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$ 4, 

5, 9, 

10, 14, 

15, 19, 

$ 4, 

5, 9, 

le 1 

County 

, Tenure, Age and Income 

6, 

15,200 

9,300 

4,400 

3,800 

700 

400 

400 

40,900 

3 

Black 
Owners 

1,200 

3,800 

4,200 

2,300 

900 

o 

100 

700 

13 ,200 

Black 
Renters 

8,100 

,200 

7,800 

2,600 

1,300 

100 

o 

o 

,100 

Total 

26,900 

45,800 

38,400 

,000 

13,100 

1,000 

600 

1,600 

148,400 



Under Age 62 

$ 0- 4,999 

5,000- 9,999 

10,000-14,999 

15,000-19,999 

20,000 and 

Over Age 62 

$ 0- 4,999 

5,000- 9,999 

10,000 and up 

TOTAL 

Table 2 

Cook County 

lacking Some or All Plumbing, 
By Race, Tenure, Age and Income 

White 
Owners ---

700 

1,000 

1,200 

200 

600 

2,000 

500 

300 

6,500 

White 
Renters 

9,200 

6,200 

1,200 

400 

200 

6,400 

400 

200 

24,200 

4 

Black 
Owners 

1 • 

100 

300 

400 

200 

0 

o 

° 

Black 

5, 5, 

3, 10,900 

1 , 1 3, 

1 , 

2 10, 

o 

12. 44, 



$ 4, 

5, 9, 

10, 14, 

15, 19, 

4, 

5, 9, 4, 

10, 5, 

le 3 

County 

on of Income Housing, 
, Age and Income 

He 
Renters 

,800 

,000 

6,700 

600 

100 

63,600 

12,000 

2,100 

216,900 

5 

ad 
Owners 

4,000 

5,600 

1,300 

200 

o 

2,200 

600 

10,000 

23,900 

Black 
Renters 

69,000 

29,100 

200 

o 

o 

18,200 

1,600 

o 

118,100 

Total 

170,200 

131,600 

57,000 

16,800 

4,300 

116.600 

28,500 

17,500 

542,500 



User 
Needs 

Households 

Owners 

White 

Black 

Spanish-
speaking 

Renters 

White 

Black 

Spanish­
speaking 

TOTAL 

Table 4 

Cook County 

Housing User Needs, 1970, By Tenure 

# of 
HHls 

6,300 

1,300 

200 

23,700 

12,100 

2, 

46,200 

Substandard 1 

Units 

% of Total 
HWs of 

Same Race 
& Tenure 

.8% 

1.4 

1.2 

3.6 

4.6 

4.7 

2.6 1 

Overcrowding 

# of 
HHls 

44,200 

13,200 

3,900 

40,900 

50,100 

16,700 

% of Total 
HWs of 

Same Race 
& Tenure 

5.8% 

14.6 

24.2 

6.2 

19.2 

30.4 

9.7 

1 

14 

2, 

6 

118,1 

18,300 

552,900 

15.5 

12.4 

33.0 

45. 

33.3 

31. 3 

Source: U. S. Census, Public Use Tape 

lSubstandard units occupied by white households in Cook County appear 
have been undercounted in the Public Use Survey, perhaps by as much as 25% 

1. The discrepancy between the Public Use Survey enumeration of sub-
presented here and other Census tabulations con nues be 
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Table 5 

Cook County 

N ds th More Than One Housing User Need,' 1970, 
By Tenure and Race 

Substandard 
Plumbing & Overcrowded 
Paying Too And Paying 
Large A Por- Too 1 

Substandard tion of A Porti on ree 
Plumbing & Income For Of Income User 
Overcrowded Housing For Housil!.9.. 

rs 

Whi 300 1 ,900 5,000 100 

100 1 ,500 a 

0 100 200 a 

1 ,400 12,300 10,400 700 

B1 
2,000 5,600 20,400 500 

ng 300 1 ,500 3,900 200 

4,500 21,500 ,400 1 ,500 

urce: U. s. u the Census, Public Use Tape tabulation 

1 i in this table are de ned i Chapter 3. 
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Figure 1 

Housing Needs Overlap for Whites in Cook County, By Tenure 

Paying 
Too Much 

Paying 
Too Much 

1970 Public Use Sample 

White Owners 
Total Needs = 30.0% of Total White 

176,800 

1 ,800 -----"I 

100 

White Renters 
Total Needs = 34.5% of Total White Renters 

201,200 

11,600 

8 

ng 

lacking umbing 

Overcrowding 



Fi gure 2 

Housing Needs Overlap for Blacks in Cook County, By Tenure 

1970 Public Use Sample 

Paying 
Too Much 

Paying 
Much 

Black Owners 

Total Needs = 29.3% of Total Black Owners 
200 Lacking Pl 

------ 500 

11 ,200 Overcrowdi 

1,500 

Black Renters 

Total Needs = 66.4% of Total Black Renters 

5,100 

92,600 

9 

lacking Plumbi 

5,000 

48,200 Overcrowding 



gure 3 

Housing Needs Overlap for Spanish in 

1970 Public Use e 

Spanish Surnamed Owners 

Total Need = 35.4% of Total Spanish 

100 
lacking Plumbing 

3,600 

Paying Too Much 

200 

Spanish Surnamed Renters 

Total Need = 8.5% Total Spanish Surnamed Renters 

Paying 
Much 

13,100 

12,700 
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ds 1. 51 or Persons , 1970 

