 $551 $91 $30,075 46,695         

55 Ann Arbor, Michigan 54.80% $227,800 $1,022 $937 $85 $53,458 116,173       

56 Corvallis, Oregon 54.80% $270,800 $825 $755 $70 $39,483 54,963         

57 Bellingham, Washington 54.70% $272,800 $893 $800 $93 $41,109 82,128         

58 Missoula, Montana 54.70% $237,300 $748 $670 $78 $41,319 68,425         

59 Savannah, Georgia 54.60% $142,000 $884 $697 $187 $36,144 141,786       

60 Elmira, New York 54.40% $68,700 $635 $536 $99 $29,019 29,097         

61 Lima, Ohio 54.40% $68,600 $613 $446 $167 $28,421 38,425         

62 Grand Forks, North Dakota 53.50% $159,000 $690 $633 $57 $43,647 53,725         

63 Lawrence, Kansas 53.40% $177,900 $854 $683 $171 $46,755 89,825         

64 Manchester, New Hampshire 53.30% $208,500 $989 $872 $117 $52,462 110,168       



65 Dalton, Georgia 53.30% $119,400 $636 $524 $112 $32,995 33,390         

66 Madera, California 53.20% $140,500 $870 $780 $90 $40,975 62,581         

67 Iowa City, Iowa 53.20% $183,400 $831 $739 $92 $40,996 70,304         

68 Waco, Texas 53.00% $95,300 $719 $575 $144 $32,705 127,808       

69 Utica, New York 53.00% $89,600 $619 $515 $104 $30,016 61,915         

70 Columbia, South Carolina 52.90% $161,300 $814 $651 $163 $41,263 131,004       

71 Allentown, Pennsylvania 52.70% $125,900 $873 $741 $132 $36,022 118,285       

72 Hinesville, Georgia 52.60% $124,500 $878 $722 $156 $41,883 34,517         

73 Champaign, Illinois 52.60% $144,500 $833 $719 $114 $39,399 82,641         

74 Columbia, Missouri 52.40% $170,800 $785 $625 $160 $42,945 113,216       

75 Fort Myers, Florida 52.30% $114,400 $787 $651 $136 $36,250 64,488         

76 Dayton, Ohio 52.30% $67,200 $620 $472 $148 $27,304 143,446       

77 Ocala, Florida 52.10% $117,800 $786 $600 $186 $33,426 57,104         

78 Cleveland, Tennessee 52.10% $154,100 $662 $504 $158 $32,489 42,397         

79 Killeen, Texas 52.00% $119,200 $859 $673 $186 $45,575 134,483       

80 Lafayette, Indiana 51.70% $101,300 $744 $614 $130 $40,153 70,156         

81 Rome, Georgia 51.60% $114,900 $609 $453 $156 $32,321 36,138         

82 Panama City, Florida 51.50% $124,500 $838 $669 $169 $36,818 36,285         

83 Elizabethtown, Kentucky 51.40% $149,700 $694 $570 $124 $40,874 29,529         

84 Boulder, Colorado 51.20% $487,400 $1,173 $1,109 $64 $57,012 101,871       

85 Lawton, Oklahoma 51.10% $105,300 $775 $619 $156 $42,326 97,965         

86 Spartanburg, South Carolina 51.00% $124,800 $660 $515 $145 $33,381 37,473         

87 Tuscaloosa, Alabama 50.80% $162,300 $755 $577 $178 $37,901 93,757         

88 Grants Pass, Oregon 50.70% $170,700 $829 $685 $144 $31,384 34,860         

89 Lansing, Michigan 50.60% $78,000 $720 $598 $122 $33,769 113,629       

90 Munice, Indiana 50.50% $71,300 $665 $538 $127 $27,848 69,868         

91 Jackson, Michigan 50.50% $62,700 $642 $527 $115 $27,181 33,435         

92 Santa Maria, California 50.30% $241,000 $1,136 $1,054 $82 $47,112 101,229       

93 La Crosse, Wisconsin 50.00% $128,000 $705 $596 $109 $41,090 51,448         

94 Kankakee, Illinois 49.80% $97,100 $689 $561 $128 $30,406 27,185         

95 Asheville, North Carolina 49.60% $197,500 $836 $723 $113 $42,218 86,009         

96 Dover, Delaware 49.50% $177,400 $920 $778 $142 $44,135 37,108         

97 El Centro, California 49.50% $139,500 $727 $616 $111 $39,798 43,144         

98 Olympia, Washington 49.30% $237,200 $937 $798 $139 $52,393 47,860         



99 Medford, Oregon 49.30% $194,200 $870 $750 $120 $41,257 76,666         

100 Springfield, Ohio 49.30% $79,700 $633 $493 $140 $30,508 59,930         

101 Elkhart, Indiana 49.10% $83,100 $660 $572 $88 $33,547 51,640         

102 Scranton, Pennsylvania 49.10% $108,000 $689 $562 $127 $37,212 75,943         

103 Morristown, Tennessee 48.90% $110,500 $646 $474 $172 $29,563 29,188         

104 Lynchburg, Virginia 48.80% $146,800 $728 $566 $162 $38,568 77,157         

105 Erie, Pennsylvania 48.70% $84,600 $631 $499 $132 $32,676 101,083       

106 Muskegon, Michigan 48.70% $61,300 $613 $496 $117 $25,890 37,108         

107 New Bern, North Carolina 48.60% $143,100 $855 $628 $227 $42,691 30,278         

108 Sumter, South Carolina 48.30% $132,500 $706 $543 $163 $38,825 40,995         

109 Fort Smith, Arkansas 48.20% $112,000 $614 $485 $129 $35,566 87,476         

110 Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 47.90% $167,800 $795 $651 $144 $34,621 28,406         

111 Hot Springs, Arkansas 47.80% $116,600 $670 $503 $167 $29,853 35,570         

112 Redding, California 47.70% $209,400 $952 $773 $179 $41,579 90,713         

113 Norwich, Connecticut 47.70% $183,200 $913 $762 $151 $45,876 40,413         

114 Yakima, Washington 47.70% $156,700 $763 $625 $138 $39,268 92,995         

115 Gulfport, Mississippi 47.40% $118,700 $828 $654 $174 $36,777 69,960         

116 Clarksville, Tennessee 47.20% $137,500 $857 $683 $174 $46,100 140,628       

117 St. Cloud, Minnesota 47.20% $142,700 $706 $636 $70 $44,715 65,789         

118 Huntington, West Virigina 47.20% $88,000 $588 $464 $124 $29,753 49,387         

119 Napa, California 47.00% $391,700 $1,321 $1,215 $106 $62,500 78,352         

120 Tyler, Texas 47.00% $129,300 $810 $675 $135 $43,239 99,404         

121 Canton, Ohio 47.00% $75,000 $593 $471 $122 $29,574 72,782         

122 Cape Girardeau, Missouri 46.60% $126,000 $650 $501 $149 $38,128 38,588         

123 Jonesboro, Arkansas 46.50% $139,900 $656 $546 $110 $41,886 70,378         

124 Hickory, North Carolina 46.50% $157,600 $669 $537 $132 $42,334 40,213         

125 Sherman, Texas 46.30% $100,200 $791 $632 $159 $41,279 39,095         

126 Oshkosh, Wisconsin 46.30% $114,000 $656 $562 $94 $41,493 66,526         

127 Sierra Vista, Arizona 46.20% $183,900 $921 $810 $111 $58,040 45,814         

128 Michigan City, Indiana 46.20% $90,900 $692 $567 $125 $35,145 30,627         

129 Rocky Mount, North Carolina 46.20% $101,800 $742 $484 $258 $36,308 57,267         

130 Peoria, Illinois 46.10% $121,200 $690 $562 $128 $42,214 115,814       

131 Evansville, Indiana 46.10% $88,500 $693 $527 $166 $35,013 120,250       

132 Charleston, South Carolina 46.00% $242,200 $975 $822 $153 $52,066 123,267       



133 Texarkana, Texas 46.00% $97,300 $681 $546 $135 $38,826 37,163         

134 Alexandria, Louisiana 45.90% $132,300 $745 $512 $233 $34,197 48,135         

135 Eau Claire, Wisconsin 45.80% $139,300 $713 $602 $111 $42,711 66,824         

136 Racine, Wisconsin 45.70% $116,500 $718 $583 $135 $40,174 78,287         

137 Wenatchee, Washington 45.50% $199,900 $794 $758 $36 $47,780 32,564         

138 Lakeland, Florida 45.50% $105,700 $852 $687 $165 $38,483 98,970         

139 Terre Haute, Indiana 45.50% $77,200 $660 $512 $148 $31,597 60,763         

140 Mankato, Minnesota 45.40% $147,100 $677 $616 $61 $41,032 40,086         

141 Lake Charles, Louisiana 45.40% $128,600 $723 $577 $146 $35,610 73,437         

142 Longview, Texas 45.30% $125,500 $772 $633 $139 $41,365 81,647         

143 Greeley, Colorado 45.20% $164,900 $740 $645 $95 $46,209 95,338         

144 Roanoke, Virginia 45.20% $130,900 $700 $550 $150 $37,710 97,654         

145 Johnson City, Tennesse 45.10% $147,900 $655 $534 $121 $38,337 64,466         

146 Rockford, Illinois 45.00% $97,400 $715 $577 $138 $37,127 151,272       

147 Pine Bluff, Arkansas 44.90% $77,400 $652 $453 $199 $30,820 47,069         

148 Longview, Washington 44.80% $165,700 $700 $595 $105 $36,229 36,620         

149 Mount Vernon, Washington 44.70% $205,800 $880 $773 $107 $46,390 32,317         

150 Hanford, California 44.70% $165,900 $924 $750 $174 $51,014 54,461         

151 Carson, Nevada 44.70% $174,800 $819 $712 $107 $50,223 54,481         

152 Ogden, Utah 44.60% $126,400 $722 $615 $107 $40,110 83,830         

153 Burlington, North Carolina 44.60% $124,000 $696 $522 $174 $36,357 51,890         

154 Mansfield, Ohio 44.20% $80,600 $563 $431 $132 $31,575 46,913         

155 Abilene, Texas 44.00% $90,500 $751 $570 $181 $41,470 121,508       

156 High Point, North Carolina 44.00% $141,200 $755 $566 $189 $42,194 105,723       

157 Topeka, Kansas 44.00% $94,300 $692 $528 $164 $40,323 127,911       

158 Joplin, Missouri 43.90% $103,000 $648 $475 $173 $35,781 51,188         

159 Warner Robins, Georgia 43.80% $111,600 $828 $665 $163 $43,683 71,683         

160 Pueblo, Colorado 43.70% $114,000 $718 $569 $149 $34,152 107,931       

161 Las Cruces, New Mexico 43.60% $147,600 $689 $575 $114 $39,155 100,818       

162 Youngstown, Ohio 43.50% $44,100 $590 $434 $156 $24,012 65,724         

163 Lafayette, Louisiana 43.30% $170,400 $787 $653 $134 $45,317 122,997       

164 Florence, Alabama 43.20% $132,300 $556 $390 $166 $36,688 39,735         

165 Vallejo, California 43.10% $206,300 $1,183 $1,078 $105 $55,459 117,844       

166 Jackson, Tennessee 43.10% $119,900 $736 $506 $230 $36,332 67,238         



167 Bend, Oregon 43.00% $239,900 $928 $781 $147 $51,041 79,278         

168 Fond du Lac, Wisconsin 43.00% $122,100 $674 $590 $84 $46,389 43,025         

169 Flint, Michigan 43.00% $34,200 $658 $455 $203 $24,537 100,513       

170 Visalia, California 42.90% $166,500 $941 $790 $151 $51,099 126,700       

171 Yuba City, California 42.70% $171,100 $899 $793 $106 $47,400 65,052         

172 Wichita Falls, Texas 42.70% $90,900 $725 $576 $149 $43,903 104,440       

173 San Angelo, Texas 42.40% $102,400 $722 $590 $132 $42,958 96,093         

174 Jefferson City, Missouri 42.20% $137,100 $570 $437 $133 $45,947 43,290         

175 Green Bay, Wisconsin 42.10% $125,100 $646 $551 $95 $42,088 104,623       

176 Sparks, Nevada 41.90% $162,900 $945 $818 $127 $51,350 92,145         

177 Rapid City, South Dakota 41.90% $155,200 $755 $671 $84 $46,244 69,815         

178 Charleston, West Virginia 41.70% $149,300 $676 $524 $152 $48,427 50,984         

179 Wausau, Wisconsin 41.60% $114,000 $642 $540 $102 $40,132 39,218         

180 Walla Walla, Washington 41.50% $171,900 $729 $611 $118 $40,697 31,884         

181 Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 41.40% $162,800 $771 $662 $109 $40,400 45,682         

182 Victoria, Texas 41.20% $113,600 $769 $609 $160 $46,851 64,246         

183 Florence, South Carolina 41.20% $149,700 $666 $514 $152 $41,271 37,596         

184 Yuma, Arizona 41.00% $118,400 $891 $747 $144 $43,465 92,902         

185 Pensacola, Florida 41.00% $144,000 $829 $675 $154 $44,702 52,367         

186 Beaumont, Texas 41.00% $98,400 $734 $568 $166 $38,049 117,494       

187 Saginaw, Michigan 41.00% $45,200 $657 $448 $209 $27,188 50,701         

188 Dothan, Alabama 40.80% $138,700 $682 $514 $168 $42,140 67,370         

189 Grand Junction, Colorado 40.70% $207,100 $817 $713 $104 $44,409 59,778         

190 Owensboro, Kentucky 40.70% $104,700 $634 $490 $144 $39,415 58,082         

191 Gadsden, Alabama 40.50% $69,700 $572 $389 $183 $27,368 36,682         

192 St. Joseph, Missouri 40.40% $98,600 $684 $530 $154 $41,077 77,140         

193 Santa Fe, New Mexico 40.20% $274,200 $928 $820 $108 $49,305 69,374         

194 Battle Creek, Michigan 40.20% $80,900 $675 $544 $131 $36,112 51,938         

195 South Bend, Indiana 40.00% $82,100 $685 $550 $135 $33,820 100,157       

196 Sheboygan, Wisconsin 39.80% $110,200 $611 $515 $96 $42,362 48,873         

197 Davenport, Iowa 39.70% $120,600 $687 $576 $111 $45,323 101,321       

198 Albany, Oregon 39.60% $176,000 $776 $658 $118 $47,390 51,449         

199 Duluth, Minnesota 39.50% $147,500 $691 $635 $56 $42,759 86,191         

200 McAllen, Texas 39.50% $112,600 $722 $568 $154 $40,651 135,132       



201 Parkersburg, West Virginia 39.40% $83,600 $585 $440 $145 $29,985 31,263         

202 Kennewick, Washington 39.20% $166,600 $789 $682 $107 $51,170 76,115         

203 Pocatello, Idaho 39.10% $132,900 $598 $510 $88 $40,434 54,542         

204 Odessa, Texas 38.90% $105,600 $866 $721 $145 $54,009 107,279       

205 Decatur, Illinois 38.90% $79,600 $664 $507 $157 $39,898 75,297         

206 Decatur, Alabama 38.60% $120,300 $574 $449 $125 $41,051 55,801         

207 Pittsfield, Massachusets 38.50% $172,600 $748 $626 $122 $42,460 44,235         

208 Great Falls, Montana 38.40% $157,800 $608 $527 $81 $42,487 59,091         

209 Daneville, Illinois 38.40% $65,200 $644 $446 $198 $34,460 32,637         

210 Grand Island, Nebraska 38.30% $108,600 $637 $509 $128 $44,747 50,002         

211 Billings, Montana 37.90% $183,100 $718 $651 $67 $47,196 107,208       

212 Bloomington, Illinois 37.80% $161,300 $745 $629 $116 $61,836 77,901         

213 Wheeling, West Virginia 37.70% $94,500 $523 $406 $117 $35,702 28,128         

214 Kokomo, Indiana 37.60% $80,100 $614 $493 $121 $35,555 56,195         

215 Springfield, Illinois 37.30% $117,600 $717 $563 $154 $47,571 117,008       

216 Dubuque, Iowa 36.90% $130,800 $690 $565 $125 $44,415 58,032         

217 Cheyenne, Wyoming 36.80% $179,600 $759 $670 $89 $57,173 61,417         

218 Midland, Texas 36.60% $159,000 $991 $826 $165 $63,819 119,171       

219 Prescott, Arizona 36.60% $255,500 $772 $676 $96 $42,181 40,307         

220 Columbus, Indiana 36.60% $139,000 $796 $639 $157 $54,877 45,928         

221 Kingsport, Tennessee 36.10% $138,800 $570 $477 $93 $38,140 52,990         

222 Midland, Michigan 36.00% $140,400 $726 $624 $102 $50,723 42,104         

223 Waterloo, Iowa 35.70% $101,100 $652 $536 $116 $40,466 68,341         

224 St. George, Utah 35.30% $198,900 $858 $724 $134 $46,493 75,361         

225 Sioux City, Iowa 35.30% $94,400 $653 $532 $121 $41,759 82,658         

226 Janesville, Wisconsin 34.90% $126,400 $727 $619 $108 $45,877 63,614         

227 Pasco, Washington 34.80% $160,300 $755 $646 $109 $53,473 66,289         

228 Vineland, New Jersey 34.50% $165,500 $1,011 $808 $203 $47,750 60,994         

229 Casper, Wyoming 34.50% $176,100 $814 $714 $100 $56,756 57,913         

230 Altoona, Pennsylvania 34.30% $82,000 $554 $432 $122 $35,290 46,059         

231 Bismark, North Dakota 34.00% $167,500 $701 $656 $45 $56,266 64,878         

232 Idaho Falls, Idaho 34.00% $138,300 $666 $540 $126 $44,195 57,992         

233 Richland, Washington 32.90% $203,300 $872 $759 $113 $68,825 51,430         

234 Lake Havasu City, Arizona 32.80% $187,900 $859 $683 $176 $41,533 52,834         



235 Lewiston, Idaho 31.90% $166,400 $628 $544 $84 $43,460 32,067         

236 Cary, North Carolina 31.80% $307,600 $986 $861 $125 $88,853 146,161       

237 Appleton, Wisconsin 31.80% $137,400 $648 $543 $105 $52,391 72,693         

238 Bay City, Michigan 31.80% $66,500 $564 $455 $109 $33,067 34,553         

239 Cedar Rapids, Iowa 31.10% $136,500 $672 $567 $105 $51,338 128,122       

240 Tangipahoa, Louisiana 31.00% $136,500 $740 $573 $167 $40,642 123,918       

241 Houma, Louisiana 30.90% $158,400 $756 $631 $125 $50,028 33,817         

242 Rochester, Minnesota 30.30% $162,000 $782 $695 $87 $62,105 109,324       

243 Farmington, New Mexico 29.80% $168,800 $767 $657 $110 $48,891 45,639         

244 Hamilton Township, NJ 27.20% $250,600 $1,083 $965 $118 $69,861 88,727         

245 Hilton Head, South Carolina 26.40% $421,000 $1,005 $863 $142 $67,643 38,503         

246 Barsntable, Massachusetts 25.70% $345,200 $1,066 $897 $169 $54,087 44,737         

247 North Port, Florida 25.00% $116,200 $889 $782 $107 $47,510 57,554         

248 Palm Bay, Florida 24.90% $96,600 $888 $756 $132 $41,540 104,180       

249 Port Charlotte, Florida 22.80% $106,100 $905 $741 $164 $40,425 54,081         

250 Deltona, Florida 20.70% $101,100 $1,076 $857 $219 $43,620 85,694         

251 Egg Harbor Township, NJ 15.70% $231,600 $1,179 $1,001 $178 $70,906 43,689         



Appendix D5: Housing and Economic Data from 250 Principle Cities

Population Between 30k and 150k - Sorted by Household Income

Rank City

% Renter 

Occupied

Median House 

Value

Median Gross 

Rent

Median 

Contract Rent

Median Utility 

Costs

Median 

Income  Population 

1 Cary, North Carolina 31.80% $307,600 $986 $861 $125 $88,853 146,161       

2 Egg Harbor Township, NJ 15.70% $231,600 $1,179 $1,001 $178 $70,906 43,689         

3 Hamilton Township, NJ 27.20% $250,600 $1,083 $965 $118 $69,861 88,727         

4 Richland, Washington 32.90% $203,300 $872 $759 $113 $68,825 51,430         

5 Hilton Head, South Carolina 26.40% $421,000 $1,005 $863 $142 $67,643 38,503         

6 Midland, Texas 36.60% $159,000 $991 $826 $165 $63,819 119,171       

7 Santa Cruz, California 57.80% $632,600 $1,511 $1,418 $93 $62,580 62,082         

8 Napa, California 47.00% $391,700 $1,321 $1,215 $106 $62,500 78,352         

9 Rochester, Minnesota 30.30% $162,000 $782 $695 $87 $62,105 109,324       

10 Bloomington, Illinois 37.80% $161,300 $745 $629 $116 $61,836 77,901         

11 Sierra Vista, Arizona 46.20% $183,900 $921 $810 $111 $58,040 45,814         

12 Cheyenne, Wyoming 36.80% $179,600 $759 $670 $89 $57,173 61,417         

13 Boulder, Colorado 51.20% $487,400 $1,173 $1,109 $64 $57,012 101,871       

14 Casper, Wyoming 34.50% $176,100 $814 $714 $100 $56,756 57,913         

15 Bismark, North Dakota 34.00% $167,500 $701 $656 $45 $56,266 64,878         

16 Vallejo, California 43.10% $206,300 $1,183 $1,078 $105 $55,459 117,844       

17 Columbus, Indiana 36.60% $139,000 $796 $639 $157 $54,877 45,928         

18 Barsntable, Massachusetts 25.70% $345,200 $1,066 $897 $169 $54,087 44,737         

19 Odessa, Texas 38.90% $105,600 $866 $721 $145 $54,009 107,279       

20 Pasco, Washington 34.80% $160,300 $755 $646 $109 $53,473 66,289         

21 Ann Arbor, Michigan 54.80% $227,800 $1,022 $937 $85 $53,458 116,173       

22 Fairbanks, Alaska 63.30% $195,400 $1,224 $1,127 $97 $53,299 32,193         

23 Manchester, New Hampshire 53.30% $208,500 $989 $872 $117 $52,462 110,168       

24 Olympia, Washington 49.30% $237,200 $937 $798 $139 $52,393 47,860         

25 Appleton, Wisconsin 31.80% $137,400 $648 $543 $105 $52,391 72,693         

26 Charleston, South Carolina 46.00% $242,200 $975 $822 $153 $52,066 123,267       

27 Sparks, Nevada 41.90% $162,900 $945 $818 $127 $51,350 92,145         

28 Cedar Rapids, Iowa 31.10% $136,500 $672 $567 $105 $51,338 128,122       

29 Kennewick, Washington 39.20% $166,600 $789 $682 $107 $51,170 76,115         

30 Visalia, California 42.90% $166,500 $941 $790 $151 $51,099 126,700       



31 Bend, Oregon 43.00% $239,900 $928 $781 $147 $51,041 79,278         

32 Hanford, California 44.70% $165,900 $924 $750 $174 $51,014 54,461         

33 Midland, Michigan 36.00% $140,400 $726 $624 $102 $50,723 42,104         

34 Carson, Nevada 44.70% $174,800 $819 $712 $107 $50,223 54,481         

35 Houma, Louisiana 30.90% $158,400 $756 $631 $125 $50,028 33,817         

36 Santa Fe, New Mexico 40.20% $274,200 $928 $820 $108 $49,305 69,374         

37 Farmington, New Mexico 29.80% $168,800 $767 $657 $110 $48,891 45,639         

38 Charleston, West Virginia 41.70% $149,300 $676 $524 $152 $48,427 50,984         

39 Wenatchee, Washington 45.50% $199,900 $794 $758 $36 $47,780 32,564         

40 Vineland, New Jersey 34.50% $165,500 $1,011 $808 $203 $47,750 60,994         

41 Springfield, Illinois 37.30% $117,600 $717 $563 $154 $47,571 117,008       

42 North Port, Florida 25.00% $116,200 $889 $782 $107 $47,510 57,554         

43 Yuba City, California 42.70% $171,100 $899 $793 $106 $47,400 65,052         

44 Albany, Oregon 39.60% $176,000 $776 $658 $118 $47,390 51,449         

45 Flagstaff, Arizona 56.10% $257,300 $1,033 $919 $114 $47,232 67,418         

46 Billings, Montana 37.90% $183,100 $718 $651 $67 $47,196 107,208       

47 Santa Maria, California 50.30% $241,000 $1,136 $1,054 $82 $47,112 101,229       

48 Victoria, Texas 41.20% $113,600 $769 $609 $160 $46,851 64,246         

49 Lawrence, Kansas 53.40% $177,900 $854 $683 $171 $46,755 89,825         

50 St. George, Utah 35.30% $198,900 $858 $724 $134 $46,493 75,361         

51 Mount Vernon, Washington 44.70% $205,800 $880 $773 $107 $46,390 32,317         

52 Fond du Lac, Wisconsin 43.00% $122,100 $674 $590 $84 $46,389 43,025         

53 Rapid City, South Dakota 41.90% $155,200 $755 $671 $84 $46,244 69,815         

54 Greeley, Colorado 45.20% $164,900 $740 $645 $95 $46,209 95,338         

55 Clarksville, Tennessee 47.20% $137,500 $857 $683 $174 $46,100 140,628       

56 Jefferson City, Missouri 42.20% $137,100 $570 $437 $133 $45,947 43,290         

57 Janesville, Wisconsin 34.90% $126,400 $727 $619 $108 $45,877 63,614         

58 Norwich, Connecticut 47.70% $183,200 $913 $762 $151 $45,876 40,413         

59 Killeen, Texas 52.00% $119,200 $859 $673 $186 $45,575 134,483       

60 San Luis Obispo, California 63.30% $522,700 $1,225 $1,137 $88 $45,530 45,867         

61 Davenport, Iowa 39.70% $120,600 $687 $576 $111 $45,323 101,321       

62 Lafayette, Louisiana 43.30% $170,400 $787 $653 $134 $45,317 122,997       

63 Fargo, North Dakota 55.60% $161,600 $677 $616 $61 $45,227 110,474       

64 Grand Island, Nebraska 38.30% $108,600 $637 $509 $128 $44,747 50,002         



65 St. Cloud, Minnesota 47.20% $142,700 $706 $636 $70 $44,715 65,789         

66 Pensacola, Florida 41.00% $144,000 $829 $675 $154 $44,702 52,367         

67 Dubuque, Iowa 36.90% $130,800 $690 $565 $125 $44,415 58,032         

68 Grand Junction, Colorado 40.70% $207,100 $817 $713 $104 $44,409 59,778         

69 Charlottesville, Virginia 58.00% $288,200 $971 $848 $123 $44,215 43,902         

70 Idaho Falls, Idaho 34.00% $138,300 $666 $540 $126 $44,195 57,992         

71 Dover, Delaware 49.50% $177,400 $920 $778 $142 $44,135 37,108         

72 Wichita Falls, Texas 42.70% $90,900 $725 $576 $149 $43,903 104,440       

73 Warner Robins, Georgia 43.80% $111,600 $828 $665 $163 $43,683 71,683         

74 Grand Forks, North Dakota 53.50% $159,000 $690 $633 $57 $43,647 53,725         

75 Burlington, Vermont 59.80% $262,200 $987 $903 $84 $43,620 42,323         

76 Deltona, Florida 20.70% $101,100 $1,076 $857 $219 $43,620 85,694         

77 Yuma, Arizona 41.00% $118,400 $891 $747 $144 $43,465 92,902         

78 Lewiston, Idaho 31.90% $166,400 $628 $544 $84 $43,460 32,067         

79 Bremerton, Washington 57.90% $181,900 $874 $759 $115 $43,240 39,197         

80 Tyler, Texas 47.00% $129,300 $810 $675 $135 $43,239 99,404         

81 San Angelo, Texas 42.40% $102,400 $722 $590 $132 $42,958 96,093         

82 Columbia, Missouri 52.40% $170,800 $785 $625 $160 $42,945 113,216       

83 Duluth, Minnesota 39.50% $147,500 $691 $635 $56 $42,759 86,191         

84 Portland, Maine 56.30% $230,200 $902 $837 $65 $42,757 66,230         

85 Eau Claire, Wisconsin 45.80% $139,300 $713 $602 $111 $42,711 66,824         

86 New Bern, North Carolina 48.60% $143,100 $855 $628 $227 $42,691 30,278         

87 Manhattan, Kansas 60.60% $181,700 $848 $731 $117 $42,512 55,483         

88 Great Falls, Montana 38.40% $157,800 $608 $527 $81 $42,487 59,091         

89 Pittsfield, Massachusets 38.50% $172,600 $748 $626 $122 $42,460 44,235         

90 Sheboygan, Wisconsin 39.80% $110,200 $611 $515 $96 $42,362 48,873         

91 Hickory, North Carolina 46.50% $157,600 $669 $537 $132 $42,334 40,213         

92 Lawton, Oklahoma 51.10% $105,300 $775 $619 $156 $42,326 97,965         

93 Asheville, North Carolina 49.60% $197,500 $836 $723 $113 $42,218 86,009         

94 Peoria, Illinois 46.10% $121,200 $690 $562 $128 $42,214 115,814       

95 High Point, North Carolina 44.00% $141,200 $755 $566 $189 $42,194 105,723       

96 Prescott, Arizona 36.60% $255,500 $772 $676 $96 $42,181 40,307         

97 Dothan, Alabama 40.80% $138,700 $682 $514 $168 $42,140 67,370         

98 Green Bay, Wisconsin 42.10% $125,100 $646 $551 $95 $42,088 104,623       



99 Jonesboro, Arkansas 46.50% $139,900 $656 $546 $110 $41,886 70,378         

100 Hinesville, Georgia 52.60% $124,500 $878 $722 $156 $41,883 34,517         

101 Sioux City, Iowa 35.30% $94,400 $653 $532 $121 $41,759 82,658         

102 Wilmington, North Carolina 55.20% $209,300 $849 $704 $145 $41,724 110,079       

103 Redding, California 47.70% $209,400 $952 $773 $179 $41,579 90,713         

104 Palm Bay, Florida 24.90% $96,600 $888 $756 $132 $41,540 104,180       

105 Lake Havasu City, Arizona 32.80% $187,900 $859 $683 $176 $41,533 52,834         

106 Oshkosh, Wisconsin 46.30% $114,000 $656 $562 $94 $41,493 66,526         

107 Abilene, Texas 44.00% $90,500 $751 $570 $181 $41,470 121,508       

108 Jacksonville, North Carolina 63.00% $159,500 $1,008 $868 $140 $41,443 68,987         

109 Longview, Texas 45.30% $125,500 $772 $633 $139 $41,365 81,647         

110 Missoula, Montana 54.70% $237,300 $748 $670 $78 $41,319 68,425         

111 Sherman, Texas 46.30% $100,200 $791 $632 $159 $41,279 39,095         

112 Florence, South Carolina 41.20% $149,700 $666 $514 $152 $41,271 37,596         

113 Columbia, South Carolina 52.90% $161,300 $814 $651 $163 $41,263 131,004       

114 Medford, Oregon 49.30% $194,200 $870 $750 $120 $41,257 76,666         

115 Bellingham, Washington 54.70% $272,800 $893 $800 $93 $41,109 82,128         

116 La Crosse, Wisconsin 50.00% $128,000 $705 $596 $109 $41,090 51,448         

117 St. Joseph, Missouri 40.40% $98,600 $684 $530 $154 $41,077 77,140         

118 Decatur, Alabama 38.60% $120,300 $574 $449 $125 $41,051 55,801         

119 Mankato, Minnesota 45.40% $147,100 $677 $616 $61 $41,032 40,086         

120 Iowa City, Iowa 53.20% $183,400 $831 $739 $92 $40,996 70,304         

121 Madera, California 53.20% $140,500 $870 $780 $90 $40,975 62,581         

122 Elizabethtown, Kentucky 51.40% $149,700 $694 $570 $124 $40,874 29,529         

123 Walla Walla, Washington 41.50% $171,900 $729 $611 $118 $40,697 31,884         

124 McAllen, Texas 39.50% $112,600 $722 $568 $154 $40,651 135,132       

125 Tangipahoa, Louisiana 31.00% $136,500 $740 $573 $167 $40,642 123,918       

126 Waterloo, Iowa 35.70% $101,100 $652 $536 $116 $40,466 68,341         

127 Pocatello, Idaho 39.10% $132,900 $598 $510 $88 $40,434 54,542         

128 Port Charlotte, Florida 22.80% $106,100 $905 $741 $164 $40,425 54,081         

129 Albany, New York 60.50% $176,900 $825 $731 $94 $40,416 98,261         

130 Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 41.40% $162,800 $771 $662 $109 $40,400 45,682         

