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The text highlights findings for neighborhood “clusters,”
areas defined by the District’s Office of Planning and
made up of three to five neighborhoods. The text iden-
tifies the cluster by the first neighborhood listed for that
cluster, followed by the cluster number. A listing of the
neighborhoods in each cluster appears in Appendix A.
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FOREWORD

With last year’s launch of Housing in the Nation’s Capital,
the Fannie Mae Foundation took aim at two goals. We
wanted to provide policy makers, housing professionals,
and the public at large with a rich, textured portrait of
housing conditions in the Washington, D.C., metropol-
itan area. And we wanted to supply the region with a
fact-fueled engine that could ignite and propel an
ongoing dialogue on the housing challenges facing our
city and our region. 

We succeeded. Demand for the first edition of Housing
in the Nation’s Capital quickly exceeded our expecta-
tions. The District government is using it to inform plan-
ning efforts. Local housing and community develop-
ment organizations are relying on the report to monitor
affordable housing challenges. And local educators are
using it to teach the next generation of housing and
community development professionals. 

This second edition of Housing in the Nation’s Capital
builds on the first. It includes newly available data from
the most recent decennial census and a special chapter
focusing on concentrated poverty. In addition, this
year’s report places housing conditions in the
Washington, D.C., region in context by comparing
them with conditions in five other metropolitan areas.

This year’s Housing in the Nation’s Capital tells a story of
remarkable housing market strength in the region and
particularly in the District. The city is experiencing its
most robust housing market in years, and there’s
renewed interest and new investment in once over-
looked inner-city neighborhoods. 

But the 2003 edition of Housing in the Nation’s Capital
also offers compelling evidence that not all communities
are benefiting equally from the region’s prosperity. The
metropolitan area has a large homeless population and
a deficit of almost 40,000 housing units affordable to
the lowest income renters. One of the report’s most strik-
ing findings is the dramatic upsurge in the number of
District neighborhoods with extremely high poverty rates.

This trend set the District apart from the rest of the
nation. While the number of District residents living in
areas of extreme poverty more than tripled, the num-
bers in the rest of the nation declined. This disturbing
increase in concentrated poverty coincided with a decade
of exceptional economic growth. While prosperity
spread, the poorest of our citizens became poorer.

This juxtaposition of progress and challenge is nowhere
more evident than in Washington, D.C.’s Congress
Heights neighborhood. Congress Heights stands as one
of the city’s housing production leaders. It also ranked
among the city’s top neighborhoods in new rental
housing construction during the 1990s and currently
has more planned housing units than all but one other
neighborhood in the city. 

But Congress Heights also faces serious challenges. The
neighborhood is a city leader in housing code violations
and household overcrowding among the poor. And in
Congress Heights, as in the District as a whole, concen-
trated poverty worsened during the decade. 

The challenge now facing those committed to improv-
ing the quality of life in the Washington, D.C., metro-
politan area is to build on the progress of distressed
communities like Congress Heights. Meeting this chal-
lenge will require a concerted effort in which public,
private, and philanthropic organizations work together
to produce the will—and the wallet—necessary for last-
ing, substantive change.

The Fannie Mae Foundation is in the early stages of
leading just such an initiative. Guided by the voice of
neighborhood residents and the data from Housing in
the Nation’s Capital, the Foundation is aligning its
Congress Heights initiatives with those of our key part-
ners: the government of Washington, D.C., the East-of-
the-River Community Development Corporation, and
the Kimsey Foundation.

Together, we will demonstrate the value of concerted
community development activities. We intend to work
in partnership with Congress Heights residents to accel-
erate the most promising trends and reverse the most
disturbing trends outlined in Housing in the Nation’s
Capital. And we are confident that one day soon,
Congress Heights will stand as an inspiration, as a mon-
ument to neighborhood revitalization, and as a model
for other communities throughout our city and
throughout our nation. 

Stacey D. Stewart
President and CEO
Fannie Mae Foundation
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backdrop of a national recession and anemic recovery, the
Washington region’s economy remains resilient, and its
housing boom has reached new heights. Employment in
the metropolitan area fell between 2001 and 2002, but
the decline was modest. And new housing construction,
after a minor slowdown in 2001, bounced back last year
to reach its highest level since 1988. In 2002, the region’s
average home price stood at $265,000, a 10 percent
increase from 2001.

The recent performance of the District’s housing market is
even more impressive than the region’s. Since slowing to
a virtual halt in the mid-1990s, new homebuilding in the
District of Columbia has climbed for six consecutive years;
in 2002 it reached the highest level in more than two
decades (figure 1). The District’s home sales market has
also shown considerable vigor, with prices in the city now
increasing at twice the regional pace. 

THE GEOGRAPHY 
OF THE HOUSING BOOM
The District’s housing construction boom, while not
occurring in all neighborhoods, is nonetheless reaching
into sections of the city that have experienced decades of
disinvestment. During the past four years, eight neighbor-
hood clusters—including four east of the Anacostia
River—have had more than 200 new housing units
authorized.* 

Although several long-overlooked neighborhoods are
sharing in the District’s housing construction resurgence,
housing market conditions vary widely across the city.
Some of the city’s rapidly changing neighborhoods near
downtown are attracting substantial investments and 
experiencing steep house-price inflation. In the Logan
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*Neighborhood “clusters” are areas defined by the District’s Office of Planning
that encompass three to five neighborhoods. See Appendix A for a list of the
neighborhoods in each cluster and for information on how clusters are defined. 



H
ou

sin
g 

in
 th

e 
N

at
io

n’
s 

C
ap

ita
l 2

00
3

2

Circle cluster, for example, permits for more than 500
new housing units have been issued in just the past
four years, ranking it first in housing construction
among the city’s neighborhood clusters (figure 2).
Furthermore, the typical home price in the area has
more than doubled in just eight years. In neighbor-
hoods like Logan Circle, which traditionally have 
provided a substantial stock of low-cost housing, rapid
housing market changes are heightening fears of 
gentrification and displacement.

Other city neighborhoods, though not as hot as the
Logan Circle area, are showing encouraging signs of
reinvestment after years of decline. The Congress

Heights cluster, for example, ranked among the city’s
leaders in new rental housing construction during the
1990s and currently has more planned housing units
than all but one other neighborhood cluster. Despite
these promising signs, the area remains a leader in hous-
ing code violations and suffers from one of the highest
rates of household overcrowding among the poor.

While neighborhoods such as Logan Circle have
become hotbeds of housing investment and others
like Congress Heights are showing sparks of renewal,
housing markets in some neighborhoods continue to
languish. The Ivy City cluster is one example of an
area largely left behind by the city’s housing boom.
Between 1999 and 2002, only one new housing unit
was authorized in the Ivy City cluster. Although Ivy
City’s house prices rose by about a third between
1994 and 2002, this increase was less than one-half
the citywide rate. 

CONCENTRATED POVERTY 
Isolation from the economic mainstream hurts areas
like Ivy City. While the strong economy of the late
1990s spread prosperity across much of the region,
the number of extremely poor census tracts in the
District rose, their population increased, and their
poverty deepened. As of 2000, almost one in four
poor residents of the District of Columbia lived in a
census tract with a poverty rate exceeding 40 percent,
up from less than one in ten in 1990 (figure 3). The
rise in concentrated poverty in the District is even more
disturbing when compared with trends in the nation’s
other major cities. While concentrated poverty in the
District almost tripled during the 1990s, it declined by
an average of one-third in other large urban centers. 

The causes of rising concentrated poverty in the District
are unclear. However, the trend might reflect a connec-
tion between the District’s gentrifying neighborhoods,
like the Logan Circle area, and those that have been
left behind by the city’s housing revival, like the Ivy
City area. Only limited information is available to trace
the flow of households into and out of the city’s neigh-
borhoods, but it appears that some of the city’s poor
may have moved into neighborhoods with rising
poverty rates. This evidence is not definitive, but it 
suggests that displacement of poor households from
the superheated housing markets of neighborhoods
like Logan Circle might contribute to the concentration
of poverty in neighborhoods like Ivy City.

Figure 1. New Housing Construction in the District of Columbia, 1980 to 2002 
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Figure 1.  New Housing Construction in the District of Columbia, 

1980 to 2002

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Figure 2. New Housing Construction by Neighborhood Cluster in the District, 
1999 to 2002 
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Figure 2.  New Housing Construction by Neighborhood Cluster in the
District, 1999 to 2002

Source: District of Columbia Office of Planning.
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HOUSING DISTRESS 
Although extreme-poverty neighborhoods are confined
to the District of Columbia, signs of housing distress are
found throughout the region. In the Washington met-
ropolitan area, about 265,000 low-income households
have unaffordable housing cost burdens. Fully three-
quarters of these households reside outside the District
of Columbia (figure 4). Furthermore, about half of the
14,000 homeless people counted in a 2002 survey
were found in District suburbs. Housing distress is a
regional, not just an inner-city, challenge.

Housing affordability problems and homelessness have
multiple causes, but an inadequate supply of affordable
housing is a contributing factor. For renters with
incomes below $10,000, for example, the region has a
shortfall of almost 40,000 affordable housing units.
This shortfall is equivalent to one-half the total number
of renters in this income category. In other words, the
region’s supply of affordable housing is woefully inad-
equate. It meets the needs of less than 50 percent of the
area’s neediest renters. 

THE ROAD AHEAD
Despite the Washington area’s documented need for
additional affordable housing units, the region’s stock
of rental units subsidized by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development shrank slightly in
recent years. The HOPE VI public housing revitalization
program—which does not replace all of the public
housing units it demolishes—is reducing the number of
housing units earmarked for occupancy by the poor.
The expiration of long-term government contracts with
privately owned subsidized developments is having the
same effect.

The District of Columbia government has played an
increasingly active role in subsidizing housing for low-
and moderate-income residents in recent years, with

Figure 3. Concentrated Poverty in the District of Columbia and Other Large Cities,  
1990 and 2000  
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Figure 3.  Concentrated Poverty in the District of Columbia and Other
Large Cities, 1990 and 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Figure 4. Low-Income Households with Housing Affordability Problems, 2000 

District of Columbia
(58,000 Households) 

Balance of
Washington Region
(207,000 Households)

Figure 4.  Low-Income Households with Housing Affordability Problems,
2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
Note: Housing affordability is defined as a problem if a household is paying 30 percent or more of its income
for housing.
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city agencies closing financing on almost 3,200 new
and rehabilitated housing units in 2002 alone.
However, the majority of this investment goes toward
the preservation and replacement of existing housing
stock and therefore does not increase the overall supply
of affordable housing. Furthermore, many of these city-
subsidized units are priced beyond the means of the
District’s poorest households.

The District government’s efforts to subsidize construc-
tion of housing for low- and moderate-income residents
is an important step in meeting the region’s affordable
housing challenge. But the magnitude of unmet hous-
ing needs goes far beyond the capacity of any one juris-
diction. Significant progress in reducing the level of
housing hardship demands a concentrated, coordi-
nated, regionwide effort rooted in an understanding
of the interdependence of the jurisdictions that com-
prise the Washington metropolitan area. Regional
problems demand regional responses.
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is the second in a series of annual reports on housing in
the District of Columbia and the surrounding region. It
assembles and analyzes the most current data on hous-
ing supply and demand in the Washington metropolitan
area, building on the 2002 report and presenting new
information from the 2000 Census as well as more cur-
rent data on emerging trends. The purpose of this series
is to help inform the public, policy makers, industry rep-
resentatives, community-based organizations, and advo-
cates concerned about housing conditions and trends. 

This year’s report consists of six core chapters: 1) “Intro-
duction,” 2) “Economic and Demographic Context,” 
3) “Housing Stock and Production,” 4) “Homeownership
Market,” 5) “Rental Housing Market,” and 6) “Low-Income
Housing Needs and Resources.” The sixth chapter, new to
this year’s report, analyzes housing challenges facing the
region’s neediest residents. Each of these chapters will be
updated annually as new data become available. The
final chapter will focus on a different topic each year, tak-
ing advantage of newly released data or responding to
emerging issues of particular concern. This year’s chapter
explores the changing patterns of concentrated poverty
in the District of Columbia. In addition to the information
and analysis presented in this volume, detailed data tab-
ulations are available on the Fannie Mae Foundation’s
Web site (http://www.fanniemaefoundation.org/publica-
tions/reports/hnc/2003/hnc2003.shtml).

For most of the analysis presented here, we have adopted
the federal government’s 1999 definition of the
Washington, D.C., Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area
(PMSA) and have defined several subareas within it to
facilitate comparisons (see map 1.1 and appendix A). To
provide context for understanding conditions and trends
in the Washington-area housing market, this report intro-
duces a set of five comparison regions—metropolitan

Introduction

THIS REPORT

CHAPTER 1
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areas that are approximately the same size as ours, but
that differ with respect to key economic and demo-
graphic characteristics (see table 1.1). These compari-
son metropolitan areas are:

• Atlanta—a rapidly growing region with a large
African-American population and more moderate
rents and house values than the Washington area. 

• Boston—a slow-growing region with high housing
costs and a small African-American population, but
a comparatively large population of other minori-
ties and foreign-born residents.

• Houston—a fast-growth region, with relatively 
low rents and house values and a large Hispanic
population. 

• Philadelphia—a very slow-growth metropolitan area
with low housing costs and a high percentage of
African Americans, similar to many older northern
industrial centers, like Detroit and Baltimore. 

• Seattle—a fairly rapidly growing region, with high
housing costs and a small African-American popula-
tion, but high percentages of other minorities and
foreign-born residents.

Washington is clearly in the rapid-growth group
among these regions, although the city itself contin-
ued to lose population during the 1990s. Like Boston
and Seattle, Washington’s housing costs are relatively
high, but our region stands out as especially diverse
in racial and ethnic terms, with large shares of both
African Americans and Hispanics and a growing 
population of foreign-born residents.

0         5         10        15                             30 miles

District of Columbia

Inner Core

Inner Suburbs

Outer Suburbs

Far Suburbs

Berkeley Frederick

Loudoun

Prince 
William

Stafford

Prince
George's

Montgomery

Fairfax

Jefferson

Clarke

Warren

Fauquier

Culpeper

Spotsylvania

King
George

Charles
Calvert

District of Columbia
Arlington
Alexandria

Map 1.1.  Washington, D.C., Metropolitan Area

Source: Office of Management and Budget, 1999.

OTHER
CENTRAL CITY METRO AREA BLACK NONWHITE 2000 2000 2000

OR HISPANIC

Washington -6 17 27 17 17 226 863

Atlanta 6 39 29 10 10 173 755
Boston 3 6 7 12 15 289 839
Houston 15 26 18 42 20 127 645
Philadelphia -4 4 20 9 7 147 690
Seattle 9 19 5 17 14 273 810

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 1990, 2000.

Table 1.1.  Selected Population and Housing Indicators: Washington Region and Comparison Metropolitan Areas

RACIAL AND ETHNIC FOREIGN AVG. VALUE OF 
METROPOLITAN POPULATION GROWTH, COMPOSITION OF POPULATION, BORN OWNER-OCCUPIED AVG. GROSS RENT

AREA 1990–2000 (%) 2000 (%) (%) HOMES ($000) ($)
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Within the District, we present data for neighbor-
hood “clusters,” which have been defined by the
city government on the basis of consultations with
community organizations and residents. In all,
there are 39 neighborhood clusters (see map 1.2
and appendix A), each consisting of three to five
neighborhoods. Appendix B provides basic demo-
graphic and housing characteristics for each of
these clusters. 

In addition to these geographic groupings, we
break the findings down by race and ethnicity and
by income level, to provide a more complete
understanding about how different types of
households are faring. Last year’s report used
income categories established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development,
but this year’s report, which relies primarily on
2000 Census data, defines four basic income cate-
gories: 1) lowest, with incomes below $10,000; 2)
low, with incomes below $35,000; 3) modest, with
incomes below $50,000; and 4) middle to high,
with incomes above $50,000.

While most decennial census data reflect condi-
tions in 2000, the census asked people to report
on their annual income for 1999. Nevertheless,
for simplicity’s sake, we refer to income and relat-
ed measures like poverty and public assistance as
2000 data. Similarly, we use 1990 as the reference
date when referring to income and related data
from the 1990 Census. Unless otherwise noted,
changes in income and housing costs are calculat-
ed without adjusting for inflation.

1
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Map 1.2. Neighborhood Clusters in the District of Columbia, 2000
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Source: District of Columbia Office of Planning, 2002.
Note: See appendix A, table A.2, for names and descriptions of clusters.

Map 1.2.  Neighborhood Clusters in the District of Columbia
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Economic AND Demographic
CONTEXT

of the region’s economy—and the role the District of
Columbia plays within it—drive the magnitude and
composition of the demand for housing. Last year this
chapter examined long-term economic and demo-
graphic trends, including changes in race and house-
hold composition. This year, we draw upon new data
from Census 2000 and other sources to focus on
changes of special importance that shape the region’s
housing market conditions and trends, such as
changes in population diversity and mobility, in
employment since 9/11, in labor force attachment
and public assistance rates in the welfare reform era,
and in the quality of the local labor force.

JOBS
The Washington region has felt the effects of
the national economic slowdown that followed
the boom of the late 1990s, but available data
suggest that the economies of the region and the
District remain strong and continue to outperform
the nation, particularly in the private sector. 