Renters 

Number ! S i # % # % # % # % 

$ 0- 4,999 200 18.2% 200 16.7% 0 0 2,900 39.2% 4,900 26.9% 

5,000- 9,999 700 10.11 600 15.4 200 15.4 4,200 26.9 5,100 25.2 

..... 10,000-14,999 1,700 9.8 800 18.2 400 21.1 1 ,600 17.2 1,700 20.5 
-' 

15,000-19,999 700 5.9 200 7.4 100 20.0 1,200 26.1 700 26.9 

20,000 and up 600 8.2 200 20.0 100 50.0 600 15.0 200 7.7 

TOTAL 3,900 8.8% 2,000 15.2% 800 20.5% 10,500 25.7% 12,600 25.1% 

Source: Public Use Tape 

lpercent of households in same income/tenure/race category. that are crowded. 

Spal"li 
Speaking 

# % 

800 33.3% 

1,700 27.9 

700 30.4 

300 25.0 

100 50.0 

3,600 29.5% 



Tab le 7 

Cook County 

Number of Households Paying More Than 35% of Their Income Rent, 1970 

Whites B1 acks & Others SEanish S~eaking 
% of Those % of Ihose % of Tfiose 

Income Number Paying 25% Number Paying 25% Number Paying 25% 

$ 0-2,499 ,700 97.3% 47,500 94.4% 5,200 98.1% 

2,500-4,999 48,900 72.2 25,700 69.6 5, 63.9 

5,000-9,999 18,000 27.3 4,100 13.4 15.2 

10,000 and up 1,600 16.8 0 ° 0 0 

TOTAL 140,200 64.6% 77 ,300 65.5% 11. 61.2% 

Source: Public Use Tape 
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9 

2 

% 

size. ogous s i 

fferenti al 

household 

in 

1 

s 

combin i 

III inoi s 

can 

ons 

s 

st other user groups. No apparent over­

categories (income, rent or value, 

is one endemic to lower-income households. 

is need category. Just over 86% of the white 

lies and 93.8% the Spanish-speaking families 

annual incomes of less than $5,000, a figure 

near poverty. 

from the U. S. Census Bureau with information from 

Budget, an estimate of the number of households in the 

Table 8 

Cook County 

mated Households, 1975, By Age of Head 

I II 

1 138,022 135,783 

25- 423,077 415,580 

313,119 312,237 

644,711 644,259 

65+ 298,156 292,636 

1,817,085 1,800,495 

13 



The total number of households represents a rise from the 1970 Census gures 

but the full dynamics of the increase are reveal 

within each age category. 

showing net changes 

Table 9. 

Cook County 

Change in Households, 1970-75, By Age 

Age I 

15-24 25,583 

25-34 85,839 

35-44 -22,391 

45-64 -32,147 

65+ - 5,834 

TOTAL 51,050 

23, 

-23,2 

-11 , 

34 

It is readily apparent the increase in households is 

young families while the der families are most likely the 

of those persons leavi the county. 

Migration 

ly from 

r component 

The existing data related 

between the base year (1 

migration allow only an estimate of net migration 

and our target update year (1975). is number i 

the residual of the estimated population change from 1970 to 19 

increase in fertility over mortality of the population in Cook County over 

five years. 

14 



1 t on es mate Cook County in 1 1 is 5,368,406. This 

is s Bureau of the Budget by ng for the effect 

c changes since 1 This is a decrease from the 

1 Census on (5,504,686) of 136,280. 

U. S. Census a so es mates population for Illinois counties. They begin 

ng a 1 

1 

reau! sass 

and ass 

i and mortality rates. Such rates are now accurate-

us shows a IInet 

on increase 

increase is extended 

ncrease is 1 ,754. 

a 1975 popul 

the 

gration, in 

1 i 

1 

of 

to July 1 

over deaths 

.2 When 

population increase 

is gure is added 

5,696,440. This is 

popul on estimate 

1970 

,034 

1975. 

s case an out-migration from Cook 

people (roughly 85,000 households). 

on is based on several assumptions: those of the Illinois 

ation projection techniques, the U. S. Census 

birth and death rates from April 1970 to J y 1973, 

these rates have held cons since J y 19 

Bureau of the Budget, Illinois Population Projection: 
Feb. 1975. 