131 Topeka, Kansas 44.00% $94,300 $692 $528 $164 $40,323 127,911       

132 Racine, Wisconsin 45.70% $116,500 $718 $583 $135 $40,174 78,287         



133 Lafayette, Indiana 51.70% $101,300 $744 $614 $130 $40,153 70,156         

134 Wausau, Wisconsin 41.60% $114,000 $642 $540 $102 $40,132 39,218         

135 Ogden, Utah 44.60% $126,400 $722 $615 $107 $40,110 83,830         

136 Ames, Iowa 58.50% $172,400 $747 $653 $94 $40,097 61,035         

137 Decatur, Illinois 38.90% $79,600 $664 $507 $157 $39,898 75,297         

138 El Centro, California 49.50% $139,500 $727 $616 $111 $39,798 43,144         

139 Greenville, South Carolina 57.80% $197,300 $745 $611 $134 $39,591 60,697         

140 Chico, California 57.20% $256,300 $893 $812 $81 $39,582 87,372         

141 Corvallis, Oregon 54.80% $270,800 $825 $755 $70 $39,483 54,963         

142 Owensboro, Kentucky 40.70% $104,700 $634 $490 $144 $39,415 58,082         

143 Champaign, Illinois 52.60% $144,500 $833 $719 $114 $39,399 82,641         

144 Auburn, Alabama 55.20% $202,500 $791 $651 $140 $39,378 56,849         

145 Yakima, Washington 47.70% $156,700 $763 $625 $138 $39,268 92,995         

146 Las Cruces, New Mexico 43.60% $147,600 $689 $575 $114 $39,155 100,818       

147 Texarkana, Texas 46.00% $97,300 $681 $546 $135 $38,826 37,163         

148 Sumter, South Carolina 48.30% $132,500 $706 $543 $163 $38,825 40,995         

149 Watertown, New York 60.90% $117,600 $793 $678 $115 $38,736 27,789         

150 Hagerstown, Maryland 61.60% $147,300 $815 $689 $126 $38,637 40,563         

151 Lynchburg, Virginia 48.80% $146,800 $728 $566 $162 $38,568 77,157         

152 Provo, Utah 59.40% $187,800 $723 $652 $71 $38,542 115,427       

153 Lakeland, Florida 45.50% $105,700 $852 $687 $165 $38,483 98,970         

154 Johnson City, Tennesse 45.10% $147,900 $655 $534 $121 $38,337 64,466         

155 Kingsport, Tennessee 36.10% $138,800 $570 $477 $93 $38,140 52,990         

156 Cape Girardeau, Missouri 46.60% $126,000 $650 $501 $149 $38,128 38,588         

157 Beaumont, Texas 41.00% $98,400 $734 $568 $166 $38,049 117,494       

158 Gainesville, Georgia 62.90% $143,700 $775 $640 $135 $37,914 34,913         

159 Tuscaloosa, Alabama 50.80% $162,300 $755 $577 $178 $37,901 93,757         

160 Roanoke, Virginia 45.20% $130,900 $700 $550 $150 $37,710 97,654         

161 Scranton, Pennsylvania 49.10% $108,000 $689 $562 $127 $37,212 75,943         

162 Rockford, Illinois 45.00% $97,400 $715 $577 $138 $37,127 151,272       

163 Salisbury, Maryland 66.10% $143,300 $994 $798 $196 $36,954 31,215         

164 Panama City, Florida 51.50% $124,500 $838 $669 $169 $36,818 36,285         

165 Gulfport, Mississippi 47.40% $118,700 $828 $654 $174 $36,777 69,960         

166 Florence, Alabama 43.20% $132,300 $556 $390 $166 $36,688 39,735         



167 Fayetteville, Arkansas 59.80% $177,700 $703 $570 $133 $36,619 77,201         

168 Merced, California 57.30% $140,100 $821 $715 $106 $36,585 80,459         

169 New Haven, Connecticut 70.30% $193,800 $1,074 $899 $175 $36,423 130,794       

170 Burlington, North Carolina 44.60% $124,000 $696 $522 $174 $36,357 51,890         

171 Jackson, Tennessee 43.10% $119,900 $736 $506 $230 $36,332 67,238         

172 Rocky Mount, North Carolina 46.20% $101,800 $742 $484 $258 $36,308 57,267         

173 Fort Myers, Florida 52.30% $114,400 $787 $651 $136 $36,250 64,488         

174 Longview, Washington 44.80% $165,700 $700 $595 $105 $36,229 36,620         

175 Harrisonburg, Virginia 65.30% $197,800 $850 $722 $128 $36,157 50,759         

176 Savannah, Georgia 54.60% $142,000 $884 $697 $187 $36,144 141,786       

177 Battle Creek, Michigan 40.20% $80,900 $675 $544 $131 $36,112 51,938         

178 Allentown, Pennsylvania 52.70% $125,900 $873 $741 $132 $36,022 118,285       

179 Joplin, Missouri 43.90% $103,000 $648 $475 $173 $35,781 51,188         

180 Logan, Utah 57.20% $162,500 $650 $526 $124 $35,770 48,988         

181 Wheeling, West Virginia 37.70% $94,500 $523 $406 $117 $35,702 28,128         

182 Lake Charles, Louisiana 45.40% $128,600 $723 $577 $146 $35,610 73,437         

183 Fort Smith, Arkansas 48.20% $112,000 $614 $485 $129 $35,566 87,476         

184 Kokomo, Indiana 37.60% $80,100 $614 $493 $121 $35,555 56,195         

185 Altoona, Pennsylvania 34.30% $82,000 $554 $432 $122 $35,290 46,059         

186 Michigan City, Indiana 46.20% $90,900 $692 $567 $125 $35,145 30,627         

187 Williamsport, Pennsylvania 57.10% $95,800 $721 $554 $167 $35,096 29,443         

188 Evansville, Indiana 46.10% $88,500 $693 $527 $166 $35,013 120,250       

189 Lewiston, Maine 55.90% $143,300 $668 $611 $57 $34,767 36,469         

190 Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 47.90% $167,800 $795 $651 $144 $34,621 28,406         

191 Daneville, Illinois 38.40% $65,200 $644 $446 $198 $34,460 32,637         

192 Greenville, North Carolina 64.60% $152,000 $716 $546 $170 $34,295 87,771         

193 Alexandria, Louisiana 45.90% $132,300 $745 $512 $233 $34,197 48,135         

194 Pueblo, Colorado 43.70% $114,000 $718 $569 $149 $34,152 107,931       

195 Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 60.20% $89,700 $747 $607 $140 $34,068 49,287         

196 Bangor, Maine 58.60% $140,400 $728 $687 $41 $33,820 32,820         

197 South Bend, Indiana 40.00% $82,100 $685 $550 $135 $33,820 100,157       

198 Lansing, Michigan 50.60% $78,000 $720 $598 $122 $33,769 113,629       

199 Elkhart, Indiana 49.10% $83,100 $660 $572 $88 $33,547 51,640         

200 Ocala, Florida 52.10% $117,800 $786 $600 $186 $33,426 57,104         



201 Goldsboro, North Carolina 63.00% $112,200 $714 $514 $200 $33,403 36,152         

202 Spartanburg, South Carolina 51.00% $124,800 $660 $515 $145 $33,381 37,473         

203 Bay City, Michigan 31.80% $66,500 $564 $455 $109 $33,067 34,553         

204 Dalton, Georgia 53.30% $119,400 $636 $524 $112 $32,995 33,390         

205 Waco, Texas 53.00% $95,300 $719 $575 $144 $32,705 127,808       

206 Erie, Pennsylvania 48.70% $84,600 $631 $499 $132 $32,676 101,083       

207 Lancaster, Pennsylvania 56.40% $109,100 $770 $632 $138 $32,661 59,354         

208 Cleveland, Tennessee 52.10% $154,100 $662 $504 $158 $32,489 42,397         

209 Kalamazoo, Michigan 55.00% $96,100 $694 $597 $97 $32,361 75,122         

210 Rome, Georgia 51.60% $114,900 $609 $453 $156 $32,321 36,138         

211 Bowling Green, Kentucky 62.10% $139,300 $649 $521 $128 $32,202 60,515         

212 Athens, Georgia 57.90% $152,600 $747 $605 $142 $31,884 118,711       

213 Terre Haute, Indiana 45.50% $77,200 $660 $512 $148 $31,597 60,763         

214 Gainesville, Florida 63.80% $139,700 $825 $677 $148 $31,584 126,653       

215 Mansfield, Ohio 44.20% $80,600 $563 $431 $132 $31,575 46,913         

216 Morgantown, West Virginia 57.90% $140,200 $645 $569 $76 $31,408 30,254         

217 Grants Pass, Oregon 50.70% $170,700 $829 $685 $144 $31,384 34,860         

218 College Station, Texas 65.40% $177,100 $890 $727 $163 $30,947 97,885         

219 Blacksburg, Virginia 71.40% $276,000 $898 $825 $73 $30,883 43,044         

220 Pine Bluff, Arkansas 44.90% $77,400 $652 $453 $199 $30,820 47,069         

221 Springfield, Ohio 49.30% $79,700 $633 $493 $140 $30,508 59,930         

222 Kankakee, Illinois 49.80% $97,100 $689 $561 $128 $30,406 27,185         

223 Syracuse, New York 61.10% $86,700 $706 $589 $117 $30,391 144,742       

224 Binghamton, New York 55.00% $86,300 $642 $551 $91 $30,075 46,695         

225 Utica, New York 53.00% $89,600 $619 $515 $104 $30,016 61,915         

226 Parkersburg, West Virginia 39.40% $83,600 $585 $440 $145 $29,985 31,263         

227 Hot Springs, Arkansas 47.80% $116,600 $670 $503 $167 $29,853 35,570         

228 Huntington, West Virigina 47.20% $88,000 $588 $464 $124 $29,753 49,387         

229 Canton, Ohio 47.00% $75,000 $593 $471 $122 $29,574 72,782         

230 Morristown, Tennessee 48.90% $110,500 $646 $474 $172 $29,563 29,188         

231 Albany, Georgia 60.60% $96,700 $674 $473 $201 $29,111 77,006         

232 Elmira, New York 54.40% $68,700 $635 $536 $99 $29,019 29,097         

233 Hartford, Connecticut 77.00% $161,900 $861 $722 $139 $28,592 125,188       

234 York, Pennsylvania 57.80% $82,900 $694 $559 $135 $28,447 43,760         



235 Lima, Ohio 54.40% $68,600 $613 $446 $167 $28,421 38,425         

236 Ithaca, New York 74.30% $207,300 $1,017 $975 $42 $28,208 30,354         

237 Valdosta, Georgia 64.20% $126,700 $736 $562 $174 $28,140 56,757         

238 Munice, Indiana 50.50% $71,300 $665 $538 $127 $27,848 69,868         

239 Bloomington, Indiana 67.10% $172,800 $788 $684 $104 $27,393 80,385         

240 Gadsden, Alabama 40.50% $69,700 $572 $389 $183 $27,368 36,682         

241 Dayton, Ohio 52.30% $67,200 $620 $472 $148 $27,304 143,446       

242 Saginaw, Michigan 41.00% $45,200 $657 $448 $209 $27,188 50,701         

243 Jackson, Michigan 50.50% $62,700 $642 $527 $115 $27,181 33,435         

244 Monroe, Louisiana 55.70% $118,500 $568 $418 $150 $26,630 49,569         

245 State College, Pennsylvania 80.80% $269,500 $920 $870 $50 $26,529 41,885         

246 Hattiesburg, Mississippi 63.20% $103,100 $669 $531 $138 $25,991 47,046         

247 Muskegon, Michigan 48.70% $61,300 $613 $496 $117 $25,890 37,108         

248 Reading, Pennsylvania 57.80% $66,300 $720 $588 $132 $25,507 87,987         

249 Macon, Georgia 58.10% $84,500 $673 $486 $187 $25,063 91,043         

250 Flint, Michigan 43.00% $34,200 $658 $455 $203 $24,537 100,513       

251 Youngstown, Ohio 43.50% $44,100 $590 $434 $156 $24,012 65,724         



Appendix D6: Housing and Economic Data from 250 Principle Cities

Population Between 30k and 150k - Sorted by Owner-Occupied House Value

Rank City

% Renter 

Occupied

Median House 

Value

Median Gross 

Rent

Median 

Contract Rent

Median Utility 

Costs

Median 

Income  Population 

1 Santa Cruz, California 57.80% $632,600 $1,511 $1,418 $93 $62,580 62,082         

2 San Luis Obispo, California 63.30% $522,700 $1,225 $1,137 $88 $45,530 45,867         

3 Boulder, Colorado 51.20% $487,400 $1,173 $1,109 $64 $57,012 101,871       

4 Hilton Head, South Carolina 26.40% $421,000 $1,005 $863 $142 $67,643 38,503         

5 Napa, California 47.00% $391,700 $1,321 $1,215 $106 $62,500 78,352         

6 Barsntable, Massachusetts 25.70% $345,200 $1,066 $897 $169 $54,087 44,737         

7 Cary, North Carolina 31.80% $307,600 $986 $861 $125 $88,853 146,161       

8 Charlottesville, Virginia 58.00% $288,200 $971 $848 $123 $44,215 43,902         

9 Blacksburg, Virginia 71.40% $276,000 $898 $825 $73 $30,883 43,044         

10 Santa Fe, New Mexico 40.20% $274,200 $928 $820 $108 $49,305 69,374         

11 Bellingham, Washington 54.70% $272,800 $893 $800 $93 $41,109 82,128         

12 Corvallis, Oregon 54.80% $270,800 $825 $755 $70 $39,483 54,963         

13 State College, Pennsylvania 80.80% $269,500 $920 $870 $50 $26,529 41,885         

14 Burlington, Vermont 59.80% $262,200 $987 $903 $84 $43,620 42,323         

15 Flagstaff, Arizona 56.10% $257,300 $1,033 $919 $114 $47,232 67,418         

16 Chico, California 57.20% $256,300 $893 $812 $81 $39,582 87,372         

17 Prescott, Arizona 36.60% $255,500 $772 $676 $96 $42,181 40,307         

18 Hamilton Township, NJ 27.20% $250,600 $1,083 $965 $118 $69,861 88,727         

19 Charleston, South Carolina 46.00% $242,200 $975 $822 $153 $52,066 123,267       

20 Santa Maria, California 50.30% $241,000 $1,136 $1,054 $82 $47,112 101,229       

21 Bend, Oregon 43.00% $239,900 $928 $781 $147 $51,041 79,278         

22 Missoula, Montana 54.70% $237,300 $748 $670 $78 $41,319 68,425         

23 Olympia, Washington 49.30% $237,200 $937 $798 $139 $52,393 47,860         

24 Egg Harbor Township, NJ 15.70% $231,600 $1,179 $1,001 $178 $70,906 43,689         

25 Portland, Maine 56.30% $230,200 $902 $837 $65 $42,757 66,230         

26 Ann Arbor, Michigan 54.80% $227,800 $1,022 $937 $85 $53,458 116,173       

27 Redding, California 47.70% $209,400 $952 $773 $179 $41,579 90,713         

28 Wilmington, North Carolina 55.20% $209,300 $849 $704 $145 $41,724 110,079       

29 Manchester, New Hampshire 53.30% $208,500 $989 $872 $117 $52,462 110,168       

30 Ithaca, New York 74.30% $207,300 $1,017 $975 $42 $28,208 30,354         



31 Grand Junction, Colorado 40.70% $207,100 $817 $713 $104 $44,409 59,778         

32 Vallejo, California 43.10% $206,300 $1,183 $1,078 $105 $55,459 117,844       

33 Mount Vernon, Washington 44.70% $205,800 $880 $773 $107 $46,390 32,317         

34 Richland, Washington 32.90% $203,300 $872 $759 $113 $68,825 51,430         

35 Auburn, Alabama 55.20% $202,500 $791 $651 $140 $39,378 56,849         

36 Wenatchee, Washington 45.50% $199,900 $794 $758 $36 $47,780 32,564         

37 St. George, Utah 35.30% $198,900 $858 $724 $134 $46,493 75,361         

38 Harrisonburg, Virginia 65.30% $197,800 $850 $722 $128 $36,157 50,759         

39 Asheville, North Carolina 49.60% $197,500 $836 $723 $113 $42,218 86,009         

40 Greenville, South Carolina 57.80% $197,300 $745 $611 $134 $39,591 60,697         

41 Fairbanks, Alaska 63.30% $195,400 $1,224 $1,127 $97 $53,299 32,193         

42 Medford, Oregon 49.30% $194,200 $870 $750 $120 $41,257 76,666         

43 New Haven, Connecticut 70.30% $193,800 $1,074 $899 $175 $36,423 130,794       

44 Lake Havasu City, Arizona 32.80% $187,900 $859 $683 $176 $41,533 52,834         

45 Provo, Utah 59.40% $187,800 $723 $652 $71 $38,542 115,427       

46 Sierra Vista, Arizona 46.20% $183,900 $921 $810 $111 $58,040 45,814         

47 Iowa City, Iowa 53.20% $183,400 $831 $739 $92 $40,996 70,304         

48 Norwich, Connecticut 47.70% $183,200 $913 $762 $151 $45,876 40,413         

49 Billings, Montana 37.90% $183,100 $718 $651 $67 $47,196 107,208       

50 Bremerton, Washington 57.90% $181,900 $874 $759 $115 $43,240 39,197         

51 Manhattan, Kansas 60.60% $181,700 $848 $731 $117 $42,512 55,483         

52 Cheyenne, Wyoming 36.80% $179,600 $759 $670 $89 $57,173 61,417         

53 Lawrence, Kansas 53.40% $177,900 $854 $683 $171 $46,755 89,825         

54 Fayetteville, Arkansas 59.80% $177,700 $703 $570 $133 $36,619 77,201         

55 Dover, Delaware 49.50% $177,400 $920 $778 $142 $44,135 37,108         

56 College Station, Texas 65.40% $177,100 $890 $727 $163 $30,947 97,885         

57 Albany, New York 60.50% $176,900 $825 $731 $94 $40,416 98,261         

58 Casper, Wyoming 34.50% $176,100 $814 $714 $100 $56,756 57,913         

59 Albany, Oregon 39.60% $176,000 $776 $658 $118 $47,390 51,449         

60 Carson, Nevada 44.70% $174,800 $819 $712 $107 $50,223 54,481         

61 Bloomington, Indiana 67.10% $172,800 $788 $684 $104 $27,393 80,385         

62 Pittsfield, Massachusets 38.50% $172,600 $748 $626 $122 $42,460 44,235         

63 Ames, Iowa 58.50% $172,400 $747 $653 $94 $40,097 61,035         

64 Walla Walla, Washington 41.50% $171,900 $729 $611 $118 $40,697 31,884         



65 Yuba City, California 42.70% $171,100 $899 $793 $106 $47,400 65,052         

66 Columbia, Missouri 52.40% $170,800 $785 $625 $160 $42,945 113,216       

67 Grants Pass, Oregon 50.70% $170,700 $829 $685 $144 $31,384 34,860         

68 Lafayette, Louisiana 43.30% $170,400 $787 $653 $134 $45,317 122,997       

69 Farmington, New Mexico 29.80% $168,800 $767 $657 $110 $48,891 45,639         

70 Myrtle Beach, South Carolina 47.90% $167,800 $795 $651 $144 $34,621 28,406         

71 Bismark, North Dakota 34.00% $167,500 $701 $656 $45 $56,266 64,878         

72 Kennewick, Washington 39.20% $166,600 $789 $682 $107 $51,170 76,115         

73 Visalia, California 42.90% $166,500 $941 $790 $151 $51,099 126,700       

74 Lewiston, Idaho 31.90% $166,400 $628 $544 $84 $43,460 32,067         

75 Hanford, California 44.70% $165,900 $924 $750 $174 $51,014 54,461         

76 Longview, Washington 44.80% $165,700 $700 $595 $105 $36,229 36,620         

77 Vineland, New Jersey 34.50% $165,500 $1,011 $808 $203 $47,750 60,994         

78 Greeley, Colorado 45.20% $164,900 $740 $645 $95 $46,209 95,338         

79 Sparks, Nevada 41.90% $162,900 $945 $818 $127 $51,350 92,145         

80 Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 41.40% $162,800 $771 $662 $109 $40,400 45,682         