Last year’s report told the story of the marked trans-
formation of this region’s economy since 1980. There
was evidence of trouble in the early 1990s as govern-
ment jobs, long the mainstay of local performance,
were cut back. Yet in the recovery throughout the rest
of the decade, we saw more clearly how the private
sector had strengthened, particularly through the
growth of high-paying service employment. Although
it is true that many of the service jobs were supported
by government contracts, the private economy also
diversified its base of support as it grew.

How well have these new strengths held up over the
past few years? Data available for this period give no

THE DYNAMICS

CHAPTER 2
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reason to suspect any fundamental change in direc-
tion. Estimates by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS)
show employment leveling off after 2000, but they
indicate that the region has continued to outperform
the U.S. economy as a whole. Specifically, from 1998
through 2001, total employment grew at an annual
rate of 2.9 percent in the region and 2.2 percent in
the District, but only by 1.5 percent in the nation
overall. In the year following 9/11, total employment
declined by 0.5 percent in the region and 0.4 percent
in the District, a more modest downturn than the
nation’s 0.7 percent loss in that year.1 

Private-sector jobs regionwide grew from 1.99 million
in 1998 to 2.19 million in 2000 and were at almost
exactly the same level in September 2002. The private
sector, which accounted for 77 percent of the region’s
total employment in 1998, was responsible for 87 per-
cent of its growth from then through 2002. 

Local private employment is dominated by the service
sector, accounting for 52 percent of the jobs in the
region and 71 percent in the District in 2002. District
service-sector employment grew from 273,100 jobs in
1998 to 302,600 in 2000 and again to 307,600 in
2002. Regionwide service employment grew from
1.02 million in 1998 to 1.14 million in 2000 but has
essentially leveled off since then. In both the region
and city, the pace of service-sector employment growth
exceeded the national average during this period. 

In most other major sectors of the economy during
the 1998–2002 period, both regional and District
employment also increased faster or fell more slowly
than the comparable national average. These sectors
include construction, manufacturing, transportation,
finance, insurance, and real estate. The only excep-
tions were trade, where local and national growth
rates were about the same, and government, where
the local rate was slower than the national rate. 

Employment growth in the Washington region also
outpaced the national averages in most major occupa-
tional categories, according to BLS estimates for the
1999–2001 period. Several occupational categories
enjoyed regional growth rates that exceeded 10 per-
cent over these three years and were at least twice the
comparable national rate. These categories included
computer and mathematical; education, training, and
library; construction; and food preparation and serv-
ing. Other occupations that grew somewhat more
slowly still expanded at rates from 1.3 to 2.0 times the

national rate, including categories such as legal, archi-
tecture and engineering, community and social serv-
ices, and health care support.

Another measure by which the region continues to
perform better than the U.S. average is wages. In
2001, the average hourly wage in the region, $19.70,
was 23 percent above the national average, $16.01,
up from 21 percent in 1999. The U.S. average wage
went up by 7.3 percent from 1999 to 2001, while the
region’s average rose by 9.3 percent. At $22.73, the
District’s average wage exceeded that of the nation by
42 percent in 2001, slightly more than the 41 percent
gap in 1999.2

POPULATION
The region’s population continues to grow, with
estimates from the U.S. Bureau of the Census
suggesting acceleration since 2000. Demographic
dynamism is exemplified by substantial growth
of the foreign-born population and high rates of
residential mobility.

The most recent Census Bureau estimate of the
region’s population is for July 2002. It shows a total
that now exceeds 5 million: 5.16 million, up from the
4.92 million recorded by the decennial census in April
2000. This implies an annual increase of 2.4 percent
over this period, even higher than the 1.5 percent
average of the 1990s. The Census Bureau estimates
that the population of the Virginia/West Virginia 
suburbs reached 2.43 million in July 2002 (implying
growth at 3.1 percent per year since April 2000),
while the Maryland suburbs totaled 2.16 million (a
somewhat slower annual growth rate of 2.3 percent
since the census). 

There has been considerable debate about the popu-
lation estimates made for the District in this period.
The 2000 decennial census recorded the District’s
population at 572,059. Census Bureau estimates sug-
gest modest changes since then: up by 1,763 from
July 2000 to July 2001 and down by 2,924 over the
subsequent year. A Census Bureau official was quoted
as saying, “It’s fluctuating around zero growth….
These are small numbers; it’s not a trend.”3

Last year’s report discussed the increasing diversity of
the Washington region’s population, focusing on its
racial and ethnic composition. New data from Census
2000 add two measures that also indicate the
dynamism of the region’s population and are, thereby,
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important to the functioning of the housing market.
These measures are the growth of the foreign-born
population and residential mobility (that is, the share
of population age 5 and over that moved at least once
between 1995 and 2000).

The foreign-born share of the region’s population
jumped substantially over the past decade, from 12
percent in 1990 to 17 percent in 2000. By the latter
year, a total of 832,000 foreign-born persons resided
in the Washington region. Among our comparison
metropolitan areas, only Houston’s 20 percent foreign-
born share is higher—Atlanta’s 10 percent and
Philadelphia’s 7 percent are at the low end. Within the
region, the most dramatic growth of this population

occurred in the suburbs. By 2000, the foreign-born
population accounted for 27 percent of the total in
the Inner Core (Arlington County and Alexandria).
Even the Inner Suburbs had a higher average share
(22 percent) than the District (13 percent). Although
growing in the rest of the region, the foreign-born
population still has much smaller shares in the Outer
Suburbs (8 percent) and Far Suburbs (3 percent). 

Foreign-born residents in the District, however, were
somewhat more likely to be recent immigrants. One-
third of the District’s foreign-born residents first entered
the country since 1995, compared with the regional
average of 29 percent. Spatially, foreign-born resi-
dents of the District are fairly concentrated, with 9 of
the 39 clusters having foreign-born shares of one-fifth
or more (see map 2.1). Most of these clusters are in
the central and western portions of the City, close to
Rock Creek Park. The shares range up to a high of
one-third in the Columbia Heights cluster (2). 

The Washington region also experiences relatively high
residential mobility, with exactly half of the population
age 5 and over having moved from 1995 to 2000,
compared with 46 percent nationally. The other rapidly
growing comparison metropolitan areas also have high
mobility rates (in the 52 to 55 percent range in
Houston, Seattle, and Atlanta), with much lower rates
in Boston (42 percent) and Philadelphia (38 percent).
The Inner Core has the highest average residential
mobility in metropolitan Washington (62 percent), but
there is not a great deal of variation elsewhere in the
region. The mobility averages are in the 49 to 51 per-
cent range for the Inner and Outer Suburbs as well as
for the District, with the Far Suburbs somewhat lower
at 46 percent.

Mobility patterns within the District, however, are
much more varied. The share of the population age 5
and over that lived in a different house in 1995
ranged from only one-quarter in the Colonial Village

0 1 2 4 miles

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.
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Map 2.1.  Share of the Population That Is Foreign Born, 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.
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cluster (16) to an astounding 78 percent in the West
End cluster (5). The majority of the more stable neigh-
borhoods are in the north and northeastern sections
of the City, while clusters with the highest mobility
rates are within two to three miles of downtown to the
north and west.

EMPLOYMENT AND 
WELFARE RECIPIENCY RATES
Compared with other regions, Washington has a
high rate of labor force attachment and its rate
of welfare recipiency is low, having declined
markedly in the welfare reform era of the late
1990s. In the District, the employment rate was
not as high and welfare declines were not as
sharp as those for the nation on average.

Among our comparison metropolitan areas,
Washington, Boston, and Seattle have the highest lev-
els of workforce attachment, with three-quarters of
their populations ages 16 to 64 employed in 2000.
Houston has the lowest rate, 67 percent. For four of
these metropolitan areas (including Washington), over-
all employment rates in the central cities were about
10 percentage points lower than the average for their
regions. In the other two areas, rates in the cities were
about the same as the regional rates: around 75 per-
cent in Seattle and in the mid-60s in Houston. 

Across the subregions of metropolitan Washington,
the highest employment rates were in the Inner Core
and the Outer Suburbs (78 to 79 percent), but except
for the District, the rates were all very close to the
region’s 75 percent average. Within the District the
contrasts were again dramatic, with employment rates
above 85 percent in the Dupont Circle cluster (6) and
the North Cleveland Park cluster (12) but below 45
percent in the Near Southeast cluster (27), the
Deanwood cluster (31), the Douglass cluster (38), and
the Sheridan cluster (37). 

Year-by-year data on unemployment from the Current
Population Survey (CPS) give a better picture of the
path of change during the 1990s. As discussed in last
year’s report, the local economy recovered more slow-
ly than the national economy during the 1990s. From
1994 through 1998, the District’s unemployment rate
continued to increase as the U.S. rate decreased; the
District’s rate reached 9.6 percent in 1998, twice the
national average. In that year, the unemployment rate
for the Washington region as a whole hit 3.3 percent,

30 percent below the national rate. The local economy
then started to improve at a faster pace than the
nation. According to the CPS estimates, the District’s
unemployment rate dropped precipitously and has
stayed in the 6.2 to 7.2 percent range since 1999. The
Washington region’s rate went down to 2.4 percent in
2000 and then increased again to 3.6 percent in 2002.
But unemployment has increased more rapidly for the
United States as a whole since 2000. By 2002, the
District’s rate was only 10 percent above the national
rate, and the region’s was 40 percent below it.

The share of households depending on public assis-
tance varied across our comparison regions (see figure
2.1). In 2000, the share was lowest in Washington
(2.0 percent) and highest in Philadelphia (4.0 per-
cent). In all of these metropolitan areas, central-city
public assistance rates were consistently higher than
the regional averages. The rates were lowest in Seattle
and Houston (3.0 percent), somewhat higher in Boston
(4.1 percent), higher still in Washington and Atlanta
(5.5 percent), and highest in Philadelphia (8.7 percent).
Within the Washington region, welfare recipiency
rates in the suburbs were generally in the 1 to 2 per-
cent range. The only exceptions (3 percent) were in
the Far Suburbs: Culpeper, King George, and Berkeley
counties and the City of Fredericksburg. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Seattle

Philadelphia

Houston

Boston

Atlanta

Washington

Percentage
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Area

Central City

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.
Note: This report follows the Census 2000 definition of public assistance income, which excludes the Federal
Supplemental Security Income program.

Figure 2.1.  Households with State or Local Public Assistance Income 
by Metropolitan Area, 2000
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As figure 2.2 illustrates, the District’s welfare caseload
dropped 36 percent—from 25,350 families in August
1996 to 16,291 in September 2001. However,
national caseloads declined by 52 percent over the
same period. This experience (slower-than-average
declines in welfare recipiency) was common for
America’s large central cities. 

The District’s overall public assistance rate in 2000
was, of course, an average of very disparate conditions
across its neighborhoods. In 13 of the 39 clusters, 
2.5 percent or fewer of all households received public
assistance in 2000; the Capitol Hill cluster (26) was the
only one of these not in Northwest. At the other
extreme, public assistance rates in 10 clusters were
over 10 percent; the Near Southeast cluster (27) was
the only one of these west of the Anacostia River. Rates

were highest in the Sheridan cluster (37) at 25 percent
and the Douglass cluster (38) at 23 percent. 

QUALITY OF 
THE LABOR FORCE
The labor force of the Washington region is
among the best educated and most skilled in the
nation—topping that of other high-skill cities, like
Boston and Seattle.

In the Washington region in 2000, 42 percent of the
population over 25 years of age had a four-year col-
lege degree (see figure 2.3). This is the highest rate
among the comparison regions: Boston was second at
39 percent and Houston was lowest at 27 percent.
Among central cities of these regions, the District was
second highest (39 percent)—Seattle being highest
(47 percent) and Philadelphia lowest (18 percent).
Within the Washington region, the share of college
graduates was highest in the Inner Core (58 percent)
and the Inner Suburbs (47 percent). The proportion of
adults with a college degree was notably lower in the
Outer Suburbs (31 percent) and Far Suburbs (21 per-
cent) than in the District.

Among our comparison areas, the Washington region
also had the highest share of workers in professional
and managerial occupations in 2000: 32 percent,
compared with Boston’s 30 percent (second highest)
and the lowest rates of 22 percent (Houston and
Philadelphia). The District again came in second among
the central cities by this measure: 29 percent, com-
pared with the range from 32 percent (Seattle) to 16
percent (Philadelphia). The rankings within the region
by this measure were similar to those for education:
the Inner Core had the highest percentage (42 percent);

The Cathedral Heights cluster (14) reflects the region’s dynamic and highly educated population. As of

2000, more than three-quarters of adult residents were college graduates and almost half of those

employed worked in managerial or professional occupations, putting Cathedral Heights among the top 10

District of Columbia clusters on both these indicators. Residents of this neighborhood cluster were also

among the city’s most mobile, with two-thirds of the population age 5 and older moving between 1995

and 2000. Three-quarters of households were nonfamily households, and more than one in four residents

were foreign born. Cathedral Heights is an affluent area, with average family income over $100,000 in

2000 and more than half of households receiving income from interest, dividends, or net rental income.

The poverty rate in 2000 was only 13 percent, and a little over 1 percent of households received public

assistance. 
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the rate then decreased from the Inner Suburbs (35
percent) to the Outer Suburbs (30 percent) and the Far
Suburbs (21 percent). 

These findings are consistent with analysis by Richard
Florida, who examines the importance of the so-called
creative class. Members of the creative class are “pur-
veyors of creativity” and now account for 30 percent
of the national workforce.4 Florida argues that
“because creativity is the driving force of economic
growth, in terms of influence the creative class has
become the dominant class in society.” He finds a
large-scale re-sorting of people among regions, with
some becoming centers of the creative class, while
others are composed of larger shares of what he labels
“working class” or “service class” people. Among all
metropolitan areas with a million people or more,
Washington and Boston tied for highest share of the
workforce in the creative class (38 percent).5

The Washington region’s high levels of education and
professional employment are not limited to white resi-
dents. Minorities in the Washington region also are
generally better trained than those living elsewhere.
For example, a larger share (24 percent) of African
Americans over the age of 25 have college degrees
than in any of the comparison metropolitan areas 
(comparable measures range from 22 percent in
Atlanta to 13 percent in Philadelphia). The same is true
for Hispanics: 21 percent in metropolitan Washington
are college graduates, compared with 8 percent in
Houston and 19 percent in Boston.

There are, however, major differences in these meas-
ures for different parts of the District of Columbia (see
map 2.2). The total share of adults with college
degrees ranges from more than 80 percent in the
Georgetown cluster (4), the Spring Valley cluster (13),
the North Cleveland Park cluster (12), and the
Friendship Heights cluster (11), down to 6 percent or
less in the Woodland/Fort Stanton cluster (36), the
Sheridan cluster (37), the Douglass cluster (38), and
the Historic Anacostia cluster (28). Similarly, the share
of all workers in managerial and professional occupa-
tions ranges from 55 percent or more in the Dupont
Circle cluster (6), the North Cleveland Park cluster (12),
the Friendship Heights cluster (11), and the Cleveland
Park cluster (15), down to less than 10 percent in the
Woodland/Fort Stanton cluster (36), the Sheridan clus-
ter (37), the Douglass cluster (38), the Historic
Anacostia cluster (28), and the Ivy City cluster (23). 

0 1 2 4 miles

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census 2000.
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Map 2.2. Share of Workers in Managerial and Professional 
Occupations, 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.
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INCOMES 
AND POVERTY
A strong economy with a highly skilled work-
force should produce high incomes on average,
and they do in the Washington region. Poverty
is a serious problem, but a much smaller share
of the population is suffering from poverty than
in many other regions. Moreover, although
income inequalities remain severe, we find no
evidence so far to suggest they are deepening
significantly.

As of 2000, the average family income in the Wash-
ington region ($91,000) was the highest among the
comparison regions (see table 2.1); Boston was second
highest, at $89,000, whereas Houston was lowest, at
$69,000. Among the central cities of these metropo-
lises, the District (with an average family income of
$78,000) ranked second to Seattle ($84,000) but well
above Philadelphia at the low end ($48,000). Within
the region, variations in average family incomes were
similar to those for college education: highest in the
Inner Core and Inner Suburbs ($97,000 to $99,000),
lower in the Outer Suburbs ($83,000), and lower still in
the Far Suburbs ($65,000). Among all major jurisdic-
tions in the region, averages were highest for Fairfax
County and Falls Church city ($112,000). Other areas
with averages above $100,000 include Montgomery
and Loudoun Counties. Berkeley County, WV
($51,000), and Warren County, VA ($58,000) had the
lowest average family income.

It is perhaps better understood today than in the past
that the concept of economic well-being must include
measures of wealth and not just income.
Homeownership, a good indicator of wealth, will be
discussed later in this report. Another indicator of
wealth is the share of all households that have income

from interest, dividends, and net rental income
(reflecting that they have at least some financial
assets). Among our comparison regions (table 2.1),
Boston ranks highest on this indicator (45 percent)
with Seattle and Washington just a step behind (44
percent and 43 percent, respectively). Houston marks
the low end of this distribution at 29 percent. Within
the Washington region, this rate is lowest in the
District (31 percent). It is highest in the Inner Core (49
percent) and then falls to 47 percent in the Inner
Suburbs, 41 percent in the Outer Suburbs, and 35
percent in the Far Suburbs. As would be expected, this
indicator of economic well-being varies dramatically
within the District. More than 60 percent of house-
holds have interest/dividend income in several neigh-
borhood clusters that are all west of Rock Creek Park,
while fewer than 10 percent have such income in
neighborhood clusters east of the Anacostia River. 