15 



It is fairly certain Cook County did experience a net out-migration. It is 

not certain if the out-migration was even larger some in-

migration. The type and size of households migrati are so s 

speculation, but given the value of new housing built in 

especially in DuPage and Will Counties, many of Cook 

suburbs, 

are likely to be predominantly middle- to upper-middle-class 1 ds 

whose heads of households are between the ages of 35 rs d. 

16 



Department 

ts 

over ,000 were sin 

s le 

tern Illinois Planning Commission, the City of Chicago 

F. W. Dodge Co. show that approximately 105,000 

It since the 1970 Census. these 105,000, just 

, and 61,000 were multi-fami with just a 

1 sales values as follows: 

Table 10 

Cook County 

ue, New Single-Family Homes, 1970-74 

1971 1972 1973 1974 TOTAL 

$ 4, 40 40 

5 9, 24 14 38 

10 14, 251 50 345 

15 19, 37 5 90 442 

6,703 188 75 80 11,338 

5,809 7,726 7 3 1,221 25,435 

1,776 1,005 2,634 5,415 

,999 927 947 

3 2 25 

26 26 

and 13 8 2 23 

7 12,512 10,982 8, 7 4,105 44,074 

17 



Two things are notable about the new construction of si le-fami homes. 

First is the shift over time in sales value, ref' ng an increase in 

construction cost. In 1970, a majority of the homes b lt were in 

$20,000-24,999 range while by 1974, the majority were in 

34,999 range. Putting it another way, the median value a new in 

1970 was $24,630 while the median value in 1974 was $31,1 ,an increase 

of 26.5%. 

The second notable aspect of new construction during 1 

responded to the state of the mortgage loan market. The 

s 

cons 

years, 1971 and 1972, are also the years when money was IIlooses 

lidown years,1i 1970, and especially 1974, reflect a IItight" rna 

it 

on 

i Ie the 

Construction of multi-family units shows a pattern similar 

family construction, though not as pronounced. 

There has been a shift over time in construction costs whi 

when one considers that median construction costs for mul 

1970 were $17,020 and n 1974 were $20,290, an increase of 19. 

also a less pronounced reflection of the money market as 

to rise and 1 in inverse relation to the IItightness li 

si e-

ly ts in 

There is 

y totals tend 

market. 

nally, there were so 432 new mobile homes added in county, most 

them presumably valued less than $15,000 possible providi a source 

of new housing for 1 e-income lies. 

18 



Table 11 

Cook County 

Cons on Costs, New Multi-Family Homes, 

1971 1972 1973 TOTAL 

$ 4 328 328 

5 9 472 6 1 ,088 

10 14, 8 ,164 3,206 3,909 15,404 

15, 19, 7 8,698 5,305 2,731 1,959 ,120 

383 3,448 3,093 1 , 8,921 

25 1,901 687 845 6 5,802 

793 404 1 ,234 

39 679 251 327 1,257 

262 1 390 . 

25 28 

23 1 202 362 

3 15,146 13,385 12, 6,549 60,934 

19 



Group Quarters 

Group quarters is one the variables that had yen a low ty 

among the many tests we made with both the 1970 Census rna ces and the field 

test to update the housing data. Its population makes best tes 

of the model's ability to enumerate elderly persons livi p quarters, 

one of the two institu onally housed groups which public p anners ve been 

interested in monitoring. l 

Unfortunately, it is not possible to cross-tabulate public use us 

for elderly in group quarters. The State of Illinois Department of lie 

Health keeps records all licensed shelter care facili es 

care facilities as wel as county figures on mental health, men retarda-

tion and child and family service facilities. Public Heal also p ded 

Directory and Occupancy Estimates for Cook County as of Janua 

that updates on total persons in these group quarters are also 

Table 12 

Cook County 

Occupancy Estimates for Nursing and Shelter Care Facilities 
for January 1975 

Chicago 

Cook County 

Nursin[ 

99% 

91% 

Shelter 

74% 

73% 

,1 ,so 

si e. 

lThe other being students. The University of Illinois is a dominant 
feature Champaign County test site. Other types of people in group 
quarters such as military and penitentiary tend not to cons housing 
needs immediate concern to public planners. Commun living unger 
families or i duals, although growing, remains very small. 

20 



t 

ic housing apartments in ope on kept up with 

of construction pri or to the 1 I S or e demand created 

by ds who cannot compete financially for decen on the pri-

e 13 Chicago Housing Autho s over the 

It is believed that the Gautreaux case sions 

it difficult politically to build new 

even a of federal commitments to fund units for exist. 

There is now al wai ng list of eligible tenants. 

Chicago 

1 apartments 

Change # 

% 

Table 13 

Cook County 

Authority Number of Apartments n Operation 

1970 

40,239 

1971 

40,874 

635 

1. 58 

1972 1973 

41 ,191 41 ,530 

317 339 

0.78 0.82 1. 

ly apartments 30,265 30,305 273 276 

# 40 

% 0.13 

apartments 7,555 7,778 

-32 

-0.11 

7,778 

3 

o. 
8,045 

1 

0.40 

8,396 

Change # 223 0 351 

4.36 

1 

% 2.95 0.00 3.43 

Gautreaux case is a class action legal suit ginally brought 
cago Housing Authority in a number of areas dealing with 
nation in tenant and site selection. deciSion sets 

gnating where'new public housing can be built and the 
of tenants in that 'housing, effectively forcing inte­
ic housing.tenants into white neighborhoods. 