81 Logan, Utah 57.20% $162,500 $650 $526 $124 $35,770 48,988         

82 Tuscaloosa, Alabama 50.80% $162,300 $755 $577 $178 $37,901 93,757         

83 Rochester, Minnesota 30.30% $162,000 $782 $695 $87 $62,105 109,324       

84 Hartford, Connecticut 77.00% $161,900 $861 $722 $139 $28,592 125,188       

85 Fargo, North Dakota 55.60% $161,600 $677 $616 $61 $45,227 110,474       

86 Bloomington, Illinois 37.80% $161,300 $745 $629 $116 $61,836 77,901         

87 Columbia, South Carolina 52.90% $161,300 $814 $651 $163 $41,263 131,004       

88 Pasco, Washington 34.80% $160,300 $755 $646 $109 $53,473 66,289         

89 Jacksonville, North Carolina 63.00% $159,500 $1,008 $868 $140 $41,443 68,987         

90 Midland, Texas 36.60% $159,000 $991 $826 $165 $63,819 119,171       

91 Grand Forks, North Dakota 53.50% $159,000 $690 $633 $57 $43,647 53,725         

92 Houma, Louisiana 30.90% $158,400 $756 $631 $125 $50,028 33,817         

93 Great Falls, Montana 38.40% $157,800 $608 $527 $81 $42,487 59,091         

94 Hickory, North Carolina 46.50% $157,600 $669 $537 $132 $42,334 40,213         

95 Yakima, Washington 47.70% $156,700 $763 $625 $138 $39,268 92,995         

96 Rapid City, South Dakota 41.90% $155,200 $755 $671 $84 $46,244 69,815         

97 Cleveland, Tennessee 52.10% $154,100 $662 $504 $158 $32,489 42,397         

98 Athens, Georgia 57.90% $152,600 $747 $605 $142 $31,884 118,711       



99 Greenville, North Carolina 64.60% $152,000 $716 $546 $170 $34,295 87,771         

100 Florence, South Carolina 41.20% $149,700 $666 $514 $152 $41,271 37,596         

101 Elizabethtown, Kentucky 51.40% $149,700 $694 $570 $124 $40,874 29,529         

102 Charleston, West Virginia 41.70% $149,300 $676 $524 $152 $48,427 50,984         

103 Johnson City, Tennesse 45.10% $147,900 $655 $534 $121 $38,337 64,466         

104 Las Cruces, New Mexico 43.60% $147,600 $689 $575 $114 $39,155 100,818       

105 Duluth, Minnesota 39.50% $147,500 $691 $635 $56 $42,759 86,191         

106 Hagerstown, Maryland 61.60% $147,300 $815 $689 $126 $38,637 40,563         

107 Mankato, Minnesota 45.40% $147,100 $677 $616 $61 $41,032 40,086         

108 Lynchburg, Virginia 48.80% $146,800 $728 $566 $162 $38,568 77,157         

109 Champaign, Illinois 52.60% $144,500 $833 $719 $114 $39,399 82,641         

110 Pensacola, Florida 41.00% $144,000 $829 $675 $154 $44,702 52,367         

111 Gainesville, Georgia 62.90% $143,700 $775 $640 $135 $37,914 34,913         

112 Salisbury, Maryland 66.10% $143,300 $994 $798 $196 $36,954 31,215         

113 Lewiston, Maine 55.90% $143,300 $668 $611 $57 $34,767 36,469         

114 New Bern, North Carolina 48.60% $143,100 $855 $628 $227 $42,691 30,278         

115 St. Cloud, Minnesota 47.20% $142,700 $706 $636 $70 $44,715 65,789         

116 Savannah, Georgia 54.60% $142,000 $884 $697 $187 $36,144 141,786       

117 High Point, North Carolina 44.00% $141,200 $755 $566 $189 $42,194 105,723       

118 Madera, California 53.20% $140,500 $870 $780 $90 $40,975 62,581         

119 Midland, Michigan 36.00% $140,400 $726 $624 $102 $50,723 42,104         

120 Bangor, Maine 58.60% $140,400 $728 $687 $41 $33,820 32,820         

121 Morgantown, West Virginia 57.90% $140,200 $645 $569 $76 $31,408 30,254         

122 Merced, California 57.30% $140,100 $821 $715 $106 $36,585 80,459         

123 Jonesboro, Arkansas 46.50% $139,900 $656 $546 $110 $41,886 70,378         

124 Gainesville, Florida 63.80% $139,700 $825 $677 $148 $31,584 126,653       

125 El Centro, California 49.50% $139,500 $727 $616 $111 $39,798 43,144         

126 Eau Claire, Wisconsin 45.80% $139,300 $713 $602 $111 $42,711 66,824         

127 Bowling Green, Kentucky 62.10% $139,300 $649 $521 $128 $32,202 60,515         

128 Columbus, Indiana 36.60% $139,000 $796 $639 $157 $54,877 45,928         

129 Kingsport, Tennessee 36.10% $138,800 $570 $477 $93 $38,140 52,990         

130 Dothan, Alabama 40.80% $138,700 $682 $514 $168 $42,140 67,370         

131 Idaho Falls, Idaho 34.00% $138,300 $666 $540 $126 $44,195 57,992         

132 Clarksville, Tennessee 47.20% $137,500 $857 $683 $174 $46,100 140,628       



133 Appleton, Wisconsin 31.80% $137,400 $648 $543 $105 $52,391 72,693         

134 Jefferson City, Missouri 42.20% $137,100 $570 $437 $133 $45,947 43,290         

135 Cedar Rapids, Iowa 31.10% $136,500 $672 $567 $105 $51,338 128,122       

136 Tangipahoa, Louisiana 31.00% $136,500 $740 $573 $167 $40,642 123,918       

137 Pocatello, Idaho 39.10% $132,900 $598 $510 $88 $40,434 54,542         

138 Sumter, South Carolina 48.30% $132,500 $706 $543 $163 $38,825 40,995         

139 Florence, Alabama 43.20% $132,300 $556 $390 $166 $36,688 39,735         

140 Alexandria, Louisiana 45.90% $132,300 $745 $512 $233 $34,197 48,135         

141 Roanoke, Virginia 45.20% $130,900 $700 $550 $150 $37,710 97,654         

142 Dubuque, Iowa 36.90% $130,800 $690 $565 $125 $44,415 58,032         

143 Tyler, Texas 47.00% $129,300 $810 $675 $135 $43,239 99,404         

144 Lake Charles, Louisiana 45.40% $128,600 $723 $577 $146 $35,610 73,437         

145 La Crosse, Wisconsin 50.00% $128,000 $705 $596 $109 $41,090 51,448         

146 Valdosta, Georgia 64.20% $126,700 $736 $562 $174 $28,140 56,757         

147 Janesville, Wisconsin 34.90% $126,400 $727 $619 $108 $45,877 63,614         

148 Ogden, Utah 44.60% $126,400 $722 $615 $107 $40,110 83,830         

149 Cape Girardeau, Missouri 46.60% $126,000 $650 $501 $149 $38,128 38,588         

150 Allentown, Pennsylvania 52.70% $125,900 $873 $741 $132 $36,022 118,285       

151 Longview, Texas 45.30% $125,500 $772 $633 $139 $41,365 81,647         

152 Green Bay, Wisconsin 42.10% $125,100 $646 $551 $95 $42,088 104,623       

153 Spartanburg, South Carolina 51.00% $124,800 $660 $515 $145 $33,381 37,473         

154 Hinesville, Georgia 52.60% $124,500 $878 $722 $156 $41,883 34,517         

155 Panama City, Florida 51.50% $124,500 $838 $669 $169 $36,818 36,285         

156 Burlington, North Carolina 44.60% $124,000 $696 $522 $174 $36,357 51,890         

157 Fond du Lac, Wisconsin 43.00% $122,100 $674 $590 $84 $46,389 43,025         

158 Peoria, Illinois 46.10% $121,200 $690 $562 $128 $42,214 115,814       

159 Davenport, Iowa 39.70% $120,600 $687 $576 $111 $45,323 101,321       

160 Decatur, Alabama 38.60% $120,300 $574 $449 $125 $41,051 55,801         

161 Jackson, Tennessee 43.10% $119,900 $736 $506 $230 $36,332 67,238         

162 Dalton, Georgia 53.30% $119,400 $636 $524 $112 $32,995 33,390         

163 Killeen, Texas 52.00% $119,200 $859 $673 $186 $45,575 134,483       

164 Gulfport, Mississippi 47.40% $118,700 $828 $654 $174 $36,777 69,960         

165 Monroe, Louisiana 55.70% $118,500 $568 $418 $150 $26,630 49,569         

166 Yuma, Arizona 41.00% $118,400 $891 $747 $144 $43,465 92,902         



167 Ocala, Florida 52.10% $117,800 $786 $600 $186 $33,426 57,104         

168 Springfield, Illinois 37.30% $117,600 $717 $563 $154 $47,571 117,008       

169 Watertown, New York 60.90% $117,600 $793 $678 $115 $38,736 27,789         

170 Hot Springs, Arkansas 47.80% $116,600 $670 $503 $167 $29,853 35,570         

171 Racine, Wisconsin 45.70% $116,500 $718 $583 $135 $40,174 78,287         

172 North Port, Florida 25.00% $116,200 $889 $782 $107 $47,510 57,554         

173 Rome, Georgia 51.60% $114,900 $609 $453 $156 $32,321 36,138         

174 Fort Myers, Florida 52.30% $114,400 $787 $651 $136 $36,250 64,488         

175 Oshkosh, Wisconsin 46.30% $114,000 $656 $562 $94 $41,493 66,526         

176 Wausau, Wisconsin 41.60% $114,000 $642 $540 $102 $40,132 39,218         

177 Pueblo, Colorado 43.70% $114,000 $718 $569 $149 $34,152 107,931       

178 Victoria, Texas 41.20% $113,600 $769 $609 $160 $46,851 64,246         

179 McAllen, Texas 39.50% $112,600 $722 $568 $154 $40,651 135,132       

180 Goldsboro, North Carolina 63.00% $112,200 $714 $514 $200 $33,403 36,152         

181 Fort Smith, Arkansas 48.20% $112,000 $614 $485 $129 $35,566 87,476         

182 Warner Robins, Georgia 43.80% $111,600 $828 $665 $163 $43,683 71,683         

183 Morristown, Tennessee 48.90% $110,500 $646 $474 $172 $29,563 29,188         

184 Sheboygan, Wisconsin 39.80% $110,200 $611 $515 $96 $42,362 48,873         

185 Lancaster, Pennsylvania 56.40% $109,100 $770 $632 $138 $32,661 59,354         

186 Grand Island, Nebraska 38.30% $108,600 $637 $509 $128 $44,747 50,002         

187 Scranton, Pennsylvania 49.10% $108,000 $689 $562 $127 $37,212 75,943         

188 Port Charlotte, Florida 22.80% $106,100 $905 $741 $164 $40,425 54,081         

189 Lakeland, Florida 45.50% $105,700 $852 $687 $165 $38,483 98,970         

190 Odessa, Texas 38.90% $105,600 $866 $721 $145 $54,009 107,279       

191 Lawton, Oklahoma 51.10% $105,300 $775 $619 $156 $42,326 97,965         

192 Owensboro, Kentucky 40.70% $104,700 $634 $490 $144 $39,415 58,082         

193 Hattiesburg, Mississippi 63.20% $103,100 $669 $531 $138 $25,991 47,046         

194 Joplin, Missouri 43.90% $103,000 $648 $475 $173 $35,781 51,188         

195 San Angelo, Texas 42.40% $102,400 $722 $590 $132 $42,958 96,093         

196 Rocky Mount, North Carolina 46.20% $101,800 $742 $484 $258 $36,308 57,267         

197 Lafayette, Indiana 51.70% $101,300 $744 $614 $130 $40,153 70,156         

198 Deltona, Florida 20.70% $101,100 $1,076 $857 $219 $43,620 85,694         

199 Waterloo, Iowa 35.70% $101,100 $652 $536 $116 $40,466 68,341         

200 Sherman, Texas 46.30% $100,200 $791 $632 $159 $41,279 39,095         



201 St. Joseph, Missouri 40.40% $98,600 $684 $530 $154 $41,077 77,140         

202 Beaumont, Texas 41.00% $98,400 $734 $568 $166 $38,049 117,494       

203 Rockford, Illinois 45.00% $97,400 $715 $577 $138 $37,127 151,272       

204 Texarkana, Texas 46.00% $97,300 $681 $546 $135 $38,826 37,163         

205 Kankakee, Illinois 49.80% $97,100 $689 $561 $128 $30,406 27,185         

206 Albany, Georgia 60.60% $96,700 $674 $473 $201 $29,111 77,006         

207 Palm Bay, Florida 24.90% $96,600 $888 $756 $132 $41,540 104,180       

208 Kalamazoo, Michigan 55.00% $96,100 $694 $597 $97 $32,361 75,122         

209 Williamsport, Pennsylvania 57.10% $95,800 $721 $554 $167 $35,096 29,443         

210 Waco, Texas 53.00% $95,300 $719 $575 $144 $32,705 127,808       

211 Wheeling, West Virginia 37.70% $94,500 $523 $406 $117 $35,702 28,128         

212 Sioux City, Iowa 35.30% $94,400 $653 $532 $121 $41,759 82,658         

213 Topeka, Kansas 44.00% $94,300 $692 $528 $164 $40,323 127,911       

214 Wichita Falls, Texas 42.70% $90,900 $725 $576 $149 $43,903 104,440       

215 Michigan City, Indiana 46.20% $90,900 $692 $567 $125 $35,145 30,627         

216 Abilene, Texas 44.00% $90,500 $751 $570 $181 $41,470 121,508       

217 Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 60.20% $89,700 $747 $607 $140 $34,068 49,287         

218 Utica, New York 53.00% $89,600 $619 $515 $104 $30,016 61,915         

219 Evansville, Indiana 46.10% $88,500 $693 $527 $166 $35,013 120,250       

220 Huntington, West Virigina 47.20% $88,000 $588 $464 $124 $29,753 49,387         

221 Syracuse, New York 61.10% $86,700 $706 $589 $117 $30,391 144,742       

222 Binghamton, New York 55.00% $86,300 $642 $551 $91 $30,075 46,695         

223 Erie, Pennsylvania 48.70% $84,600 $631 $499 $132 $32,676 101,083       

224 Macon, Georgia 58.10% $84,500 $673 $486 $187 $25,063 91,043         

225 Parkersburg, West Virginia 39.40% $83,600 $585 $440 $145 $29,985 31,263         

226 Elkhart, Indiana 49.10% $83,100 $660 $572 $88 $33,547 51,640         

227 York, Pennsylvania 57.80% $82,900 $694 $559 $135 $28,447 43,760         

228 South Bend, Indiana 40.00% $82,100 $685 $550 $135 $33,820 100,157       

229 Altoona, Pennsylvania 34.30% $82,000 $554 $432 $122 $35,290 46,059         

230 Battle Creek, Michigan 40.20% $80,900 $675 $544 $131 $36,112 51,938         

231 Mansfield, Ohio 44.20% $80,600 $563 $431 $132 $31,575 46,913         

232 Kokomo, Indiana 37.60% $80,100 $614 $493 $121 $35,555 56,195         

233 Springfield, Ohio 49.30% $79,700 $633 $493 $140 $30,508 59,930         

234 Decatur, Illinois 38.90% $79,600 $664 $507 $157 $39,898 75,297         



235 Lansing, Michigan 50.60% $78,000 $720 $598 $122 $33,769 113,629       

236 Pine Bluff, Arkansas 44.90% $77,400 $652 $453 $199 $30,820 47,069         

237 Terre Haute, Indiana 45.50% $77,200 $660 $512 $148 $31,597 60,763         

238 Canton, Ohio 47.00% $75,000 $593 $471 $122 $29,574 72,782         

239 Munice, Indiana 50.50% $71,300 $665 $538 $127 $27,848 69,868         

240 Gadsden, Alabama 40.50% $69,700 $572 $389 $183 $27,368 36,682         

241 Elmira, New York 54.40% $68,700 $635 $536 $99 $29,019 29,097         

242 Lima, Ohio 54.40% $68,600 $613 $446 $167 $28,421 38,425         

243 Dayton, Ohio 52.30% $67,200 $620 $472 $148 $27,304 143,446       

244 Bay City, Michigan 31.80% $66,500 $564 $455 $109 $33,067 34,553         

245 Reading, Pennsylvania 57.80% $66,300 $720 $588 $132 $25,507 87,987         

246 Daneville, Illinois 38.40% $65,200 $644 $446 $198 $34,460 32,637         

247 Jackson, Michigan 50.50% $62,700 $642 $527 $115 $27,181 33,435         

248 Muskegon, Michigan 48.70% $61,300 $613 $496 $117 $25,890 37,108         

249 Saginaw, Michigan 41.00% $45,200 $657 $448 $209 $27,188 50,701         

250 Youngstown, Ohio 43.50% $44,100 $590 $434 $156 $24,012 65,724         

251 Flint, Michigan 43.00% $34,200 $658 $455 $203 $24,537 100,513       
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AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SALISBURY, MARYLAND AMENDING 
CHAPTER 5, BUSINESS LICENSES AND REGULATIONS, BY ADDING CHAPTER 5.68 
FOR THE PURPOSE TO ESTABLISH A RENT STABILIZATION PROGRAM. 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to MD Code Ann., Local Government Article, §5-204(f) and §5-

212(b), and the Salisbury Charter Article 5 §1(A)(3), the City of Salisbury, Maryland 
(hereinafter, the "city") has the power to pass such ordinances to regulate rents in the city ; and 

WHEREAS, according to 2013 American Community Survey, a publication of the U.S. 
Census Bureau, the City of Salisbury had a total of 11,572 housing units in 2013 (not including 
those beds in Salisbury University dormitories, or the public/private partnership housing on 
Salisbury University owned land, known as University Park); and 

WHEREAS, the above cited 2013 survey reported an owner occupancy rate of 33.9% for 
Salisbury; and 

WHEREAS, in 2013, renters occupied 7375 units or 65.1%, of the city's conventional 
housing units; and 

WHEREAS, in 2013, the city's median monthly gross rent was $994 compared to the 
national rate of $900; and 

WHEREAS, in 2013, 59% of the renters in the city of Salisbury paid more than 30% of 
their household income for rent. 

WHEREAS, with higher rents being charged in the city of Salisbury than in Wicomico 
county for comparable housing units, renters in the city are faced with spending an ever-
increasing percentage of their household income for rent; and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council finds that the cost of rental housing in the city 
is abnormally high; and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council further finds that there is a substantial and ever 
increasing shortage of decent rental housing accommodations, especially for families, 
households of low and moderate income and those on fixed incomes, in the city; and 

WHEREAS, with such a large percent of rental properties in the city, the city loses 
income taxes and motor vehicle taxes not paid by a large portion of the renters; accordingly, the 
owner-occupied properties subsidize rental properties ; and 

WHEREAS, rental properties artificially inflate the value of property in the city, thereby 
adversely affecting the owner occupied properties and leading to unstable neighborhoods; and 

WHEREAS, the current rental market in the city poses a threat to the public health, safety 
and welfare of the citizens of the city of Salisbury; and WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council 
deem the protection of the city's stock of owner-occupied housing to be a legitimate public 
purpose ; and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council deem it to be in the best interest of the city to 
adopt a rent stabilization program in order to ensure the availability and maintenance of 
affordable housing in the city, to protect the standard of living of all city residents, and finally to 
strengthen and stabilize the city's neighborhoods. 
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SALISBURY, MARYLAND THAT CHAPTER 5, BUSINESS LICENSES AND 
REGULATIONS, BE AMENDED BY ADDING CHAPTER 5.68 FOR THE PURPOSE TO 
ESTABLISH A RENT STABILIZATION PROGRAM. 
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Chapter 5.68 
Rent Stabilization 

Sections: 
5.68.010 Purpose.  
5.68.020 Applicability. 
5.68.030 Definitions. 
5.68.040 Establishment of rent ceiling. 
5.68.050 Registration. 
5.68.060 Calculation of an annual increase in the regulated rent level. 
5.68.070 Individual adjustments of rent ceilings. 
5.68.080 Municipal infraction. 
5.68.090 Hardship exemption. 
5.68.100 Partial invalidity. 
5.68.110 Nonwaiverability. 
5.68.120 Judicial review. 
 

5.68.010 Purpose 
A. City of Salisbury residents should have decent housing in pleasant neighborhoods 

at prices they can afford. The City of Salisbury believes that the following policies, among 
others, support this aim: 

 
1. To encourage the Salisbury University and the private sector to provide 

suitable housing to meet the needs of undergraduate and graduate students on or near 
campus. 

 
2. To encourage the availability of housing for households of all income 

levels, and to preserve, maintain and improve existing housing. 
 
3. To strengthen Salisbury neighborhoods by reducing the number of single-

family homes that are rental properties. 
 
4. To encourage private reinvestment by homeowners consistent with a 

neighborhood's character. 
 

5. To create an infusion of consumer spending into our local economy. 
 

B. The Mayor and City Council of the City of Salisbury find that there is a pattern of 
steadily rising rents, and a shortage of affordable well-maintained housing, and that the rate of 
deterioration of the existing housing stock in the city has increased in recent years. The Mayor 
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and City Council further finds that this situation poses a threat to the public health, safety and 
welfare of the citizens of the city of Salisbury. 

C. The purposes of this chapter are to regulate residential rent increases in the city of 
Salisbury and to protect tenants from unwarranted rent increases, in order to help maintain the 
diversity of the community. Chapter 5.68 is designed to preserve the public peace, health, safety 
and welfare and to advance the housing policies of the city. 
 
5.68.020 Applicability. 

This chapter shall apply to all real property that is being rented or is available for rent for 
residential use, in whole or in part, except for the following: 

 
A. Property owned by the state of Maryland or the federal government. 

 
B. Rental units that are rented primarily to transient guests for use or occupancy for fewer 

than fourteen consecutive days in establishments such as hotels, motels, inns tourist homes, and 
rooming and boarding houses; however, the payment of rent every fourteen days or fewer shall 
not by itself exempt any unit from coverage by this Chapter. 

 
C. Rental units in any college or school dormitory operated exclusively for educational 

purposes. 
 
D. Nursing home or charitable home for the aged, not organized or operated for profit. 

 
E. Apartment buildings as defined in 5.68.030.  

 
5.68.030 Definitions. 

A. “Apartment Building" means a building containing 3 or more dwelling units, each of 
which contain one or more rooms suitable for occupancy as a residence and that contain a 
kitchen and bathroom facilities. It does not include a single family residence, or a duplex, triplex, 
quadraplex as defined in 5.68.030, regardless of the number of dwelling units contained in the 
structure, or a fraternity or sorority house. 

 
B. "Assessed Value" means the phased-in full cash value established by the Maryland state 

department of assessments and taxation pursuant to the annotated code of Maryland, real 
property article, as adjusted every three years. 

 
C. "Base Rent Ceiling" means the maximum allowable rent established under 5.68.040. 
 
D. "Board" refers to the rent stabilization board established by Chapter 2.30. 
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E. "Dwelling Unit" means any room or group of rooms located within a structure and 
forming a single habitable unit, with facilities which are used or intended to be used for living, 
sleeping, cooking and eating purposes. 

 
1. "Duplex" means a single structure built to contain two single-family 

dwelling units separated by a vertical or horizontal party wall with each unit 
having its own separate exterior entrance(s) and designed for use as a principal 
dwelling. 

 
2. "Triplex" means a single structure built to contain three single-family 

dwelling units separated by vertical or horizontal party walls with each unit 
having its own separate exterior entrance(s) and designed for use as a principal 
dwelling. 

 
3. "Quadraplex" means a single structure built to contain four single-family 

dwelling units separated by vertical or horizontal party walls with each unit 
having its own separate exterior entrance(s) and designed for use as a principal 
dwelling. 

 
F. "Housing Services" include, but are not limited to, repairs; maintenance; painting; 

providing light, hot and cold water, elevator service, window shades and screens, and storage; 
providing kitchen, bath and laundry facilities and/or privileges; janitorial services; refuse 
removal; furnishings; telephone; parking facilities and any other benefit, privilege or facility 
connected with the use or occupancy of any rental unit. Services to a rental unit shall include a 
proportionate part of services provided to common facilities of the building in which the rental 
unit is contained. 

 
G. “Landlord" means an owner of record, lessor, sublessor or any other person or entity 

entitled to receive rent for the use or occupancy of any rental unit, or an agent, representative or 
successor of any of the foregoing. 

 
H. "Property" means a parcel of real property which is assessed and taxed as an undivided 

whole. 
 
I. "Rent" means the consideration, including any deposit, bonus, benefit, service rendered, 

or gratuity demanded or received in connection with the use or occupancy of rental units and the 
provision of housing services. Such consideration shall include, but is not limited to, monies and 
farm market value of goods or services rendered to, or for the benefit of, the landlord under a 
rental agreement. 
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J. "Rental Agreement" means an agreement, oral, written or implied, between a landlord 
and a tenant for use or occupancy of a rental unit and for housing services. 

 
K. "Rental Unit" means any building, structure, or part thereof, or land appurtenant thereto, 

or any other real or personal property rented or offered for rent for residential use or occupancy, 
located in the City of Salisbury, together with all housing services connected with use or 
occupancy of such property such as common areas and recreational facilities held out for use by 
the tenant. 

 
L. "Rent Ceiling" means the maximum allowable rent which a landlord may charge on any 

rental unit covered by Chapter 5.68. 
 
M. "Tenant" means any renter, tenant, subtenant, lessee, or sublessee of a rental unit, or 

successor to a renter's interest, or any group of tenants, subtenants, lessees, or sublessee of any 
rental unit, or any other person entitled to the use or occupancy of such rental unit. 
 
5.68.040 Establishment of rent ceiling. 

A. Beginning September 1, 2016, no landlord, entering into a new lease with a tenant, shall 
charge a monthly rent for any controlled rental unit in an amount more than: 

 
1. In the case of a single-family dwelling unit, (a) until July 1, 2017, 1% of the 

property's assessed value for property taxes, (b) from July 1, 2017 until June 30, 2018, .8% of 
the property’s assessed value for property taxes, or (c) after July 1, 2018, .6% of the 
property’s assessed value for property taxes. 

 
2. In the case of duplexes, triplexes and quadraplexes, the combined monthly rent 

for all rental units located therein shall not exceed (a) until July 1, 2017, 1.5% of the 
property's assessed value for property taxes, (b) from July 1, 2017 until June 30, 2018, 1.2% 
of the property’s assessed value for property taxes, (c) from July 1, 2018 until June 30, 2019, 
1.1% of the property’s assessed value for property taxes, (d) after July 1, 2019, 1% of the 
property’s assessed value for property taxes.  

 
3. Except as may be provided in 5.68.070, maximum rents of all controlled rental 

units shall be adjusted further to establish base rent levels consistent with principles of fair 
rents based on costs of operating each controlled rental unit, while assuring the owner a fair 
net operating income. 

 
B. Beginning in January 2019, and every three years thereafter, the City Council may 

reconsider the criteria for the establishment of rent ceilings, based, among other factors, on the 
triennial reassessments of properties in the city. 
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5.68.050  Registration. 
A. The board shall require all landlords subject to the Provisions of this chapter to file with 

the board by July 1, 2016, a rent registration statement for each rental unit covered by this 
chapter 

 
B. Landlords shall provide in their initial rent registration statement the following 

information: 
 

1. The address of each rental unit; 
2. The name and address of the landlord(s) and the managing agent, if any; 
3. The housing services provided for the rental unit; 
4. The rent in effect at the time of the adoption of this chapter; 
5. The maximum rent allowed pursuant to 5.68.040 above the amount of any 

deposits or other monies in addition to periodic rent demanded or received by the 
landlord in connection with the use or occupancy of the rental unit;  

6. And whether the rental unit is vacant or occupied. 
 

C. All rent registration statements provided by landlords in accordance with this chapter 
shall include an affidavit signed by the landlord declaring under penalty of perjury that the 
information provided in the rent registration statement is true and correct. 

 
D. The board shall provide forms for the registration information required by this section 

and shall make other reasonable efforts to facilitate the fulfillment of the requirements set forth 
in this section. 

 
E. Within thirty days after the filing of a rent registration statement, the board shall provide 

a true and correct copy of said statement to the occupant of the respective unit. 
 
F. A landlord shall register a dwelling unit within sixty days of the date on which it becomes 

converted by this chapter. This subsection shall also apply to new construction meeting the 
definition of rental units under section 5.68.030, and the base rent ceiling shall be initially 
calculated based upon the assessed value of the property after issuance of use and occupancy 
permit.  The base rent ceiling for dwelling units converted after the effective date of this chapter 
shall be based upon the assessment for the property in effect at the time of conversion, subject to 
adjustment as deemed appropriate by the board. 

 
G. No landlord shall be deemed to be in compliance with this section with respect to a given 

unit until the landlord has completed registration for all covered units in the same property. 
Registration shall be deemed complete when all required information has been provided. 
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H. Registration fees, for Rental of Residential Premises, as per Chapter 15.26, shall not be 
passed along to the tenants without the express, prior approval of the board. Under no 
circumstances shall penalties be passed along to tenants. 

 
5.68.060 Calculation of an annual increase in the regulated rent level. 

An annual rent stabilization allowance shall be established, effective on July 1 of each year. 
This rent stabilization allowance shall equal to one hundred percent (100%) of the "U.S. 
Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Price Index, All Urban Consumers," 
applied to the property's assessed value for property taxes. The rent stabilization allowance shall 
apply to all rental units subject to this chapter. 
 
5.68.070 Individual adjustments of rent ceilings.  

A. Petitions. Upon receipt of a petition by a landlord and/or tenant, the rent ceiling of 
individual controlled rental units may be adjusted upward or downward in accordance with the 
procedures set forth elsewhere in this section. The petition shall be on the form provided by the 
board. The board may set a reasonable per unit fee based upon the expenses of processing the 
petition to be paid by the petitioner at the time of filing. No petition shall be filed before July 1, 
2017. Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the board may refuse to hold a hearing 
and/or grant an individual rent ceiling adjustment for a rental unit if an individual hearing has 
been held and decision made with regard to the rent ceiling for such unit within the previous six 
months. 

 
B. Hearing procedure. The board shall enact rules and regulations governing hearings and 

appeals of individual adjustments of rent ceilings which shall include the following: 
 

1. Hearing. The board shall conduct a hearing regarding a petition for individual 
adjustments of rent ceilings and shall have the power to administer oaths and 
affirmations. 

2. Notice. The board shall notify the landlord if the petition was filed by the tenant, 
or the tenant, if the petition was filed by the landlord, of the receipt of such a 
petition and a copy thereof. 

3. Time of hearing. The board shall notify all parties as to the time, date and place of 
the hearing. 

4. Records. The board may require either party to an individual rent ceiling 
adjustment hearing to provide it with any books, records and papers deemed 
pertinent in addition to that information contained in registration statements. The 
board shall request the city to conduct a current building inspection if the board 
finds good cause to believe the board's current information does not reflect the 
current condition of the controlled rental unit. The tenant may request the board to 
order such an inspection prior to the date of the hearing. All documents required 
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under this section shall be made available to the parties involved prior to the 
hearing at the office of the board. In cases where information filed in a petition for 
an individual rent ceiling adjustment or in additional submissions filed at the 
request of the board is inadequate or false, no action shall be taken on said 
petition until the deficiency is remedied. 

5. Open hearings. All individual rent ceiling adjustment hearings shall be open to the 
public. 

6. Hearing record. The board shall make available for inspection and copying by any 
person an official record which shall constitute the exclusive record for decision 
on the issues at the hearing. The record of the hearing, or any part of one, shall be 
obtainable for the cost of copying. The record of the hearing shall include: all 
exhibits, papers and documents required to be filed or accepted into evidence 
during the proceedings; a list of participants present; a summary of all testimony 
accepted in the proceedings; a statement of all materials officially noticed; all 
recommended decisions, orders and/or rulings; all final decisions, orders and/or 
rulings, and the reasons for each final decision, order and/or ruling. Any party 
may have the proceeding tape recorded or otherwise transcribed at his or her own 
expense. 

7. Quantum of proof and notice of decision. No individual rent ceiling adjustment 
shall be granted unless supported by the preponderance of the evidence submitted 
at the hearing. All parties to a hearing shall be sent a notice of the decision and a 
copy of the findings of fact and law upon which said decision is based. At the 
same time, parties to the proceedings shall also be notified of their right to appeal 
and/or seek judicial review of the decision. 

8. Consolidation. All landlord petitions pertain to tenants in the same building shall 
be consolidated for hearing, and all petitions filed by tenants occupying the same 
building shall be consolidated for hearing unless there is a showing of good cause 
not to consolidate such petitions. 

9. Appeal. Any person aggrieved by the decision of the board may appeal the 
decision to the Mayor and City Council. An appeal to the Mayor and City Council 
shall be filed no later than thirty days from the notice of the decision of the board. 

All such appeals to the Mayor and City Council shall be on the record 
made before the board. On appeal, the Mayor and City Council shall affirm, 
reverse, remand, or modify the decision of the board. 

The Mayor and City Council may set a reasonable appeal fee to be paid by 
the appellant at the time of filing the appeal. 