Figure 2.4 shows that the poverty rates in the District
and in the region followed the general path of the
economy, improving in the latter part of the 1990s
and not doing as well since then.6 For the Washington

The Colonial Village cluster (16) is one of the District’s most stable and affluent majority-black neighbor-

hoods. The average family earned more than $140,000 in 2000, including $18,000 in interest, dividends,

or net rental income, reflecting substantial financial assets. Three-quarters of residents were college

graduates, and almost half worked in managerial or professional occupations. Only 5 percent of residents

had incomes below the poverty level, and the welfare recipiency rate was below 1 percent in 2000.

Colonial Village ranks highest among all District clusters in stability, with only one in four people age five

or over moving between 1995 and 2000. The foreign-born population was small (12 percent in 2000) but

has been growing rapidly (from only 6 percent in 1990). In 2000, three-quarters of Colonial Village cluster

residents were African American.

16SPOTLIGHT Colonial Village (16)

METROPOLITAN AVG. FAMILY POVERTY INTEREST/DIVIDEND 
AREA INCOME RATE (%) INCOME

($000)

Washington 91 7 43 12

Atlanta 75 9 33 10
Boston 89 9 45 12
Houston 69 14 29 12
Philadelphia 73 11 39 10
Seattle 80 8 44 12

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.

Table 2.1.  Income and Poverty, 2000: Washington
Region and Comparison Metropolitan Areas

% OF AVG. AMT
HOUSEHOLDS ($000)
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region, poverty peaked at 19 percent in 1995,
dropped to 13 percent in 1998, then went up to 14
percent the following year and has stayed close to that
rate ever since. For the District, the peak was 24 per-
cent in 1996, and the lowest point was 15 percent in
1999 and 2000, followed by an upswing to 18 per-
cent in 2001. Data for these measures come from the
CPS and are generally held to be more reliable than
those from the census (which are often quite differ-
ent).7 Census data, however, can be used to character-
ize variations between places at a given point in time
or for smaller geographic areas. According to Census
2000 measures for our comparison regions (table
2.1), the 2000 poverty rate was lowest in the
Washington region (7 percent), next lowest in Seattle
(8 percent), and highest in Houston (14 percent). 

Within the region, the 2000 poverty rate was highest
by far in the District (20 percent) and next highest in
the Far Suburbs and the Inner Core (both at 8 per-
cent). The lowest rates were for the Inner Suburbs (6
percent) and Outer Suburbs (4 percent). Again, as
would be expected given the differences in other
social and economic indicators noted earlier, the vari-
ations within the District were even more extreme.
Poverty rates were generally less than 10 percent west
of Rock Creek Park but reached a high of 50 percent
in the Near Southeast cluster (27) and exceeded 40
percent in Woodland/Fort Stanton (36), Sheridan (37),
and Douglass (38), just across the Anacostia River. 

The populations of these high-poverty neighborhoods
are predominantly African American, and to be sure,
problems in these areas are severe (see analysis in
Chapter 7). But it is important to point out that the
existence of these neighborhoods does not imply that

conditions for blacks and other minorities are as dis-
tressing everywhere in this region. In fact, minorities
generally fare better in the Washington region than in
the comparison metropolitan areas. The overall poverty
rate for African Americans in metropolitan Washing-
ton, for example, was lower in 2000 (13 percent) than
in the other regions (where poverty among African
Americans ranged from 16 percent in Atlanta to 24 per-
cent in Philadelphia). The same was true for Hispanics:
a poverty rate of 13 percent here compared with a
range from 19 percent (Seattle) to 36 percent
(Philadelphia) for the comparison regions. Similarly,
only 19 percent of adult African Americans in this
region lacked a high school degree in 2000, essentially
the same share as for blacks in metropolitan Atlanta
and Seattle, but below the 22 to 28 percent range for
the other comparison metropolitan areas.

The population of the Near Southeast cluster (27) fell by 8 percent during the 1990s, ending at 4,600 res-

idents. Half of the population aged five and over living there in 2000 had moved to the area within the

past five years. One-quarter of the households consist of single parents with children. As of 2000, fully

50 percent of residents had incomes below the poverty line, and only 4 of every 10 working-age adults

were employed. The employment rate was down from 1990, when more than half of adults had jobs.

With 17 percent of its households on public assistance in 2000, this cluster ranked fifth out of 39.

Residents face serious challenges amid the region’s expanding opportunity; 44 percent of the residents

over age 25 lack a high school diploma, and only 11 percent work in managerial or professional occupa-

tions. The average family income in 2000 was $29,000, down 13 percent in real terms from 1990.

27

Figure 2.4.  Poverty Rate Trends, Washington, D.C., and the Region, 1994 to 2001
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Figure 2.4.  Poverty Rate Trends, Washington, D.C., and the Region,
1994 to 2001

SPOTLIGHT Near Southeast (27)
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In the economically uncertain period since the late
1990s, particularly after 9/11, concerns have arisen
that sectors of the economy that employ a higher pro-
portion of low-skill workers (particularly the hospitality
sector) may have suffered more than others have. This
raises the question: Have wage and income disparities
been widening in recent years? Although we do not
yet have the data to answer this question definitively,
we can compare recent trends in BLS wage data for
high- and low-wage categories. This comparison sug-
gests that the gap between high- and low-wage occu-
pations has widened slightly in recent years. 

Specifically, for the region as a whole, the average
hourly wage for the five highest-wage occupations
increased from $30.72 in 1999 to $33.54 in 2001,
while the average wage for the five lowest-wage occu-
pations increased from $10.55 to $11.15 (in nominal
dollars). The gap widened slightly: the low-wage aver-
age changed from 65.7 percent to 66.7 percent below
the high-wage average. For workers in the District,
however, the gap was wider to begin with but nar-
rowed slightly over this period. The high-wage average
increased from $32.69 to $34.74, and the low-wage
average increased from $10.10 to $10.97. The low-
wage average had changed from 69.1 percent to 68.4
percent below the high-wage average.8 This evidence
is not conclusive, but it does not suggest dramatic
increases in inequalities, at least not through 2001.

PROSPECTS 
FOR THE FUTURE
What does all this evidence on economic and demo-
graphic trends imply for the well-being of the region’s
residents and, in particular, for its housing market?
Overall, it is hard to see many negatives. The dynamism
of the region’s private economy as it evolved over the
1990s, coupled with its long-standing assets as the
nation’s capital, now make the Washington metropoli-
tan area the envy of civic leaders in almost all other
regions in the country. In an era when the quality of
the local labor force is increasingly recognized as the
most fundamental determinant of future growth, the
Washington region, with its burgeoning “creative
class,” must be rated very close to the top in terms of
economic potential.

What about the costs and benefits for someone who
lives here and is poor? As discussed elsewhere in this
report, the region’s rapid growth, along with its high
education and income levels, contributes to high
housing costs, exacerbating the affordability chal-
lenges facing lower-skilled and lower-income resi-
dents. But, in regions with less robust economies,
there are even more serious challenges facing poor
people. It is much more difficult for someone in
poverty to have any basis for hope in one of our
nation’s declining industrial centers, where there are
hardly any jobs to be had—regions where, because of
economic decline, local governments are strapped for
funds and cannot provide the services needed to help
those in distress get ahead. 
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region saw a great deal of housing production in the
1990s, outpacing many other regions of comparable
size. Nevertheless, as discussed in last year’s report, the
growth in housing units did not keep pace with growth
in population or employment, leading to declining
vacancy rates and rising housing costs. More recently,
housing production levels appear to be leveling off in
the region overall, although production in the District
continues to increase. This chapter combines new infor-
mation from Census 2000 with local administrative data
to describe the changing characteristics of the housing
stock, including the production of city-subsidized hous-
ing in the District of Columbia.

OVERALL 
HOUSING INVENTORY 
The region’s housing stock has grown rapidly over
the past three decades, with more than half of all
units regionwide produced since 1970. Between
1990 and 2000, the overall housing market became
considerably tighter and the housing stock became
more dense. 

Last year’s report discussed the rapid growth in the
region’s housing stock that occurred in response to
expanding employment and population. During the
1990s, the Washington region’s housing stock grew
faster than that of all but one of our comparison regions
(Atlanta), both in terms of the newly built units and of
the net change in housing units (see Figure 3.1).
Washington was third out of the six regions in the num-
ber of units that were lost or replaced during the
1990s.1 Atlanta led the six regions on this measure as
well, replacing 124,892 of its 1990 units. The Houston
region also lost more units than Washington. Within the
Washington region, the jurisdiction with the most units

Housing Stock 
AND PRODUCTION

THE WASHINGTON

CHAPTER 3
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built in the 1990s (Fairfax County, 69,000) also had
the largest number of units lost or replaced (17,000).

According to Census 2000, more than half the
region’s total housing stock was built after 1970.
However, the median year built (after which half of all
units were produced) varies dramatically within the
region. The District of Columbia has the oldest hous-
ing stock, with a median year built of 1949, while
Loudoun and Spotsylvania counties have seen about
half their stock constructed since 1990. 

Because housing stock growth failed to keep pace
with household growth during the 1990s, a smaller
share of all units is vacant. As detailed in last year’s
report, the overall vacancy rate dropped from 6.5 per-
cent in 1990 to 4.9 percent in 2000. And although
the District of Columbia’s vacancy rate—9.6 percent in
2000—was considerably higher than that of the

region as a whole, it too had declined since 1990.
Chapters 4 and 5 of this report provide more informa-
tion on the implications of tightening market condi-
tions for both homeownership and rental housing
markets in the District of Columbia and the region as
a whole.

At the same time that the housing market was getting
tighter, the stock in most parts of the region was
becoming denser. Regionwide, single-family detached
homes continued to account for nearly half of all hous-
ing units in 2000. However, nearly all jurisdictions
except those in the Far Suburbs witnessed a one- or
two-percentage point decline in the share of single-
family detached residences during the 1990s, together
with a corresponding increase in single-family attached
or apartment units. By far the biggest change was in
Loudoun County, which went from 21 percent
attached townhouses in 1990 to 28 percent in 2000.
This represents more than 10,000 net new townhouses
in Loudoun County, which together with nearly 5,000
net new apartment units slightly exceeds the number
of new single-family detached homes added during
the decade (14,500).

The District and the Inner Core supply the majority of
the region’s smaller housing units, including 60 per-
cent of all studio apartments and 45 percent of all
one-bedroom units. However, this dominance has
declined markedly since 1990, largely due to faster
growth of small housing units in the Inner Suburbs.
The District’s share of the region’s efficiency units
declined from 52 percent in 1990 to 43 percent in
2000, while the Inner Suburbs’ share climbed from
27 percent to 35 percent.

The Lamond Riggs cluster (19) enjoyed an exceptionally stable housing market throughout the 1990s and

in the years since. The number of households and housing units declined only slightly between 1990 and

2000, and vacancy rates were low. Since 1999, only one new unit has been authorized for production.

But investment in the existing housing stock remains strong. Very few properties in the Lamond Riggs

cluster appear on the city’s list of vacant and abandoned properties or have been cited by housing inspec-

tors for boarding up or demolition.  

19

Figure 3.1.  Housing Inventory Changes by Metropolitan Area, 1990 to 2000
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SPOTLIGHT Lamond Riggs (19) 
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RECENT HOUSING 
PRODUCTION 
Housing construction in the Washington region
continued to climb in 2002, after a slowdown in
2001. The Outer and Far Suburbs account for a
steadily increasing share of the region’s housing
production, reaching 60 percent in 2002.
However, the District of Columbia is experiencing
very high levels of housing production, with more
than 30,000 units recently completed, under con-
struction, planned, or proposed.

The total number of housing units authorized by
building permits in the Washington region was down
slightly from 2000 to 2001, largely due to a substan-
tial drop in most of the Outer Suburbs. However,
newly released data from the Census Bureau’s annual
survey indicate that building permits were up again in
2002. Specifically, 40,725 housing units were author-
ized in 2002, the highest levels since 1988. And in the
five years since 1998, the Outer and Far Suburbs have
accounted for more than half the region’s total build-
ing permits, with their share increasing in almost
every year (see figure 3.2).

Within the District of Columbia, the number of units
authorized for production in 2002 was the highest in
20 years, with more than 400 permits authorizing
nearly 1,300 units.2 The neighborhood cluster with
the largest number of authorized units in 2002 was
the Downtown cluster (8), with just 3 permits author-
izing about 400 units. The Howard University cluster
(3) and the Logan Circle cluster (7) were next, with just
under 200 units each authorized in 2002. The Logan
Circle cluster also led the city in total units authorized
since 1999, with about 560, 270 of which were in one
building at 15th Street and Massachusetts. However,
over the past 4 years, 8 neighborhood clusters have
had more than 200 new housing units authorized,
including 4 east of the Anacostia River—Congress
Heights (39), Douglass (38), River Terrace (32), and
Woodland/Fort Stanton (36)—which collectively
account for about 1,160 authorized units.

Among the region’s jurisdictions, only the District of
Columbia showed a change recently in the structure
types authorized by permit, with single-family houses
declining from 47 percent of authorized units in 1999
to only 15 percent in 2001. The shift noted earlier in
Loudoun County, where decennial census data show
more townhouses being built, is not detectable here

because the Census Bureau’s building permits survey
does not distinguish between attached and detached
single-family homes.

In addition to monitoring building permits, the
District of Columbia’s Office of Planning attempts to
track all major housing projects in the city, from plan-
ning to completion. The counts, which include proj-
ects for which building permits have not yet been
issued as well as projects that involve substantial reha-
bilitation rather than new construction, reinforce the
finding that the District of Columbia is experiencing a
surge in housing production (map 3.1). Specifically,
more than 7,000 housing units have recently been
completed, 8,300 are under construction, more than
10,500 are currently planned, and about 5,300 have
been proposed.3

If all planned and proposed units were built in the
District, the total development would come to more
than 30,000 housing units since 2000, including both
new and substantially rehabilitated units. The recently
completed units include more than 3,000 rehabilitated
units, 2,900 newly constructed units, and approxi-
mately 1,100 that combine rehab and new construc-
tion (or for which the status is not recorded). Note that
the new construction totals do not necessarily represent

Figure 3.2. Share of Housing Permits in the Washington Region by Subarea, 1980 to 2002
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net new housing stock, because projects that demolish
and replace units are listed as new construction.

The city’s recent housing production, while not 
occurring in all neighborhoods, is nonetheless quite
widespread geographically, with 2,300 of the 3,000 
rehabilitated units and nearly 1,000 of the 2,900
new construction units located east of the Anacostia
River, where most clusters have at least one project
(map 3.1).4 The Downtown cluster (8) has the most
units under construction, followed by the Mount
Pleasant cluster (2) and Douglass cluster (38). The
Dupont Circle cluster (8) has the most planned units
(3,450), followed by the Congress Heights cluster (39).
Finally, the Near Southeast cluster (27) has by far the
largest number of proposed units—more than 3,000—
made up equally of the Capper/Carrollsburg HOPE VI
public housing redevelopment (half of which will be
market rate) and market-rate housing in the South-
east Federal Center. 

SUBSIDIZED 
HOUSING PRODUCTION 
IN THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA
In recent years, the District of Columbia govern-
ment has been playing an active role in subsidiz-
ing housing for low- and moderate-income resi-
dents, helping to produce thousands of units
annually. However, most of this housing is reha-
bilitated or replacement units, preserving and
improving the stock of affordable housing but not
increasing the overall supply.

In fiscal year 2002, the District government closed
financing on almost 3,200 new and rehabilitated hous-
ing units, with development budgets totaling $312
million. This included $127 million in low-interest
loans to 13 projects from the D.C. Housing Finance
Agency and $25 million in federal community devel-
opment and HOME block grants from the Department
of Housing and Community Development to support
24 projects.5 The number of units is down slightly from
fiscal year 2001 but still much higher than for 1999 or

Project Types
Rehabilitation

New Construction

0 1 2 4 miles

Map 3.2. Residential Construction Projects by Type, 2000 to 2002
Area of Detail: Southeast Washington D.C.

see detail

Map 3.1. Residential Construction Projects by Type, 2000 to 2002
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2000. About 400 of the units sponsored in 2002 are
new construction, with the rest being rehabilitated.
About 260 of the rehabilitated units are effectively new
to the stock because they had been vacant for more
than 36 months.

More than 84 percent of the subsidized housing units
(almost 2,700) will be rental accommodations, with
the rest available for sale. Although the maximum
allowable income levels vary according to the source
of the subsidy, the city estimates that almost 1,500 of
the units, or just under half, will be affordable for
families with annual incomes below $42,000, and
another 1,250 units, approximately 40 percent, will
be affordable for families with incomes between
$42,000 and $51,360.6

An additional 20 projects comprising more than
5,000 units are currently in the pipeline for fiscal year
2003 or later, with financing that has not yet closed.
Of these, more than 2,100 planned units are located
in two HOPE VI public housing redevelopment proj-
ects, at East Capitol Dwellings around 59th Street and
East Capitol, and at Capper/Carrollsburg Dwellings
near the Navy Yard.