Leased farni 

Change # 

% 

Leased 

Change # 

% 

Source: 
1 

The 

throughout 

The 1 

Raci 

le 13 

1970 1972 

390 613 

168 

57,18 .14 

2,029 2,1 2,359 

188 

7. 8. 

i 

icago public housing has 

18% 

is s 

e 

Whi 

Spani 

Arne can I an 

1 

te Span; s 

in Table 14. 

# 

16 

ic Housing 

% 

16. 

1. 15 

O. 

O. 

100. 

Source: C .. A. Annual Statistical Report. 1 

11. 2. 

2, 2. 

19 • 1 

cons 

82% 
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.. 

on 

1 

C.H.A. 

es 

in ic i in the has been in leased 

(507 from 1 and C.H.A. apartments 

) . popul on in these is 23% and 44%, 

has on 1, units in on as of 

e public housing in 

e 96.40%.) Table 15 shows the 1974 s bon. 

Table 15 

Cook County 

lie Housing for County, 1974 

C.C.H.A. C.H.A . 

% # % 

1 , 3.60 ,032 .40 .00 

893 2.85 30,396 97.15 II 

7.47 8,396 92.53 9 II 

170 15.93 897 84.07 1 II 

30 l. 2,343 98.74 2, /I 

ew with Cook County Hous ng 
Statistical Report, 1974. 

s constitute 1 the i available data on 

s me ch to update Cook County from 1970 to 1979. 

23 



The three dates are 21-30, 1972; July 6-20, 1973; and 1y, 1 1 

Table 16 displays results of the postal surveys based on total mail de-

liveries and the most comparable 1970 Census figures based on total househol 

Table 16 

Cook County 

s r Pos 1 Vacancy Surveys Completed for 

1 , July 19 July 1974 

July 1973 

Total ive es 1 • .348 1 ,800, 609,524 1 • 

Vacant # ,313 .640 11 ,526 18. 

% 3.7 1.3 1.9 1.4 

Total Si e 
Residences 867,574 444,402 

Vacant # 5.596 5,133 4,807 5. 

% 0.7 0.6 1.1 0.8 

Total Apartmen ~127 922,837 155,600 6 ,648 

Vacant # • 7 17 ,367 6,613 13, 

% 6.4 1.9 4.3 2.0 

Total Mobile N.A. 10.195 9.522 8, 

Vacant # 140 106 127 

% 1.4 1.1 1.5 

Sources: HUD Postal Survey conducted by collaborating postmasters. 
Hous; on and Mortgage Credit, c and Market 

Analysis sion. so, U.S. Census 1970. The row ti es for 
Households, Total Owners, and Total Renters, Census data are 

respectively. 

1 1 these surveys were conducted by the U.S. Dept. of Hous; 
Urban Development. Our data comes from HUD News Postal Surveys 

169, MC-FHA-POUS-74-26 and Federal Home loan Bank of icago, Seventh Dis-
trict 1 , December 1974, respectively. 
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res t. 

enume 

p 

ill us 

s 

ins 

ions a1 

leo 

so ds 

i 

ly 

1 

es, 

es. 

wo remains if 

nature of how 

11, a 1 su 

is to adequate update 

are enumerated, tend to 

me the 

rences resul in enumerations. 

enume on process was consis in succeeding 

rel ve in rates over time could 

same postal stations were 

since 

the pas stations 

J 

i 

19 

uded 

in each 

was much 

a ve 

le family res; le 

ci ng postal stations ed across all ree 

July 19 and J y 1974 surveys were generally com-

1 single family resi 

gures (total owners). 

for 1972 and 1974 were 

are the most comparable 

stable vacancy rate over me. is stabil; 

1 deliveries in 1 and 1974 surveys. 

can made from is 

over our update period. 

market was relative 

ns so. The apartment vacancies 

is 

owner 

in 1 

rates 

si e­

(a low vacan-

osely approximate 

rcent based on the 

underes mate rental 

ave ned approximately 

Since postal surveys 

19 us vacancy rate \'Jas re 1 vely normal, 
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a guess can hazarded that the actual vacancies 

than that shown in the 1972 and 1974 surveys nearer 

are 

normal, i.e., ve 

to six pe~ent. 

Conversions 

A conversion is usually a very small gure that has no 

the housing even largest areas. In 

than Cook 1 assessors could i 

e 

t 

on 1 5 

at the most. City of s r more conversions. I 

believed that conversions residential to commercial 

other city wide. Only for neighborhood ma 

types conversions be unidirectional and effect in 

housing or cost 

ra 11y 

su 

However, one conversion has been very apparent in has 

definitely onal. That is the conversion from rental apartmen 

to owner-occupi niums. This data was enumerated k 

current asses 

on on 

sions. 