10. Finality of decision. The decision of the board shall be the final decision of the 
board in the event of no appeal to the Mayor and City Council. The decision of 
the board shall not be stayed pending appeal; however, in the event that the 
Mayor and City Council reverses or modifies the decision of the board, the Mayor 
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and City Council shall order the appropriate party to make retroactive payments to 
restore the parties to the position they would have occupied had the board's 
decision been the same as that of the Mayor and City Council. 

11. Time for decision. The rules and regulations adopted by the board shall provide 
for final board action on any individual rent adjustment petition within one 
hundred and twenty days following the date of filing of the individual rent ceiling 
adjustment petition, unless the conduct of the petitioner or other good cause is 
responsible for the delay. 

 
C. In making individual adjustments of the rent ceiling, the board shall consider the 

purposes of this chapter and shall specifically consider all relevant factors, including (but 
not limited to): 

 
1. Increases or decreases in property taxes; 
2. Unavoidable increases or any decreases in maintenance and operating expenses; 
3. The cost of planned or completed capital improvements to the rental unit (as 

distinguished from ordinary repair, replacement and maintenance) where such 
capital improvements are necessary to bring the property into compliance or 
maintain compliance with applicable local code requirements affecting health and 
safety, and where such capital improvement costs are properly amortized over the 
life of the improvement; 

4. Increases or decreases in the number of tenants occupying the rental unit, living 
space, furniture, furnishings, equipment, or other housing services provided, or 
occupancy rules; 

5. Substantial deterioration of the controlled rental unit other than as a result of 
normal wear and tear; 

6. Failure on the part of the landlord to provide adequate housing services, or to 
comply substantially with applicable state rental housing laws, local housing, 
health and safety codes, or the rental agreement; 

7. The landlord's rate of return on investment. In determining such return, all 
relevant factors, including but not limited to the following shall be considered: the 
landlord's actual cash down payment, method of financing the property, and any 
federal or state tax benefits accruing to landlord as a result of ownership of the 
property; 

8. Whether or not the property was acquired or is held as a long-term or short-term 
investment; and 

9. Whether or not the landlord has received rent in violation of the terms of this 
chapter or has otherwise failed to comply with the chapter. 

It is the intent of this chapter that individual upward adjustments in the rent 
ceilings on units be made only when the landlord demonstrates that such 
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adjustments are necessary to provide the landlord with a fair return on investment. 
 

D. No individual upward adjustment of a rent ceiling shall be authorized by the board by 
reason of increased interest or other expenses resulting from the landlord's refinancing the rental 
unit if, at the time the landlord refinanced, the landlord could reasonably have foreseen that such 
increased expenses could not be covered by the rent schedule then in existence, except where 
such refinancing is necessary for the landlord to make capital improvements. This paragraph 
shall only apply to that portion of the increased expenses resulting from the refinancing that were 
reasonably foreseeable at the time of the refinancing of the rental unit and shall only apply to 
rental units refinanced after the date of adoption of this chapter. 

 
E. Except for cases of individual hardship, no individual upward adjustment of a rent ceiling 

shall be authorized by the board because of the landlord's increased interest or other expenses 
resulting from the sale of the property, if at the time the landlord acquired the property, the 
landlord could have reasonably foreseen that such increased expenses would not be covered by 
the rent schedule then in effect. This subsection shall only apply to rental units acquired after the 
date of adoption of this chapter. 

 
F. No upward adjustment of an individual rent ceiling shall be authorized by the board 

under this section if the landlord: 
 

1. Has continued to fail to comply, after order of the board, with any provisions of 
this chapter and/or orders or regulations issued thereunder by the board, or 

2. Has failed to bring the rental unit into compliance with the implied warranty of 
habitability. The board has the authority to request an inspection of the property in 
order to ensure that the landlord is in compliance. 

 
G. The board may make individual upward adjustments to the rent ceiling when the landlord 

and tenant enter into a lease-to-own or rent-to-own contract whereby the tenant’s monthly rent 
payments, less property taxes due and any maintenance costs borne by the landlord, reduce the 
eventual purchase price of the property. If the board makes such an adjustment, and the landlord 
or tenant terminate the contract at a later date, the landlord must reimburse the tenant the 
difference between the adjusted rent and the rent otherwise due under this chapter. 

 
H. Allowable rent increases pursuant to an individual upward adjustment of the rent ceiling 

shall become effective only after the landlord gives the tenant at least a thirty day written notice 
of such rent increase and the notice period expires. 

 
I. If the board makes a downward individual adjustment of the rent ceiling, such rent 

decrease shall take effect no later than thirty days after the effective date set by the board for the 
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downward adjustment. 
 

J. No provision of this chapter shall be applied so as to prohibit the board from granting an 
individual rent adjustment that is demonstrated necessary by the landlord to provide the landlord 
with a fair return on investment. 
 
5.68.080 Municipal infraction. Notification of violations; hearings. 

A. Notice; fine. 
 

1. Whenever the Neighborhood Services and Code Compliance Director determines 
that there are reasonable grounds to believe that there has been a violation of any 
provision of this article or of any rule or regulation adopted pursuant thereto, 
he/she shall give notice of such alleged violation to the person or persons 
responsible therefor, as hereinafter provided. Such notice shall: 

 
i. Be put in writing. 

ii. Include a statement of the reasons why it is being issued. 
iii. State a reasonable time for the performance of any act it requires. 
iv. Served upon the owner or ids/her agent or the occupant or the operator, as 

the case may require, provided that such notice shall be deemed to be 
properly served upon such owner or agent or upon such occupant or 
operator if a copy thereof is sent by certified mail to his/her last known 
address or if a copy is posted in a conspicuous place in or about the rental 
unit affected by the notice or if he/she served with such notice by any other 
method authorized or required under the laws of this state. 

v. Contain the following items: 
1. An outline of remedial action to be taken to effect 
compliance with the provisions of this article and with rules and 
regulations adopted pursuant thereto. 
2. The requirement that the violation must be fully corrected 
within 30 days from the date of the notice and that, in the event that 
he/she fails to do so within the thirty-day period, a citation shall be 
delivered to him/her in accordance Chapter 1.16 of the Salisbury 
Code. In the event that he/she elects not to stand trial for the 
violation and the violation is not fully corrected within the following 
thirty-day period, a second citation shall be delivered to him/her in 
accordance with Chapter 1.16 of the Salisbury Code. For each 
successive thirty-day period in which he/she elects not to stand trial 
for the violation and the violation is not fully corrected, an 
additional citation shall be delivered to him/her advising him/her of 
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the imposition of an additional fine in compliance with Chapter 
1.16. 

 
2. The public services department is authorized to seek injunctive relief when the 

situation so warrants. 
 

B. Any person affected by any notice or order which has been issued in connection with the 
enforcement of any provision of this article may request and shall be granted a hearing on 
the matter by the board, provided that such person shall, within 10 days after service of a 
notice or order, file in the office of the public services director a signed, written notice of 
appeal, requesting a hearing and setting forth a brief statement of the reasons therefor 
upon receipt of such notice of appeal, the public services director shall forthwith notify 
the board, and the board shall set a time and place for such hearing and shall give the 
person appealing and the public services director notice thereof. The board shall 
determine such appeals as promptly as practicable. 
 

C. After such hearing, the board may affirm, amend, modify or withdraw the notice or order 
appealed from. The decision of the board shall constitute an order, and any person who 
shall fail, refuse or neglect to comply with any such order shall be guilty of violating the 
provisions of this article. 
 

D. The decision of the board shall in all cases be final, except that any party directly 
aggrieved by a decision of the board may, provided that he/she does so within 30 days 
after the rendering of such decision, appeal to a court of record of competent jurisdiction 
for a further review, and the findings of fact of such board shall be conclusive and such 
review shall be limited solely to errors of law and questions of constitutionality. The 
decision of the board in any case on appeal shall be stayed pending a decision of the 
court. 

 
5.68.090 Hardship exemption. 

A. The board may grant temporary exemption from the provisions of this chapter to an 
owner of not more than one single family dwelling units, if it determines that said owner 
would otherwise experience extreme financial hardship because of mortgage or financial 
obligations related to/the property incurred before the effective date of this act. 
 

B. A temporary exemption under this section may be granted for a period not to exceed two 
years, renewable upon petition. 

 
C. The board shall inform all affected tenants of a landlord's petition for exemption under 

this section. Upon request of one or more affected tenant, the board or its 
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Designee shall hold an administrative hearing to determine the facts of the petition. 

 
5.68.100 Partial invalidity. 

If any provision of this chapter or application thereof is held to be invalid, this invalidity 
shall not affect other provisions or applications of this chapter which can be given effect without 
the invalid provisions or applications, and to this end the provisions and applications of this 
chapter are severable. 

 
5.68.110 Nonwaiverability. 

Any provision in a rental agreement which waives or modifies any provision of this chapter 
is contrary to public policy and void. 

 
5.68.120 Judicial review. 

A landlord or tenant aggrieved by any action or decision of the board may, within 30 
days of the board's decision seek judicial review in a court of appropriate jurisdiction. Appeal of 
any decision of the board shall be made in accordance with the Maryland rules. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Ordinance. _________ 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SALISBURY, MARYLAND AMENDING CHAPTER 
2, ADMINISTRATION AND PERSONEL, OF THE CITY CODE BY ADDING CHAPTER 
2.30 FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABILISHING A RENT STABILIZATION BOARD. 

 
WHEREAS, pursuant to MD Code Ann., Local Government Article, §5-204(f) and §5-

212(b), and the Salisbury Charter Article 5 §1(A)(3), the City of Salisbury, Maryland 
(hereinafter, the "city") has the power to pass such ordinances to regulate rents in the city ; and 

WHEREAS, according to 2013 American Community Survey, a publication of the U.S. 
Census Bureau, the City of Salisbury had a total of 11,572 housing units in 2013 (not including 
those beds in Salisbury University dormitories, or the public/private partnership housing on 
Salisbury University owned land, known as University Park); and 

WHEREAS, the above cited 2013 survey reported an owner occupancy rate of 33.9% for 
Salisbury; and 

WHEREAS, in 2013, renters occupied 7375 units or 65.1%, of the city's conventional 
housing units; and 

WHEREAS, in 2013, the city's median monthly gross rent was $994 compared to the 
national rate of $900; and 

WHEREAS, in 2013, 59% of the renters in the city of Salisbury paid more than 30% of 
their household income for rent. 

WHEREAS, with higher rents being charged in the city of Salisbury than in Wicomico 
county for comparable housing units, renters in the city are faced with spending an ever-
increasing percentage of their household income for rent; and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council finds that the cost of rental housing in the city 
is abnormally high; and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council further finds that there is a substantial and ever 
increasing shortage of decent rental housing accommodations, especially for families, 
households of low and moderate income and those on fixed incomes, in the city; and 

WHEREAS, with such a large percent of rental properties in the city, the city loses 
income taxes and motor vehicle taxes not paid by a large portion of the renters; accordingly, the 
owner-occupied properties subsidize rental properties ; and 

WHEREAS, rental properties artificially inflate the value of property in the city, thereby 
adversely affecting the owner occupied properties and leading to unstable neighborhoods; and 

WHEREAS, the current rental market in the city poses a threat to the public health, safety 
and welfare of the citizens of the city of Salisbury; and WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council 
deem the protection of the city's stock of owner-occupied housing to be a legitimate public 
purpose ; and 



WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council deem it to be in the best interest of the city to 
adopt a rent stabilization program in order to ensure the availability and maintenance of 
affordable housing in the city, to protect the standard of living of all city residents, and finally to 
strengthen and stabilize the city's neighborhoods; and 

WHEREAS, a rent stabilization program requires a rent stabilization board to administer it.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SALISBURY, MARYLAND THAT CHAPTER 2, ADMINISTRATION AND PERSONEL, BE 
AMENDED BY ADDING CHAPTER 2.30 FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABILISHING A 
RENT STABILIZATION BOARD. 
  



 
Chapter 2.30 

Rent Stabilization Board 
Sections: 

2.30.010 Establishment. 
2.30.020 Composition. 
2.30.030 Terms of office.  
2.30.040 Conflict of interest. 
2.30.050 Meetings. 
2.30.060 Officers.  
2.30.070 Consultants. 
2.30.080 Bylaws. 
2.30.090 Powers and duties. 
2.30.100 Rules and regulations.  
2.30.110 Quorum. 
2.30.120 Voting.  
2.30.130 Staff.  
2.30.140 Authority to request rental registration information. 
 

2.30.010 Establishment. 
There is hereby created a city rent stabilization board. 
 

2.30.020 Composition. 
The rent stabilization board shall be composed of seven (7) members, six (6) of whom 

shall hold no other office or position in the city government with pay or compensation. One 
member of the board shall be the housing official or his designee. The remaining six members 
shall be appointed by the Mayor and City Council. The members of the board must reside in the 
city. The Mayor and City Council shall assure that there is representation from each of the city's 
five council districts on the board. Vacancies shall be filled by the Mayor and City Council for 
any unexpired portion of a term. Members shall have an interest in housing issues and some 
knowledge of landlord-tenant laws of the state of Maryland. At least one member of the board 
should be a tenant and one member of the board should be a landlord.  

 
2.30.030 Terms of office. 

Appointment to the rent stabilization board shall be for four-year terms. However, 
initially, two of the members shall be given three-year terms, and the other two shall be given 
four-year terms, to allow for staggered terms among the membership. 

 
2.30.040 Conflict of interest. 



Members of the board shall disclose to the board any conflict of interest, as that term is 
understood in §15-801 et. Seq. of the State Government Article of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland, as amended, and the Salisbury ethics code, as defined in Chapter 2.04 of the Salisbury 
City code, and shall refrain from voting or taking action on any such matter. Members shall not 
be disqualified from exercising any of their powers and duties on the grounds of a conflict of 
interest solely on the basis of their status as a landlord or tenant. However, a member shall be 
disqualified from ruling on a petition for an individual adjustment of a rent ceiling under Chapter 
5.68, where the member is either the landlord of the property or a tenant residing in the property 
that is involved in the petition. Clarification and recommendations concerning situations can be 
requested of the city ethics commission. 

 
2.30.050 Meetings. 

The rent stabilization board shall meet not less than monthly, unless otherwise 
determined by the board, at a time, date and public place set by it. A special meeting of the board 
may be called at the request of the chairperson or the written request of a majority of the 
members. The request for a special meeting shall state the purpose of the meeting and the matters 
proposed for action. Minutes of the meetings shall be kept and promptly made available to the 
Mayor and City Council. 

 
2.30.060 Officers. 

The board, by a majority vote thereof, shall elect annually a chairperson and vice-
chairperson from its membership. The chairperson shall preside at all meetings of the board. In 
the chairperson's absence, the vice-chairperson shall preside at meetings of the board. The 
chairperson and the vice-chairperson may perform such other duties as the board may agree 
upon. The housing official may not serve as either the chairperson or vice-chairperson. 

 
2.30.070 Consultants. 

The board may recommend to the Mayor and City Council the hiring of such technical 
consultants, as may be necessary from time to time to carry out its duties. Such recommendations 
shall follow normal city procedures for the hiring of consultants. 

 
2.30.080 Bylaws. 

The board shall promptly adopt written bylaws, subject to the approval of the Mayor and 
City Council. 

 
2.30.090 Powers and duties. 

The duties of the rent stabilization board are as follows: 
A. To carry out the provisions of Chapter 5.68 and to promulgate such policies, rules, 

and regulations as will further the purposes and provisions of Chapter 5.68. The board shall 
publicize its rules and regulations prior to promulgation in at least one newspaper of general 



circulation in the City of Salisbury. All such policies, rules and regulations shall be forwarded to 
the Mayor and City Council for its approval prior to becoming effective. 

 
B. To recommend to the city for adoption, such ordinances as may be necessary to 

carry out the purposes of Chapter 5.68. 
 
C. To make such studies, surveys and investigations, and to conduct such hearings 

and obtain such information as it deems necessary in administering and enforcing Chapter 5.68, 
and the regulations and orders promulgated hereunder. 

 
D. To conduct public hearings, administer oaths and affirmations, and to request 

persons to attend and testify as a witness before the board and to produce any and all necessary 
relevant documents. Any person who rents or offers for rent or acts as broker or agent for the 
rental of any rental unit may be required to furnish under oath any information required by the 
board and to produce records and other documents and reports. 

 
E. To provide analysis and input relative to any issue referred to it by the Mayor and 

City Council. 
 
F. To determine and set rent levels, whether through general or individual 

adjustments, of any unit subject to Chapter 5.68. 
 
G.  Make adjustments in the rent ceiling in accordance with Chapter 5.68. 
 
H. Set rents at fair and equitable levels in view of and in order to achieve the 

purposes of Chapter 5.68. 
 
I. Report annually to the Mayor and City Council on the status of rental housing 

units covered by Chapter 5.68. 
 
J. Request the City Council to remove rent controls for specific properties under 

exceptional circumstances, as determined by the board. 
 
K. Other powers conferred on the board by the Mayor and City Council that are 

necessary to carry out the purposes of city code, Chapter 5.68 which are not inconsistent with the 
terms of this chapter. 
 
2.30.100 Rules and regulations. 

All rules and regulations, decisions, orders, and policies of the board shall be kept in the 
city clerk's office and shall be available to the public for inspection and copying. The board shall 



also maintain and keep in the city clerk's office all hearing dockets, which shall be available for 
public inspection. 

 
2.30.110 Quorum. 

Three commissioners shall constitute a quorum for the board. 
 

2.30.120  Voting. 
The affirmative vote of three members of the board is required for a decision, including 

all motions, rules, regulations, and orders of the board. 
 

2.30.130 Staff. 
The city's Department of Neighborhood Services and Code Compliance shall assist the 

board as necessary, be responsible for making arrangements for and providing notification of any 
meetings or public hearings, presenting relevant reports or information, providing appropriate 
resource materials, keeping the minutes of the board, and shall have custody and control over all 
of the documents generated by the board. 

 
2.30.140 Authority to request rental registration information. 

The board shall have the authority to request from the Department of Neighborhood 
Services and Code Compliance any and all information on rental properties, including, but not 
limited to, the information required to rent a residence under Chapter 15.26. The board may also 
require landlords to provide current information supplementing their registration statements as 
required under both Chapter 5.68.050 and Chapter 15.26. 
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There is a Rational Basis for Rent Stabilization in College Park, MD 

Executive Summary 
 
A review of available literature coupled with an analysis of College Park-specific data 
strongly suggests that there is a rational basis for a rent stabilization program in the City 
of College Park.  The Program is likely to be conducive to the following desired policy 
outcomes: 
 

• stable rents that promote housing affordability; 
• enhanced homeownership; and 
• fewer violations of the City Code. 
 

Background 
 
Sage Policy Group, Inc. (SPG) was asked to determine whether a rational basis for rent 
stabilization exists in the City of College Park.  Factors considered by SPG include rent 
trends, the acceleration of conversion of owner-occupied single-family housing to rental 
units, and the concentration of Code violations in the single-family residential rental 
stock.  SPG also conducted an extensive literature review documenting the impact of rent 
stabilization efforts in other markets. 
 
The rent stabilization program will be designed to achieve or promote the realization of 
the following goals:   
 

• encourage the availability of housing for households of all income levels;  
• preserve, maintain and improve existing housing; and 
• strengthen College Park neighborhoods by reducing the number of single-family 

homes that become rental properties. 
 
The draft rent stabilization program established in the draft ordinance would create a 
Rent Stabilization Board composed of seven members appointed by the Mayor and City 
Council.  Among the Board’s principal duties would be to determine and set rent levels 
fairly and equitably, require registration of all rental units, and make adjustments to the 
rent ceiling. 
 
The rent stabilization program will apply to single-family homes that have been or will be 
converted to rental units.  Numerous housing categories are exempt. 
 
Findings 
 
Regional college towns consistently share a set of housing challenges.  In College Park, 
MD, Charlottesville, VA and Chapel Hill, NC, there is a pattern of declining 
homeownership, diminished housing affordability, and rising code violations.  For 
instance, in Charlottesville, owner-occupied units declined fully 38 percent over an eight-
year period.1  In Chapel Hill, only 18 percent of homes sold in the area were deemed 
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1 Rubin, D. “City fights to keep local homeowners.”  Cavalier Daily, September 1999. 



affordable in 2003.2  Chapel Hill also reports that nearly a third of its nuisance complaints 
occurred in rental conversions most proximate to the central part of campus.3  College 
Park’s draft rental stabilization program attempts to deal with these trends directly by 
creating greater incentive to maintain housing as owner-occupied and by limiting annual 
rates of rent increase.  
 
Declining Homeownership in College Park 
 
The City of College Park has experienced a decline in homeownership rates over the past 
four years.  Estimates for 2004 indicate that 57.4 percent of the City’s occupied units are 
owner-occupied, down from 59.2 percent in 2000.4  Consequently, renter occupied units 
in College Park have increased from 40.8 percent in 2000 to 42.6 percent in 2004. 
 
College Park’s current 57.4 percent homeownership rate is lower than current rates for 
Prince George’s County (63.1%), Maryland (68.8%) and the United States (69.2%).5   
By reducing the incentive to convert owner-occupied housing into rental housing, the 
draft rent stabilization program supports higher homeownership by promoting greater 
supply of housing stock available for owner-occupancy. 
 
Reinforcement of homeownership is arguably the most compelling aspect of the College 
Park draft rent stabilization program.  As is the case in all large university towns, College 
Park’s ability to house its student population is of paramount concern.  However, 
policymakers should identify ways to house students that generate the least social 
opportunity cost (i.e., the cost of low owner occupancy).   
 
Recent trends indicate that students are increasingly being housed in formerly owner-
occupied housing.  From a social perspective, housing students in this manner is 
inefficient.  The broader community suffers the social cost of diminished 
homeownership; a loss that the market transaction fails to capture.   
 
Rather than forego the social benefits of broad homeownership, College Park should 
consider policies that allow students to occupy units developed specifically for rental 
purposes.  This strategy would minimize the opportunity cost of foregone owner 
occupancy.  If enacted, the draft rent stabilization program would contribute to 
minimizing this social opportunity cost, thereby unleashing greater efficiencies in 
College Park, Maryland’s housing market. 
 
Rents are Higher in College Park, MD 
 
Although College Park’s median household income is lower than that of Prince George’s 
County, the Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Area and Maryland, the City’s average rent 
is higher.  U.S. Census data indicate that median monthly rent in College Park was $791 

                                                 
2 Chapel Hill Community Indicators 2004 Data Book at page S-5. 
3 Chapel Hill Community Indicators 2004 Data Book at page S-8. 
4 ACCRA fka American Chamber of Commerce Researchers Association. 
5 Id. 
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in 2000.6  This compares to $700/month in Prince George’s County, $763/month in the 
Washington, D.C. MSA7 and $620/month in Maryland. 
 
The share of units that rent for $1,000 or more a month is also higher in College Park.  
Roughly 30 percent of College Park’s rental units rented for $1,000 or more a month in 
2000,8 up from 10 percent in 1990.  This compares to a 7.4 percent share in Prince 
George’s County, a 19.7 percent share in the D.C. Metro area and a 9.2 percent share in 
Maryland.  College Park’s rent stabilization program promotes the ongoing presence of a 
stock of housing that is affordable to students and permanent residents alike.   
 
Code Violations are Concentrated in the Residential Rental Stock 
 
In 2004, the average number of first notice violations per residential rental unit was 0.78.  
Owner occupied units reported roughly 0.21 first notice code violations per unit in 2004.   
On a per unit basis, therefore, residential rental units generate 3.7 times more violations 
than owner occupied ones.  By limiting the number of residential rental conversion, the 
City of College Park’s rent stabilization program will likely contribute to fewer violations 
and thereby reduce the cost of code enforcement. 
 
The Literature on Rent Stabilization is Inconclusive 
 
Though available literature focused on rent stabilization is in short supply, the literature 
that exists is highly contradictory.  Although there is research to support the notion that 
rent stabilization produces diminished housing maintenance, diminished levels of new 
construction and diminished tax revenues, there is credible, peer-reviewed research that 
rebuts each of these conclusions. 
 
Leading researchers in the field find no consistent relationship between controlled and 
uncontrolled markets with respect to the quality of housing maintenance.  Kutty (1996) 
found that in certain instances, housing maintenance could actually be greater in 
controlled housing stock. 
 
Moreover, the draft College Park plan includes several provisions that reduce the 
potential negative impact on housing maintenance.  These provisions include Board 
consideration of landlord cost of maintenance and landlord rate of return. 
 
Downs (1988)9 concludes that there is “no persuasive evidence that [rent] controls 
significantly reduce construction.”10  Some researchers believe other factors, including 
cyclicality in the local economy, provide better explanations for shifts in the pace of 
construction over time.11 

                                                 
6 2000 data are the most current reliable data available. 
7 Metropolitan Statistical Area. 
8 Id. 
9 Anthony Downs is Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution. 
10 Downs, A. (1988).  Residential Rent Controls: An Evaluation.  Urban Land Institute. 
11 Arnott, R. (1995) at p. 112 
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It should be noted that College Park’s draft rent stabilization program will exempt most 
forms of new construction.  The Program will specifically exempt apartment buildings, 
rental units in any college or school dormitory operated exclusively for educational 
purposes, and hotels, motels and inns (§127-2B-E).  The rent stabilization program would 
primarily affect already constructed housing and therefore its impact on the level of new 
construction is likely to be minimal. 
 
Because the impact of rent stabilization on housing maintenance and the level of new 
construction is unclear, no prediction can be made with respect to its impact on local tax 
revenues.  Indeed, to the extent that the rent stabilization program produces greater home 
ownership, the Program may actually increase residential values by promoting greater 
investment in owner-occupied units and by generating an environment with fewer Code 
violations. 
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A. Introduction 
 
Purpose 
 
Sage Policy Group, Inc. (SPG) was asked to determine whether a rational basis for rent 
stabilization exists in the City of College Park.  The City is currently contemplating 
whether to introduce a rent stabilization program.  The City has developed a draft 
ordinance that outlines the features and parameters of a possible rent stabilization 
program.  SPG used this draft ordinance to help frame relevant issues. 
 
Potential factors considered by SPG include rent trends, the acceleration of conversion of 
owner-occupied housing to rental units, and the concentration of Code violations in the 
residential rental stock.  SPG also conducted an extensive literature review documenting 
the impact of rent stabilization efforts in other markets. 
 
The City of College Park’s Draft Rent Stabilization Program 
 
The draft program is outlined in a document marked “For Discussion Purposes Only” 
(2004), and includes proposed amendments to the City of College Park’s Code.12  These 
amendments would affect Chapters 15, 127 and 110.  These amendments are summarized 
below: 
 
Chapter 15 – Boards, Commissions and Committees 
 
The rent stabilization program would create a Rent Stabilization Board composed of 
seven members appointed by the Mayor and City Council.  Each of the city’s four council 
districts would be represented.  At least two members of the Board should be tenants and 
two should be landlords.  Board members shall be appointed to three-year terms, though 
initially term lengths will vary in order to stagger board membership.  Five 
commissioners shall constitute a quorum for the board.  The affirmative vote of four 
members of the board is required for a decision, including all motions, rules, regulations, 
and orders of the board.13 
 
Among the principal duties of the Board would be to “determine and set rent levels, 
whether through general or individual adjustments, of any unit” subject to the 
Ordinance.14  The Board shall also “require registration of all rental units” subject to the 
Ordinance.15  The Board is also to make adjustments in the rent ceiling in accordance 

                                                 
12 The document is distinguished by a preamble that reads,  “Ordinance of the Mayor and Council of the 
City of College Park Maryland, Amending City Code, Chapter 15 “Boards, Commissions and Committees” 
to Add Article IX to Create a Rent Stabilization Board, Enacting City Code, Chapter 127 “Rent 
Stabilization” to Establish a Rent Stabilization Program in the city of College Park, and Amending City 
Code, Chapter 110 “Fees and Penalties” to Establish the Fees and Penalties Associated with the Rent 
Stabilization Program”.  For purposes of this discussion, the document shall be referred to as “The 
Ordinance”. 
13 Ordinance, p. 10. 
14 Id. at p. 8-9. 
15 Id. at 9 
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with §127, act fairly and equitably in view of and in order to achieve the purposes of 
§127, and report annually to the Mayor and City Council on the status of rental housing 
units covered by §127. 
 
Chapter 127 – Rent Stabilization 
 
Among the stated purposes of Chapter 127 are: 
 

• To encourage the availability of housing for households of all income levels, and 
to preserve, maintain and improve existing housing; 

• To strengthen College Park neighborhoods by reducing the number of single-
family homes that are rental properties; and 

• To encourage private investment by homeowners consistent with a 
neighborhood’s character. 