HOUSING RENOVATION
Housing renovation plays an important role along
with new construction in the evolution of the
region’s housing stock. Between 1995 and 2001,
the number of new loans for home improvement
declined in both the region and the District, but
the characteristics of loans and borrowers showed
a marked shift to larger loan amounts and higher-
income borrowers. 

As noted in the discussion of the District of Columbia’s
subsidized housing production, new construction is
not the only activity reshaping the region’s housing
stock. In recent years, many units also have been reha-
bilitated or renovated, in many cases substantially. The
discussion thus far has focused mainly on large-scale
rehabilitation projects in the District of Columbia,
undertaken by developers or public agencies.
Probably more widespread are improvements made
by individual homeowners doing the work themselves
or hiring contractors.  

This is an area for which data are scarce and difficult
to interpret. One source of information on home
improvements is reports from lenders under the
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA), which
include not only loans for home purchases but also
loans for home improvements. However, lenders have
wide discretion in determining which home equity
loans are classified as home improvement loans,

Washington, D.C., Mayor Anthony Williams’s
newest housing program is the Home Again
Initiative. This program, still in its early
stages, will gain control of properties iden-
tified as vacant and abandoned through
negotiations, tax foreclosures, and, if neces-
sary, eminent domain. Once the city has con-
trol, it will bundle the properties into groups
of 5 to 20 and sell them to prequalified
developers, who will be required to make at
least 30 percent of the redeveloped units
available to low- and moderate-income fami-
lies. The first 75 properties in the program,
acquired through tax foreclosures, are scat-
tered throughout the city, with 45 properties
sold to 6 developers in November 2002.
Efforts will initially focus on five neighbor-
hoods: Columbia Heights (2), Shaw/LeDroit
Park (3), Near Northeast (25), Ivy City (23),
and Rosedale (23). 

Recent trends in the Douglass cluster (38) illustrate some of the encouraging signs of housing reinvest-

ment east of the Anacostia River. As of 2002, the percentage of properties boarded up by the

Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs (DCRA) is below the city average, and no properties

have been condemned for demolition by city housing inspectors. Three hundred new units were author-

ized for construction between 1999 and 2002. Nearly 1,000 units have been newly built or substantially

rehabilitated since 1999, and nearly 900 are currently under construction. All together, this recent devel-

opment equals nearly 40 percent of the 1990 housing stock in the Douglass cluster. The District govern-

ment is playing a leading role in this reinvestment, with every new project receiving some form of city

support.

38SPOTLIGHT Douglass (38)
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reporting on home equity lines of credit used for home
improvement is voluntary, and refinancings are not
considered as sources of home improvement financing
even if they involve cash out to the borrowers. Despite
these limitations, HMDA data offer some perspective
on trends in the volume and characteristics of home
improvement loans to individual homeowners.

Although the total number of HMDA-reported home
improvement loans in the Washington region
declined by 14 percent from 1995 to 2001, the total
dollar amount (in constant dollars) increased by 28
percent, reflecting a shift to larger loan amounts.
Within the District of Columbia, the number of home
improvement loans reported declined by 52 percent
from 1995 to 2001, while the total constant dollar
amount declined by only 18 percent, again indicating
larger average loan sizes.

The median inflation-adjusted size of a home
improvement loan in the Washington region more
than doubled between 1995 and 2001, climbing
from $10,000 in 1995 to $21,000 in 2001. Within
the District, the median inflation-adjusted loan
amount rose even more, from $8,000 in 1995 to
$22,000 in 2001, an increase of 170 percent.

While loan amounts were rising, the characteristics of
borrowers were changing as well. Between 1995 and
2001, the median real income of home improvement
loan borrowers rose 15 percent (up $10,000) within
the Washington region and 40 percent within the
District (up $19,000). Much of the increase for both
the region and the District occurred in a single year,
2000, when the median income of home improve-
ment borrowers went up 8 percent in the region and
21 percent within the District, compared with 1999.
Within the District, the share of home improvement
loans made to borrowers with incomes greater than
120 percent of the area median increased from 17

percent in 1995 to 25 percent in 2001—a 50 percent
increase.7 Meanwhile, the share of home improve-
ment loans made to minorities declined 25 percent in
the region and 11 percent within the District, and the
share of loans made to borrowers with incomes below
80 percent of the area median decreased 8 percent for
the region and 20 percent for the District. The largest
change, again, was in the year 2000.

AT-RISK PROPERTIES 
IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA
Local administrative records indicate that some
District neighborhoods still have significant num-
bers of residential properties in physical or finan-
cial distress. However, the most recent data on
distressed properties confirm other indicators of
increased investment in the D.C. housing stock.

Just as investments in housing production, rehabilita-
tion, and renovation are useful indicators of improve-
ments in the physical condition of neighborhoods,
administrative data on tax delinquencies and vacant
and abandoned properties can provide up-to-date
indicators of neighborhood decline. 

One key indicator that a property is in financial dis-
tress is unpaid property taxes. Each year, owners of
properties for which the prior year's property taxes
have not been paid are notified that if the taxes are
not paid within a set time the tax lien will be sold to
the highest bidder, who will have a right to foreclose
and take the property if the taxes are not paid. In
2001, the owners of approximately 12,000 properties
were so notified. This number was essentially
unchanged from 1998, 1999, and 2000.

In 1998 through 2000, only about one-third of such
owners paid their past-due taxes before the tax lien

The housing stock in the Historic Anacostia cluster (28) still shows serious evidence of physical and

financial distress, with no signs of significant reinvestment. Between 1990 and 2000, the number of

households living in Historic Anacostia dropped by almost 13 percent, and vacancy rates were among

the highest in the city. Only four new housing units have been authorized for construction since 1999.

Historic Anacostia is the District neighborhood cluster with the highest percentage of buildings con-

demned by DCRA in the past three years, the highest percentage of vacant and abandoned properties,

and one of the highest percentages of properties boarded up by the city during the past three years.  

28SPOTLIGHT Historic Anacostia (28)
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could be advertised. In 2001, however, more than
half (almost 6,900) paid up when notified. Another
520 paid after their liens were advertised for sale but
before the official auction. Of liens that were actually
offered for sale in 2001, almost 3,700 were sold,
while about 900 failed to sell (were bid back). This
significant change from recent years, when between
2,000 and 3,000 liens typically have been left
unsold, reflects the growing strength of the District’s
housing market, especially since what is purchased is
not a property but only the right to collect unpaid
taxes or foreclose.

The D.C. Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP)
within the Housing Regulation Administration inspects
buildings for unsafe or unsanitary conditions, including
responding to complaints by neighbors and tenants. In
fiscal year 2002, NSP conducted about 100,100
inspections. Of these, 27,800 were in response to citi-
zen complaints, including 8,200 complaints for trash
and debris, 4,800 for routine maintenance, 2,500 for
weeds, and 1,400 for vacant properties.

The two most serious housing code enforcement
actions that can result from an inspection are Secure—
when the city orders that a building be boarded up—
and Raze—when a building is condemned for demo-
lition. Inspectors ordered 1,300 buildings secured in
fiscal years 2000 to 2002. Of these, 410 were secured
or otherwise abated by their owners and 850 by the
Housing Regulation Administration. The remaining
actions were canceled, perhaps on appeal. The clus-
ters with both the largest number and the highest pro-
portion of buildings cited for being unsecured were
the Deanwood cluster (31) and the Congress Heights
cluster (39). In addition, the Historic Anacostia cluster
(28) and the Ivy City cluster (23) had nearly as large a
percentage of properties cited, but fewer actual unse-
cured properties.

Inspectors also ordered nearly 600 buildings demol-
ished in fiscal years 2000 through 2002. Of these, 240
were abated or torn down by their owners and 290 by
the Housing Regulation Administration. The remaining
demolition orders were canceled. The clusters with the
highest proportion of buildings slated for demolition,
as compared with their total number of properties, were
the Historic Anacostia cluster (28), with 19 cited out of
just 1,240 total properties, and the Edgewood cluster
(21), with 85 of 5,690 properties cited.

A survey of vacant and abandoned property conducted
by the District of Columbia Department of Consumer
and Regulatory Affairs in 1999, discussed in last year’s
report, was updated in 2001 and 2002 (figure 3.3).8

The total number of vacant properties recorded in the
2001–2002 survey came to more than 3,400, about
500 fewer than in 1999. Nevertheless, of the nearly
4,000 properties identified as vacant in the first sur-
vey, nearly half (1,800) were still vacant two to three
years later. The Historic Anacostia cluster (28), while
not among the top 10 in raw numbers of vacant prop-
erties, was first in both years in the percentage of
vacant properties, with 10 percent of its properties
vacant in 1999 and 8.9 percent in 2001 to 2002. The
clusters that showed the greatest reduction in vacant
and abandoned housing from 1999 to 2001–2002
were Ivy City (23) and Douglass (38), which were sec-
ond and third in 1999 but had dropped 4.8 and 5.4
percentage points by 2001 to 2002, improvements of
more than 50 percent.

Figure 3.3.  Share in Washington, D.C. of Vacant or Abandoned Properties, 
1999 and 2002 
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Source: D.C. Department of Consumer and Regulatory Affairs, 1999 and 2001–2002 Vacancy Surveys.
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PROSPECTS 
FOR THE FUTURE
The 1990s saw thousands of new housing units built
in the Washington region, but production did not
keep up with growth in employment and population,
resulting in declining vacancy rates and rising prices.
Housing production slowed in 2001, particularly in

the Outer Suburbs, but rebounded in 2002 and
remains strong in the District. The units being built are
gradually increasing the density of neighborhoods in
most of the region, with townhouses accounting for a
larger proportion of new housing production in the
Inner and Outer Suburbs and apartments in the
District and the Inner Core.

Within the District of Columbia, recent construction
has been relatively dispersed, with neighborhoods
east of the Anacostia River, downtown, and in
Northwest D.C. seeing the greatest construction activ-
ity. The housing produced downtown, in much of
Northwest D.C., and in Capitol Hill consists primarily
of market-rate, unsubsidized units and is likely to be
new construction, adding to the supply of high-end
housing and demonstrating increasing interest in city
living among middle- and upper-income households.
Homeowner-financed renovations, as reported by
mortgage lenders, have shown a shift to larger loan
amounts and higher-income, nonminority borrowers,
both within the region as a whole and in the District
of Columbia. These trends seem likely to continue, as
luxury homes and apartment projects now in the plan-
ning stage move forward.

Meanwhile, housing produced east of the Anacostia
River and in traditionally low-income neighborhoods
in Northwest is much more likely than housing in
other neighborhoods to be subsidized and to involve
the renovation or replacement of existing housing,
resulting in better-quality homes but not necessarily
increasing the size of the affordable stock. This trend

appears to be driven in part by the location of exist-
ing public and subsidized housing that needs to be
renovated. Also important is the effect of federal pol-
icy, especially HOPE VI public housing rehabilitation
grants, in making renovation and reconstruction
money much more available than money for afford-
able housing in new locations. These trends are also
likely to continue as existing HOPE VI projects (such as
Arthur Capper/Carrollsburg) continue to be developed
and as federal Section 8 site-based subsidies expire.
Even where subsidy financing is not geographically
restricted, variations in land costs create powerful
incentives to concentrate affordable housing in low-
income neighborhoods. The goals of desegregation
and poverty deconcentration can thus come into con-
flict with the goal of maximizing the number of
affordable units produced. Building housing that
requires deeper subsidies, because of higher land
costs or the related higher costs of high-rise construc-
tion, means fewer units can be produced with the
same expenditures. 
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two out of three households in the Washington metro-
politan area owned their homes. Last year’s report high-
lighted the growth of homeownership in the
Washington region, particularly for African Americans
and lower-income households. Along with this higher
demand, home prices, particularly in the District, rose in
the late 1990s after years of stagnation. 

This year, we have new information from Census 2000
about homeowner housing, incomes, and costs, along
with updated home sales and mortgage data. In addi-
tion, the chapter extends last year’s description of mort-
gage borrowers to examine loan denial rates by race and
income level.

HOMEOWNERSHIP STOCK  
The stock of homeowner housing increased in the
region and the District of Columbia during the
1990s, although at a slower pace than during the
previous decade. In the suburbs, this growth was
mostly due to new construction, but in the District,
half the new homeowner units were converted
rental housing. 

From 1990 to 2000, the total number of homeowner
units1 in the Washington region reached 1.2 million, an
increase of 23 percent. In the District of Columbia, the
stock of homeowner units also grew, but at a much slow-
er rate, 5 percent. The District’s share of the region’s
homeowner housing dropped 1.5 percentage points, to
8.7 percent. 

The vast majority of the region’s homeowner housing—
about 90 percent in both 1990 and 2000—consists of 
single-family attached and detached houses. Single-
family homes account for a somewhat smaller share of
the District’s homeowner housing—about 80 percent. 

Homeownership
MARKET

IN 2000,  

CHAPTER 4
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During the 1990s, owner-occupied units accounted
for almost three out of every four newly built units in
the region. More than 80 percent of the new home-
owner units were located in the Inner and Outer
Suburbs, and 1 percent were in the District. The
regional growth in homeowner units was almost
entirely due to new building. In contrast, only about
half the growth in the District was due to new con-
struction, with the remainder resulting from the con-
versions of rental housing units to homeownership.2

Compared with the 1980s, the number of owner units
built in the 1990s was down about 5 percent for the
region and about 30 percent for the District. However,

these figures mask the improvement that occurred
over the course of the 1990s. Building accelerated in
the late 1990s from low levels during the first half of
the decade. Regionwide, 20 percent more owner units
were built between 1995 and 2000 than between
1990 and 1995, and in the District the production of
new owner units was 30 percent higher in the second
half of the decade than in the first half. 

In the 1980s, the new homeowner construction in the
District was very concentrated geographically, with 40
percent of the new units located in only three neigh-
borhood clusters—the Georgetown cluster (4), the
Dupont Circle cluster (6), and the Spring Valley cluster
(13). But in the 1990s, new homeowner construction
was much more evenly distributed, with no single
cluster accounting for more than 10 percent of the
new units. New homeowner housing development
extended beyond the wealthier areas of the city.
Specifically, the share of new homeowner units locat-
ed east of the Anacostia River increased from 14 per-
cent in the 1980s to 23 percent in the 1990s. In 1999

alone, 40 percent of the new units built were located
east of the river.

Although single-family detached and attached homes
continue to account for about 8 out of every 10 home-
owner units in the District, some neighborhood clus-
ters saw striking changes during the 1990s. The home-
owner stock in the Logan Circle cluster (7), which grew
by 40 percent in the 1990s, was 46 percent single
family in 2000, compared with 57 percent in 1990.
Since only 114 new homeowner units were built in the
Logan Circle cluster during the 1990s, most of this
change was due to the conversion of rental housing to
homeownership. This is a widespread trend in the

District of Columbia. As illustrated in figure 4.1, newly
built units accounted for less than half of the growth in
the homeowner stock for 18 of the 27 clusters that
experienced growth during the 1990s. 

HOMEOWNERSHIP 
AND VACANCY RATES  
As discussed in detail in last year’s report, the
growth in the region’s homeowner housing stock
during the 1990s generally fell short of growth in
demand, resulting in lower vacancy rates in all
areas except the District. The expanding demand
for homeownership throughout the region is
reflected in the rising homeownership rate, partic-
ularly among African Americans, and by high
rates of mobility among homeowners.

The homeowner vacancy rate for the region dropped
about half a percentage point to 1.6 percent between
1990 and 2000. Of our comparison metropolitan
areas, only the extremely tight markets of Boston and
Seattle had lower vacancy rates in 2000. All of the

The market for homeowner housing in the Howard University cluster (3) has expanded dramatically since

1990. Between 1990 and 2000, the number of homeowner units grew 17 percent, primarily through the

conversion of rental units. Average homeowner income climbed 37 percent in real terms, to $87,000 in

2000, and the median income among new home buyers was up 50 percent between 1995 and 2001. Sale

prices for homes in the Howard University cluster are rising even faster; they more than doubled

between 1996 and 2002 to reach a median of $214,000. Not surprisingly, therefore, the share of new

home buyers with low incomes dropped 18 percentage points between 1995 and 2001.

3SPOTLIGHT Howard University (3)
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suburban subareas in the Washington region saw
vacancy rates drop during the 1990s. But the Inner
Core experienced the largest change; its homeowner
vacancy rate fell 1.7 percentage points to 1.1 percent
vacancy in 2000. The District’s rate increased from 2.9
to 3.4 percent.

Sixty-four percent of the region’s households owned
their homes in 2000, up from 61 percent in 1990. The
region’s homeownership rates for African Americans
showed particularly dramatic progress during the
1990s, rising 8 percentage points to reach 49 percent
in 2000. Among our comparison regions, only
Philadelphia had a higher rate of African-American
homeownership than the Washington metropolitan
area, and only Atlanta experienced a comparable
increase in the African-American homeownership rate.

As of April 2000, 57 percent of the homeowner
households in the Washington region had moved into
their homes since 1990. Although the government
base in Washington often prompts people to describe
the area as transient, the Washington metropolitan
area falls in the middle of the pack of our comparison
metropolitan areas with respect to homeowner mobil-
ity. Atlanta has the highest percentage of homeowners
moving since 1990 (65 percent). Within the
Washington area, Loudoun County is the most mobile
jurisdiction, with more than three-quarters of its
homeowners moving since 1990.