Demol; ons 

Table 17 splays 

on. Between 6, 

m 

cross-checked against d assessors' 

ne both new condomi um cons 

avail e data on demol; ons 

inC i of is the 

and 8,000 demolition permits are iss 

on 

demol 



y 

s 

avail 

can 

i on 

icago 

% 

# 

% 

s 

ell 

ts Issued for County 

through 1974 

1 1972 1973 TOTAL 

6,169 6,827 8,041 7, 34,035 

18.13 20. 23.63 .00 

192 658 1 ,214 - 1 , 

3.21 10.67 17.78 -12.69 

31O 351 306 NA 

6,479 7.178 8,347 

Commission's ing data toring 
on permit data from communi es out-

icago. 

housing demolition 
special request. 

from the Ci IS 

s in Cook County th which update substandard 

ir income 

ier. 

i 

households paying an excessi y high 

The results of the 1 

special census the Chi 

the methodology for anal 

and trends can begin 

27 
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Housing Market i 1970 
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$ Gross 
Income 
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10-14,999 2, 

15-19,999 1 4 

20+ 1 , 3 
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* Large families 
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Family 

Overcrowded 

* c* B A B "--
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1 , 4 100.0 5,656 12.5 
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6,060 9S.3 4, ,268 17.3 

B C A B C 
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100.0 101 1 .0 
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1 , 3 .3 1 ,111 11 .1 
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15-24 9,374 8, 1 1 ,229 9, 1 ,213 
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Table 12 

Champaign County 

New Single-Family Construction, By Year and Value (% of Yearly Total) 

Value 1970 19 19 1973 1974 TOTAL 

$ 0- 4,999 

5, 9 8 ( 2. 8 ( 2.53%) 4(1.16%) 10 3. 13%) 30 ( 1.78%) 

10. 4. 5. ( 13. 7 ( 2. 1 ) (14. 

15. 19 (23. 01) ,0 88 (27.85%) 68 (19.77%) 6 ( 1. 88%) 326 (19.37%) 

(2l. ) 88 (22.68%) (16.46% ) 88 (25.58%) 19 ( 5.96%) 315 (18.72%) 

28 ( 8.86%) 44 (11.34%) 76 (24.05%) (16.28%) 2 (86.83%) 481 (28.58%) 
co .999 64 (20.25%) 76 (19.59%) 36 (11.39%) (23. 256 (15.21%) N 

( 3.80%) 8 ( 2.06%) 8 ( 2.53%) 28 ( 1. 66%) 

388 316 344 319 1 ,683 
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and 17.6% of the renter-occupied housing is substandard. 

blacks occupy percentagewise three times as much substandard 

ana lly, 

ing as 

whites (32.5% of the acks occupy substandard housing vs. 10. the 

whites) . 

As might be expected. most of the substandard housing is in un; val 

less than $5, 

these homes 

income el 

The percentage 

will probably 

rehabili on 

or renting for less than $50 per month. 

on the lower end of the income scale. 

problem is especially acute. 

ing which is substandard has decli 

nue to decline, partially as a result 

ties but more specifically because of 

51 

on 1; in 

low-

on or 

great amount 

of recent new construction which has increased the total i k. 

Therefore, 
\ 

number of substandard housi units fair-

ly constant, i with respect to the i units 

has dropped. 

90 



.. ' "_ill;:z-------W" 

or 1 P 

$ 4, 

9, 

14, 

19, 

$ 

5, 

10 

t 

is no di 

o 

o 

o 

o 

B1 
Owners 

15 

15 

o 

o 

o 

o 

a 

o 

30 

, Age and Income 

Black 
Renters 

12 

12 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

24 

Total 

507 

387 

80 

a 
o 

740 

40 

40 

1 ,794 

less than $10,000 or renting 

homes have less than 5 rooms. 

are poorest, but rather fall into 

annual incomes of $5.000-9,999. 

a on ng to age. 

91 



Rent and Value as a Proportion of Income 

Not surprisingly, this need falls largely on lower income 

$5,000 annual income). These families may also be livi 

substandard conditions because they lack sufficient income 

range of housing options or to enable improvements, e.g" 

indoor plumbing on their present homes. 