 
The stated motivation of the Ordinance is to counter a pattern of “steadily rising rents” 
and a “shortage of affordable well-maintained housing”.16  The language of the 
Ordinance also refers to the “rate of deterioration of the existing housing stock” and that 
this situation “poses a threat to the public health, safety and welfare of the citizens of the 
City of College Park”.17 
 
Chapter 127 applies to all real property that is being rented or is available for rent for 
residential purposes in whole or in part with the following exceptions: 
 

• property owned by the State of Maryland or the Federal Government; 
• rental units that are rented primarily to transient guests for use or occupancy for 

fewer than fourteen consecutive days in establishments such as hotels, motels, 
inns, tourist homes, and rooming and boarding houses; however, the payment of 
rent every fourteen days or fewer shall not by itself exempt any unit from 
coverage by this chapter; 

• rental units in any college or school dormitory operated exclusively for 
educational purposes; 

• nursing home or charitable home for the aged, not organized or operated for 
profit; and 

• apartment buildings (containing 3 or more dwelling units; does not include a 
triplex, quadraplex or fraternity/sorority house).18 

 
For properties that are not exempt, Chapter 127 establishes the criteria for setting the 
maximum per month rent which may be charged in a given year.19 
 
An annual rent stabilization allowance would be established effective on July 1 of each 
year.  The allowance shall equal one hundred percent of the consumer price index as 
                                                 
16 Id. at 13. 
17 Id. 
18 Id. at 14. 
19 Id. at 17. 
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specified in the Department of Public Services’ regulations.  The rent stabilization 
allowance would apply to all rent units subject to this chapter. 
 
Landlords and tenants may petition the Board to adjust the rent ceiling of an individual 
controlled unit.  The Board shall conduct a hearing regarding a petition for individual 
adjustments of the rent ceiling.  No individual rent ceiling adjustment will be granted 
unless “supported by the preponderance of the evidence submitted at the hearing”.20 
 
In its deliberations, the Board is to consider all relevant factors, including but not limited 
to: 
 

• increases or decreases in property taxes; 
• unavoidable increases or any decreases in maintenance and operating expenses; 
• the cost of planned or completed capital improvements to the rental unit (as 

distinguished from ordinary repair, replacement and maintenance) where such 
capital improvements are necessary to bring the property into compliance or 
maintain compliance with applicable local code requirements affecting health and 
safety, and where such capital improvement costs are properly amortized over the 
life of the improvement; 

• increases or decreases in the number of tenants occupying the rental unit, living 
space, furniture, furnishings equipment, or other housing services provided or 
occupy rules; 

• substantial deterioration of the controlled rental unit other than as a result of 
normal wear and tear; 

• failure on the part of the landlord to provide adequate housing services, or to 
comply substantially with applicable state rental housing laws, local housing, 
health and safety codes, or the rental agreement; 

• the pattern of recent rent increases or decreases; 
• the landlord’s rate of return on investment.  In determining such return, all 

relevant factors, including but not limited to the following shall be considered: the 
landlord’s actual cash down payment, method of financing the property, and any 
federal or state tax benefits accruing to landlord as a result of ownership of the 
property; 

• whether or not the property was acquired or is held as long-term or short-term 
investment; and 

• whether or not the landlord has received rent in violation of the terms of this 
chapter or has otherwise failed to comply with the chapter.   

 
Chapter 127 states that “it is the intent of this chapter that individual upward adjustments 
in the rent ceilings on units be made only when the landlord demonstrates that such 
adjustments are necessary to provide the landlord with a fair return on investment.”21 
Chapter 127 also states that whenever the Public Services Director determines there are 
reasonable grounds to believe that there has been a violation of any provision of the rent 

                                                 
20 Id. at 24. 
21 Id. at 26-28. 
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stabilization program, notice shall be given to the person or persons responsible.  The 
Public Services Department is authorized to seek injunctive relief if the situation 
warrants.22 
 
Chapter 110 – Fees and Penalties 
 
The Ordinance allows for the following fees. 
 

• §127-5: Registration Fee 
• §127-8: Fee for Petitions for Individual Adjustments of Rent Ceilings &  

  Fee for Appeal of Board Decision to the Mayor and City Council 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
22 Id. at 31-32. 

 10



B. Relevant Residential Attributes of and Trends in College Park, Maryland 
 
Status as a University Town 
 
College Park, Maryland is home to one of the most recognized public universities in the 
United States, the University of Maryland at College Park (UMCP).  Enrollment at 
UMCP for the fall of 2004 totaled 34,933, up from 34,801 students in fall 2002.  
Approximately 72 percent (25,140) of total students in 2004 were undergraduates.23 
 
According to the University, roughly 8,095 (33%) undergraduates live in on-campus 
dormitories or apartments.  The remaining 17,045 students live off-campus and commute 
to school.24  The number of University of Maryland students who live off-campus but 
reside in the City of College Park is unclear.  College Park’s 2004 population is estimated 
at 26,002.25 
 
Estimates for 2004 indicate that roughly 27 percent of College Park’s population is 
between 20 and 24 years of age.  Prince George’s County’s share of 20 to 24 year olds is 
estimated at 7.1 percent for 2004.  Maryland’s share is estimated at 6.4 percent. 
 
Homeownership Rates are Lower in College Park 
 
Estimates for 2004 indicate that roughly 57.4 percent of College Park’s occupied housing 
units are owner occupied, with 42.6 percent renter occupied.  Ownership rates in College 
Park have fallen over the past four years, with owner occupied housing units making up 
59.2 percent of all housing units in 2000 (with 40.8 percent being renter occupied).26 
 
Opposing trends have been experienced in Prince George’s County, in Maryland and in 
the United States.  In 2000, Prince George’s County reported a 61.8 percent ownership 
rate and 38.2 percent renter occupied rate.  By 2004, the County’s homeownership rate is 
estimated to have risen to 63.1 percent, with the renter occupied share falling to 36.9 
percent (please see Table 3). 
 
Maryland also experienced an increase in owner occupied units and a decrease in renter 
occupied units over the past four years.  Ownership rates in Maryland are estimated to 
have increased from 67.7 percent in 2000 to 68.8 in 2004.  Correspondingly, renter 
occupied rates in Maryland are estimated to have declined from 32.3 percent in 2000 to 
31.2 percent in 2004.  The 2004Q4 homeownership rate estimate for the nation is 69.2 
percent, up from 68.6 percent in 2003Q4.  The table below shows the comparison of 
housing unit breakdown for College Park, Prince George’s County and Maryland 
between 2000 and 2004. 
 

                                                 
23 University of Maryland, College Park. 
24 Id. 
25 ACCRA data subscribed to by SPG. 
26 ACCRA data subscribed to by SPG. 
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 Table 1: Housing Unit Breakdown in College Park, Prince George’s County and 
Maryland, 2000 vs. 2004 Estimates27 

Area Owner Share of 
Occupied Housing 

Units-2000

Owner Share of 
Occupied Housing 

Units-2004 
Estimates

Renter Share of 
Occupied Housing 

Units-2000 

Renter Share of 
Occupied Housing 

Units-2004

College Park, 
MD 

59.2% 57.4% 40.8% 42.6%

Prince George’s 
County 

61.8% 63.1% 38.2% 36.9%

Maryland 67.7% 68.8% 32.3% 31.2%

 
While the total number of owner-occupied units has been increasing in College Park, this 
rate of increase has fallen short of the corresponding renter-occupied unit increase.  
Between 2000 and 2004, owner-occupied units are estimated to have increased 7.9 
percent while renter-occupied units grew 16.3 percent.  This trend toward renter-occupied 
housing in College Park is of recent origin.  Between 1990 and 2000, total renter-
occupied housing units decreased 3.6 percent while owner-occupied units increased 3.4 
percent over the same time period. 
 
Rental Conversions are Accelerating 
 
According to the most recent data from the City of College Park (December 1st, 2004), 
there are currently 970 single-family homes being utilized as rental units, which equates 
to roughly 15 percent of the City’s estimated occupied housing units in 2004.28  From 
April 1997 to December 2004, the number of single-family rental units increased roughly 
49 percent.  The greatest increase in rental conversions has been over the past two years, 
with a monthly growth rate of 0.92 percent between July 2002 and December 2004.   The 
monthly growth rate of rental conversions between April 1997 and July 2002 was 
approximately 0.21 percent. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
27 ACCRA data subscribed to by SPG. 
28 City of College Park Code Enforcement Division; ACCRA data subscribed to by SPG. 
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Figure 1: Monthly Growth Rate of Rental Conversions in College Park,  
April 1997-July 2002 vs. July 2002-December 2004 
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Housing Affordability is Lower in College Park, MD 
 
According to U.S. Census data, median rent in College Park in 1990 was $650 a month.  
By 2000, median monthly rent increased roughly 22 percent to $791 a month.  College 
Park’s median monthly rent was higher than that of Prince George’s County, Maryland, 
the Washington, D.C. Metro, and the nation in 2000 (please see Figure 2).29 
 
Figure 2: Median Monthly Cash Rent in 2000, College Park, Prince George’s County, 
Maryland, Washington D.C. MSA and the United States 
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29 2000 data are the most current reliable data available. 
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Although the median rent in College Park was $791 a month in 2000, a significant 
portion of monthly rents exceeded $1,000 a month.  In 1990, College Park reported that 
approximately 10 percent of all renter-occupied units rented at or above $1,000 a month.  
By 2000, the share of rental units renting for $1,000 plus increased to 30 percent.  This 
share of high-rent units is much higher than corresponding county, state, metro and 
national data (please see Figure 3).30 
 
Figure 3: Percentage of Renter-Occupied Units that Rent for $1,000+ a Month in 2000, 
College Park, Prince George’s County, Maryland, Washington, D.C. MSA and the 
United States31 
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Although monthly rent and the share of high-rent units for College Park was higher than 
all areas listed above, median household income was less than that of every comparison 
geographic area with the exception of the nation.  In 2000, College Park reported a 
median household income of $51,550.  Median household income data for College Park, 
Prince George’s County, Maryland, the Washington, D.C. metro and the nation are 
presented in Figure 4 below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
30 U.S. Census Bureau; ACCRA data subscribed to by SPG.  2000 data are the most current reliable data 
available. 
31 ACCRA data subscribed to by SPG. 

 14



Figure 4: Median Household Income in 2000, College Park, Prince George’s County, 
Maryland, Washington, D.C. MSA and the United States32 
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Rents in College Park differ between apartment rentals and single-family converted 
rentals.  According to the University of Maryland’s off-campus housing department, 
typical rent for students living in an apartment in a single-family home is $100 to $800 
less a month than renting a 1-bedroom apartment in an area apartment complex.  Table 2 
provides general monthly price ranges for apartments in the College Park area. 
 
Table 2: Typical College Park Area Rents by Type, 200433 
Type Typical Monthly Rent
1 Bedroom Apartment $700-$1,700
2 Bedroom Apartment $900-$1,800
3 Bedroom Apartment $1,200-$2,000
Efficiency/Studio $600-$900
Apartment in a House $600-$900
Vacant House $1,200-$4,000
Room in a House $300-$650
 
A scan of the University of Maryland’s off-campus housing database provided even more 
insight into the monthly rent differential between units in apartment buildings and units 
in single-family homes.  A market scan of 100 rental listing indicated that the average 

                                                 
32 Id. 
33 University of Maryland, College Park Off-Campus Housing Services.  Ranges are based on actual prices 
from the University’s online housing database.  These prices are typical; rents will vary based on location 
and amenities. 
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monthly rent per unit in a single-family home was $342 less a month than in an apartment 
complex (please see Table 3).34 
 
Table 3: Findings from Market Scan of Rental Listings in College Park, MD 
Type of Housing Average Monthly Rent per Unit

Apartment $809

House $467

 
Quality of Life – Code Violations are More Concentrated among Residential Rental Units 
 
Residential rental units in College Park have experienced more code violation notices in 
absolute terms and on a per unit basis over the past two years than owner occupied units.  
In 2003, the total number of first notice code violations for residential rental units in 
College Park was 629, with the largest portion being grass and trash violations.  During 
the same year, owner occupied units experienced 421 code violations, with grass and 
trash also being the most common violation.  For 2003, rental units made up roughly 60 
percent of the City’s code violations.  A breakdown of the number of code violations by 
type for rental and owner-occupied units for 2003 is presented in Table 4 below. 
 
Table 4: 2003 First Notice Code Violations by Type and Housing Breakdown, College 
Park. MD 
Code Violation Residential Rental Owner-Occupied
Grass and Trash 223 172
Inoperable Vehicles 39 93
Vehicle Parked in Grass 33 26
Graffiti 2 0
Toters 84 23
Trash Out Early 70 22
Illegal Signs 1 1
Litter 115 3
Dumpster 0 0
Miscellaneous 38 59
Zoning Violations 24 22
Total 629 421
 
Residential rental units also reported more first notice code violations than owner-
occupied units in 2004.  In 2004, residential rental units experienced 879 first notice code 
violations, with a large portion being grass/trash and litter violations.  During the same 
year, owner occupied units reported 791 code violations, with the largest amount being 
inoperable vehicle violations.  For 2004, rental units made up roughly 53 percent of the 
City’s code violations.  A breakdown of the number of code violations by type for rental 
and owner-occupied units for 2004 is presented in Table 5 below. 
                                                 
34 University of Maryland, College Park Off-Campus Housing Services, online search listings. 
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Table 5: 2004 First Notice Code Violations by Type and Housing Breakdown, College 
Park, MD 
Code Violation Residential Rental Owner-Occupied
Grass and Trash 249 191
Inoperable Vehicles 59 202
Vehicle Parked in Grass 34 42
Graffiti 3 1
Toters 277 192
Trash Out Early 10 43
Illegal Signs 0 0
Litter 158 8
Dumpster 1 0
Miscellaneous 72 79
Zoning Violations 16 33
Total 879 791
 
Total code violations for 2003 and 2004 were 2,720, with residential rental units 
reporting 55 percent of violations. 
 
These data can be converted to violations on a per unit basis.  In 2004, residential rental 
units reported roughly 0.78 first notice code violations per unit.  Owner-occupied units 
experienced roughly 0.21 first notice code violations per unit during the same time 
period. 
 
Figure 5: 2004 First Notice Code Violations per Unit, College Park, MD 
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C. The Rent Stabilization Debate 
 
Economists consistently express a negative view toward rent stabilization.  
Unfortunately, because most economists are preconditioned to find price stabilization 
objectionable, available research on the subject is in shorter supply than might be 
anticipated.  When economists actually take the time to analyze the impacts of rent 
stabilization, the collective conclusion is decidedly mixed. 
 
There are of course articles and publications that conclude that rent stabilization is 
problematic.  For instance, in a 1996 article, “The High Cost of Rent Control”, the 
National Multi Housing Council identified several principal economic objections to rent 
stabilization that economists consistently express.  Among these are the following. 
 

• Deterioration of Existing Housing: reducing the return on investment could lead 
to a drop in the quality of controlled apartments or condominiums.  Landlords, 
faced with declining revenues, may reduce maintenance or repair of existing 
housing; 

• Inhibition of New Construction: by forcing rents below market price, profitability 
of renting decreases, driving new investment and construction away; and 

• Reduced Property Tax Revenues: reducing market value of controlled property 
reduces the tax assessment of the property. 

 
The College Park draft ordinance has been structured to combat each one of these 
objections.  Discussion of relevant ordinance features can be found in Section E. 
Research Implications.  Moreover, although many economists make these claims, studies 
seeking to prove these rent stabilization implications are scarce, inconsistent and 
generally refer only to the impacts of first-generation rent controls. 
 
The Relationship between Rent Stabilization and Housing Maintenance is Unclear 
 
Many economists assert that rent stabilization leads to deterioration of a community’s 
housing stock.  This predicted or perceived deterioration is a function of the lower return 
on investments enjoyed by landlords in the presence of rent regulations.  As a result, 
there are fewer resources available for maintenance and improvement of properties, and 
also a diminished incentive to make such investments. 
 
Block (1993) contends that tenants “receive no real rental bargain” due to the lack of 
maintenance and poor repairs in a controlled housing market.35   Block states that in a 
regulated housing market, landlords “lack the best will” and any incentives to keep 
buildings properly maintained. 
 
Empirical studies attempting to analyze claims such as these present unclear and 
sometimes contradictory findings.  Pollakowski (1999) attempted to measure how rent 
                                                 
35 Block, W. “Rent Control” The Concise Encyclopedia of Economics. Library of Economics and Liberty. 
Retrieved January 19, 2005 from the World Wide Web: 
http://www.econlib.org/library/Enc/RentControl.html 
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regulation affects housing maintenance in New York City.36  He begins by 
acknowledging that existing research pertaining to rent stabilization and housing 
maintenance provides “partial and often ambiguous findings”.37  In his analysis, 
Pollakowski studies three types of structures in six New York City communities: 
regulated housing built before 1947, regulated housing built after 1947, and unregulated 
housing.  For each of these dwelling types, he measured the incidence of three or more 
maintenance deficiencies.  His results are presented below. 
 
Table 6: Incidence of Three or More Maintenance Deficiencies by Community and 
Regulation Status, 1993, Pollakowski Study 
Community Regulated Pre-1947 Regulated Post-1947 Unregulated

Bronx 34.5% 16.4% 7.8%
Brooklyn 27.8% 15.4% 11.6%
Lower/Mid Manhattan 13.6% 5.5% 8.6%
Upper Manhattan 39.3% 11.7% 30.8%
Queens 14.2% 10.7% 6.8%
Staten Island 28.4% 10.1% 2.2%
 
Pollakowski found that regulated pre-1947 housing experienced the most maintenance 
deficiencies in all six geographic breakdowns.  The year 1947 is a focal point because 
rental units built prior to1947 in New York City were the only units in the US subject to 
first-generation rent controls after World War II.  Therefore, these results are not 
surprising given the fact that almost every economist agrees that first-generation rent 
controls are harmful to local housing markets.  They are also not surprising given the fact 
that older homes tend to have more housing deficiencies in general, which Pollakowski 
points out in his study.  He states that age of dwellings “must be taken into account…” 
but does not include this factor in his quantitative analysis.38  Pollakowski also finds that 
pre-1947 regulated tenants tend to have “considerably lower” incomes than post-1947 
occupants.39 
 
The comparison between post-1947 regulated and unregulated dwellings is therefore the 
most significant.  A key finding of Pollakowski’s is the inconsistent concentrations of 
three or more maintenance deficiencies across the six defined areas.  Post-1947 regulated 
dwellings experienced more deficiencies in the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens and Staten 
Island.  However, unregulated dwellings experienced more maintenance deficiencies in 
Lower/Mid Manhattan and Upper Manhattan.  Pollakowski attributes some of these 
differences to diverse dwelling and occupant characteristics (including median household 
income and race), and states that other reasons/characteristics that may influence the 
maintenance deficiency numbers must be further analyzed.40 

                                                 
36 Pollakowski, H. (1999).  Rent Regulation and Housing Maintenance in New York City.  Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology Center for Real Estate, sponsored by the National Multi Housing Council. 
37 Id. at 3. 
38 Id. at 11. 
39 Id. at 11. 
40 Id. at 31.  
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Kutty (1996) also attempts to measure the impacts of rent regulation on a landlord’s 
decision to reinvest in housing maintenance.41  Unlike Pollakowski, Kutty focuses on 
different types of rent regulations rather than on varying characteristics.  Her report 
analyzes both first-generation and second-generation rent controls.  Kutty analyzes rent 
regulations in twelve different contexts, most of which can be found in Europe and North 
America. 
 
Table 7: Results of Kutty Analysis 

Case Results 
A. Simplistic Maintenance is lower 
B. Rent control as a rent ceiling  
     B1. Permanent Maintenance is either lower or just enough to 

meet codes-ambiguous 
     B2. Temporary Higher maintenance may occur-ambiguous 

     B3. Adjustment based on housing services Maintenance is the same as in the absence of rent 
control 

     B4. Adjustment based on housing services 
           since previous period 

Maintenance level is lower than in B3, but higher 
than in B1-ambiguous 

     B5. Adjustments based on a set increase Maintenance is the same as in B1, but landlord 
revenues are higher-ambiguous 

     B6. Fixed rate of return on maintenance  
           Expenditures 

Maintenance is higher than under B5 & B1-
ambiguous 

     B7. Side payments for maintenance Maintenance is usually lower than in the absence 
of rent control, but higher than B1-ambiguous 

     B8. Tenant maintenance Maintenance may be higher than in the absence of 
rent control-ambiguous 

     B9. Building code enforcement Maintenance may be higher than in the absence of 
rent control-ambiguous 

C. Rent control as a price ceiling Maintenance is lower than in the absence of price 
control 

 
A major finding of Kutty’s analysis is that specific features of rent regulations 
“significantly affect” the impact rent control will have on housing maintenance and the 
quality of dwellings.42  Kutty estimates that some rent controls negatively affect 
maintenance, some do not affect maintenance, and some may even produce higher levels 
of maintenance.43  Kutty concludes, therefore, that the impact of rent stabilization on 
housing maintenance is “theoretically” unclear.44 
 

                                                 
41 Kutty, N. (1996).  The Impact of Rent Control on Housing Maintenance: A Dynamic Analysis 
Incorporating European and North America Rent Regulations.  Housing Studies, 11(1), 20pgs. 
42 Id. 
43 Id. 
44 Id. 
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The Relationship between Rent Stabilization and the Level of New Construction is 
Unclear 
 
Another widely held view is that rent stabilization discourages new construction.  This 
view is particularly relevant to first-generation rent controls since many second-
generation regulations exempt new construction.45  Some observers believe, however, 
that even with the new construction exemption, rent regulations may frustrate new 
construction because of investor fear of future controls. 
 
However, relevant literature related to the impact of rent stabilization on the level of new 
construction is mixed and therefore unclear.  The ambiguity of the impact that rent 
stabilization has on housing maintenance and new construction implies that the impact of 
rent stabilization on property tax revenues is also unclear.  One of the major sources of 
opposition to rent stabilization has been the view that property tax revenues decline as 
housing deteriorates, assessments fall, and new construction slows.  The study team finds 
no conclusive evidence that rent stabilization necessarily leads to diminished property tax 
revenue collection. 
 
In fact, it is possible that there is a countervailing factor.  Homeowners in communities 
with high and stable homeownership may be more willing to invest in their properties.  
This would have the affect of increasing home values, property assessments and tax 
revenues. 
 
D. Housing Issues in Communities with Large Universities 
 
Although many communities home to large universities face serious housing issues, little 
empirical analysis on the subject is available.  Many have written about college town 
housing issues in a non-empirical manner.  Axel-Lute (2001) explains that housing 
markets look very different in college towns.  She states that many investors prefer to rent 
out an older “ramshackle” building/house to several students rather than renting to a 
single family, because there is a much bigger return on investment.46 
 
Although there is no specific analysis to address the housing issues that college towns 
face, residents and policymakers of many college towns have opined on the issues facing 
their housing markets.  Issues generally center on homeownership trends, housing 
affordability, code violations, nuisance complaints, etc. 
 
Charlottesville, Virginia, home to the University of Virginia, is a prime example of a 
college town facing a variety of housing issues.  Charlottesville officials have expressed 
concerns over homeownership in the area.  The Charlottesville Director of Strategic 
Planning, in a 1999 article, stated that owner-occupied units in the area dropped 38 
percent from 1990 to 1998.47  The problem, Vice Mayor Meredith Richards explains, is 

                                                 
45 Glaeser, E. (2002).  Does Rent Control Reduce Segregation?  Harvard Institute of Economic Research, 
Discussion Paper Number 1985. 
46 Axel-Lute, M. (2001).  Tales of Three Cities.  The National Housing Institute. 
47 Rubin, D. “City fights to keep local homeowners.”  Cavalier Daily, September 1999. 
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that single-family homes are being converted to rental properties for students.  In turn, 
this is “driving away middle-income residents who are a valuable asset to the city.”48 
 
Officials say that losing middle-income residents in Charlottesville has hurt the public 
school system.  The community’s assistant superintendent stated that the city projects an 
8 percent drop in public school enrollment over the next 10 years.49  The Charlottesville 
City Council is currently looking into more incentives to keep residents in the community 
and to upgrade their home rather than to relocate. 
 
Chapel Hill, NC, home of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, faces similar 
housing issues.  With roughly 9,000 undergraduate students living off campus (4,500 in 
the city of Chapel Hill alone),50 many investors view buying single-family homes and 
renting them to students a highly profitable endeavor.  As more homes are converted to 
rentals the supply of single-family homes decreases.  One resident explains that “[Chapel 
Hill] students drive the rental market and scarcity drives up the prices.  The people most 
affected by this problem are working class families…”51  According to the community, 
only 18 percent of the houses sold in the Chapel Hill area in 2003 were deemed 
“affordable” for the average household, down from 21 percent in 2002.52 
 
Chapel Hill also recognizes other negative affects of rental conversions.  According to the 
town officials, nearly 33 percent of Chapel Hill’s nuisance complaints took place in rental 
conversions closest to the central part of campus.53  Chapel Hill’s Comprehensive Plan 
currently states the need to “implement a strategy to address the effects on neighborhoods 
of the conversion of owner-occupied residences to rental properties.”54 
 
The Value of Homeownership in a Community 
 
Raising homeownership rates in the United States and in local communities is a broadly 
shared policy objective.  There is a general consensus that benefits such as increased 
household wealth, self-satisfaction, improved child outcomes, involvement within a 
community, etc. are associated with homeownership. 
 
Dietz (2003) surveyed numerous studies from the social sciences, medicine, psychology, 
and other academic fields to analyze the social effects of homeownership.  He found four 
major areas of social benefits to homeowners with respect to their families and 
communities:55 
 

                                                 
48 Id. 
49 Id. at p. 2. 
50 Chapel Hill Community Indicators 2004 Data Book.  UNC data is from 2003. 
51 Mitchell, M. “Winning the Housing Crisis.”  The Lilith Collective, Work Issue. 
52 Chapel Hill Community Indicators 2004 Data Book at page S-5. 
53 Id. at page S-8. 
54 Id. at page S-8. 
55 Dietz, R. (2003).  The Social Consequences of Homeownership.  Ohio State University Department of 
Economics and Center for Urban and Regional Analysis. 
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• Children of homeowners are more likely to finish high school, perform better on 
school achievement tests and have fewer behavioral problems; 

• Political activity is higher among homeowners than renters; 
• Homeowners are generally more satisfied with their lives; 
• Homeownership in neighborhoods enhances property values. 

 
Some economists argue that available empirical analyses that attempt to measure the 
impact of homeownership rates do not account for other variables and therefore results 
may be “suspect.”56  However, most agree that there is a correlation between 
homeownership rates and various social benefits.  DiPasquale, et. al., (1998) conclude 
that “standard economic incentives (both the effects of [home] ownership and tenure) 
influence investment in social capital, just as surely as they influence investment in 
physical or human capital…while it is likely that homeownership generates positive 
externalities, we have no measure of the size of these externalities…”57 
 
Expanding homeownership is one of the top priorities for the Bush administration, and 
has also been one for past administrations.  According to the Bush administration, 
homeownership is important because it is: 
 

• good for families: owning a home provides a sense of security and allows families 
to build wealth.  A home is the largest financial investment most American 
families will ever make, and it allows families to build financial security as the 
equity in its home increases.  Moreover, a home is a tangible asset that provides a 
family with borrowing power to finance important needs, such as the education of 
children; 

• good for communities: homeowners work to maintain the value of their 
investment, which translates into a greater concern for neighborhoods and 
surrounding communities.  A family that owns its home is more likely to upgrade 
the property, to take pride in its neighborhood, and to feel invested in the 
community.  When citizens become homeowners, they become stakeholders as 
well.  By increasing the ranks of stakeholders, communities not only enjoy 
increased stability but also benefit from a new spirit of revitalization.58 

E. Research Implications 
 
The implications of the literature review and the analysis of College Park-specific data 
are far-reaching.  While many economists simply assume that price controls generally 
and rent regulations specifically produce unambiguously poor outcomes, this assumption 
is not cleanly supported by the data. 
 
                                                 
56 Haurin, D., Dietz, R. & Weinberg, B. (2003).  The Impact of Neighborhood Homeownership Rates: A 
Review of the Theoretical and Empirical Literature.  Journal of Housing Research, 13 (2), 119-151. 
57 DiPasquale, D. & Glaeser, E. (1998).  Incentives and Social Capital: Are Homeowners Better Citizens?  
Journal of Urban Economics 45, 354-384. 
58 Policies in Focus-Homeownership.  The White House (www.whitehouse.gov). 
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Below, we review the implications of the research and analysis performed on behalf of 
the City of College Park by issue.  Where possible, the study team has attempted to 
characterize the likely impact of the draft rent stabilization program.  Naturally, an 
important variable that cannot now be measured or estimated is implementation.  
Outcomes associated with the draft rent stabilization program will be a function of the 
quality of implementation and the nature and flexibility of Board decisions. 
 
Housing Maintenance in a Rent-Controlled Environment 
 
Pollakowski (1999) and Kutty (1996) found no consistent relationship between controlled 
and uncontrolled markets with respect to the quality of housing maintenance.  
Pollakowski found that in certain instances, housing maintenance was actually greater in 
the controlled housing stock.  
 