District of Columbia homeowners are more likely to
be long-time residents than their suburban counter-
parts. Fifty-six percent of the owners in the District
have been living in their homes for more than 10
years, a higher percentage than in any other part of
the region. Of the central cities in our comparison
regions, only Philadelphia has a more stable base of
homeowners by this measure. 

Moreover, a substantial share of the District’s home-
owners have an even more extensive history in the
city. One out of five owner households have lived in
their homes for 30 years or more. Part of this stability
reflects the city’s relatively high percentage of older
homeowners—58 percent of the homeowners over
age 65 have lived in their homes since before 1970. 

Like many indicators, homeowner mobility rates
reveal a city of extremes (see map 4.1). Almost half

The homeownership market in the North Michigan Park cluster (20) is exceptionally stable. More than

three-quarters of the housing stock is owner occupied, and virtually all of the homeowner units are sin-

gle-family homes. As of 2000, the vacancy rate for homeowner units was below 1 percent, among the

lowest in the District of Columbia. More than half the homeowners living in North Michigan Park as of

2000—the vast majority of whom were African American—had been in the same house for at least 20

years. The average income among homeowners was about $67,000. In 2002, the median sales price of

homes in this cluster was $162,000, up 30 percent since 1996. However, the real median income of new

home buyers was virtually unchanged between 1995 and 2001. Moreover, North Michigan Park has the

city’s second-highest share of midvalue homes, with 81 percent of the homeowner units valued

between $100,000 and $200,000.

20

Figure 4.1. Composition of Stock Change for Washington, D.C., Clusters 
with Growth in Homeowner Units, 1990 to 2000 
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Figure 4.1. Composition of Stock Change for Washington, D.C., Clusters
with Growth in Homeowner Units, 1990 to 2000

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 1990 and 2000.
Note: The chart does not include clusters that did not experience an increase in homeownership units.

SPOTLIGHT North Michigan Park (20) 
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the homeowners in the Lamond Riggs cluster (19)
moved in before 1970, the highest share in the
District. At the opposite end of the spectrum, fully
one-quarter of homeowners in the Howard cluster (3)
moved in between 1999 and 2000. Among neighbor-
hood clusters with more than 500 homeowner units,
Kalorama Heights (1) and Logan Circle (7) had the
highest rates of homeowner mobility, with more than
half the homeowners moving in the past five years.

HOMEOWNER INCOMES   
Average incomes among Washington-area home-
owners are high—almost $97,000 in 2000, and
slightly higher in the District of Columbia. Despite
the similar averages, the District houses a greater
share of homeowners earning less than $50,000
than the region does. 

The average income for homeowner households in
2000 was $96,800 for the region and slightly more in
the District of Columbia. After accounting for infla-

tion, the regionwide average rose 6 percent from
1990 to 2000. At the county level, however, changes
in real homeowner incomes ranged from a 1 percent
decline in Prince George’s County to a 19 percent
increase in Loudoun. The average income of the
District’s homeowners rose 8 percent in real terms—
slightly faster than in the region.

In addition to the increasing racial diversity of the
region’s homeowners discussed in last year’s report,
homeowners are now more economically diverse than
in 1990. Between 1990 and 2000, the number of
homeowner households with modest incomes (less
than $50,000) increased considerably in the region,
faster than the overall growth for owners.3 The home-
ownership rate for this income group also rose sever-
al percentage points to reach 37 percent in 2000.4

Owners with 2000 incomes below $50,000 now
account for one-quarter of all owner households.

The share of modest-income homeowners varies con-
siderably across the region, ranging from a low of

Map 4.1. Homeowner Mobility in the District of Columbia, 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.
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only 15 percent in Fairfax County to a high of 53 per-
cent in Berkeley County. During the 1990s, the share
of modest-income owners increased throughout the
Inner Suburbs, although trends were more mixed in
the Outer and Far Suburbs. Although homeowners in
the District of Columbia and the region have compa-
rable average incomes, households with incomes
below $50,000 account for a much larger share of
District homeowners (38 percent). In the District, one
out of five households with incomes below $50,000
own their homes.

Within the city, average incomes range from
$205,000 among homeowners in the Spring Valley
cluster (13) to only $38,000 in the Douglass cluster
(38). Trends during the 1990s were generally positive,
with inflation-adjusted incomes increasing in two-
thirds of the clusters. However, the growth was
uneven, resulting in a widening gap between the
poorest and wealthiest clusters. The clusters with the
greatest percentage increases in homeowner incomes
were the Downtown cluster (8), with a 104 percent
increase, and the Howard University cluster (3), with a
37 percent rise. The largest percentage loss occurred
in the Douglass (38) cluster, with real homeowner

incomes dropping 22 percent. The next largest
declines were in the Historic Anacostia (28) and
Cathedral Heights (14) clusters, where average
incomes fell 18 percent from 1990. 

While every cluster had some modest-income home-
owners, their share of all owners varied widely. About
three-quarters of all homeowners in the Douglass clus-
ter (38) had modest incomes in 2000, the highest per-
centage of all the clusters. The Cleveland Park cluster
(15) had the lowest percentage of modest-income
owners—less than 5 percent. 

Of the neighborhood clusters with more than 500
homeowner units, 7 had a mixed-income population
of homeowners in 2000, with roughly 20 to 30 per-
cent shares in both the low- (less than $35,000) and
high- (greater than $100,000) income categories. Two
of these clusters, Takoma (17) and Brightwood (18),
had relatively low rates of mobility during the 1990s,
and therefore appear to be stable mixed-income com-
munities. In contrast, a large proportion of the home-
owners in Mt. Pleasant (2), Howard (3), Logan Circle
(7), Cathedral Heights (14), and Union Station (25)
had moved in recently, suggesting that these neigh-
borhoods are experiencing a transition from lower to
higher income levels. 

RECENT BORROWER 
CHARACTERISTICS    
Consistent with trends in homeowner incomes,
the median income of mortgage borrowers is ris-
ing in the Washington region, particularly within
the District of Columbia. From 2000 to 2001, the
region’s share of loans to low-income borrowers
dipped slightly, accompanied by a larger decline
in the District. Little change was seen in the share
of loans to minorities over the same year.

The median income among home purchase mortgage
borrowers in the region in 2001 was $78,000, up 3
percent in real terms from 2000 and 12 percent since
1995. The median income for borrowers in the
District rose at an even faster pace and reached
$82,000 in 2001, up 9 percent for the year and 30
percent since 1995. This is the first time that incomes
among borrowers in the District of Columbia have
substantially surpassed the regional median.

In 2001, the region’s share of loans to borrowers with
incomes below 80 percent of the area median was 

The Mayfair cluster (30) has not yet fully benefited from gains in the city’s homeownership market. Only

29 percent of households in Mayfair own their homes, and the average income among homeowners

dropped 13 percent in real terms between 1990 and 2000. The homeowner vacancy rate in Mayfair is

fairly high by city standards—5.9 percent, and the median sales price is relatively low—$91,000 in 2002.

Although this cluster is a relatively weak market compared with others in the city, there are signs of

improvement. The 2002 median sale price represents a 19 percent increase over the 1996 value, and the

number of homeowner units increased by 15 percent between 1990 and 2000.

30SPOTLIGHT Mayfair (30)
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43 percent, a very slight drop from 2000.5 The share
of loans going to District borrowers in this income
range dropped 4 percentage points, to 41 percent, in
2001—the first time this percentage was lower than
the region’s share. However, the percentage of loans
to minority buyers stayed constant over the past year
in the region as a whole (37 percent) and dropped
slightly in the city (from 43 to 41 percent). 

The median income among mortgage loan borrowers
rose from 2000 to 2001 in all but seven of the District’s
neighborhood clusters. Moreover, of the clusters with
more than 50 loans in 2001, three-quarters have seen
a second year of declines in the share of loans to
households with incomes below 80 percent of median.
The share of mortgage loans to minority home buyers
fluctuates more from year to year at the cluster level,
but several Northeast clusters stand out as experienc-
ing significant changes. Three clusters—Brightwood
Park (18), Edgewood (21), and Union Station (25)—
have seen continuous declines in the share of mort-
gage loans to minorities, dropping a total of 12 to 17
percentage points since 1995. Three others—Takoma
(17), North Michigan Park (20), and Woodridge
(24)—were less consistent in the late 1990s, but in the
past two years have seen significant declines in the
share of mortgage loans going to minorities.

HOUSING VALUES AND
SALES PRICES     
As of 2000, the average value of single-family
homes was $226,000 for the Washington metro-
politan area and $252,000 for the District of
Columbia. In real terms, house values did not
increase substantially during the 1990s.
Beginning in the late 1990s, however, sales prices
have been rising dramatically, particularly in the
District of Columbia. 

During the 1990s, single-family house values in the
region as a whole rose 17 percent, but once inflation
is taken into account, house values in the year 2000
were actually 11 percent lower in real terms than the
1990 values.6 In the District of Columbia, the nominal
rate of growth in house values over the decade was 32
percent, with zero growth in real terms. 

The distribution of values in 2000 reveals a relative
shortage of middle-range homes in the District of

Figure 4.2.  Single-Family Owner-Occupied Home Values by Subarea, 2000
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Columbia compared with the region as a whole.
Figure 4.2 shows that house values in the District were
clustered at the low and high ends of the spectrum.
More than 20 percent of the homeowner units in the
District were valued at less than $100,000, compared
with 14 percent for the region. At the other extreme,
24 percent of District homes and 29 percent of homes
in the Inner Core are valued above $300,000, com-
pared with the metropolitan area’s 18 percent. The
limited stock of homes in the $100,000 to $300,000
range means that households earning roughly
$40,000 to $120,000 have fewer options in the District
and Inner Core than in the surrounding counties. 

Although the recent tight conditions have dominated
public thinking about the region’s housing market,
the decline in real house values discussed above is
consistent with long-term trends in sales prices in the
region. As shown in figure 4.3, the House Price Index,
published by the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise
Oversight, remained flat through much of the 1990s.7

Not until the late 1990s did prices begin to increase
consistently, with the pace of change accelerating
after 2000. Thus, house values reported in early 2000
did not yet reflect the sharp increases in sales prices
still to come.

After remaining flat or even declining for most of the
decade, sales prices rebounded beginning in 1997.
Prices continued to rise over the next five years, at a
more rapid pace than in most other metropolitan
areas. The average price for realtor sales8 in the region
reached $265,000 in 2002, about a 10 percent
increase from 2001. Marking a third year of substan-
tial increases, District home prices climbed to an aver-
age of $348,000 in 2002. Since 1999, the District’s
average sales price has grown 57 percent, twice the
pace of the region.

The volume of sales in the region continued to
increase from 2001 to 2002, though at a slower pace
than in earlier years. There were more than 99,000

realtor sales in 2002, an increase of 6 percent over
2001. After District of Columbia sales had leveled off
to around 7,700 from 1999 to 2001, the number of
sales increased by 8 percent from 2001 to 2002 to
reach more than 8,200.

Administrative data from the District of Columbia pro-
vide information about all home sales (not just those
reported by real estate agents) from 1994 to 2002.
The overall pattern here remains the same: declining
sales prices from 1994 to 1996, a turnaround in
1997, and then sharper increases after 2000. But
there were significant variations across clusters (see
map 4.2). In 2002, the Cleveland Park (15) cluster
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had the highest median sales price of $582,000, fol-
lowed by the Georgetown cluster (4) at $551,000. In
contrast, the Fairfax Village cluster (35) had the lowest
median sales price at $72,500, followed by the
Sheridan cluster (37) at $78,000. Since 1996, the
Howard University cluster (3) has experienced the
most dramatic increase in home sales prices, with the
median climbing 151 percent. As a result, Howard
University moved from being the 28th highest priced
cluster to a rank of 13. In 12 of the District’s neigh-
borhood clusters, median sales prices doubled during
this period. The Fairfax Village cluster (35) was the
only area where the median price dropped. 

HOUSING COSTS 
AND AFFORDABILITY   
About one-fifth of the region’s owner households
were carrying unaffordable housing cost burdens
in 2000. This is about the same as the 1990 rate,
although the absolute number of homeowners
burdened by excessive housing costs rose 23
percent. In the District, both the rate and
absolute number of homeowners with excessive
cost burdens increased from 1990.

Affordability is the major housing challenge facing
homeowners, with a fifth of all owner households 
carrying unaffordable cost burdens, defined here as
housing costs exceeding 30 percent of household
income.9 And unaffordability is the most commonly
reported housing issue: Of the owner households with
any kind of housing problem, 83 percent of the house-
holds report paying more than 30 percent of their
income for housing. The incidence of other housing
problems—including physical deficiencies and crowd-
ing—is much lower among homeowners. 

Although housing prices have been increasing in the
region, owner incomes generally kept pace over the

decade, so that the share of single-family homeown-
ers paying more than 30 percent of their income for
housing held steady at 22 to 23 percent.10 Prince
George’s County is the only exception, with 28 per-
cent of households carrying excessive cost burdens in
2000, up 7 percentage points from 1990. As of 2000,
almost 7 percent of the region’s homeowners had
severe cost burdens—paying more than 50 percent of
income for housing expenses.

In the District of Columbia, the proportion of home-
owners paying more than 30 percent of income for
housing increased slightly, from 20 percent in 1990 to
24 percent in 2000. As of 2000, 1 in 10 owners of 
single-family homes had severe cost burdens. In the
Northwest quadrant of the city, the trends in home-
owner affordability problems are mixed, with 7 clus-
ters improving and the remaining 10 clusters experi-
encing rising percentages of households with unafford-
able housing costs. The Kalorama Heights cluster (1)
experienced the largest drop in homeowner afford-
ability problems—from 36 percent in 1990 to 22 per-
cent in 2000. 

In all neighborhood clusters in the other three quad-
rants of the city, the share of homeowners paying unaf-
fordable housing costs rose between 1990 and 2000.
The incidence of homeowner affordability problems in
the Downtown cluster (8), the Sheridan cluster (37),
and the Douglass cluster (38) all increased dramatical-
ly—by about 20 percentage points, although these
neighborhoods all have small numbers of homeowner
units. The latter two clusters now have the highest rate
of affordability problems, with 37 percent of the
homeowners paying more than 30 percent of income
for housing. Of the clusters with more than 500 owner
units, homeowners in the Takoma cluster (17) experi-
enced a substantial increase in affordability prob-
lems—up 11 points to 26 percent in 2000. 
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Vulnerable homeowners—minorities, the elderly,
and low-income households—are the most likely
to have excessive cost burdens. Regionwide,
almost three out of five households earning less
than $50,000 paid more than 30 percent of their
incomes for housing in 2000. 

Across the region, high housing costs are increasingly
affecting the elderly, who made up 11 percent of the
homeowners with excessive cost burdens in 1990 and
now account for 15 percent. With the District’s larger
share of older owners, householders over 65 make up
30 percent of the households with unaffordable hous-
ing costs, about the same as in 1990. 

The incidence of affordability problems among elderly
homeowners is increasing across the region—from 16
percent in 1990 to 20 percent in 2000. The rate in the
city also rose, up 5 percentage points to 24 percent in
2000, about the same change as for all owners.

Minority homeowners also face a high incidence of
unaffordable housing costs. Regionwide, about one in
three Hispanic and black homeowners paid unafford-
able housing costs in 2000, compared with 18 per-
cent of non-Hispanic whites. The pattern of disparity
is similar in the city and the region as a whole, as
shown in figure 4.4.

During the 1990s, growing numbers of modest-
income households in the Washington region became
homeowners. But ownership does not protect these
households from financial difficulties. Households
earning less than $50,000 made up 60 percent of all
homeowners carrying unaffordable cost burdens in
2000, up from 42 percent in 1990. Almost 58 percent
of the modest-income-owner households paid more
than 30 percent of their income for housing costs, up
about 9 percentage points from 1990. However, this
trend did not prevail in all parts of the Washington
region. In six suburban jurisdictions, the share of
modest-income homeowners with excessive cost bur-
dens held steady or even declined slightly. These are
Fairfax City and County, Falls Church City, Prince
William County, Manassas City, and Clarke County. In
contrast, Prince George’s County, where the share of
modest-income homeowners paying unaffordable
housing costs rose 15 points, now ties with Prince
William County and Manassas Park City at 66 percent.

The percentage of modest-income owners carrying
excessive cost burdens was lower in the District of
Columbia than in the region as a whole—around 51
percent. However, affordability problems among
modest-income District homeowners increased over
the decade, from 40 percent in 1990. In 10 of the
city’s neighborhood clusters, more than 60 percent of
modest-income homeowners were paying over 30
percent of their income for housing in 2000.

ACCESS TO 
HOUSING FINANCE    
The vast majority of homeowners in the region
have mortgages on their homes, and access to
mortgage financing is critical for first-time home-
buyers. However, even after controlling for
income, minorities in the region are more likely to
be denied a home purchase mortgage than non-
Hispanic whites. 

Eighty-four percent of the region’s owners have mort-
gages, compared with 72 percent in the District of
Columbia. About 20 percent of the owners in both the
District and the region as a whole have second mort-
gages or home equity loans in addition to their primary
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mortgages. Within the District, the Foggy Bottom clus-
ter (5) has the highest percentage of owners who own
their home outright—45 percent. The River Terrace
(32) and Deanwood (31) clusters are next, with just
less than two-fifths of homeowners with no mortgage.