Under Age 62 

$ 0- 4,999 
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10,000-14,999 
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10,000 and up 

TOTAL 

Overcrowding 

White 
Owners 

160 

420 

140 

40 

60 

20 

° 
o 

840 

Table 2 

Williamson County 

By Race, Tenure, Age and 

White Black 
Renters Owners 

100 

280 

40 

0 

20 

20 

o 

o 

92 

° 
° 
0 

0 

12 

o 

12 

Income 

o 

° 

48 

1 i es (1 ess 

or 

ve a wider 

a room or 

192 

40 

o 

o 

1 ,360 



$ 4, 

5, 9, 

10 4 

15, 9, 

$ 

10 

a ass 

is s 1 

em 

resis I 

o 

o 
a 

420 

o 

o 

1 ,660 

e 3 

Income for ;ng 
Income 

ad 
Owners 

15 

o 

o 

o 

o 

45 

o 

o 

60 

Black 

15 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

15 

1,810 

420 

120 

20 

o 

1,925 

100 

40 

4,435 

is-meeting local needs, partly with some 

Farmers Home Administration's housing programs. 

amount of substandard housing, but this 

solution through private market mechanisms. 

as paying too much, however, may prove more 

, one ght expect that t could get worse because 

93 



supply seems to be 1 sli y 

upwards. For e are ir income 
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may be the answer. 

Needs 1I0verlaps" 

Some househol ence more than one type of need; e,g., a 

be both paying too much income for 

and Figure 1 illu5 the extent to which the situation " 

in Wi 11 i amson 

Table 4 

Williamson County 

"Overlaps," By Tenure 

lack; ing Plumbing 
And And Paying Too Much 

Owner 454 0 

Renter 1 269 41 

The greatest overlaps n owner needs occur in the intersection 

plumbing and househol 

the overlap of 

occupied units in the 

much for that housing. 

overcrowding. Of all the 

50 

, over 1/6 are also lacking some or 

ces 

Payments 

1y can 

e 4 

11 applies 

All 

0 

21 

i 1 acki 

cant is 

owner-

umbi 

As with the owners, the lies are also experiencing considerable 

oNer]ap. of the substandard too much money categories as 1 as the 

substandard and overcrowded. overlap of overcrowded and much money 

categories, and of all three needs categories ;s slight. 
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re 

in lliamson 
ic Use Sample 

White 

, By Tenure 

ng 
Plumbi 

king 
P umbing 

Overcrowded 



Magnitude of Need 

To get an idea of how y certain groups were affec 

categories, further analysis and tabulation was done. 

disaggregated to severe overcrowding (1.51+ persons/room), a 

was extended ds paying over 35% of their income 

in two needs 

was 

too much 

i . Thi s 

latter di on was done for renters only. The resul are presented 

below. 

Table 5 

Williamson 

of Overcrowding, Income and 

(A) (B) 
Overcrowded Severely 
(l. +/Room) Overcrowded 

Renters. 

0- 4, 1 42 .33% 

5,000- 9, 42 14. 

10,000-14, 21 

15,000-19.999 

20,000 and up 0.00 

TOTAL 105 .74% 

Owners 

0- 4.999 42 .22% 

5,000- 9,999 84 19. 

10,000-14,999 1 42 33.33 

15,000-19,999 0.00 

20,000 and 63 21 33.33 

TOTAL 861 189 21 . 95~s 
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80% 

$ 

5, 

10 

su 

more ir income 

serves as a 

owners in magnitude of crowding 

i1" crowded households in 

1,680 

84 

1 

1 i es in 

a so have most their 

$10, annual income categories (67% 

e 6 

iamson County 

Overpayment, By Income 

ion 

B) 
Paying over 35% of % of (A) 
Income Housing Which are (8) 

trapped 

470 

21 

1 491 

87.50% 

25.00 

84.52% 

the costs of housing are 

.6%) of the families paying 35% or 

lowest income assification. This 

the lness of the Housing Assis-



Population and Migration 

Combining data from 

Budget, the 

U.S. Census Bureau and the Illinois 

in the county as of 1975 can be 

Age ---

15-24 

25-34 

35-44 

45-64 

65+ 

TOTAL 9 

(Note: I and II 

household formation 

than does II.) 

5 

Comparing these 1975 proj 

the following information 

Table 7 

Williamson County 

Households, By Age of Head, Urbani 

I 

Urban 

864 

2,067 

1 ,327 

3,837 

3,479 

1,574 

ons 

Rural Total 

8 1 ,364 

1 ,637 3,636 

1 ,088 2,407 

2,462 6,295 

1.825 5,219 

7,531 18,921 

U.S. Census Bureau as 

1y. I assumes higher 

I 

2. 

1 • 

3, 

3, 

11, 

households to 1970 Census 

to net changes. 

98 

the 

as follows: 

ral 

Rural 

510 

1 , 

1 ,078 

2,460 

1 ,795 

3 7,448 

ons regard; 

formation 

produces 



co 

i 

1 

s 

es 

1 i 

is 

ion, 

1 , 

were 

es 

e­

are 

an 

Tab 1 e 8 

lliamson County 

in ds, 75, Age of 

I II 

Urban 1 

31 1 123 

565 

-48 -38 -58 

112 110 - 1 

2 308 182 

1 ,1 1 , 1 ,048 621 

is attri e a steady stream househol 

1 abl e the Census Bureau and the Bureau 

d an es mate 

1 increase (more 

raised 

iamson 

popul on to 

has 

has 

lliamson 

1t since 1 

1,519 in-migrants to the 

deaths) in the 

mately 52,000. 

enced something of a 

enci a slump 

iiding. 

t (1,1 these 

presumably built for owner-

1 

mated 

uni nished in 1974, 

homes built between 1970 and 

values as shown ow. 