Kutty determined that reductions in maintenance do not necessarily occur under all forms 
of rent regulations.  The College Park draft plan includes the following provisions that 
suggest that the housing maintenance impact is not only unclear, but could be positive 
under certain circumstances.  These provisions include: 
 
§127-7.C 
 
In making individual adjustments of the rent ceiling, the Board shall consider the 
purposes or this chapter and shall specifically consider all relevant factors, including . . .  
 
2. unavoidable increases . . . in maintenance and operating expenses; 
3. the cost of planned or completed capital improvements to the rental unit, where 

such capital improvements are necessary to bring the property into compliance or 
maintain compliance with applicable local code requirements affecting health and 
safety, and where such capital improvement costs are properly amortized over the 
life of the improvement; 

8. the landlord’s rate of return on investment.  In determining such return, all 
relevant factors . . . shall be considered. 

 
These provisions signify that the Board has substantial flexibility in determining the rate 
of return enjoyed by landlords, and their collective incentive to maintain and improve 
property.  Effective code enforcement also places a floor on the extent to which 
individual properties can deteriorate. 
 
Impact on the Level of New Construction 
 
There is no clear empirical relationship between the existence of rent regulations in a 
particular community and the extent of new construction.  The study team’s literature 
review finds that under certain circumstances, new construction has been stifled by the 
imposition of controls.  But the literature review also identified research suggesting no 
negative impact. 
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Downs (1988) concludes that there is “no persuasive evidence that [rent] controls 
significantly reduce construction.”59  Researchers believe other factors, including 
cyclicality in the local economy, provide better explanations for shifts in the pace of 
construction over time.60 
 
The College Park rent stabilization program draft would exempt most new construction 
currently taking place in the city.  The Program specifically exempts apartment buildings, 
rental units in any college or school dormitory operated exclusively for educational 
purposes, and hotels, motels and inns (§127-2B-E).  The rent stabilization program for 
the most part would affect already constructed housing, and therefore its impact on the 
level of new construction is likely to be minimal. 
 
Special Issues in College Towns 
 
The study team’s research indicates that college towns consistently share a set of housing 
challenges.  In College Park, MD, Charlottesville, VA and Chapel Hill, NC, there is a 
pattern of declining homeownership, diminished housing affordability, and rising code 
violations.  For example, in Charlottesville, owner-occupied units declined 38 percent 
over eight years.61  In Chapel Hill, only 18 percent of homes sold in the area were 
deemed affordable in 2003.62  Chapel Hill also reports that nearly a third of its nuisance 
complaints occurred in rental conversions most proximate to the central part of campus.63  
College Park’s draft rental stabilization program attempts to deal with these trends 
directly by creating greater incentive to maintain housing as owner-occupied and by 
limiting annual rates of rent increase. 
 
Homeownership – Declining in College Park, MD  
 
Self-satisfaction, community involvement, and increased household wealth are a few of 
the documented benefits of homeownership in a community.  Most economists agree that 
there is a strong correlation between homeownership rates and specific social benefits.  
Dietz (2003) reports that homeowners are generally more satisfied with their lives and 
more politically active than renters.  He also concluded that children of homeowners tend 
to have fewer behavioral problems and are more likely to finish high school.  Raising 
homeownership rates has been one of the top priorities of the nation’s past and present 
presidential administrations. 
 
The City of College Park has experienced a decline in homeownership rates over the past 
four years.  Estimates for 2004 indicate that 57.4 percent of the City’s occupied units are 
owner-occupied, down from 59.2 percent in 2000.64  Consequently, renter occupied units 
in College Park have increased from 40.8 percent in 2000 to 42.6 percent in 2004. 

                                                 
59 Downs, A. (1988).  Residential Rent Controls: An Evaluation.  Urban Land Institute. 
60 Arnott, R. (1995) at p. 112 
61 Rubin, D. “City fights to keep local homeowners.”  Cavalier Daily, September 1999. 
62 Chapel Hill Community Indicators 2004 Data Book at page S-5. 
63 Chapel Hill Community Indicators 2004 Data Book at page S-8. 
64 ACCRA data subscribed to by SPG. 
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College Park’s current 57.4 percent homeownership rate is lower than current rates for 
Prince George’s County (63.1%), Maryland (68.8%) and the United States (69.2%).   
By reducing the incentive to convert owner-occupied housing into rental housing, the 
draft rent stabilization program supports higher homeownership by promoting a greater 
supply of owner-occupied stock. 
 
Reinforcement of homeownership is arguably the most compelling aspect of the College 
Park draft rent stabilization program.  As is the case in all large university towns, College 
Park’s ability to house its student population is of paramount concern.  However, 
policymakers should identify ways to house students that generate the least social 
opportunity cost (i.e., the cost of low owner occupancy). 
 
Recent trends indicate that students are increasingly being housed in formerly owner-
occupied housing.  From a social perspective, housing students in this manner is 
inefficient.  The broader community suffers the social cost of diminished 
homeownership; a loss that the market transaction fails to capture. 
 
Rather than forego the social benefits of broad homeownership, College Park should 
consider policies that allow students to occupy units developed specifically for rental 
purposes.  This strategy would minimize the opportunity cost of foregone owner 
occupancy.  If enacted, the draft rent stabilization program would contribute to 
minimizing this social opportunity cost, thereby unleashing greater efficiencies in 
College Park, Maryland’s housing market. 
 
Housing Affordability - Rising Rents in College Park 
 
Although College Park’s median household income is lower than Prince George’s 
County’s, that of the Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Area and that of Maryland, the 
City’s average rent is higher.  U.S. Census data indicate that median monthly rent in 
College Park was $791 in 2000, 22 percent higher than in 1990 ($650).  This compares to 
$700/month in Prince George’s County, $763/month in the Washington, D.C. MSA and 
$620 a month in Maryland. 
 
The share of units that rent for $1,000 or more a month is also higher in College Park 
than in every comparison geographic area.  Roughly 30 percent of College Park’s rental 
units rented for $1,000 or more a month in 2000, up from 10 percent in 1990.  This 
compares to a 7.4 percent share in Prince George’s County, a 19.7 percent share in the 
D.C. Metro and a 9.2 percent share in Maryland.  College Park’s rent stabilization 
program promotes the predictable presence of a stock of housing that is affordable to 
students and permanent residents alike. 
 
Code Violations are More Concentrated in the Residential Rental Stock 
 
For the past two years, residential rental units in College Park have reported the majority 
(55%) of first notice code violations.  In 2004, the average number of first notice 
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violations per residential rental unit was 0.78.  Owner occupied units reported roughly 
0.21 first notice code violations per unit in 2004. 
 
In other words, on a per unit basis, residential rental units generate 3.7 times more 
violations than owner occupied ones.  By limiting the number of residential rental 
conversion, the City of College Park’s rent stabilization program will likely contribute to 
fewer violations and thereby reduce the cost of code enforcement. 
 
F. Conclusion – There is a Rational Basis for Rent Stabilization in College Park 
 
A review of available literature coupled with an analysis of College Park-specific data 
suggests that there is a rational basis for the draft rent stabilization program.  The 
Program is likely to be conducive to the following desired policy outcomes: 
 

• stable rents that promote housing affordability; 
• enhanced homeownership; and 
• fewer violations of the City Code. 

 
The same review and analysis find that the likelihood of potential negative impacts is 
unclear.  Among the possible negative impacts are: 
 

• lower maintenance of rental units due to reduction in landlord’s predicted rate of 
return; and 

• reduction in the level of new construction because of developer concern that the 
scope of rent control will broaden over time. 

 
Other communities that have introduced rent stabilization programs have reported mixed 
results with respect to maintenance and the level of new construction.  In some instances, 
rent controlled communities reported fewer maintenance deficiencies than uncontrolled 
ones. 
 
The impact on new construction is equally ambiguous.  Factors such as the state of the 
local economy and the stage of the local real estate cycle appear to have greater impact 
on the level of construction than the presence of rent stabilization or lack thereof. 
 
Predicting the impact of rent stabilization on the level of new construction is particularly 
difficult in the context of the draft College Park ordinance.  The draft ordinance 
specifically exempts numerous development categories, including apartments.  Because 
of the ambiguous effects on housing maintenance and the level of new construction, the 
tax revenue implications of the draft College Park rent stabilization ordinance are also 
unclear.  In the final analysis, a comprehensive consideration of the draft rent 
stabilization in College Park, MD yields the conclusion that there is a rational basis for a 
stabilization program. 
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There Remains a Rational Basis for Rent Stabilization in College Park, MD 

Executive Summary 
 
Introduction 
 
During the spring of 2005, Sage Policy Group, Inc. (Sage) authored a report indicating that there 
existed a rational basis for a then-contemplated rent stabilization program/ordinance in the City of 
College Park, MD.  The study team arrived at its conclusion based upon a combination of data 
analysis and literature review regarding the history of rent stabilization in the U.S.  In its 2005 report, 
the study team wrote that the “program was likely to be conducive to the following desired policy 
outcomes: 
 

• enhanced homeownership; 
• stable rents that promote housing affordability; and 
• fewer violations of the City Code.” 

 
Homeownership is still falling in College Park, MD 
 
One of the primary objectives of the original ordinance was to reinforce homeownership by 
diminishing the incentive for homeowners to convert their properties into rental units.  Available data 
indicate that there remains a public policy rationale for attempting to constrain the pace of rental 
conversion based on ongoing declines in homeownership.   
 
Rents in College Park continue to rise 
 
According to data from the University of Maryland, College Park Off-Campus Housing Services, 
rent in College Park has continued to rise.  The rate of rent increase was a bit sharper within the 
“Room in House” category than for one-bedroom apartments.   

City code violations still higher among rental units 
 
Violations of the City Code produce a number of negative outcomes, including additional  
City costs to observe violations, record them, process them and on occasion rectify them.  To the 
extent that rental units tend to exhibit greater propensity to generate violations, the City has another 
rationale to promote homeownership.  According to 2007 and 2008 data, rental units still generate 
higher first code violations per unit than owner-occupied units do, particularly rental units that are in 
buildings with four or fewer units. 
 
Conclusion:  There Remains a Rational Basis for Rent Stabilization in College Park 

The same factors that caused the study team to conclude that there exists a rational basis for rent 
stabilization in College Park in 2005 still exist.  Rental conversion continues, homeownership is 
falling and rents are rising.  Moreover, given development of new rental housing opportunities, the 
City has a rational basis to encourage renters to live in new professionally-managed units, thereby 
inducing owner-occupied housing to remain owner-occupied.   
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There Remains a Rational Basis for Rent Stabilization in College Park, MD 

Introduction 
 
During the spring of 2005, Sage Policy Group, Inc. (Sage) authored a report indicating that there 
existed a rational basis for a then-contemplated rent stabilization program/ordinance in the City 
of College Park, MD.  The study team arrived at its conclusion based upon a combination of data 
analysis and literature review regarding the history of rent stabilization in the U.S.  In its 2005 
report, the study team wrote that the “Program is likely to be conducive to the following desired 
policy outcomes: 
 

• stable rents that promote housing affordability; 
• enhanced homeownership; and 
• fewer violations of the City Code.” 

 
The 2005 report also noted that other college towns in the Mid-/South Atlantic region of the 
United States experienced some of the same worrisome trends that the City of College Park was 
experiencing, strongly suggesting that the real estate dynamics of college towns render rent 
stabilization efforts particularly relevant to them.  For instance, the 2005 report found that in 
Charlottesville, Va., owner-occupied units declined fully 38 percent over an eight-year period.  
Chapel Hill, N.C. reported that nearly a third of its nuisance complaints occurred in rental 
conversions most proximate to the central part of campus.  At that time, the study team noted 
Chapel Hill’s Comprehensive Plan, which stated that there was a need to “implement a strategy 
to address the effects on neighborhoods of the conversion of owner-occupied residences to rental 
properties.”  Chapel Hill clearly perceived a rational basis upon which to act to alter the 
functioning of its real estate markets and associated quality of life outcomes. 
 
In College Park, estimates for 2004 indicated that 57.4 percent of the City’s occupied units were 
owner-occupied, down from 59.2 percent in 2000.  The City’s then-prevailing homeownership 
rate was lower than rates in Prince George’s County, Maryland and the U.S.  Further, although 
College Park’s median household income was lower than that of Prince George’s County, the 
Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Area and Maryland, the City’s average rent was higher.  The 
study team also discovered that rental units demonstrated a higher propensity for first notice 
violations of the City Code than owner-occupied units.   
 
Four years have passed since the submission of that report.  This report is intended to be an 
update of the 2005 study, with the goal of determining the extent to which new data/information 
has altered the rational basis calculus.  As of this writing, the City of College Park is 
contemplating an extension of its rent stabilization ordinance, perhaps with some modification.  
In this update, Sage considers a number of factors, including trends in rent, the pace of 
conversion of owner-occupied single-family housing to rental units, and trends in City Code 
violations across owner-occupied and rental housing stock.  
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Homeownership did not stop declining in College Park since Sage’s initial report 

One of the primary objectives of the original ordinance was to reinforce homeownership by 
diminishing the incentive for homeowners to convert their properties into rental units.  Available 
data indicate that there remains a public policy rationale for attempting to constrain the level of 
rental conversion based on ongoing declines in homeownership.   
 
Exhibit 1 below indicates that between 2004 and 2008, the share of owner-occupied housing 
declined in College Park, MD despite rising in both Prince George’s County and Maryland 
during that period.  The 2004-2008 period was admittedly an unusual one for housing markets, 
with the early portion of that period associated with the now-ended housing boom, and the latter 
stages of that period associated with the ongoing housing bust.  The overall impact of market 
activity during this period was to raise homeownership countywide and statewide.  This did not 
occur in College Park, however, where the share of owner-occupied units declined from 57.4 
percent in 2004 to 57.0 percent in 2008.  By contrast, countywide, homeownership rose during 
this period from 63.1 percent in 2004 to 65.8 percent four years later.     
 
Exhibit 1: Housing Unit Breakdown in College Park, Prince George’s County and Maryland,  
2000, 2004 and 2008 Estimates 
Area Share of Owner-Occupied 

Housing Units 
Renter Share of Occupied 

Housing 
2000 2004 2008 2000 2004 2008 

College Park, MD 59.2% 57.4% 57.0% 40.8% 42.6% 43.0% 

Prince George’s County 61.8% 63.1% 65.8% 38.2% 36.9% 34.2% 

Maryland 67.7% 68.8% 69.9% 32.3% 31.2% 30.1% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decision Data, Sage 
 
From a public policy perspective, there are a number of reasons that government at every level 
(federal, state and local) supports homeownership, including for the creation of positive 
household wealth effects on average, community stability, and as will be discussed later in this 
report, improved property maintenance.  Homeownership is also conducive to community 
engagement in democratic processes, including those associated with local issues. 
 
Dietz (2003) surveyed numerous studies from the social sciences, medicine, psychology, and 
other academic fields to analyze the social effects of homeownership.  He found four major areas 
of social benefits to homeowners with respect to their families and communities:1

 

 

                                                           
1 Dietz, R. (2003).  The Social Consequences of Homeownership.  Ohio State University Department of Economics 
and Center for Urban and Regional Analysis. 
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• Children of homeowners are more likely to finish high school, perform better on school 
achievement tests and have fewer behavioral problems; 

• Political activity is higher among homeowners than renters; 
• Homeowners are generally more satisfied with their lives; 
• Homeownership in neighborhoods enhances property values. 

 
Rents in College Park continue to rise 
 
According to data from the University of Maryland, College Park Off-Campus Housing Services, 
rents in College Park have continued to rise.  The rate of rent increase was a bit sharper within 
the “Room in House” category than for one-bedroom apartments.  One of the goals of the 
ordinance under consideration is to prevent significant increases in rents over short periods of 
time and faithful implementation of the ordinance would prevent that from occurring.  The most 
recent data regarding rents in College Park indicates that there is still upward pressure on rents. 
 
Exhibit 2: Findings from Market Scan of Rental Listings in College Park, MD, 2004-2009 

Type of Housing Average Monthly Rent per Unit 5-year % 
Growth 

2004 2009 

One Bedroom Apartment $809 $988 22.1% 

Room in House $467 $579 24.0% 
Source: University of Maryland, College Park Off-Campus Housing Services, Sage 
 
This has much to do with the structure of rental demand in College Park.  According to the 
University of Maryland, in 2009, 48 percent of all undergraduates lived in University-owned or 
affiliated housing, with the remainder, 52 percent, living off-campus.  Of this latter percentage, 
an estimated 68 percent of all undergraduates lived within a one-mile radius of the campus.  The 
implication is that demand for rental units is highly concentrated in certain geographic areas, and 
this concentrated demand has the tendency to place upward pressure on rents.   
 
There is evidence to suggest that implementation of the rent stabilization ordinance would under 
certain circumstances reduce rental rates.  For instance, according to the City, at 6707 Baltimore 
Avenue, the 2008/2009 rent is $4,200 (based on advertised rent), which is in excess of the rent 
ceiling per Chapter 127 of the ordinance (rent ceiling effective July 1st, 2009 = $3,958 based on 
an SDAT assessed value of $659,670).  The City has no record that this property is registered for 
rent stabilization as required by Chapter 127. 
 
Similarly, at 7307 Princeton Avenue, 2008/2009 rent is $2,400 spread over four tenants.  The 
rent was slated to increase to $3,000 on June 1st, 2009, which would be over the rent ceiling per 
Chapter 127 (certain information supplied by tenant report).  The SDAT assessed value effect 
July 1st 2009 is $414,550, with an associated rent ceiling of $2,487.30.  The City has no record 
that this property is registered for rent stabilization. 
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Exhibit 3 provides a clearer geographic perspective regarding the clustering of demand.  The 
map shows the propensity of single-family properties to be occupied by renters East of the main 
part of the University of Maryland, College Park campus.  The elevated level of demand in this 
part of College Park has translated into substantial rental conversions and is also consistent with 
significant increases in rent over time.  Through its rent stabilization ordinance, the City of 
College Park has attempted to reduce the pace of rental conversion and to limit annual expansion 
in rent levels to promote greater affordability.   
 

Exhibit 3:  Map of Old Town, City of College Park, Single Family Units, Owner  
Occupied, and Renter Occupied  
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City code violations still higher among rental units 
 
Violations of the City Code produce a number of negative outcomes, including additional  
City costs to observe violations, record them, process them and on occasion rectify them.  To the 
extent that rental units tend to exhibit greater propensity to generate violations, the City has 
another rationale to promote homeownership through a rent stabilization program that reduces 
the incentive to convert owner-occupied units into rental units. 
 
Exhibit 4 reflects occupied housing units by type in College Park, MD.  According to the Census 
Bureau, of College Park’s 4,012 single-family detached units, more than one in five is now used 
for rental purposes.  With respect to single-family attached units, more than three in four units is 
now a rental property. 
 
Exhibit 4:  Occupied Housing Units by Type, 2005-2007 Average 

Housing Unit Type Renter-occupied 
Owner-
occupied 

         1-Detached 895 3,117 
         1-Attached 126 37 
         2 Apartments 0 0 
         3-4 Apartments2 107  13 
Subtotal 1-4 Units 1,128 3,167 
         5-9 Apartments 181 0 
         10 and up Apartments 1,071 37 
Subtotal 5 Units and up 1,252 37 
Total All Types 2,380 3,204 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 

 
There are very few violations attributable to larger apartment buildings, which tend to be 
professionally managed.  This is reflected in the fact that there were only 12 code violations in 
2007 associated with buildings with five or more units.  In 2008, there were 5 code violations 
among this group. 
 
According to Census data, there are 1,128 rental units in structures with four or fewer units.  This 
is reflected in Exhibit 4.  Exhibit 5 shows that among this group, there were 1,096 first-time 
listed exterior code violations in 2007, or 0.97 (1,096/1,128) listed exterior violations per 
housing unit.  During that same year total owner-occupied units generated 0.44 first-time notice 
exterior violations per housing unit, significantly fewer than those associated with rental units in 
structures with four or fewer units.  The number of exterior violations among larger apartment 
buildings is also far less than those in buildings with less than four renter-occupied units, perhaps 

                                                           
2 Reflects circumstances in which the owner of a property may also live in the structure. 
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a reflection of the benefits of professional management.3

 

  When total exterior violations are 
considered, there were 1.22 first-notice exterior violations per rental unit in structures with four 
or fewer units.  The corresponding number for owner-occupied units was 0.54.  

Exhibit 5: College Park, MD First Notice Code Violations by Type and Housing 
 Breakdown, Exterior Property Maintenance Only, 2007 
Code Violation Residential Rental4 Owner-Occupied  

Grass and Trash 230 405 
Inoperable Vehicles 46 170 
Vehicle Parked in Grass 84 100 
Graffiti 2 6 
Toters 251 241 
Trash Out Early 19 49 
Illegal Signs 1 10 
Litter 381 323 
Dumpster 2 9 
Miscellaneous 45 58 
Zoning Violations 35 30 
Total Listed Violations 1,096 1,401 
Total Exterior Violations 1,367 1,733 

Source:  City of College Park 
 

                                                           
3 If one considers all structures with renters, owner-occupied units generated 0.44 first notice listed code violations 
per unit (1,401/3,204) and renter-occupied units generated 0.46 violations per unit (1,106/2,380).  These figures 
were reflected in an earlier draft of this report.  That draft was submitted by the study team in July of 2009. 
4 Violations only pertain to rental units in buildings with four or fewer units. 
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As exhibit 6 shows, listed residential rental violations totaled 854 in 2008.  The first-time code 
violation ratio for 2008 therefore was 0.76 (1,096/1,128) violations per housing unit.  That figure 
is lower than the corresponding statistic from 2007, but still substantially higher than the 0.32 
violations per unit associated with owner-occupancy during that year.  When one considers total 
exterior violations, there were 0.92 violations per unit.  The corresponding tally for owner-
occupied units was 0.38.   
 
Exhibit 6: College Park, MD First Notice Code Violations by Type and Housing 
 Breakdown, Exterior Property Maintenance Only, 2008 
Code Violation Residential Rental5 Owner-Occupied  

Grass and Trash 240 350 
Inoperable Vehicles 37 147 
Vehicle Parked in Grass 67 66 
Graffiti 2 1 
Toters 217 189 
Trash Out Early 50 101 
Illegal Signs 0 5 
Litter 219 125 
Dumpster 3 26 
Miscellaneous 3 3 
Zoning Violations 16 16 
Total Listed Violations 854 1,029 
Total Exterior Violations 1,038 1,211 

Source:  City of College Park 
 
 A New Consideration:  More professionally-managed rental units on the way 

Since Sage authored its original report, a wave of new rental development projects has either 
been completed, been approved, or is close to approval.  Importantly, the rent stabilization 
ordinance does not generally apply to these units.  Indeed, it can be argued that by providing a 
disincentive to convert owner-occupied housing into rental housing, the City has preserved a 
greater share of rental demand for newer, professionally-managed apartments.  Among the 
student housing projects under construction are South Campus - Phase 4 (368 beds), Mazza 
Grandmarc Apartments (630 beds) and University View II (516) beds. 
 
Through its rent stabilization program and development approval process, the City of College 
Park may be able to support an equilibrium in which a greater share of renters lives in 
professionally-managed settings conducive to better service to residents and greater capacity to 
limit code violations.  This latter point is made due to the likely availability of greater property 
management resources as well as more frequent managerial presence on the properties 
themselves.   

                                                           
5 Violations only pertain to rental units in buildings with four or fewer units. 
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At the same time, this equilibrium would be associated with greater owner-occupancy in single 
family units.  This would allow the City to more fully reap the benefits of homeownership 
discussed above.  This consideration in and of itself may be enough to supply a rational basis for 
ongoing rent stabilization efforts.   
 
Conclusion:  There remains a rational basis for rent stabilization in College Park 
 
The same factors that caused the study team to conclude that there exists a rational basis for rent 
stabilization in College Park, MD in 2005 still exist.  Rental conversion continues, 
homeownership is falling and rents are on the rise.  Research indicates that stable 
homeownership is associated with numerous societal benefits and that to the extent that 
homeownership declines, communities are less well-positioned to enjoy those benefits.   
 
Moreover, given development of new rental housing opportunities, the City also has a rational 
basis to encourage renters to live in new professionally-managed units, thereby inducing owner-
occupied housing to remain owner-occupied.  Data suggest that a migration of renters to 
professionally-managed units in larger apartment buildings would significantly reduce the 
number of first-time code violations in the City of College Park.  
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There Remains a Rational Basis for Rent Stabilization in College Park, MD 
 

Executive Summary 
 

 Introduction 

 

The City of College Park hired Sage Policy Group, Inc. (Sage) to conduct an assessment of whether rent 

stabilization still commands a rational basis in a City of College Park context.  The report shares 

significant similarities with the original study conducted in 2005 and a subsequent update in 2009.  Both 

of those studies determined that a rational basis exists with respect to the City’s rent stabilization 

program.   

 

Much has transpired since the 2009 report.  In particular, several high-rise apartment buildings catering to 

students among others have emerged along Route 1.  There has also been an intervening housing crisis, 

one associated with significant numbers of foreclosures and foregone homeownership.  The question is 

whether or not these and other events have served to undermine the presence of a rational basis during the 

intervening three years.  This report finds that a rational basis still exists, but that there may be a time over 

the next several years during which arguments in favor of rent stabilization become increasingly weak.   

 

As with the original report, Sage determined that the community continues to maintain an interest in 

stable owner occupancy.  Owner occupancy is not only associated with greater civic engagement, but this 

study also finds an ongoing correlation between rental status and the number of code violations on a per 

unit basis.  Specifically, owner occupied units are associated with roughly one-fourth the level of 

violations on a per unit basis compared to renter occupied units that are subject to the existing rent 

stabilization ordinance (please see Exhibit E1 below). 

 

Exhibit E1: Violations per housing Unit 

 Housing Units Total Violations Violations/Unit 

College 

Park, MD 

Owner 

Occupied 

Renter 

Occupied 

Owner 

Occupied 

Renter 

Occupied 

Owner 

Occupied 

Renter 

Occupied 

2011 3,276 1,124 788 1005 0.24 0.89 
Source: City of College Park 

 

Homeownership in the City of College Park has declined in recent years.  In 2004, the proportion of 

owner-occupied units was 57 percent.  The latest Census Bureau data indicate that the proportion has 

sunk to 46 percent (2010; please see below). 

 

Exhibit E2: Housing Unit Breakdown in College Park, Prince George’s County and Maryland,  

2000, 2004, 2008, and 2010 Estimates 

Area Share of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Renter Share of Occupied Housing 

2000 2004 2006-2008 2010 2000 2004 2006-2008 2010 

College Park, MD 57.2% 57.4% 55.0% 45.7% 42.8% 42.6% 45.0% 54.3% 

Prince George's County 61.8% 63.1% 65.2% 62.8% 38.2% 36.9% 34.8% 37.2% 

Maryland 67.7% 68.8% 69.4% 67.5% 32.3% 31.2% 30.6% 32.5% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decision Data 

 

Some of this decline in owner-occupancy was anticipated.  The City purposefully adopted strategies to 

accommodate multi-story student housing and this would have the natural tendency of increasing the 

share of rental households.  Undoubtedly, some of this decline in owner occupancy is associated with the 

most recent economic downturn and its disproportionate impact on the owner-occupied segment of the 



3 

 

local economy.  However, the predicted loss in owner-occupancy should not be interpreted as indicating 

diminished commitment to securing and stabilizing owner-occupied neighborhoods among College Park 

policymakers.  The City maintains policies specifically designed to encourage homeownership. 

 

In fact, it should be noted that one of the original motivations for rent stabilization was to reduce 

incentives to convert owner-occupied dwellings into rentals, including in older neighborhoods adjacent to 

the University.  That motivation remains relevant, particularly considering that since rent stabilization 

was authorized, the City of College Park has transitioned from a community associated with a majority of 

owner-occupied units to a city with a minority of them.   

 

Moreover, because of the emergence of the high-rises, there is not the level of rental housing scarcity 

proximate to the University that existed in 2005.  That said, rent associated with the high-rises tends to be 

more expensive than rent associated with units in converted rental housing (Exhibit E3).  Rent 

stabilization has the effect of stabilizing rent increases in the portion of the rental stock presently most 

affordable while working to soften the pace of rental conversions.   

 

Exhibit E3: Student Oriented Apartment Properties Off-Campus, Associated Per Bedroom Monthly Rents 

 Units Beds Studio 1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom 

Enclave at 8700 94 369   $1,000 $1,000 $925 

Mazza GrandMarc 230 626   $1,037 $949 $805 

Towers at University Town Center 244 910   $979 $1,020 $794 

University View I & II 507 1,562 $1,313  $993  $880 

Varsity 259 902  $1,452 $1,202 $1,002 $970 
Source: Anderson Strickler, LLC, “University of Maryland, College Park 2011 Student Housing Market Analysis,” November 22nd, 

2011, Table 5. 