Home mortgage lending data provide information on
the characteristics of households that were denied a
mortgage for home purchase.11 In 2001, 14 percent
of black applicants in the Washington region with
incomes below 80 percent of the area median were
denied mortgage loans, about 1.7 times the rate for
non-Hispanic whites with comparable income levels.
The denial rate for Hispanics, at 10 percent, fell
between the rates for whites and blacks. And while
denial rates for whites at this income level have been
declining since 1996, the Hispanic and black rates
have been more volatile, with no clear trend emerging. 

As one would expect, denial rates for applicants with
incomes above 120 percent of the area median are
lower, but the disparities between racial/ethnic
groups are wider. For example, 11 percent of black
applicants with incomes above 120 percent of the
area median were denied home purchase loans in
2001, more than three times the rate for whites at
the same income level. From 1995 to 2001, the
denial rate for black households with incomes above
120 percent of the area median was equal to or
greater than the rate for whites with incomes below
80 percent of the regional median. 

In the District, the denial rate for whites with incomes
below 80 percent of the area median is about 2 per-
centage points lower than the regional rate, but the
denial rate for blacks at this income level is 2 percent-
age points higher than the regional rate. As a result,
the denial rate for blacks with incomes below 80 per-
cent of median in the District of Columbia is 2.5 times
the white rate. 

For District of Columbia mortgage loan applicants
with incomes above 120 percent of median, denial

rates are slightly higher for both whites and blacks,
resulting in the same magnitude of disparity as in the
region. While these figures show clear racial dispari-
ties in home lending, many factors may contribute to
the gap. Differences in wealth and credit history
between whites and minorities have certainly been
documented, but a portion of the disparity is likely
due to the persistence of discrimination among some
lenders.12

PROSPECTS 
FOR THE FUTURE
Homeownership is on the rise in the Washington met-
ropolitan area, with minority and modest-income
households showing particularly strong gains. The
regionwide boom in sales prices that began in the late
1990s appears to be slowing, but there is no sign of
backsliding. The District has seen the most dramatic
shift in fortunes, with price increases at twice the
regional rate. The median income among home mort-
gage borrowers in the city surpassed the median for
the region in 2001, and the share of low-income bor-
rowers continues to fall.

These trends vary dramatically across neighborhood
clusters, with the most extreme increases in house
prices concentrated in the center of the city, and, to a
lesser extent, in the Northwest. Some Southeast clus-
ters still lag behind, although improvements may be
seen over the next few years as units in the production
pipeline described in Chapter 3 are completed. The
combination of a hot market and rising homeowner-
ship among low-income households has led to greater
levels of hardship, illustrated by the growing number
of owners carrying unaffordable housing cost bur-
dens. If the rapid price escalation observed in the
District in the last several years continues, it is possible
that future middle-income home seekers will find
even fewer purchasing opportunities in the city.
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in last year’s report, the region’s rental housing stock
grew over the past decade, although rental supply did
not keep pace with demand. The growth in demand
created a tighter rental market with rising rents and
falling vacancy rates throughout the region. This chap-
ter presents Census 2000 data on rent levels, which
show that the District of Columbia experienced higher
rent increases than the rest of the metropolitan area.
But the District still continues to offer a larger percent-
age of low-end rental units and a smaller percentage of
high-end rental units than the region overall. 

RENTAL HOUSING 
SUPPLY AND DEMAND   
While rental housing supply increased in the region
as a whole, it decreased in the District in the 1990s.
Throughout the Washington region, rental vacancy
rates were much tighter in 2000, as growing
demand outstripped supply during the decade.

As detailed in last year’s report, the number of renter
households in the region grew at a faster rate than the
number of rental units.1 During the past decade, the 
number of rental units in the region grew by 39,800 units,
or 6 percent. The number of renter households in the
region increased by 59,800 households, or 10 percent.
This translated to about 1.5 additional renter households
for each net rental unit added during the decade. 

In the District, the number of rental units decreased by
9,000 units, or 5 percent, from 1990 to 2000. In con-
trast to the region, the number of renter households in
the District also declined by 5,400, or 3.6 percent. This
represented a net loss of 1.7 rental units for each renter
household lost during the decade. 

Rental Housing
MARKET

AS DISCUSSED 

CHAPTER 5
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The number of vacant for-rent units declined through-
out the region, resulting in lower overall vacancy rates
when compared with 1990 and with our comparison
metropolitan areas. Regionwide rental vacancy rates
dropped from 7.6 percent in 1990 to 4.3 percent in
2000. In 1990, the Washington region’s rental vacancy
rate was higher than both Boston and Seattle but
lower than those of all the other comparison regions.
By 2000, however, the Washington region had
dropped below Seattle on the list, with a lower rental
vacancy rate than all the comparison metropolitan
areas except Boston (2.9 percent). 

Within the region, the District’s rental vacancy rate
decreased in the 1990s from 8.0 percent to 6.2 per-
cent but remained higher than the overall rate for the
region. As discussed in last year’s report, subareas
such as the Inner Core (2.6 percent rental vacancy)
had much tighter rental housing markets in 2000 than
the District. 

CHARACTERISTICS 
OF RENTAL HOUSING    
Most of the Washington region’s rental housing
stock is composed of small units. But compared
with our comparison metropolitan areas, the
Washington region has the largest percentage of
rental units with four or more bedrooms. The num-
ber and proportion of efficiency apartments in the
region increased during the past decade. In 2000,
one in five rental units in the District and one in ten
rental units in the region were efficiencies.  

In 2000, as in 1990, about two-thirds of the region’s
rental housing was in medium (5 to 19 units) to large
(20 or more units) multifamily buildings. The Outer
Suburbs was the only subarea to see a significant
increase in the share of rental units in medium to large
buildings over the decade, with an increase of 5 per-
centage points, to 41 percent in 2000. In the region
as a whole, more rental units were in medium-size

buildings than large buildings. About 35 percent of all
rental units in the region were in buildings with 5 to
19 units, while 30 percent were in buildings with 20
or more units. 

The District had a slightly higher percentage of rental
units in medium to large buildings than did the
region as a whole, but in the District more rental units
were in large as opposed to medium-size buildings. In
both 1990 and 2000, 70 percent of all rental units in
the District were in buildings with five or more units.
Twenty-seven percent of rental units were in buildings
with 5 to 19 units, while more than 40 percent of
rental units were in buildings with 20 or more units.
In two District neighborhood clusters, North Cleveland
Park (12) and West End (5), large buildings accounted
for more than 90 percent of all rental units.

Accordingly, the District had a smaller share of single-
family detached rental homes than the region,

although several neighborhoods within the District had
a large share of these homes. Compared with 13 per-
cent of rental units in the region, only 3 percent of all
rental units in the District were single-family homes. In
the Colonial Village cluster (16), single-family
detached renter homes made up 43 percent of all
rental units, the highest proportion of any neighbor-
hood in the District by more than 10 percentage points.

A healthy rental housing market needs to supply ade-
quate numbers of units of various sizes to accommodate
different types of households. Families and extended
families require larger units with more bedrooms, while
singles and childless couples need smaller, less costly
apartments. The rental market witnessed a significant
increase in the number of efficiency apartments in the
region and in the District during the past decade. The
number of efficiencies in the region increased by
almost 22,000 units, and efficiencies increased in the
District by nearly 6,000 units in the 1990s. With

Trends in the Cleveland Park cluster (15) reflect the city’s increasingly tight rental housing market. During

the 1990s, the rental vacancy rate in Cleveland Park dropped from 5.9 percent to less than 1.0 percent,

and the average rent rose almost 40 percent, from $739 in 1990 to $1,018 in 2000. Most of the rental

units in the neighborhood cluster were in apartment buildings with 20 or more units. Efficiencies and one-

bedroom units accounted for three-quarters of all the rental units. Cleveland Park renters were quite

mobile (more than one-third reported that they had moved into their units within the past year) and their

average income was relatively high—more than $68,000 in 2000. 

15SPOTLIGHT Cleveland Park (15) 
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efficiencies making up 10 percent of the region’s
rental stock, the share of efficiencies in the District was
more than twice that of the region as a whole. The
share of efficiencies in the District grew from 16 per-
cent in 1990 to 21 percent in 2000 as the share of one-
and two-bedroom units declined during the decade.
The Mount Pleasant cluster (2) and the Dupont Circle
cluster (6) contained 13 percent and 11 percent of the
District’s efficiencies, respectively.

The percentage of large rental units (four or more bed-
rooms) in the region remained relatively stable during
the decade and was higher than in comparable metro-
politan areas. In the region, 6.3 percent of rental units
had four or more bedrooms, placing the Washington
region first among our comparison metropolitan areas.
The percentage of large rental units in the District was
slightly smaller than in the region, with only 4 percent
of rental units having four or more bedrooms. 

Several neighborhoods in the District housed a dispro-
portionate share of the city’s large rental units. The
Mount Pleasant cluster (2) contained 10 percent of the
District’s large units, followed by the Edgewood clus-
ter (21), with 7 percent, and the Georgetown (4) and
Brightwood Park (18) clusters, with 6 percent each. 

Construction of new rental housing proceeded at a
slower pace during the 1990s than in the 1980s.
Specifically, 109,000 units were added to the region’s
rental stock between 1980 and 1990, compared with
84,000 units between 1990 and 2000. In the District
of Columbia, the number of new rental units dropped
from 10,300 in the 1980s to 4,100 in the 1990s. 

Newly available census data also indicate that the
rental housing stock in the District is much older than
in the region. The median year built for rental units
(that is, the year before which half of all existing rental
housing was built) was 1955 in the District and 1970
in the region. Only 3 percent of the rental stock in the
District was built in the past 10 years, compared with
13 percent of the rental stock in the region. 

Within the District, trends in the location of new rental
housing differ from those for owner-occupied hous-
ing. As discussed in Chapter 4, recently built owner-
occupied units were more widely dispersed in the
1990s than in the 1980s. In contrast, the dispersion of
recently built rental units in the 1990s was similar to
that in the 1980s, with no cluster in either decade
containing more than 10 percent of new units. Among
all units built in the 1990s in the District, one-quarter
were located in three neighborhood clusters. The
Congress Heights (39) and Downtown (8) clusters each

accounted for 9 percent of new rental units, while the
Logan Circle cluster (7) accounted for 8 percent of new
units. Similarly, in the 1980s, the top three clusters
accounted for about 25 percent of all new units.

CHARACTERISTICS 
OF RENTER HOUSEHOLDS     
Throughout the Washington region, minorities
and young households were overrepresented in
rental housing compared with the overall popula-
tion. Renters tend to be mobile. More than a
third of all renter households in the region moved
in the past year, while more than two-thirds
moved within the past five years. However,
renters in the District were slightly less mobile
than those in the region overall.

As detailed in last year’s report, white households are
underrepresented in rental housing in the region and,
to a lesser extent, in the District. In 2000, about 46
percent of renter households in the region were white,
compared with 61 percent of all households. And 29
percent of all renter households in the District were
white, compared with 34 percent of all households. 

As noted in last year's chapter on homeownership,
elderly households are more likely to be homeowners
than younger households. Household heads older
than 64 were underrepresented in rental housing in
the region and the District compared with their share
of the total population, but the District had a larger
proportion of elderly renter households than the
region as a whole. In 2000, 11 percent of renter
households in the region had a household head older
than 64, compared with 15 percent of all households,
and 14 percent of renters in the District had a house-
hold head older than 64, compared with 20 percent
of all households. 

While the largest group of renter households in the
region was family households, the largest group of
renter households in the District consisted of single-
person households. Half of all renter households in
the region were family households, compared with
only 39 percent of renter households in the District. In
the District, half of renter households were single peo-
ple and another 11 percent consisted of two or more
unrelated people.

It is expected that people who rent will move relatively
frequently, and Census 2000 data confirm that renters
in the Washington region were highly mobile, with
about two in five renter households moving in the
past year and four in five moving in the past five
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years. The subarea with the highest percentage of
renters moving in the past year was the Outer
Suburbs, at 43 percent. 

Surprisingly, the share of renter households that
moved in the past year was slightly lower in the
District than in the rest of the region. Only 31 percent
of renter households in the District moved in the past
year, compared with 39 percent of renters in the
region as a whole. Levels of mobility varied for renters
living in different parts of the city, however, as illus-
trated by map 5.1. 

The highest percentages of recent movers in the
District were in the western part of the northwest
quadrant. Almost one-half of all renters in the
Georgetown (4), West End (5), and Cathedral Heights
(14) clusters moved during the past year. The neigh-
borhoods with the lowest renter mobility rates were in
Wards 7 and 8. Only about 20 percent of renters in
the Sheridan (37), Douglass (38), and Deanwood (31)
clusters moved in the past year. 

As might be expected, fewer senior renters than
younger renters in the region moved recently. The
regional percentage of renters older than 64 who
moved in the past year was only 16 percent. The
District had a lower senior renter mobility rate than
the region, with 11 percent of renters older than 64
moving in the past year. This rate was lower than in
any of the subareas in the metropolitan area.

On average, renter incomes increased over the
past decade in the region, although changes in
renter income varied greatly by neighborhood
within the District. The Washington region had
the lowest share of renters, with incomes below
$10,000, among our comparison metropolitan
areas. Renter households in the District tended to
have lower incomes than in the region as a
whole, and one in four renters in the District had
incomes below the poverty level.

From 1990 to 2000, the average annual income for
renter households in the region increased by 5 percent
in real terms, to $49,450. Average renter incomes
decreased in only five counties in the Washington
region during the decade, including declines of 6 per-
cent in Prince George’s County and 4 percent in
Charles County and Manassas City. Renters in the
District experienced a 4 percent increase in income
over the decade in real terms, but average renter
household income remained lower in the District than
in the rest of the region, at $40,400 in 2000. 

Rental market conditions in the Fairfax Village cluster (35) strengthened somewhat during the 1990s but

did not exhibit the extreme tightening evident in some other parts of the city. The stock of rental hous-

ing grew by less than 2 percent between 1990 and 2000, but rental vacancy rates rose—from 4.3 per-

cent in 1990 to 6.3 percent in 2000. Despite this relatively high vacancy rate, the average rent in Fairfax

Village rose from $461 to $581, a 26 percent increase. Over the same period, the average renter income

climbed 32 percent, from $26,900 to $35,500. Only about one in five renter households moved into their

unit within the past year, a very low rate of mobility for District of Columbia renters. As of 2000, about

one-third of the rental units in Fairfax Village were in buildings with 4 or fewer units, and only 15 percent

were in structures with 20 or more units.

35
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census 2000.
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Map 5.1. Share of Renters That Moved into Unit
between January1999 and March 2000

Map 5.1.  Share of Renters That Moved into Unit between January
1999 and March 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.

SPOTLIGHT Fairfax Village (35)
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Changes in renter incomes varied greatly by neighbor-
hood in the District. More than half of the District’s
neighborhoods (22 clusters) experienced real increases
in average renter incomes from 1990 to 2000, while
fewer than half (17 clusters) experienced decreases.
Leading all District neighborhood clusters, the average
renter household income in the Downtown cluster (8)
grew 34 percent in real terms over the decade. In con-
trast, the average renter household income in the
Eastland Gardens cluster (29) dropped by 41 percent,
the largest decline among all neighborhood clusters.

As discussed further in the next chapter, lowest-income
renters are of particular concern to policy makers
because the private housing market may not meet their
needs. Renters with annual incomes below $10,000
make up a smaller share of all renter households in the
Washington region than in our comparison metropoli-
tan areas. Specifically, the Washington and Seattle
regions had the smallest share of these lowest-income
renters of the comparison metropolitan areas in 2000,
with about 11 percent of all renters earning less than
$10,000. In comparison, the Philadelphia metropolitan
area had nearly twice as large a share (19 percent) of its
renters in this income category. 

A disproportionate share of the lowest-income renters
in the Washington region live in the District of
Columbia. At 22 percent, the percentage of lowest-
income renters in the District was double that of the
region overall. Several clusters in the District had
much higher percentages than the city average, how-
ever. More than half of renters in the Near Southeast
cluster (27) earned less than $10,000, while more
than one-third of renters in the Douglass (38) and
Woodridge (24) clusters fell in this income category. 

Although seniors are underrepresented among
Washington-area renters, they are substantially more

likely to be poor than younger renters. Specifically,
25- to 64-year-old renters had the lowest poverty rate
(12 percent), followed by renters older than 64 (22
percent), and renters younger than 25 (25 percent).
Within the District of Columbia, more than 31 percent
of all senior renters had incomes below the poverty
level in 2000. Poverty among senior renters was an
especially serious problem in some District neighbor-
hoods. The number of senior renters was distributed
fairly evenly over the city’s neighborhoods, but the
poverty rate for senior renters in the Near Southeast
(27) and Mayfair (30) clusters topped 60 percent. 

RENTAL HOUSING COSTS
AND AFFORDABILITY  
The District of Columbia experienced a larger
increase in average rent levels over the last decade
than did any of the areas in the Inner Core or
Inner Suburbs. Within the District, the largest
increases in average rents were seen in neighbor-
hoods in the Northwest quadrant. Despite the
growth in rents in the District, the city had a high-
er percentage of low-end rental units and fewer
high-end rental units compared with the region as
a whole in 2000.