Sales 

Value 

$ 4, 

5,000- 9, 

10,000-14, 

15,000-19, 

20, 

25, 

30, 

50,000 

TOTAL 

* Percentages 

In add; on 

onal 

the number of le 

In Williamson County. 

mous owner-

single-family and mobile 

duplexes have tended to 

and a renter-occupant in 

2 

Table 9 

lliamson County 

lue of New Single-Family Homes. 19 

1973 

(10.03%) 27 (10.07%) * 

(16.94%) 45 (16,79%) 

(20.39%) ,14%) 

( .53%) (22.39%) 

(14.31%) (14,18%) 

(15.46%) 43 (16.04%) 

( 0,33%) 1 ( 0.37%) 

268 

100% because of round; 

si e-family housi • there 

i uding 52 duplexes and 

150 been 1.338 mobile homes 

appeared in Census. 

( 
" 

le-family ly are 

• respect; y, About 

meant for rental occupants 

of an owner-occupant in 

Therefore, the new 

100 

* (10.05%) 

( 6,89%) 

.32%) 

.49%) 

4. %) 

15, 64~~) 

( 0.34%) 

some 

conven-

ing 

e 

f 



s 

a 

ic 

un; 

are i 

s 

i s 

nursi 

were 

1 

6. 1 

as 

were 

in 

es 1 i 

i 

in 

ra 

remai 

i1 7 9 were ilt with 

same o of owners 

t y moderate income 

(Source: User data 

lies are assumed to be smaller 

lar to owner families. Mobile homes 

more trans; and/or lower-income 

or e to make an investment in 

increased uni since 1970. Most of 

ilt for el y occupants while the remainder 

lies. quarters, primarily intermediate 

• account a ti percentage of the hous-

since they provide ter and care for some 

that there are 638 beds in the county's 

in 1970. 

a 2.1 % sales, a 6.2% rental vacancy 

rate. 

indicative 

vacancy rates 

a heal 

sales and rentals 

However, by 

lining from the considerable tightening. 

rate in 1975. At the same time, the sales 

l1y unchanged whil the "other vacanti! ;0 
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has also dec1i t as cal A s i e lanation 

sharp decline in renta vacancies is that new county res; are increas-

ingly 

with the 

i 

off 

been 

Accordi 

45 un; 

would 

acteri 

included 

natural 

or 

in 

sas 

lings and that supply 

1 i ne ; n the lIother vacanti! 

formerly been second 

or other reasons. Addi 

to in 1 

rehabil ita ted. 

ined from a wi variety of 

Over the last ve 

units. No spec; c data 

one can reasonably i 

on and, consequently. 

un; are by 

102 

S1 

d 

since 

sources es 

is 

are given on 

were 

e. so 

re 

n 



1 

were rna 

2 a more 

s a census 



followed by value or rent es, the table lists value or cate-

god es, then rooms. There is no disaggregation owner-

occupied mul llings. Rent and value categories are also less 

detail ed e housing existed at upper 

value continuum. 

The number in aski in which were some 

or 1 or h on 

of income in Tables 1 , 2, 3 4. overview 

of the 1 these tables are based upon Sample 

with i from the Census Popul on 

the sped a 1 

Table 1 

aski County 
, By Race and Tenure 

Overcrowding 
Number of 
Househol 

Owners 
White 558 98 6.2 19.7 

Black 316 100 19.8 10.5 

Renters 
Whi 1 71 13.9 1 . 1 

Black 244 . 1 . 1 

1 , .4 12.0 .0 

104 
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a 1 

I 

was immune 

$ 

5, 

o 

worst areas 

ncomes 

over 

e 

less 

3 

o 

a 

; 

onal1y been cons; 

county's housing 

obj yes, this 

ly in terms of hous-

its members 

t, 29. 5~s were 

owners d only 

1 over 60% of blacks, 

75% of the fami-

$5,000 and nearly 46% 

age. 

and Income 

84 

12 

6 

o 

o 

Total 

438 

175 

64 

9 

o 



Over Age 62 

$ 4,999 

5,000- 9,999 

10,000 

TOTAL 

Overcrowding 

The county's 

housing, 

the burden 

This 

ferences in 

Under Age 62 

$ 0- 4,999 

5,000- 9,999 

10,000 and up 

Over Age 62 

$ 0- 4,999 

5,000- 9,999 

10,000 and 

TOTAL 

Table 2 (Cont'd.) 

i Black 
Renters Owners 

46 153 1 521 

18 8 18 0 

18 0 0 0 18 

6 1 , 

em is as severe as its standard 

s short of national goals. As wi s, 

1 

o 

o 

13 

1s on families with less than annual income. 