 

There is also an uncomfortably high level of vacancy in certain rental high-rises.  Until this vacancy is 

addressed, it may make sense for the City of College Park to continue attempting suppression of rental 

conversions through rent stabilization to induce a higher fraction of renters to move into the new high-

rises.  Not only does this encourage owner occupancy, it also helps stabilize the market for professionally-

managed units that are less likely to be associated with substantial numbers of code violations and add to 

the City’s tax base.   

 

There may, however, come a time when the development of this generation of rental high-rises comes to a 

close.  Once a steady state of rental activity in those high-rises has been achieved, and if the supply of 

high-rises is sufficient to bring rental rates down, the City may no longer have as much demand for a rent 

stabilization program. Though rational basis may still persist, thereby protecting the City from legal 

challenge, the public policy rationale would be weaker by that point. 
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There Remains a Rational Basis for Rent Stabilization in College Park, MD 

Introduction 
 

During the spring of 2005, Sage Policy Group, Inc. (Sage) authored a report indicating that there 

existed a rational basis for a then-contemplated rent stabilization program/ordinance in the City 

of College Park, MD.  The study team arrived at its conclusion based upon a combination of data 

analysis and literature review regarding the history of rent stabilization in the U.S.  In its 2005 

report, the study team wrote that the program is likely to be conducive to the achievement of the 

following desired policy outcomes: 

 

 stable rents that promote housing affordability; 

 enhanced homeownership; and 

 fewer violations of the City Code. 

 

Certain key aspects of economic life have changed since 2005.  The steep economic downturn 

and mild recovery has arguably rendered affordability even more of an issue.  Homeownership 

has been declining in much of the nation since the housing downturn became apparent after 2005 

– this also characterizes the College Park marketplace.  Moreover, a number of large-scale 

apartment buildings have been constructed in College Park.  Nearly 3,500 new student beds have 

entered the market both on- and off-campus since 2009 and more than 5,000 have been added 

since 2006 (Exhibit 1).  A large portion of this growth has been concentrated in new, high-end, 

individual-lease properties near the University, often along Route 1.   

 
Exhibit 1: Newly constructed rental units in College Park, 2009-2011 

Year 

 

 Number of Beds Number of Units 

2009 South Campus Commons #7 (on campus) 368 N/A 

2010 Mazza GrandMarc 626 230 

2010 University View 2 517 154 

2011 The Varsity 901 258 

2011 The Enclave 369 94 

2011 Oakland Hall (on campus) 709 N/A 

Total on-campus 1077 N/A 

Total off-campus 2413 736 

Total 2009-2011 3,490 736 

 

This report updates data for key categories of interest, including rent levels, homeownership 

rates and code violations.  As with prior Sage studies on this subject, the report does not address 

the issue of whether or not the City should retain or reform its rent stabilization ordinance.  The 

study team is merely focused upon the question of whether a rational basis for such a policy still 

exists. 
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Key Analytical Findings 
 

 Homeownership is still falling in College Park, MD 
 

One of the primary objectives of the original rent stabilization ordinance was to reinforce 

homeownership by diminishing the incentive for homeowners to convert their properties into 

rental units.  Available data indicate that there remains a public policy rationale for attempting to 

constrain the pace of rental conversion based on ongoing declines in homeownership and the 

pace of rental conversions.   
 

Homeownership declined between 2006-2008 and 2010 during a period associated with the 

Great Recession and its aftermath.  Homeownership declined at both the county and state level, 

but the pace of homeownership decline was more rapid in College Park.  Between 2006-2008 

and 2010, homeownership in the city declined by nearly 10 percentage points, from 55 percent to 

46 percent.  The corresponding rates of decline in Prince George’s County and Maryland were 

2.5 percent and 2.0 percent, respectively (Exhibit 2). 
 

Exhibit 2: Housing Unit Breakdown in College Park, Prince George’s County and Maryland,  

2000, 2004, 2008, and 2010 Estimates 

Area Share of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Renter Share of Occupied Housing 

2000 2004 2006-2008 2010 2000 2004 2006-2008 2010 

College Park, MD 57.2% 57.4% 55.0% 45.7% 42.8% 42.6% 45.0% 54.3% 

Prince George's County 61.8% 63.1% 65.2% 62.8% 38.2% 36.9% 34.8% 37.2% 

Maryland 67.7% 68.8% 69.4% 67.5% 32.3% 31.2% 30.6% 32.5% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decision Data 

 

Two separate sources of data allowed Sage to estimate the pace of rental conversion in recent 

years, specifically for the period 2005-2011.  The first data series pertains to number of 

residential occupancy permits issued by the City of College Park.  In 2005, the number of 

permitted single-family/townhomes used for rental purposes equaled 607.  By 2011 this figure 

had risen to 822, indicating that the number of owner-occupied properties converted to rental 

increased by 215units (2005 vs. 2011).  A second data source confirms the validity of this 

estimate.  According to City of College Park refuse fee revenue data, there were 215 more 

converted units in 2011 subject to refuse charges relative to the 2005 level.  In other words, both 

sources of data indicate that the number of converted units has increased over time.  Exhibit 3 

reflects the expansion in converted units. 

 

One can conjecture that the growing emphasis on renting as opposed to homeownership as well 

as the desire to pursue the lower rents often associated with converted owner-occupied housing 

have motivated an ongoing increase in the pace of rental conversion over time.  Households 

struggling to meet mortgage obligations also played a role by creating a larger market for 

conversions.  This set of circumstances is also likely a reflection of College Park’s vast rental 

demand, which is largely attributable to the presence and ongoing growth of the University.    
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Exhibit3: Conversions of Owner-Occupied Housing to Rental Units Based Upon Occupancy 

Permit Data 

Year Total Residential Rental Occupancy Permits 

Issued, Single-Family/Townhouses 

2005 607 

2011 822 

Total Conversions2005-2011 215 
Source: City of College Park, MD.  Public Services Department 

 

The notion that the City of College Park desires broad homeownership from a public policy 

perspective is underscored by certain measures it has adopted to encourage homeownership and 

reverse conversion trends.  For instance, through its New Homeownership Grant program, the 

City of College Park offers up to $5,000 in grant assistance on a first-come, first-serve basis to 

promote conversion of single-family rental properties to owner-occupied housing and to 

encourage police officers and city employees to make their homes in College Park.   

 

 Rents are still rising in College Park according to available data 

 

Exhibit 4 indicates that since 2005, rents have been on the rise.  This represents another source of 

rational basis for rent stabilization.  It should be noted that the period lasting from 2005-2011 

included a number of very weak years for the economy.  Despite that, rents rose.  Exhibit 5 

provides statistical detail regarding University View I & II rent levels over time. 

 
Exhibit 4: Median Monthly Rental Rates for 2BR and 3BR, 2005 and 2011 

2005 2BR 3BR 

Student Survey-Single Students $983  - 

Student Survey-Married/Family $1,093  $1,406  

2011   

Survey-Single Undergraduates (adjusted to per unit) $1,300  $1,584  

Survey-Married/Family Undergraduates $1,125  $1,500  

Survey-Single Grad Students (adjusted to per unit) $1,300  $1,509  

Survey-Married/Family Grad Students $1,300  $1,700  
Sources: 1. Anderson Strickler, LLC, “Student Housing Market and Feasibility Study, 

University of Maryland, College Park,” July 6, 2005, Table 13 

2. Anderson Strickler, LLC, “University of Maryland, College Park 2011 Student Housing 

Market Analysis,” November 22nd, 2011, Table 6 

 

Exhibit 5: Rents at University View I & II over Time, 2005/6 v. 2011 

 Unit Type/2005-06 Rents 2011 Rents  

 2BR/2BA 4BR/2BA 4BR/4BA 2 Bedroom 4 Bedroom 

University View I & II $770-$845 $705-$750 $725-$775 $993  $880  
Sources: 1. Anderson Strickler, LLC, “Student Housing Market and Feasibility Study, University of 

Maryland, College Park,” July 6, 2005, Table 13; 2. Anderson Strickler, LLC, “University of Maryland, 

College Park 2011 Student Housing Market Analysis,” November 22nd, 2011, Table 6 

 

Rents at the newly constructed high-rises are generally higher than the rents in converted owner-

occupied dwellings.  Survey data indicate that these high rents often represent a barrier to 

inducing University students to live in professionally-managed high-rise settings.  In fact, even 

with the provision of rental units in several new high-rise buildings, the proportion of students 
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living off-campus who resides in non-apartment settings remains significant.  Exhibit 6 indicates 

that that proportion is roughly one-third. 

 
Exhibit 6: Survey of Undergraduate & Graduate Students Living Off-Campus, 2011 

 
Source: Anderson Strickler, LLC , “University of Maryland, College Park 2011 Student  

Housing Market Analysis,” November 22nd, 2011, p. 3. 

 

Exhibit 7 provides statistical detail regarding rents at several high-rise buildings.  Note that the 

rents at these rises tend to be above $900/bedroom.  That renders them more expensive than the 

typical rented room in a single-family setting. 

 
Exhibit 7: Student Oriented Apartment Properties Off-Campus, Associated Monthly Per Bedroom Rents 

Property Units Beds Studio 1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom 

Enclave at 8700 94 369   $1,000 $1,000 $925 

Mazza GrandMarc 230 626   $1,037 $949 $805 

Towers at University Town Center 244 910   $979 $1,020 $794 

University View I & II 507 1,562 $1,313  $993  $880 

Varsity 259 902  $1,452 $1,202 $1,002 $970 
Source: Anderson Strickler, LLC , “University of Maryland, College Park 2011 Student Housing Market Analysis,” November 22nd, 

2011, Table 5 

 

The rents being charged are presumably in part a function of the cost of construction.  These high 

rents are likely contributing to vacancy.  By Anderson Strickler’s estimation, the “five 

individual-lease properties close to campus with almost 4,400 beds have over 630 vacancies, the 

equivalent of a 14 percent vacancy rate.  Exhibit 8 reflects the fact that many students are on the 

hunt for lower rents.   
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Exhibit 8: Factors That Would Motivate Student College Park House Renters to Move to Apartments, 

Percent of Survey Respondents  

 
 

Source: Anderson Strickler, LLC, “University of Maryland, College Park 2011 Student Housing Market Analysis,” 

November 22nd, 2011, P. 48-50. 

 

Exhibit 9 below reflects occupancy trends for these five properties.  Notice that for one of them 

(Enclave at 8700), occupancy fell short of two-thirds through September 2011.  One of the 

arguments for rent stabilization is that additional rental conversions will serve to drain the supply 

of available renters, making the pursuit of sufficient occupancy at the high-rises more 

challenging. 

 
Exhibit 9: Student-Oriented Rental Housing/High-Rises, OccupancyTrend, April 2011-September 2011 

 
 

Source: Anderson Strickler, LLC, “University of Maryland, College Park 2011 Student Housing Market Analysis,” 

November 22nd, 2011. 
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An additional consideration is that there is a significant pipeline of new potential construction in 

College Park that the City may want to support to create even greater rental choice and additional tax 

base.  This pipeline is represented in Exhibit 10 below. 

 

Exhibit 10: Pipeline of New Construction, College Park 

Project Number of Beds Number of Units Parking Spaces Retail/Other (SF) 

Maryland Book Exchange 1,010 341 321 14,300 

University View Village (Phases III and IV) 992    

Phase III  104 470 10,530 

Phase IV  168 N/A 8,430 

Enclave at 8700 (Phase II) 296 83 N/A  

The Domain at College Park* N/A 258 N/A 11,400 

Mosaic at Turtle Creek** N/A 300 335 N/A 

Total 2,298 1,254 1,126 44,660 
Source: Anderson Strickler, LLC , “University of Maryland, College Park 2011 Student Housing Market Analysis,” November 22nd, 

2011, P. 41-42. 

 

 City code violations are still higher among rental units 

 

Exhibit11presents first notice code violations for 2011 for residential rental (all rental units) and 

owner-occupied categories by type of violation.  In 2011 there were more first notice code 

violations at residential rental units than at owner-occupied units.  This is a pattern Sage has been 

observing over time.  This represents another source of rational basis since presumably the City 

would prefer to deal with fewer violations and broader homeownership would be associated with 

that outcome. 
 

Exhibit 11: College Park, MD First Notice Code Violations by Type and Housing 

Breakdown, Exterior Property Maintenance Only, 2011 

Code Violation Residential Rental
1
 Owner-Occupied 

Grass and Trash 301 297 

Inoperable Vehicles 44 82 

Vehicle Parked in Grass 94 36 

Graffiti 0 0 

Toters 215 88 

Trash Out Early 0 1 

Illegal Signs 2 2 

Litter 200 80 

Dumpster 6 23 

Miscellaneous 27 13 

Zoning Violations 31 18 

Total Listed Violations 920 640 

Total All Violations 1,005 788 

Source:  City of College Park, MD 

                                                             
1
 In Sage’s original report, the term “residential rental” was used to describe rental conversions.  For present 

purposes, residential rental refers to all renter-occupied housing in College Park. 
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Using 2011 data supplied by the City of College Park, Sage was able to establish the number of 

violations per unit for the group of units subject to rent stabilization.  This ratio can be compared 

with the corresponding ratio of violations to units in the owner-occupied category.  According to 

these data, the number of violations per unit for those units subject to rent stabilization is 0.89.  

This is nearly four times higher than the corresponding yield for owner-occupied units, which is 

0.24.  Exhibit 12 provides relevant statistical detail. 

 

Presumably, the City of College Park would prefer to minimize the number of violations both to 

improve quality of life and to reduce associated administrative costs.  This serves as another 

source of rational basis for rent stabilization.  To the extent that rent stabilization induces slower 

rental conversion and encourages a higher fraction of the rental market to live in professionally-

managed settings, violation counts are likely to be reduced. 

 
Exhibit 12: Violations per housing Unit 

 Housing Units Total Listed Violations Violations/Unit Total All Violations Violations/Unit 

College 

Park, MD 

Owner 

Occupied 

Renter 

Occupied 

Owner Renter Owner Renter Owner 

Occupied 

Renter 

Occupied 

Owner Renter 

2011 3,276 1,124 640 920 0.20 0.82 788 1,005 0.24 0.89 

Source: City of College Park, MD 
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Conclusion 
 

 There remains a rational basis for rent stabilization in College Park  

 

Based on declining homeownership, the ongoing need for rental affordability, the correlation 

between rental status and number of violations per unit and the lingering vacancies at newly-

constructed high rises, there remains a rational basis for rent stabilization in a City of College 

Park context.  Key analytical findings include the following: 

 

 Homeownership has declined more quickly in College Park than in the county or the 

state; 

 The population of converted, previously owner-occupied units has expanded since 

2005;and 

 Owner-occupied units are associated with lower levels of violations per unit. 

 

Conversion from owner-occupancy to rental has continued in recent years despite the rent 

stabilization ordinance, at least in part due to distress within the owner-occupied segment of the 

community’s housing market and the resulting increase in the population of homes available for 

conversion. 

 

There may, however, come a time when the development of this generation of rental high-rises 

comes to a close.  Once a steady state of rental activity in those high-rises has been achieved, and 

if the supply of high-rises is sufficient to bring rental rates down, the City may no longer have as 

much demand for a rent stabilization program. Though rational basis may still persist, thereby 

protecting the City legally, the public policy rationale would be weaker by that point. 
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Appendix 
 

 Housing Unit Absolute Totals – Census Bureau 

 

Exhibit A1 reflects the number of owner-occupied and renter-occupied housing units in College 

Park based upon U.S. Census Bureau data for three separate periods.  These figures relate to the 

percentage figures presented in the body of the report (see Exhibit E2 and Exhibit 2). 
 

Exhibit A1: Housing Unit Breakdown in College Park, Prince George’s County and Maryland,  

2000, 2008, and 2010 Estimates 

Area Owner-Occupied Housing Units Renter-Occupied Housing Units 

2000 2006-2008 2010 2000 2006-2008 2010 

College Park, MD 3,448 3,277 3,087 2,582 2,684 3,670 

Prince George's County 177,177 194,551 190,993 109,433 103,888 113,049 

Maryland 1,341,751 1,449,301 1,455,775 639,108 637,527 700,636 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 Census, ACS 3-year Estimates, 2010 Census 

 

 Census Data Discussion 

 

A discussion with City staff during a work session exposed a desire to understand the difference 

between various Census estimates.  The 2006-2008 data represent 3-year estimates originating 

from the American Community Survey or ACS.  The 2006-2008 estimates represent “period” 

estimates collected over a 36-month time period while the decennial census statistics represent 

specific “point-in-time” estimates.   

 

Implication for analysis 

 

Comparing period estimates with “point-in-time” estimates produces a few issues, none of which 

fundamentally undermine the quality of analysis.  Broad population characteristics will 

frequently remain consistent in an area throughout a given calendar year.  To the extent that this 

assertion is true, period estimates may not look very different from “point-in-time” survey 

estimates (like the decennial census point-in-time estimates).  Accordingly, the two types of 

estimates are more likely to diverge during periods of rapid population/demographic change.  In 

the instance of College Park, there was dynamic change in the economic environment in recent 

years due to the emergence of several rental high-rises. 

 

Exhibit A2 provides three-year estimates for housing units.  The body of this report uses 2010 

decennial Census data to drive the analysis rather than the 2008-2010 period estimates.  Given 

the rapid change in economic conditions between 2008 and 2010, it seems reasonable to use the 

2010 figure as a basis for analysis and comparison with prior periods.  Had the 2008 to 2010 

period been more stable from economic, demographic and development perspectives, the study 

team would likely have relied more heavily upon the three-year period estimate for 2008 to 2010.  

The point is that the 2008 and 2009 estimates that are embodied in this three-year period do not 

fully reflect the dynamic change that has occurred in College Park and therefore relying upon a 

simple 2010 point-in-time estimate seems preferable. 
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Exhibit A2:  ACS 3-year Housing Unit Estimates, College Park, Prince George’s County & Maryland 
 Share of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Share of Renter-Occupied Housing Units 

Percentages 2005-2007 2008-2010 2005-2007 2008-2010 

College Park, MD 57.4% 52.1% 42.6% 47.9% 

Prince George's County 64.8% 63.1% 35.2% 36.9% 

Maryland 69.4% 68.2% 30.6% 31.8% 

 Share of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Share of Renter-Occupied Housing Units 

Absolute Numbers 2005-2007 2008-2010 2005-2007 2008-2010 

College Park, MD 3,204 3,371 2,380 3,094 

Prince George's County 193,318 190,060 104,953 111,086 

Maryland 1,445,426 1,447,968 637,147 674,801 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 3-year estimates 

 

Exhibit A3 illustrates the implications of using 2010 decennial Census data for analytical 

purposes rather than the 2008-2010 period estimate.  Note that the 2010 point-in-time estimate is 

associated with substantially lower owner-occupancy in percentage terms than the three-year 

estimate.
2
  This is a reflection of the impact of 2008 and 2009 in the 3-year data; years that do 

not as fully reflect the construction of rental high-rises in College Park.  Therefore, using the 

2010 point-in-time estimate arguable represents a better way to understand the city’s current 

circumstances along the dimension of owner-occupancy.  It is difficult, however, to know from 

these data what portion of shrinking owner-occupancy was due to the emergence of the high-

rises as opposed to the housing market downturn that impacted this period of economic history.
3
 

 

Exhibit A3:  Comparison between 3-Year ACS and Decennial Census Point-in-Time Estimates 
 Share of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Difference between multi-year 

estimate and point-in-time estimate Area 2008-2010 2010 

College Park, MD 52.10% 45.70% -6.40% 

Prince George's County 63.10% 62.80% -0.30% 

Maryland 68.20% 67.50% -0.70% 

 Share of Owner-Occupied Housing Units Difference between multi-year 

estimate and point-in-time estimate  2008-2010 2010 

College Park, MD 3,371 3,087 -284.00 

Prince George's County 190,060 190,993 933.00 

Maryland 1,447,968 1,455,775 7807.00 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 3-year estimates 

 

                                                             
2
 It should be noted that there are different residency definitions between the decennial Census and the American 

Community Survey.  The decennial Census uses a “usual residence” rule to enumerate people at the place where 

they live or say most of the time as of April 1
st
 of the subject year.  The ACS, by contrast, uses a “current residence” 

rule to interview people who are currently living or staying in the sample housing unit as long as their stay at that 

address will ultimately exceed two months.  The difference in residency definitions should not fundamentally alter 

key analytical findings.  
3
 One should be cautious when comparing data from 2000-2005 surveys with data from 2006 and later surveys. 

“Unlike earlier surveys, the 2006 ACS survey includes samples of the population living in group quarters (e.g., 

college dorms and nursing homes), so the data may not be comparable, especially for young adults and the elderly, 

who are more likely than other age groups to be living in group quarters facilities.” (Source: U.S. Department of 

Commerce, Economics and Statistics Administration, U.S. CENSUS BUREAU, “A Compass for Understanding and 

Using American Community Survey Data, What General Data Users Need to Know,” October 2008.) 

  

























































































































OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

corporations the authority to grant a tax credit on real property that undergoes “renovations for 

accommodating advanced computer and telecommunications systems.” With the City’s heavy 

expertise to determine what renovations “qualify” for this tax credit, utilizing the standards 



e defines “eligible area” as

does not

I have added an ownership stipulation to mirror the City’s rental

Following Mr. Cordrey’s advice, I have added a “roll over” provision to tax credit 

In order to avoid property owners from “doubling up” on property tax credits, I have 



Ordinance No. _____ 
 

NOTE: This Ordinance is currently in draft form, as it has not yet been fully reviewed by the 
City of Salisbury’s Legal Department. 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SALISBURY, MARYLAND AMENDING CHAPTER 3, 
REVENUE AND FINANCE, OF THE CITY CODE BY ADDING CHAPTER 3.22 FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF ESTABILISHING AN ADVANCED TELECOMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS 
PROPERTY TAX CREDIT. 
 
WHEREAS, Section 9-228, Tax-Property Article, of the Annotated Code of Maryland gives 
counties and municipalities the option to offer a tax credit on real property for renovations to 
commercial or residential buildings to meet state-of-the-art communications and utility standards 
for accommodating advanced computer and telecommunications systems; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Salisbury has an interest in incentivizing the revitalization of the 
Downtown; and 
 
WHEREAS, the enabling legislation, within the Annotated Code of Maryland, gives the 
municipality the ability to define the eligible area for this tax credit as within areas that are 
designated as sustainable communities; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Downtown Historic District, as defined in Salisbury Code 17.60, falls within 
Salisbury’s sustainable community; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Salisbury will be installing fiber optic cables in the Downtown to support 
and encourage the usage of advanced computer and telecommunications systems in the 
Downtown; and 
 
WHEREAS, an Advanced Telecommunications Systems Property Tax Credit will further the City 
of Salisbury’s aim of revitalizing the Downtown generally and encouraging the usage of advanced 
telecommunications system technology specifically. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
SALISBURY, MARYLAND that Chapter 3 be amended by the addition of Chapter 3.22 as set 
forth herein: 
 
 

 
Chapter 3.22 

 
ADVANCED TELECOMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS PROPERTY TAX CREDIT 

 
Sections: 
3.22.010  Definitions 
3.22.020  Advanced telecommunications systems property tax credit 



3.22.030  Implementation 
 
3.22.010  Definitions 
 
As used in this chapter, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated: 
 
A. “Licensed Appraiser” means an appraiser that is licensed with the Commission of Real 
Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies, and Home Inspectors of the Maryland 
Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation. 
 
B. “Cost of Qualify Renovations” means the added value to the property as a result of the 
renovations as determined by a third-party licensed appraiser. 
 
C. “Eligible Area” means the area of the City of Salisbury that has been designated as the 
“Downtown Historic District, pursuant to the Salisbury Code 17.60. 
 
D. “Qualifying Renovations” means renovations to a commercial or residential building that 
the Director of the Department of Information Technology or his designee determines to qualify 
for this tax credit under the guidelines in 3.22.020(E). 
 
3.22.020  Advanced telecommunications systems property tax credit 
 
A.      Pursuant to the authorization contained in Section 9-228, Tax-Property Article, Annotated 
Code of Maryland, the city of Salisbury elects to provide an advanced telecommunications systems 
property tax credit for the taxable year beginning July 1, 2016. 
 
B.     There is a City of Salisbury advanced telecommunications systems property tax credit against 
real property for commercial or residential buildings in the eligible area to which qualifying 
renovations have been made to meet state-of-the-art communications and utility standards for 
accommodating advanced computer and telecommunications system in the amount as defined in 
section (C). 
 
C.     The amount of the tax credit shall not exceed ten percent (10%) of the cost of qualifying 
renovations to a commercial or residential building to meet state-of-the-art communication and 
utility standards for accommodating advanced computer and telecommunications equipment. 
 
D.     For any taxable year, the amount of a property tax credit granted under this chapter may not 
exceed the lesser of: 
 

1. The amount of the tax credit less the tax credit granted in previous fiscal years; 
or 

  2. The City of Salisbury property tax otherwise due for that taxable year. 
 
E.     A property tax credit may be granted under this chapter if the Director of the Department of 
Information Technology or his designee: 

 



1.  Before construction commences, review, and approves the plans for the 
renovations as meeting industry standards published by the Electrical Industry 
Association and Telecommunications Industry Association (EIA/TIA Building 
Standard 568); and 
2. During construction and on completion of construction, reviews and approves 
the implementation of the renovations as conforming to the approved plans based 
on the appraisal report of a third-party licensed appraiser. 
 

F.     The credit shall apply in each of the ten taxable years at the beginning of the fiscal year 
following the final approval in accordance with subsection (E)(2). 
 
3.22.020  Implementation 
 
A.     To administer the program, the Business Development Specialist of the City of Salisbury 
shall distribute and receive any forms that are required for application to the program and an annual 
certification of qualification. The Business Development Specialist may begin soliciting 
applications beginning November 1, 2015. 
 
B.     In order to remain eligible for the tax credit, each applicant shall file a certificate of 
qualification by April 1 of each year with the Business Development Specialist certifying that they 
are still the owner of the property receiving the tax credit. 
 
C.    Upon transfer of ownership, the property will no longer be eligible for the property tax credit 
created under this chapter. 
  

1. Subsection (C) does not apply to transfers of the property between relatives, spouses, 
or related business entities as governed by Section 12-108(c), (d), & (p), Tax-Property 
Article, Annotated Code of Maryland. 

 
D.    Properties that currently receive a property tax credit under Section 9-103 or 9-103.1, Tax-
Property Article, Annotated Code of Maryland, are not eligible for the Advanced 
Telecommunications Systems Property Tax Credit created under this chapter. If a property applies 
for and receives a property tax credit under Section 9-103 or 9-103.1, Tax-Property Article, 
Annotated Code of Maryland, the property will no longer be eligible for the property tax credit 
created under this chapter. 
 