Although the Washington region had the highest aver-
age gross rent level ($863) of any of the comparison
metros in 2000, it experienced a smaller increase in
rents over the last decade.2 Among the comparison
metropolitan areas, average rent levels in 2000 ranged
from a low of $645 in Houston to $839 in Boston.
From 1990 to 2000, average rents in the Washington
region grew 26 percent. Seattle led the comparison
metropolitan areas in rent increases with average rents
increasing 50 percent, followed by Houston at 43 per-
cent and Atlanta at 42 percent. The rate of increase in
Philadelphia and Boston was similar to Washington,

The Eastland Gardens cluster (29) has been experiencing weak and deteriorating rental market condi-

tions. Only about 400 renter households live in Eastland Gardens, and as of 2000, about one-third had

moved into their units within the past year. The rental vacancy rate in Eastland Gardens was 11 percent,

among the highest in the District. Most of the rental units (60 percent) are in buildings with four or fewer

apartments. Between 1990 and 2000, the average rent fell from $511 to $423, a 17 percent decrease,

while the average income among renter households fell from $37,000 to $29,600, a 20 percent decrease.

Fully one in four renter households in Eastland Gardens had income below $10,000 in 2000.

29SPOTLIGHT Eastland Gardens (29)
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with both of these regions experiencing a 28 percent
rise in average rents from 1990 to 2000.

Average gross rent levels in 2000 ranged from $618 in
the Far Suburbs to $961 in the Inner Core, with rent
increases at widely varying rates during the 1990s. The
increase in average rent levels over the 1990s ranged
from only 16 percent in three counties (Prince George’s
County, Maryland; Manassas, Virginia; and Fauquier
County, Virginia) to 40 percent in Clarke County,
Virginia. The largest percentage increase in the inner
counties occurred in Arlington County, where average
rents rose 30 percent from 1990 to 2000. 

While the percentage increase in average rents in the
District (29 percent) was near the rate in Arlington
County, the rent level in the District ($695) was much
lower than in Arlington County ($1,004) in 2000.
Montgomery County, with a rent level of $992 in
2000, experienced the largest percentage increase in
average rent of the Inner Suburbs, 26 percent. The
average rent level in Manassas Park, Virginia, rose to
$915 in 2000, as it led the Outer Suburbs with an
increase of 35 percent over the decade. 

Neighborhoods in the District also exhibited a wide
range of average rent levels and changes in rent levels
over the 1990s. Average gross rent ranged from $273
in Near Southeast (27) to $1,328 in Friendship
Heights (11) in 2000. Comparing gains in average
rent among neighborhoods in the District, the highest
percent increases were all located in the city’s north-
west quadrant (see map 5.2). Average rents increased
40 percent or more in the North Cleveland Park (12),
Downtown (8), and Georgetown (4) clusters, although
average rent levels in these neighborhoods remained
disparate in 2000. The average gross rent level was
$1,073 in North Cleveland Park, $550 in Downtown,
and $1,312 in Georgetown. Average rent levels actu-
ally decreased in two neighborhood clusters, falling
17 percent in Eastland Gardens (29) and falling 8 per-
cent in Near Southeast (27). 

It is important to note that upward trends in rental
housing costs over the 1990s may not have continued
into the current decade. Anecdotal evidence, including
perceptions of developers and management compa-
nies, suggests that the trend of rising rents in the
region may have slowed or reversed itself in some
parts of the housing market.3 According to Census
Supplemental Survey data, however, average rents
overall in the District were 4.6 percent higher in 2001
than in 2000, increasing from $726 to $760.

In spite of the increases in average rent levels that
occurred during the 1990s, the city still had a
significantly higher percentage of low-end rental units
relative to the region in 2000. In the District, 13 per-
cent of efficiency and one-bedroom apartments rented
for less than $300, while only 8 percent of these units
regionwide rented for less than $300. Also, 63 percent
of three-or-more bedroom units rented for below
$1,000 in the District, compared with 44 percent in
the region. In the Inner Core, the percentage of large
units renting for less than $1,000 (24 percent) was less
than half that of the District (see figures 5.1 and 5.2).

A decade ago, the District had a slightly smaller per-
centage of high-end rental units than the region as a
whole. The gap between the District and the region
widened over the decade, as the rest of the region
experienced a large increase in these units. In the
region as a whole, the percentage of units with three
or more bedrooms renting for $1,000 or more jumped
from 38 percent in 1990 to 56 percent in 2000.4

Excluding the Far Suburbs, the percentage of these
high-end units increased by at least 20 percentage

0 1 2 4 miles

Change in Average
Gross Rent, 1990–2000

-17–0%

0–25%

25–35%

35–45%

No Cluster Assignment

Map 5.2.  Change in Average Gross Rent, 1990 to 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 1990, 2000.
Note: Rents were not adjusted for inflation.
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points in all subareas. In contrast, the percentage of
three-or-more bedroom units renting for $1,000 or
more increased by only 5 percentage points in the
District, to 37 percent in 2000. 

For the first time, the decennial census reported the
rents of vacant for-rent units in 2000. Vacant for-rent
units were slightly less costly than occupied rental
units in all subareas of the region except the Inner
Core. In the region as a whole, rents of vacant for-rent
units were on average $100 less than rents for occu-
pied rental units. Similarly, in the District, rents of
vacant units averaged $120 less than occupied units.
The Inner Core was the only subarea where vacant
units rented for more than occupied units. The aver-
age rents of vacant units exceeded the average rents
of occupied units in the Inner Core by around $180.

Renters in the Washington region were less likely
to have unaffordable housing costs than renters in
the comparison metropolitan areas. Because
renters in the District of Columbia have lower
incomes than suburban renters, they were slightly
more likely to have unaffordable cost burdens
than in the region as a whole. 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development defines rental housing as “affordable” if a
household pays 30 percent or less of its income on rent,
utilities, and other housing-related costs. Along with
Houston, the Washington region had the lowest share
of all renter households living in unaffordable units
among our comparison metropolitan areas. Only 35
percent of renters in both the Washington and Houston
regions had excessive cost burdens in 2000, compared
with 42 percent of renters in the Philadelphia region,
40 percent in the Seattle region, and 39 percent of
renters in the Atlanta and Boston regions.

Similar to findings from the 1998 American Housing
Survey (AHS) cited in last year’s report, Census 2000
data indicate that renters in the District were only
slightly more likely to experience excessive cost bur-
dens than renters in the region as a whole. Compared
with 35 percent of all renter households in the region,
38 percent of all renter households in the District had
excessive cost burdens in 2000. 

Within the city, the neighborhoods with the highest
percentages of renters with excessive cost burdens were
scattered throughout the District, while many of the
clusters with lower percentages—Downtown, Southwest

Employment Area, Union Station, Capitol Hill, Near
Southeast—were near the Capitol. As illustrated by map
5.3, the West End cluster (5) contained the highest per-
centage of renters with excessive cost burdens, at 55
percent. Colonial Village (16) and Cleveland Park (15)
had the lowest percentages of cost-burdened renters at
22 percent and 27 percent, respectively. 
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During the 1990s, the percentage of renters with
excessive cost burdens remained stable in the region,
except in the Inner Core, where it fell from 37 percent
in 1990 to 32 percent in 2000. The Districtwide per-
centage of renters with excessive cost burdens was
also flat over the decade. Nevertheless, increases of 10
percentage points or more in the proportion of renters
having excessive cost burdens were seen in several
neighborhood clusters east of the Anacostia River:
River Terrace (32), Fairfax Village (35), Woodland (36),
and Sheridan (37).

As discussed further in Chapter 6, affordability prob-
lems are most prevalent among the lowest-income
renters. In the Washington region, 82 percent of
renters with incomes below $10,000 had unafford-
able rent burdens in 2000. However, in all but one of
our comparison regions, an even larger share of
renters at this income level carried unaffordable cost
burdens. The Boston region had the smallest share, at
78 percent. In contrast, in Houston and Philadelphia,
92 percent and 87 percent, respectively, of the lowest-
income renters had excessive cost burdens.  

The lowest-income renters in the District were slightly
less burdened by unaffordable housing costs than
renters in the region as a whole. In 2000, 79 percent
of renters earning less than $10,000 in the District
had excessive costs, compared with 82 percent of such
renters in the region. 

Renter households with an elderly head of household
and minority renter households were more likely to
have excessive cost burdens than other renters.
Roughly unchanged from 1990, more than half of
senior renters in the region had excessive cost burdens
in 2000, compared with one-third of renters aged 15
to 64 years. In most of the region and in the District,
black and Hispanic renters had a higher incidence of
excessive cost burdens than white renters did. In
2000, 38 percent of black renters in the region and
40 percent in the District had excessive cost burdens,
compared with 32 percent of white renters in the
region and 33 percent in the District. The difference
between Hispanic and white renters was smaller, with
36 percent of Hispanic renters in the region and the
District paying excessive housing costs. In the Outer
Suburbs, Hispanics had a slightly lower percentage of
renters with excessive cost burdens (31 percent) than
whites (33 percent).

PROSPECTS 
FOR THE FUTURE
Although homeownership is a goal for many people,
rental housing plays a critical role in meeting the
region’s housing needs. In particular, households with
modest incomes, as well as younger households and
those who expect to move frequently, all depend
upon the rental housing stock.  During the 1990s, the
rental market in the Washington region became much
tighter, as growing demand outstripped supply. The
District of Columbia experienced a larger increase in
average rent levels over the decade than did any of
the counties in the Inner Core or Inner Suburbs.
Nevertheless, in 2000 the city still had a higher per-
centage of low-end rental units and fewer high-end
rental units than the region as a whole.

Renters in the Washington region are less likely to be
paying unaffordable housing costs than renters in our
comparison metropolitan areas. Because renters in the
District of Columbia have lower incomes on average
than suburban renters, they are slightly more likely to
carry unaffordable cost burdens than in the region as
a whole. If demand for rental housing in the city
remains strong and rents continue to rise, people with
low or modest incomes may face increasing difficulty
finding rental housing they can afford.

0 1 2 4 miles
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20–35%
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Map 5.3.  Renters Paying More Than 30 Percent of Income on 
Housing, 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.
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families and individuals face significant challenges in the
Washington region’s booming housing market. Many
pay unaffordable housing costs, live in overcrowded
conditions, or even experience periods of homelessness.
This chapter draws upon data about both homeowners
and renters to provide an overview of housing problems
among low-income households. In addition, this chap-
ter discusses the federal resources available to meet low-
income housing needs, including public housing, other
federally assisted developments, and Section 8 vouchers.

LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS
The District of Columbia is home to a disproportion-
ate share of the region’s low-income households.
Nevertheless, a majority of low-income house-
holds in the Washington region live in suburban
communities. 

Regionwide, almost 458,000 households have low
incomes (below $35,000 in 2000), with about 102,000
subsisting on less than $10,000 annually (see figure 6.1).
Although the majority of low-income households live in
the suburbs, the District of Columbia accounts for a dis-
proportionate share. Specifically, almost one in four (24
percent) of the region’s low-income households live in the
District, compared with only 13 percent of all households.
And more than one in three (37 percent) of the region’s
lowest-income households (with incomes under $10,000)
live in the city. In all, almost half of the District’s house-
holds (45 percent) have low incomes, and 15 percent
have the lowest income levels.

As discussed in Chapter 2, low-income households are not
evenly distributed across the city’s neighborhood clusters.
In the Ivy City cluster (23), the Near Southeast cluster
(27), the Woodland/Fort Stanton cluster (36), the Sheridan
cluster (37), and the Douglass cluster (38), the share of

Low-Income Housing Needs
AND RESOURCES

LOW-INCOME 

CHAPTER 6
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households with low incomes exceeds 70 percent. In
contrast, in the Hawthorne cluster (10), the Friendship
Heights cluster (11), the Spring Valley cluster (13), the
Cleveland Park cluster (15), and the Colonial Village
cluster (16), fewer than 20 percent of households have
low incomes.

Not surprisingly, most of the region’s low-income
households are renters. Almost two-thirds (63 percent)
of low-income households rent, as do 74 percent of
those with the lowest income levels. As discussed in
Chapter 4, however, homeownership has been growing
among low-income households, and the share of the
region’s low- and modest-income households who own
their homes increased dramatically during the 1990s.
In 2000, 38 percent of households with annual
incomes below $50,000 were homeowners, compared
with 32 percent in 1990.1 In the District of Columbia,
the share of low-income households that rent is even
higher than in the region as a whole. Specifically, 78

percent of households with low incomes are renters, as
are 85 percent of those with the lowest incomes. 

UNAFFORDABLE 
HOUSING COSTS
Throughout the Washington region, as in most
other metropolitan areas nationwide, a majority
of low-income households face affordability prob-
lems. Both renters and owners with low annual
incomes are very likely to be spending more than
30 percent of their income on housing.

Most low-income households living in the Washington
region carry unaffordable housing cost burdens. About
two-thirds (69 percent) of households with annual
incomes below $35,000 and 84 percent of those with
incomes below $10,000 pay more than 30 percent of
their income for housing each month.2 In contrast, only
14 percent of all households with incomes above
$35,000 have unaffordable housing cost burdens. The
incidence of unaffordable cost burdens is slightly
higher for low-income renters (70 percent) than for
low-income owners (65 percent).3 In all, 183,700 low-
income renter households and 81,500 low-income
owner households pay more than 30 percent of their
income for housing costs.

The problem of unaffordable housing cost burdens is
by no means unique to the Washington region. It con-
stitutes a widespread problem among low-income
households in all of our comparison metropolitan
regions. Nevertheless, unaffordable housing cost bur-
dens among households with incomes below $35,000
are highest in the Washington, D.C., and Seattle
regions—both metropolitan areas with strong
economies and large numbers of affluent professionals.
The rate of affordability problems among low-income
households is somewhat lower in Philadelphia and
Houston, where economic conditions are less robust.
But in Atlanta and Boston, the rates of unaffordable

Figure 6.1. Households by Income Level in the Washington, D.C., Region, 2000
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Figure 6.1.  Households by Income Level in the Washington, D.C.,
Region, 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.

Residents of the Sheridan cluster (37) are among the poorest in the District of Columbia. More than three-

quarters of the households live on incomes below $35,000 and almost one in three live on less than

$10,000 a year. Almost half of Sheridan’s residents had incomes below poverty level and one in four

households received public assistance in 2000, the highest welfare recipiency rate in the city. Although

average rents and house values fell far below the city averages, most low-income households in the

Sheridan cluster faced serious housing hardship. Sixty percent of those with incomes below $35,000 and

79 percent of those with incomes below $10,000 paid more than 30 percent of their income for housing.

Moreover, one in three poor households in the Sheridan cluster lived in overcrowded housing in 2000.

Federally subsidized housing accounts for almost half of the rental housing stock in Sheridan.

37SPOTLIGHT Sheridan (37) 
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housing costs among low-income households fall only
a percentage point or two below the Washington
region’s rate. 

Low-income residents of the District of Columbia are
slightly less likely to carry unaffordable housing cost
burdens than their counterparts in the region’s suburbs
(see figure 6.2). Still, affordability poses a daunting
challenge for low-income households in the city, with
the majority paying more than 30 percent of their
monthly income for housing. Specifically, 6 of every 10
D.C. households with incomes below $35,000 (58,000)
and 8 of 10 of those at the lowest income levels
(22,400) pay unaffordable housing costs.

Affordability is a serious problem for low-income
households regardless of where they live in the city.
Even in the District’s poorest neighborhoods, where
most households have low incomes but where housing
costs are relatively low, a majority of households pay
more than 30 percent of their income for housing. The
share of low-income households carrying unaffordable
housing cost burdens falls below 50 percent in only
three neighborhood clusters—the Downtown cluster (8),
the Brookland cluster (22), and the Near Southeast
cluster (27). The rate of unaffordable cost burdens is
particularly high in four of the city’s most affluent
neighborhood clusters. Specifically, the share of low-
income households paying unaffordable housing costs
exceeds 80 percent in the Georgetown cluster (4), the
West End cluster (5), the North Cleveland Park cluster
(12), and the Spring Valley cluster (13). 

RENTAL HOUSING 
AFFORDABILITY GAP
Across the region, the stock of rental units that
the lowest-income households can reasonably
afford falls 38,200 units short of need. In the
District of Columbia, the rental housing afford-
ability gap totals 13,800 units for the lowest
income households. 

Although low-income renters and owners are almost
equally likely to be carrying unaffordable housing cost
burdens, by far the majority of households in this
income range rent rather than own. Thus, a first step in
addressing low-income housing needs in the
Washington region would be to supply a sufficient
number of rental units at affordable rents. 

To assess the region’s progress toward this goal, we
compared the total number of low-income renters with

the total number of rental units affordable to that
income group.4 The difference between these two
numbers is what we refer to as the “affordable housing
gap.” For renter households with annual incomes below
$10,000, we found a regionwide affordable housing
gap of 38,200 units. This unit gap is equivalent to 51
percent of the number of lowest-income renter house-
holds. In other words, the supply of affordable housing
in the region is too small to meet the needs of half of
all lowest-income renter households. 