, apparently the only one as racial tenure di 

of overcrowding are not 

e 3 

aski County 

Race, Tenure, Age and Income 

White Black 

3 

106 

Owners 

68 

6 

o 

16 

10 

o 

3 

o 

15 

o 

a 

211 

10 

13 



ng 

$ 4, 

9, 

$ 

income, were 

ons in s are low-income, but 

over all income ranges. However, is need is less 

e since one can assume r sic survival 

s 

2 

210 

o 

o 

re 

on 

1 

4 

o 

57 

o 

o 

on a house or apartment is a r of 

e 4 

Income, Race, Tenure, and Age 

a 
Owners 

16 

3 

a 

o 

o 

ack 
Renters 

o 

o 

40 

o 

o 

82 

Total 

209 

46 

2 

341 

o 

o 

598 

es overcrowding and pay; too high a portion 

s i intermediate and severe. 

1 



overcrowding there were more than 1.5 room in 

a dwelli while severe overpayment occurred whenever a ly d 

more than 35% i income for housing. No data were e on severe 

overpayment These gures show the foll 

1 



severe in the renter 

less income yearly. 

63.56 

ren ng over 25% of r income for housing 

greatest number of these families were in the 

ncome ran a few wer~e also in the $5,000 -

$ 

I course, a d expe ence more than one 

, e. , , it can and ng too much of i 

ing. revea 1 the amount 

must user in coun Es 

us county and sped a 1 HUD 

50% 90%. In least, 

in s tandard 1 in are so 

1 



their income for 

overcrowded 

Us; ng data from 

the IS 1 

cha racteri s cs. 

1 p 

usin Another example is that nea 

so live in substandard condi ons, 

" S. Census Bureau and the Illinois u 

on can projected as can some 

projected population is as lows: 

e 7 

P ask; County 

cted Population, By Age, Both 

Number 

1,643 

737 

2 5 

1,582 

Bureau 

The data shown in e 

rates produce a 

1 

15-

combi 

number 

e 

1 

110 

1 

coun 

ic 

hip 



( 

n 

1 

can 

in 

in 

1 ,1 1, 48 

1 , 1 1 ,1 35 

3,1 3,119 

sets of assumptions made by the Census 

on rates. Generally, II tends to assume a 

new households.) 

compared with 1 

county. 

Table 9 

as County 

Households, By Age, 1 

Net Change 
I 

- 2 

1 

1 

111 

data to show net changes 

75 

II 

55 

48 

-57 

- 3 

84 

1 



Thus, the county is es mated have added between 1 

Census. 

1 new 1 ds 

in the five years since 1 

Add; onally, 

estimate of 

that the 

a fi gure 

grants 

rths) 

Starts 

mean 

same 

on i 

us Bureau and Bureau of the 

or out of the county. This es 

os on a net 

0.37% 

ve 

1 loss 

1 of 32 people 

population. 

na increase 

people 

low an 

on, 

is 

In as 2 new housi un; built since 19 

been 

there are 

is approved. 

characteristics 

used to update 

can be summar; as 

New Cons 

Value 

$ 0- 4.999 

5,000- 9.999 

10,000-14,999 1 

the Farmers Home Administration 

filled out by applicants 

al i nformati on 

these new homes. 

19 

2 

Census 

e 10 

un 

112 

1 

t housi 

is in 

us ing. 

on 

) . Since 

assis 

cons 

o 

o 

5 

ler 

on 



was 11. 

5 

1 

t d.) 

8 16 

2 12 18 

1 2 

10 27 91 

nis on 

si ly pres for owner-

were and 4-bedroom dwellings built for 

rsons) annual incomes between $2,500 and 

were val at $15 ,000. 

to rental market since 1970, 

le homes added of whi an estimated 10-15% 

most the only avail-le homes also 

less $15 

annual income al assis 

e by families with 

from the government, 

i c or 

It in 

us, 13.5~b 

as nurs 

last ve years. 

's 

es were 

homes or college 

ing stock was vacant. 

vacant with no intent 

ve overall vacan rate was 5~6. The 

ing was 2.8% while that for renter-occupied 
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These rates are fai hi and indicative of a "loose;' or II 'Sll 

it is probable quality of many of these un; is so low 

that they are in tab 1 e; i . e., they 1 ack some or 1 neces 

p 1 umbi ng fad li es or are otherwise structurally unsound. A eld su 

done in November 19 

once subs 

vacant homes, 

poi nt where 

For 

(the la 

tearing 

town I s payment 

worth less than $1 

some impact on 

are 

at the county 1 

housing stock is ass 

i cated that this situation was i case, 

orated homes are subtracted stock 

r both owners and renters cal a 

ly no vacand es all. 

dated housing remains standing. 

county and the county seat) has of 

have become public 

II on them. Approximately 30 

demolished. ile s 

in t~ound ty, i is scarcely t 

conversion on 

zero. 
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