E.    The cost of the appraisal of the property shall be borne by the owner of the property. 
 



Example:
Improvement Amount 10,000$          
Credit Amount 1,000$             
Improvement Completion Date 5/12/2014
Credit Effective FY FY15

Year: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Fy 14 Fy 15 Fy 16 Fy 17 Fy 18 Fy 19 Fy 20 Fy 21 Fy 22 Fy 23 Fy 24

Assessment Before Improvement 100,000.00     100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    100,000.00   100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    100,000.00    
Improvements Qualifying for Credit 10,000.00    10,000.00    10,000.00    10,000.00        10,000.00      10,000.00     10,000.00    10,000.00        10,000.00      10,000.00       

Total Assessment 100,000.00     110,000.00  110,000.00  110,000.00  110,000.00      110,000.00    110,000.00   110,000.00  110,000.00      110,000.00    110,000.00    

Tax (at .937 per 100) 937.00             1,030.70       

Credit Applied 0 1,000.00       1,000.00    
Credit Carry Over  -                 

 



Example:
Improvement Amount 100,000$        
Credit Amount 10,000$          
Improvement Completion Date 5/12/2014
Credit Effective FY FY15

Year: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Fy 14 Fy 15 Fy 16 Fy 17 Fy 18 Fy 19 Fy 20 Fy 21 Fy 22 Fy 23 Fy 24

Assessment Before Improvement 100,000.00     100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    100,000.00   100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    100,000.00    
Improvements Qualifying for Credit 100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    100,000.00   100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    100,000.00    

Total Assessment 100,000.00     200,000.00  200,000.00  200,000.00  200,000.00      200,000.00    200,000.00   200,000.00  200,000.00      200,000.00    200,000.00    

Tax (at .937 per 100) 937.00             1,874.00       1,874.00      1,874.00      1,874.00          1,874.00         1,874.00       1,874.00      1,874.00           1,874.00         1,874.00         

Credit Applied 0 1,874.00       1,874.00      1,874.00      1,874.00          1,874.00         630.00          10,000.00  
Credit Carry Over  8,126.00       6,252.00      4,378.00      2,504.00          630.00            -                 

 



Example:
Improvement Amount 500,000$        
Credit Amount 50,000$          
Improvement Completion Date 5/12/2014
Credit Effective FY FY15

Year: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Fy 14 Fy 15 Fy 16 Fy 17 Fy 18 Fy 19 Fy 20 Fy 21 Fy 22 Fy 23 Fy 24

Assessment Before Improvement 100,000.00     100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    100,000.00   100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    100,000.00    
Improvements Qualifying for Credit 500,000.00  500,000.00  500,000.00  500,000.00      500,000.00    500,001.00   500,002.00  500,003.00      500,004.00    500,005.00    

Total Assessment 100,000.00     600,000.00  600,000.00  600,000.00  600,000.00      600,000.00    600,001.00   600,002.00  600,003.00      600,004.00    600,005.00    

Tax (at .937 per 100) 937.00             5,622.00       5,622.00      5,622.00      5,622.00          5,622.00         5,622.01       5,622.02      5,622.03           5,622.04         5,622.05         

Credit Applied 0 5,622.00       5,622.00      5,622.00      5,622.00          5,622.00         5,622.01       5,622.02      5,622.03           5,023.94         50,000.00  
Credit Carry Over  44,378.00    38,756.00    33,134.00    27,512.00        21,890.00      16,267.99     10,645.97    5,023.94           0.00                

 



Example:
Improvement Amount 100,000$        
Improvement Completion Date 5/12/2014
Credit Effective FY FY15

Year 1: 1 2 3 4 5
Fy 14 Fy 15 Fy 16 Fy 17 Fy 18 Fy 19 Accumulated

Assessment Before Improvement 100,000.00     100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    
Improvements Qualifying for Credit 100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    

Total Assessment 100,000.00     200,000.00  200,000.00  200,000.00  200,000.00      200,000.00    

Tax (at .937 per 100) 937.00             1,874.00       1,874.00      1,874.00      1,874.00          1,874.00         

Calculated Credit (10% of Impv) 10,000.00    10,000.00    10,000.00    10,000.00        10,000.00      
Actual Credit 0 1,874.00       1,874.00      1,874.00      1,874.00          1,874.00         9,370.00            94% % of Credit

9.4% % of Impv

.937 per $100



Example:
Improvement Amount 500,000$        
Improvement Completion Date 5/12/2014
Credit Effective FY FY15

Year: 1 2 3 4 5
Fy 14 Fy 15 Fy 16 Fy 17 Fy 18 Fy 19 Accumulated

Assessment Before Improvement 100,000.00     100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00  100,000.00      100,000.00    
Improvements Qualifying for Credit 500,000.00  500,000.00  500,000.00  500,000.00      500,000.00    

Total Assessment 100,000.00     600,000.00  600,000.00  600,000.00  600,000.00      600,000.00    

Tax (at .937 per 100) 937.00             5,622.00       5,622.00      5,622.00      5,622.00          5,622.00         

Calculated Credit (10% of Impv) 50,000.00    50,000.00    50,000.00    50,000.00        50,000.00      
Actual Credit 0 5,622.00       5,622.00      5,622.00      5,622.00          5,622.00         28,110.00          56% % of Credit

5.6% % of Impv

 







 
City of Salisbury 

Advanced Telecommunications Systems Property Tax Credit: 
Information and Qualification Application 

 

Submit Application to: 
Business Development Specialist – City of Salisbury 

125 North Division Street, Room 104 
Salisbury, MD 21801 

410-677-1915 | info@citylivingsalisbury.com 

About the Program 
If you are planning to renovate your property to meet state-of-the-art communication and utility 
standards for accommodating advanced computer and telecommunications equipment and you are 
located within the City of Salisbury’s Downtown Historic District, you may be eligible for Salisbury’s 
“Advanced Telecommunications Systems Property Tax Credit”. Your renovations must meet industry 
standards published by the Electrical Industry Association and Telecommunications Industry Association 
(EIA/TIA Building Standard 568) and be approved by the City of Salisbury’s Department of Information 
Technology in advance. Such renovations can include, but are not limited to, accommodating for fiber-
optic cable, emergency electrical capacity, and emergency backup power. If approved, your total tax 
credit will be 10% of the cost of qualifying renovations (as determined by a licensed appraiser). This tax 
credit will begin the first fiscal year after renovations are completed and approved. Each year you will 
receive a tax credit which is the lesser of the amount of the tax credit less the tax credit granted in 
previous fiscal years or your property taxes otherwise due. You will continue to receive this tax credit 
until you have used up your entire property tax credit, ten years have passed, or the property changes 
ownership, with some exceptions applying. 

Eligibility 
1. The property must be located within the City of Salisbury’s Downtown Historic District (see last 

page of this application for map). 
2. The property may not receive a property tax credit through an Enterprise Zone designation, or 

other property tax credit under Section 9-103 or 9-103.1, Tax-Property Article of the Annotated 
Code of Maryland. Other tax credits, such as credits for resident artists in the Arts and 
Entertainment District, are applicable and do not preclude eligibility to this tax credit. 

3. Eligible renovations are defined as renovations to a commercial or residential building that have 
been made to meet state-of-the-art communications and utility standards for accommodating 
advanced computer and telecommunications system, in accordance with the industry standards 
published by the Electrical Industry Association and Telecommunications Industry Association 
(EIA/TIA Building Standard 568). 

The Process 
1. Prepare a detailed description of your proposed renovation, a construction timeline, a list of 

hardware and equipment that will be installed and/or upgraded, and a diagram and/or 
schismatic of the proposed renovation. 

2. Before construction begins, bring the attached application and the aforementioned documents 
to the Business Development Specialist. The application and plans will allow us to determine 



 
City of Salisbury 

Advanced Telecommunications Systems Property Tax Credit: 
Information and Qualification Application 

 

Submit Application to: 
Business Development Specialist – City of Salisbury 

125 North Division Street, Room 104 
Salisbury, MD 21801 

410-677-1915 | info@citylivingsalisbury.com 

whether or not your property is eligible to receive this property tax credit. You will receive a 
letter acknowledging the receipt of your application. 

3. If determined eligible, you will receive a letter confirming that your submitted plans meet the 
initial requirements for this tax credit. If not determined eligible, you will receive a letter with a 
brief explanation as to why your plans did not meet the eligibility requirements; you may 
reapply with plans that address these problems. 

4. Upon completion of the renovation, you must hire a third-party appraiser, licensed by the 
Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation, to determine the value of the 
renovations and submit the appraisal report to the Business Development Specialist. The cost of 
the appraisal is to be borne by the applicant. 

5. The Department of Information Technology will review the appraisal report and confirm that the 
construction completed largely conforms with the plans submitted. If they do not, you will be 
requested to submit a written clarification explaining the discrepancy. 

6. Upon final approval of your renovations, you will automatically see the tax credit reflected in 
your property taxes at the start of the next fiscal year. This property tax credit is for the property 
owner only, not the tenant. Reimbursement to the tenant must be negotiated with the property 
owner. 



 
City of Salisbury 

Advanced Telecommunications Systems Property Tax Credit: 
Information and Qualification Application 

 

Submit Application to: 
Business Development Specialist – City of Salisbury 

125 North Division Street, Room 104 
Salisbury, MD 21801 

410-677-1915 | info@citylivingsalisbury.com 

Application 
Applying For: 

Residential Property   Commercial Property   Mixed Use  

General Information 
Today’s Date:  __________________________________________ 
Name:   __________________________________________ 
Business Name (if applicable): __________________________________________ 
Mailing Address: 
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________  
Telephone Number: __________________________________________   
E-Mail Address:   __________________________________________ 

Property Information 
Address of Property for Which Advanced Telecommunications Systems Benefits are sought: 
_____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Property Tax # (10 digit – if available):  __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ 
Name of Property Owner: _____________________________________________________ 
Address of Property Owner: _____________________________________________________ 
Is this Your Primary Residence?:   Yes  No  
Approximate Size of Property: ______________________________ Acres 
Approximate Size of Existing Building: _______________________ Square Feet 
Current Base Assessment Price:               $_____________________________ 
 
Information on Applicant Business (If Applicable) 
Name of Business: __________________________________________ 
Contact Person:  __________________________________________ 
 Title:  __________________________________________ 
Street Address (if different): 
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 



 
City of Salisbury 

Advanced Telecommunications Systems Property Tax Credit: 
Information and Qualification Application 

 

Submit Application to: 
Business Development Specialist – City of Salisbury 

125 North Division Street, Room 104 
Salisbury, MD 21801 

410-677-1915 | info@citylivingsalisbury.com 

Describe the Company’s primary and secondary products or services that are, or will be, produced at the 
facility undergoing renovations:   
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Business NAICS Code (if available): _______________________________ 
 
Proposed Project 
Project Starting Date:  _________________________________     
Anticipated Completion Date: _________________________________ 
Brief Description of Project Including Explanation of Hardware/Software That Will Be Added/Upgraded: 
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________   
 
Signatures 
Signature of Person Completing This Form:____________________________________________ 
Typed Name: __________________________________________________________________ 
Title:  __________________________________________________________________ 
Date:  __________________________________________________________________ 
    
How did you hear about this opportunity: 

 
 

 



 
City of Salisbury 

Advanced Telecommunications Systems Property Tax Credit: 
Information and Qualification Application 

 

Submit Application to: 
Business Development Specialist – City of Salisbury 

125 North Division Street, Room 104 
Salisbury, MD 21801 

410-677-1915 | info@citylivingsalisbury.com 

Downtown Historic District Eligible Area 

 



 

Acknowledgement  

•Make sure property is actually in Downtown Historic District 
•Map of parcel & tax map PDFs 

•Send acknowledgement letter to business /person applying for IT tax credit 
•CC the Mayor's office 
•Update contact opportunity in Act 

Prepare memo 

•Create memo to send to Department Heads (Finance, IT) that will verify that the company is eligible for the Tax Credit 
•Add date that they need to respond by 

•Include application, relevant plans (project description, hardware used, etc.) and tax map info from SDAT 
•CC the Mayor's office 
•Update contact opportunity in Act 

First Notification to 
Applicant 

•After receiving acknowledgement from IT that the plans meet the standards for "state-of-the-art," send letter to applicant notifying them that their plans have been approved. 
•Let applicant know that tax credit will only be awarded when construction has been completed, they have had the property appraised, the apparaisal report has been sent to the 

City, and IT has confirmed that the appraisal report conforms to the original submitted plans. 
•Update contact opportunity in Act 

Apparaisal Report 

•After receiving Appraisal Report from applicant, send report to IT.  
•If IT approves the renovations, send letter to applicant letting them know that they have received the Tax Credit and it will automatically appear on their next property tax bill 

following the beginnning of the first fiscal eyar 
•If IT does not approve renovation, IT must give their rational for not approving and notify applicant, asking for written clarification for why their appraisal report did not match their 

submitted plans. 
•Update contact opportunity in Act 

Notify Finance 

•Once approved the appraisal report is approved by IT, notify Finance Dept that the property is eligible for a property tax credit in the amount of 10% of value from appraisal report 
•Update contact opportunity in Act 
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JAMES IRETON JR. 
MAYOR 

 

TOM STEVENSON 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR 

 
 
 

BARBARA DUNCAN 
CHIEF OF POLICE 

 

 

 
Maryland 

 

699 W. SALISBURY PARKWAY 
SALISBURY, MD 21801 

TEL: 410-548-3165 

 

     September 9, 2015 

 

TO:  Tom Stevenson 

FROM: Colonel David Meienschein 

SUBJECT: Resolution- Bullet Proof Vest Partnership Program 

 

 Attached, please find a Resolution to accept $21,049.03.00 in federal grant funds, 
awarded through the Department of Justice’s Bulletproof Vest Partnership Program, for the 
purchase of protective vests for each police officer.      

  
 

 

 

         David Meienschein 
         Assistant Chief of Police 



RESOLUTION No.     1 
 2 

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SALISBURY ACCEPTING 3 
 FEDERAL GRANT FUNDS AWARDED THROUGH THE DEPARTMENT OF 4 
JUSTICE’S BULLETPROOF VEST PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM FOR THE PURCHASE OF 5 
PROTECTIVE VESTS FOR EACH POLICE OFFICER. 6 
 7 

WHEREAS, federal grant funds have been awarded by the U.S. Department of Justice’s 8 
Bulletproof Vest Partnership Program; and 9 
 10 

WHEREAS, these federal grant funds will allow the Salisbury Police Department to 11 
purchase protective vests for each police officer; and 12 
 13 

WHEREAS, these vests will provide added protection against serious injury. 14 
 15 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 16 
SALISBURY, MARYLAND that the awarded grant funds in the amount of $21,049.03.00 is 17 
accepted and shall be used to for the purchase of protective vests for each police officer.  18 
 19 

THIS RESOLUTION was duly passed at a meeting of the Council of the City of 20 
Salisbury held on    2015, and is to become effective immediately upon 21 
adoption. 22 
 23 
  24 
 25 
ATTEST; 26 
 27 
 28 
__________________________        29 
Kimberly R. Nichols, City Clerk   Jacob R. Day, President 30 
       Salisbury City Council 31 
 32 
APPROVED BY ME THIS: 33 
 34 
______ Day of _______________, 2015 35 
 36 
 37 
______________________________ 38 
James Ireton Jr, Mayor 39 
 40 
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     Neighborhood 
Services & Code 
Compliance  

Memo      

To: Julia Glanz 

From: Susan Phillips 

Date: 9/30/2015 

Re: Revisions to 15.24.270 Building/Housing Official 

Attached please find an ordinance that will have the effect of amending Chapter 15.24. 

Currently, this chapter incorrectly refers to the building official instead of the housing official in multiple 
places throughout the code. Currently because of the needed change in subsection 15.24.270C, 
Neighborhood Services & Code Compliance is having to forward some cases to the Department of 
Building, Permits & Inspections to enforce. This change will streamline enforcement. 

In addition, subsection 15.24.1090B incorrectly refers to the BOCA Mechanical Code and needs to be 
corrected to reflect the proper code reference of the National Fire Gas Code. 

Unless you have any questions please forward this memorandum to the Mayor and City Council.   

                



 
  

ORDINANCE NO. 1 
 2 
 AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SALISBURY TO AMEND CHAPTER 3 
15.24 HOUSING STANDARDS OF THE SALISBURY CITY CODE TO CHANGE 4 
BUILDING OFFICIAL TO HOUSING OFFICIAL AND TO CHANGE BOCA 5 
MECHANICAL CODE TO NATIONAL FUEL GAS CODE AND TO OTHERWISE 6 
CORRECT PORTIONS OF THE TEXT. 7 

 8 
 9 

WHEREAS, the ongoing application, administration and enforcement of the 10 

Salisbury Municipal Code, demonstrates a need for periodic review, evaluation and 11 

amendment; and  12 

WHEREAS, Chapter 15.24 Housing Standards, of the Salisbury City Code 13 

currently identifies the building official instead of the housing official; and 14 

WHEREAS, the housing official is the appropriate official for the Housing 15 

Standards section of the City Code; and 16 

WHEREAS, by correcting this title, the Department of Neighborhood Services 17 

and Code Compliance will not have to forward cases to the Department of Building, 18 

Permitting and Inspections; and 19 

WHEREAS, subsection 15.24.1090B incorrectly refers to the BOCA Mechanical 20 

Code and needs to be corrected to reflect to proper code reference of National Fuel Gas 21 

Code. 22 

NOW, THEREFORE, be it enacted and ordained by the City Council of the City 23 

of Salisbury, that the following sections of Chapter 15.24 of the City of Salisbury City 24 

Code, be amended as follows: 25 

 26 



 
  

ARTICLE VII VACANT BUILDINGS AND LAND 27 

15.24.270 - General. 28 

A. All vacant structures, premises and vacant land shall be maintained in a clean, 29 

safe, secure and sanitary condition, to prevent blighted conditions or an adverse 30 

impact on public health, or safety. 31 

B. No structure caused to be vacant by virtue of noncompliance with the 32 

provisions of this code shall be used again for human habitation without first 33 

obtaining a certificate of occupancy from the building housing official. No 34 

noncomplying structure may be left vacant longer than six months. The Ccity 35 

may at that time exercise condemnation and/or demolition. The cost or expense 36 

shall be assessed as a lien on the property and shall be entered on the tax 37 

records kept by the Ccity treasurer [is there a City treasurer? Or should it be 38 

Director of Internal Services] and shall be collectible as are taxes. 39 

C. Each exterior door, window and opening of any vacant building shall be firmly 40 

secured and locked. Should a structure become accessible and/or a nuisance by 41 

virtue of having windows or doors repeatedly left opened and/or unlocked, they 42 

shall be firmly secured by covering the opening with plywood or other 43 

approved material. Approved material used to cover unsecured openings shall 44 

fit the openings squarely, and shall be surface coated to match the exterior 45 

house trim. No structure shall be permitted to be boarded up for any period of 46 

time in excess of six months unless fully justified by the owner in writing to the 47 

building housing official stating why and for what period of time the structure 48 



 
  

should be permitted to remain boarded up. Any structure condemned in 49 

accordance with Section 15.24.280, which has been boarded up for a period of 50 

time exceeding six months, and has not been justified by the owner in writing 51 

to the building housing official, may be issued a one hundred dollar ($100.00) 52 

citation for the first day of noncompliance and a two hundred dollar ($200.00) 53 

citation for each day thereafter that the violation continues. 54 

 55 

Article VIII – Unsafe Structures and Equipment 56 

15.24.280 – General  57 

C. Structures Unfit for Human Occupancy. A structure is unfit for human occupancy 58 

 whenever the building housing official finds that such structure is unsafe, 59 

 unlawful or, is in disrepair or lacks required maintenance, is unsanitary, vermin or 60 

 rat infested, contains filth and contamination, or lacks ventilation, illumination, 61 

 sanitary or heating facilities or other essential equipment required by this code. 62 

 63 

15.24.290 – Closing of vacant structures. 64 

 If the structure is vacant and unfit for human habitation and occupancy, and is not 65 

in danger of structural collapse, the building housing official is authorized to post a 66 

placard of condemnation on the premises and order the structure closed up so as not to be 67 

an attractive nuisance. Upon failure of the owner to close up the premises within the time 68 

specified in the order, the building housing official shall cause the premises to be closed 69 

through any available public agency or by contract or arrangement bywith private persons 70 

https://www.municode.com/library/


 
  

and the cost thereof shall be charged against the real estate upon which the structure is 71 

located and shall be a lien upon such real estate. 72 

 73 

15.24.300 – Notice. 74 

 Whenever the building housing official has condemned a structure or equipment 75 

under the provisions of this chapter, notice shall be posted in a conspicuous place on or 76 

about the structure affected by such notice and served on the owner, agent, person or 77 

persons responsible for the structure or equipment in accordance with Section 15.24.200. 78 

The notice shall be in the form prescribed in Section 15.24.190 and shall advise the 79 

owner of the requirements of Chapter 15.22 and Section 15.24.325 herein. 80 

 81 

15.24.320 – Prohibited occupancy. 82 

 The premises so ordered to be either “Vacated” or “Condemned” shall not again 83 

be occupied until a certificate of occupancy has been issued by the building housing 84 

official stating that the dwelling is in compliance with this chapter or any other existing 85 

law or ordinance. 86 

 87 

15.24.325 – Plan for rehabilitation. 88 

 Within sixty (60) days after notice that the buildinghousing official has 89 

condemned a structure, the owner shall submit a plan to bring the property into 90 

compliance with the provisions of the building code. The plan should include the 91 

following: 92 



 
  

A. A detailed description of the work to be performed; 93 

B. The name and address of the person who will perform the work; and 94 

C. A timetable for completion of the work. 95 

 96 

Article IX – Demolition 97 

15.24.330 – General. 98 

 The buildinghousing official shall order the owner of any premises upon which is 99 

located any structure which is so dilapidated, so out of repair as to be dangerous, that it 100 

has been designated unfit for human habitation, unsafe, unsanitary, has been condemned, 101 

and has not been put into proper repair after given sufficient notice to repair, to raze and 102 

remove the structure in its entirety. An order to repair may be satisfied by demolition. 103 

 104 

Article XIX – Boarding Houses 105 

15.24.970 – Dining facilities. 106 

 Commercial cooking and dining facilities in a boarding house are prohibited, 107 

except in kitchen areas and other areas as approved by the buildinghousing official. 108 

 109 

Article XXI – Plumbing Facilities and Fixture Requirements 110 

15.24.1090 Plumbing fixtures. 111 

B. Appliances. All gas (natural and propane) appliances shall be installed and maintained 112 

in accordance with the BOCA Mechanical Code National Fuel Gas Code. 113 



 
  

AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED AND ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF 114 
THE CITY OF SALISBURY, MARYLAND, that the Ordinance shall take effect upon 115 
final passage. 116 
 117 

 118 
THIS ORDINANCE was introduced and read at a meeting of the Council of the City of 119 

Salisbury held on the ______ day of ___________, 2015 and thereafter, a statement of the 120 

substance of the ordinance having been published as required by law, in the meantime, 121 

was finally passed by the Council on the ___ day of _____________, 2015.  122 

 123 
ATTEST: 124 

 125 
 126 

_________________________   ____________________________ 127 
Kimberly R. Nichols, City Clerk   Jacob R. Day, City Council President 128 

 129 
 130 

Approved by me, this ________ 131 
day of ______________, 2015. 132 

 133 
 134 
 135 

__________________________ 136 
James Ireton, Jr., Mayor 137 
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  1 
ORDINANCE No.   2 

 3 
 AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SALISBURY AMENDING CHAPTER 8.04.050 4 
OF THE SALSIBURY MUNICIPAL CODE TO PROVIDE FOR THE ENFORCEMENT OF 5 
THIS SECTION BY THE CHIEF OF POLICE, THE FIRE CHIEF AND THE DIRECTOR OF 6 
NEIGHBORHOOD SERVICES AND CODE COMPLIANCE.  7 
 8 

WHEREAS, through the creation of section 8.04 the City has established standards and 9 
regulations pertaining to alarm systems; and 10 

WHEREAS, from time to time it is prudent to review and amend the code; and     11 

WHEREAS, it has been shown that countless alarm notifications prove to be 12 
unintentional; and  13 

WHEREAS, the City has determined that the Police Department and Fire Department 14 
would be better suited to maintain the records of false alarms; and  15 

WHEREAS, the City has determined that the Housing Official should be a part of the 16 
Municipal Infraction procedures.  17 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 18 
SALISBURY, MARYLAND that Chapter 8.04.050 be modified as follows:     19 

8.04.050 False alarms—Violations and penalties. 20 

A. If, within a calendar year, the Fire and/or Police Departments respond to more than two (2) 21 
false alarms at the same location, response fees will be charged to the property owner, as 22 
defined by separate ordinance, in accordance with the fee schedule in effect at the time of the 23 
response.  The Council of the City of Salisbury shall set the fee schedule from time to time as 24 
the Council deems appropriate.  Prior to January 31st of each year, for the purpose of setting a 25 
fee schedule, the Police Department and Fire Department shall provide the Council with up-26 
to-date response fees from each department.  27 

Failure to pay said fees within ninety (90) days of the date on the notification of the 28 
violation will result in a lien against the real property until the fees are satisfied and shall be 29 
collectible in the same manner as real estate taxes and accrue interest and penalties, if 30 
applicable, as allowed for unpaid real estate taxes as well.  31 

B Newly installed and newly transferred alarm systems will be given a thirty (30) day grace 32 
period to allow for correction of equipment and user errors.  During the thirty (30) day 33 
period, the alarm user will be allowed unlimited false alarms, as long as steps are being 34 
taken to correct any problems.  The alarm company installing the new system or transferring 35 
a system shall notify the Police and Fire Departments in writing of the new installation or 36 
transfer, including the effective date, within 10 days of the effective date.    37 
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C. The Chief of Police and the Fire Chief The Director of Internal Services will maintain 38 
accurate records of false alarms occurrences.  and will A bill will be sent for payment 39 
thereof by mailing said bill to the property owner of record of the subject location, the 40 
designated agent, if any, and the occupant of the property if known to the Director of 41 
Internal Services. The Director of Internal Services will send the bills for occurrences one 42 
(1) to five (5). The Director of Neighborhood Services and Code Compliance will send the 43 
bills, when the number of occurrences is six (6) or more. 44 

D. If the false alarm bill remains unpaid for more than ninety (90) days, the Director of Internal 45 
Services shall place a lien against the subject real property by forwarding to the last known 46 
address of the owner as recorded in the real estate assessment records of the City of 47 
Salisbury by written notice, a notice of lien, and such receipt shall constitute a prima facie 48 
evidence of service upon such owner if it is signed either by the owner or by a person of 49 
suitable age and discretion located at such address. In the event that delivery of said notice 50 
of lien is refused by the property owner or his agent, then valid service may be accomplished 51 
by hand delivery of same to either the property owner or a person of suitable age and 52 
discretion employed or residing at the subject location or by posting the written notice in a 53 
conspicuous place in or about the structure or property affected by such notice. 54 

E. Municipal Infraction 55 

For any violation occurring after the fifth false alarm response by the same responding 56 
department within the same calendar year, the person owning and/or in control of the subject 57 
real property shall be guilty of a municipal infraction and shall be subject to a fine not to 58 
exceed five hundred dollars ($500.00) for each offense as established in the table listed 59 
below. Each false alarm response thereafter within the same calendar year shall constitute a 60 
separate offense.  Notice and service of a citation shall be as directed under Local 61 
Government Article of the Maryland Annotated Code § 6-101, et seq. and § SC5-1(38), as 62 
amended, concerning municipal infractions.  The Chief of Police, and the Fire Chief and the 63 
Housing Official are designated by the Council to direct the designated persons within their 64 
departments to act as enforcement officers for the purpose of preparing and carrying out the 65 
requirements for issuing and serving municipal infractions.  66 

The amount of a fine shall be in accordance with the table below: 67 

 68 

FALSE ALARM 
OCCURRENCE / FINE POLICE FIRE 

6th 100.00 100.00 
7th 200.00 200.00 
8th 300.00 300.00 
9th 400.00 400.00 
10th 500.00 500.00 

 69 

 70 

AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED AND ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SALISBURY, 71 
MARYLAND, that the Ordinance shall take effect upon final passage. 72 

 73 
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THIS ORDINANCE was introduced and read at a meeting of the Council of the City of 74 

Salisbury held on the____ day of _____, 2015 and thereafter, a statement of the substance of the 75 

ordinance having been published as required by law, in the meantime, was finally passed by the 76 

Council on the ___ day of _____, 2015.  77 

ATTEST: 78 

 79 

_________________________   _________________________ 80 
Kimberly R. Nichols, City Clerk   Jacob R. Day, City Council President 81 
 82 
 83 
 84 
Approved by me, this ________day of ___________________, 2015. 85 
 86 
 87 
__________________________ 88 
James Ireton, Jr., Mayor 89 





ORDINANCE No.    1 
 2 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SALISBURY APPROVING A BUDGET 3 
ADMENDMENT OF THE FY 2016 GENERAL FUND TO APPROPRIATE FUNDS FOR THE 4 
REPLACEMENT OF SURVEY EQUIPMENT. 5 
 6 
 WHEREAS, the City of Salisbury has a Surveying Team as part of the Department of 7 
Public Works under the direction of the City Surveyor; and  8 
 9 

WHEREAS, the City Surveyor utilizes a robotic total station to locate property corners 10 
and for construction stakeout, boundary surveys, as-built surveys, topographic surveys and GIS 11 
applications; and 12 

 13 
WHEREAS, the robotic total station unit was recently damaged beyond repair and since 14 

it was an unforeseen expense, it was not budgeted; and 15 
 16 
WHEREAS, the cost to replace the surveying equipment is $29,000; and 17 
 18 
WHEREAS, the portion above the $10,000 deductible will be reimbursed by LGIT after 19 

the new equipment has been purchased and paid for. 20 
 21 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SALISBURY, 22 

MARYLAND, THAT THE City’s Fiscal Year 2016 General Fund Budget be amended as 23 
follows: 24 

 25 
1) Increase Current Surplus Available (01000- 469810) by $29,000 26 
2) Increase Public Works Engineering Department by $29,000 27 
 28 
BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that this Ordinance shall take effect from and after the 29 

date of its final passage. 30 
 31 

THIS ORDINANCE was introduced and read at a meeting of the Council of the City of 32 
Salisbury held on this    day of    , 2015, and thereafter, a statement of 33 
the substance of the Ordinance having been published as required by law, was finally passed by 34 
the Council on the    day of    , 2015. 35 
 36 
ATTEST: 37 
 38 
             39 
Kimberly R. Nichols, City Clerk   Jacob R. Day, City Council President 40 
 41 
APPROVED BY ME THIS:    day of    , 2015 42 
 43 
      44 
James Ireton Jr., Mayor    45 
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