At higher levels of income, however, we found more
affordable rental units than households regionwide (see
figure 6.3). The total number of rental units affordable
for those with annual incomes from $10,000 to
$35,000 exceeded the number of renter households in
this income range by roughly 50 percent. This does not
guarantee that every renter household with an income
between $10,000 and $35,000 lives in affordable
housing; it simply means that the stock of housing in
this affordability range does not fall short of the num-
ber of households.

Compared with other metropolitan areas, the
Washington region was neither the best nor the worst
in meeting the need for affordable rental housing for
the lowest-income renters. The Washington region’s
affordable housing gap of 38,200 units for this income
group placed it in the middle of all the comparison
metropolitan areas. The Seattle region had the smallest
gap at 24,600 units, followed by the Boston region at
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Figure 6.2.  Low-Income Households with Unaffordable Housing Costs,
Washington, D.C., Region, 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.
Note: Housing is defined as unaffordable if a household pays more than 30 percent of its household income in 

housing costs.



H
ou

sin
g 

in
 th

e 
N

at
io

n’
s 

C
ap

ita
l 2

00
3

46

33,800 units, and the Atlanta region at 35,900 units. At
the other end of the spectrum, the Philadelphia region
had a gap of 67,300 units, the largest among the com-
parison regions. Furthermore, in percentage terms,
Washington’s regionwide gap of 51 percent was the
second smallest, behind the Boston region’s gap of 39
percent. The Houston region had the largest percent-
age gap in affordable units for the lowest-income
renters at 72 percent. 

Similar to the findings in last year’s report, the afford-
able housing gap for the lowest-income renters in the
District was smaller than that for the region as a whole,
both in absolute numbers and in percentage terms. The
District’s affordability gap for renter households earn-
ing less than $10,000 was 13,800 units—a gap of 44
percent. Just as in the region, the District had more
affordable rental units than households at all higher
levels of income. 

OVERCROWDED HOUSING
Although overcrowding is not a problem for most
households in the region, its prevalence is quite
high among poor households.5

Although affordability is the most widespread housing
problem faced by low-income households, a significant
share of those with incomes below the poverty line live
in housing that is overcrowded—officially defined as
more than one person per room (not counting bath-
rooms and hallways). Overall, only 6 percent of all
households in the Washington, D.C., region live in over-
crowded housing, but 15 percent of households with
incomes below the poverty line (19,000 poor house-
holds) are overcrowded. For example, a family of four
might live in a one-bedroom apartment with an eat-in
kitchen and a separate living room, or a mother with
one child might live in a studio apartment. Moreover,
8.4 percent of poor households (11,000) are severely
overcrowded, living in housing with more than 1.5 per-
sons per room (for example, a mother with two children
in a studio apartment, or a family of five in a one-bed-
room unit). Overcrowding occurs much more frequently
among poor renters than among poor homeowners—
18 percent of poor renters are overcrowded, compared
with only 6 percent of poor homeowners.

The Washington region’s overcrowding problem falls
roughly in the middle of the range for our compari-
son metropolitan areas. The Boston and Philadelphia
regions both exhibit much lower rates of overcrowding
among poor households—8 and 9 percent respec-
tively—while 26 percent of Houston’s poor house-
holds live in overcrowded housing conditions. Seattle
and Atlanta have rates of overcrowding roughly com-
parable with the Washington region’s rate.

Within the Washington region, overcrowding is most
prevalent in the region’s Inner Core, but poor residents
of the District of Columbia also face high rates of over-
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 2000.
Note: Rental housing units are defined as affordable if the rental costs do not exceed 30 percent of 

household income. 

Many residents of the Brookland cluster (22) enjoy comfortable income levels and good housing condi-

tions. As of 2000, the average family income was $59,000, up 9 percent from 1990, and 57 percent of

households were homeowners. However, 47 percent of Brookland’s households had incomes below

$35,000, and 14 percent lived on less than $10,000 annually. Many of these low-income households face

significant housing hardship. Almost half those households with incomes below $35,000 and two-thirds

of those with incomes below $10,000 paid unaffordable housing costs. And one in five households with

incomes below poverty level lived in overcrowded housing. About 210 Brookland housing units—about 14

percent of the rental stock—receive federal housing subsidies.

22SPOTLIGHT Brookland (22) 
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crowding compared with suburban communities (see
figure 6.4). In the District, 16.9 percent of poor house-
holds live in housing with more than one person per
room, and 10.2 percent have more than 1.5 persons
per room. These rates are comparable to those of the
Inner Suburbs, but slightly lower than those of the Inner
Core. Poor households in the Outer and Far Suburbs are
substantially less likely to live in overcrowded housing. 

In the District of Columbia, as in the region as a whole,
overcrowding is more prevalent among renters than
among homeowners, with 18.8 percent of poor renters
living in overcrowded housing, compared with only 7
percent of poor homeowners.

The extent of overcrowding among poor households
varies considerably across the city’s neighborhood clus-
ters. In four neighborhood clusters, more than one in
every four poor households live in overcrowded condi-
tions. These are the Mount Pleasant cluster (2), the
Sheridan cluster (37), the Douglass cluster (38), and the
Congress Heights cluster (39). In contrast, the rate of
overcrowding among poor households falls below 3
percent in four of the city’s more affluent neighbor-
hood clusters—the Georgetown cluster (4), the
Hawthorne cluster (10), the Spring Valley cluster (13),
and the Cleveland Park cluster (15). 

HOMELESS FAMILIES AND
INDIVIDUALS
The latest data show that homelessness is not
decreasing in the Washington region and may
even be rising. Most of the region’s homeless live
in the District of Columbia, and many are families
with children.

In January 2002, the Council of Governments (COG)
Homeless Services Planning and Coordinating
Committee conducted its second annual count of
homeless persons. The count shows an 8.8 percent
increase in the number of homeless people in the
region—from 12,850 to 13,982.6 The COG report
notes, however, that some of this increase may be
attributable to improvements in data collection since
the first enumeration and to an increase in shelter
beds since 2001, which makes it easier to count more
people. Nevertheless, the data clearly indicate that the
problem of homelessness is not abating in the
Washington region. 

The problem of homelessness falls disproportionately
in the District of Columbia, although, increasingly,

suburban jurisdictions are facing the problem as well.
More than half the homeless people counted in the
COG 2002 survey were in the District (7,468 persons,
or 53.4 percent), with the second-largest share in
Fairfax County/Falls Church (15 percent). Increases in
homelessness since 2001 were registered in all juris-
dictions surveyed by COG, except for Prince William
County, which saw a 22 percent decline. 

The Community Partnership for the Prevention of
Homelessness has documented the services provided to
the homeless through the District of Columbia’s
Continuum of Care services.7 These include emergency
shelters, transitional housing, and permanent supportive
housing. Altogether, about 8,400 shelter beds are avail-
able in the city on any given day. During 2001, the
Community Partnership estimated that 13,480 people in
the District were served by Continuum of Care services. 

The average length of stay in an emergency shelter for a
single adult was 43 days (in 2000), while for families it
was 186 days (in 2001). Comparable data on accommo-
dations and services for homeless people in suburban
jurisdictions are not available.

Most homeless people are single individuals, and more
than half are men. However, the COG report finds that
children accounted for more than a quarter of the
homeless people who could be counted (28 percent)
and that 40 percent of all homeless people were mem-
bers of homeless families (adults with children). Other
research on the characteristics of homeless people has
found that many face multiple problems, including
mental illness and drug or alcohol addiction. The COG
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study also reports that 10.4 percent of homeless people
in the Washington region were victims of domestic vio-
lence. A substantial share of homeless people work;
according to the latest COG survey, 31 percent of all
homeless adults were employed.

FEDERAL HOUSING 
ASSISTANCE RESOURCES
Federal housing programs provide the bulk of
the resources for addressing the housing needs
of low-income households. Most of the region’s
federally subsidized housing is located within
the District, but the total number of units avail-
able falls far short of needs and has declined
slightly over time.

As discussed in Chapter 3, the District of Columbia has
made significant investments in recent years to preserve
and develop affordable housing. Most of these invest-
ments produce housing within reach for households
with incomes at 50 to 80 percent of the region’s medi-
an ($35,000 to $55,000 a year). Although housing in
this range is clearly needed in the District of Columbia,
it does not directly address the needs of people living
in lower-income households, who (as discussed above)
face the highest rate of housing problems. Here in the
Washington region, as in most metropolitan areas
nationwide, federal rental housing programs provide
the primary resources for meeting housing needs
among the poorest households. 

As of 2000, the federal government’s three primary
rental assistance programs subsidized about 45,500
housing units regionwide (see figure 6.5). The Housing
Choice Voucher program, which supplements what very
low income households can afford to pay for private-
market rental housing, accounts for 41 percent of fed-
erally subsidized units, followed by privately owned
developments built and maintained with federal subsi-
dies (34 percent of subsidized units), and finally by pub-
lic housing (25 percent of subsidized units).8

The number of federally subsidized units regionwide
has been declining slightly in recent years, owing to the
demolition of distressed public housing projects and
the expiration of subsidy contracts for privately owned
developments. Overall, the Washington region lost
about 200 subsidized units between 1998 and 2000,
dropping from about 45,700 in 1998 to 45,500 in
2000. However, the District lost 7.6 percent of its fed-
erally subsidized housing during that period, dropping
from about 20,500 to below 19,000. 

The Inner Core lost an even larger share of its federally
subsidized housing between 1998 and 2000, dropping
from 4,500 to 2,900 units. The rest of the region gained
federally subsidized units, primarily because of increases
in the number of Housing Choice Vouchers. In particu-
lar, the number of federally subsidized units in the Inner
Suburbs grew from about 14,800 to more than 16,500
(a 12 percent increase) between 1998 and 2000.

Federally subsidized rental housing accounts for only a
small share (6.5 percent) of the region’s rental housing
inventory. Even in the District of Columbia, federally
subsidized units make up only 12 percent of the stock.
However, in a few of the District’s neighborhood clus-
ters, subsidized housing dominates the rental stock. The
Eastland Gardens cluster (29) consists entirely of public
housing projects and households receiving tenant-
based assistance, so all rental units are subsidized. In
addition, 60 percent of all rental units in the Near
Southeast cluster (27) are federally subsidized—almost
all in public housing. And one in three rental units in
the Woodridge cluster (24) are federally subsidized. 

Despite the importance of federally subsidized rental
housing as a resource for the Washington-area house-
holds most in need, it is important to recognize that the
stock of federally assisted units falls far short of the num-
ber of eligible households. In all, 290,000 Washington-
area renters have incomes below $35,000, making
them eligible for federal housing assistance. And
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Region, 1998 and 2000

Sources: “A Picture of Subsidized Housing”, 1998, data set from the Department of Housing and Urban
Development; special tabulations compiled by HUD for the Urban Institute, 2000.

Note: Federally subsidized units include Housing Choice Vouchers, privately owned federally subsidized develop-
ments, and public housing.
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184,000 of these eligible households are currently pay-
ing more than 30 percent of their income for rent. 

A disproportionate share of the Washington region’s
federally subsidized housing is in the District of
Columbia. The city accounts for 42 percent of the
region’s federally subsidized rental housing, down
slightly from 45 percent in 1998. The clusters with the
highest shares of the city’s subsidized housing stock are
the Mount Pleasant cluster (2) at 10 percent, the
Congress Heights cluster (39) at 8.8 percent, and the
Capitol View cluster (33) at 6.6 percent.

Public housing is even more geographically clustered
than other types of federally subsidized rental housing.
More than two-thirds (69 percent) of the region’s pub-
lic housing stock is located in the District of Columbia.
And within the city, more than one-third of all public
housing is located in three neighborhood clusters: the
Near Southeast cluster (27), with 13 percent of the
city’s public housing units; the Southwest Employment
Area cluster (9), with 12 percent; and the Capitol View
cluster (33), with 12 percent. 

The total number of occupied public housing units in
the region declined from about 13,300 in 1998 to
about 11,200 in 2000 (a 15 percent drop), largely
because of the HOPE VI program, which funds the
demolition of severely distressed developments and
their replacement with lower-density and mixed-
income housing. Five HOPE VI projects are under way
in the District of Columbia. Approximately 2,900 units
will be demolished as part of the HOPE VI revitaliza-
tion, and 3,360 new units will be built to replace
them. Not all of these new units will be subsidized,
however. Overall, 43 percent of the new units (1,110
rental units and 340 homeowner units) will be set aside
for low-income families and will be supported by reg-
ular federal operating subsidies. 

The region’s stock of federally subsidized private hous-
ing has dropped from 17,300 in 1998 to 15,700 in

2000 (a 9 percent drop). This sharp decline primarily
represents projects with “expiring” subsidy contracts, as
discussed in last year’s report. However, the number of
Section 8 project-based units in the District actually
increased slightly, from 6,100 in 1998 to 6,400 in
2000. Since no new subsidized projects are being
funded, this increase is most likely due to the provision
of Loan Management Set-Aside funding for previously
unassisted projects. 

The total number of Housing Choice voucher recipi-
ents in the Washington region has increased from
15,200 households in 1998 to 18,600 in 2000 (a 22
percent rise), reflecting the growing importance of
vouchers relative to other forms of federal housing
assistance. Vouchers are much less likely to be geo-
graphically concentrated than public housing or fed-
erally subsidized private developments. In 2000,
almost half (46 percent) of voucher holders in the
region lived in the Inner Suburbs—primarily in
Montgomery, Prince George’s, and Fairfax counties.
Only 25 percent of voucher holders lived in the
District—a drop from 32 percent in 1998. 

Within the District, the largest number of voucher
holders live in the Congress Heights cluster (39), with
16 percent of the city’s total; the Mount Pleasant clus-
ter (2), with 8 percent; and the River Terrace cluster
(32), with 7 percent.

In 1999, the region also had about 22,000 units of
housing developed under the federal Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program. Although this pro-
gram does not provide long-term rent subsidies that
guarantee affordability for low-income residents, it is
the primary source of new affordable housing in the
nation today. LIHTC production in the Washington area
increased throughout the 1990s, with a particularly
notable jump occurring mid-decade. Between 1994
and 1995, the number of units placed in service more
than tripled. More than 4,000 units were placed in

The Mount Pleasant cluster (2), one of the District’s most economically and ethnically diverse neighbor-

hoods, has experienced considerable growth and quite tight housing market conditions in recent years.

Family income averaged $49,000 in the year 2000, a 13 percent increase over 1990. Almost two-thirds

of working-age adults were employed, and only 7 percent of households received public assistance.

However, 57 percent of households had incomes below $35,000, and 19 percent had incomes below

$10,000. Among these low-income households, the incidence of housing hardship was very high. Almost

6 of every 10 households with incomes below $35,000 and three-quarters of those with incomes below

$10,000 carried unaffordable housing cost burdens. And more than one-fourth of households with

incomes below poverty level lived in overcrowded housing. Mount Pleasant has more federally subsidized

housing units than almost any other neighborhood cluster in the District of Columbia, but it lost 161 units

between 1998 and 2000, primarily because of the expiration of long-term subsidy contracts.

2SPOTLIGHT Mount Pleasant (2) 
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service in both 1998 and 1999, the most recent years
for which data are available. The jurisdictions with the
greatest number of LIHTC units as of 1999 were Prince
George's County, with about 3,500 units; Montgomery
County, with about 2,900 units; and the District, with
about 2,700 units.

PROSPECTS 
FOR THE FUTURE
The dynamism and prosperity of the Washington
region create economic opportunities for its residents.
But the region’s growth and high income levels have
also put pressure on the housing market, exacerbating
the challenges that low-income households face.
Federal funding for housing subsidies falls far short of
meeting needs. Although the District of Columbia has
significantly increased the resources it devotes to hous-
ing, a majority of low-income households in the city
and in the region as a whole pay unaffordable housing
costs. An alarming number experience episodes of
homelessness. 

What would it take to significantly reduce housing hard-
ship in the Washington region over the next 20 years?
Making a forecast of this kind is fraught with uncert-
ainty. A “back-of-the-envelope” calculation, based on
current levels of households with incomes below
$50,000 that are paying unaffordable housing costs,
indicates that the housing needs of roughly 3,600
District households (about 2,900 renters and 700
homeowners) and 14,300 suburban households (about
8,200 renters and 6,100 homeowners) would have to
be addressed annually over the next two decades in
order to eliminate excessive cost burdens and homeless-
ness regionwide.9 Not every household would need
newly constructed housing; the needs of many could be
met by making existing housing affordable.

While these estimates may seem unrealistic, they high-
light the fact that current investments in affordable
housing fall woefully short of meeting the needs of low-

income residents regionwide. In order to make any
significant progress in reducing the level of housing
hardship, jurisdictions throughout the Washington
region would need to scale up their affordable housing
efforts and draw upon a wide range of programmatic
tools. Different combinations of subsidies would be nec-
essary to assist renters and homeowners, and to serve
the lowest income households. Initiatives that policy
makers could consider include: 

1) Inclusionary zoning and other regulatory reforms
that encourage or require private developers to pro-
duce moderately priced homes and apartments;

2) Grants and low-interest loans to subsidize the con-
struction of new rental housing units that are earmarked
for occupancy by low-income households;

3) Grants and low-interest loans to subsidize the con-
struction of new homeowner housing units that are ear-
marked for sale to households with low income levels;

4) Down-payment assistance and low-interest financing
for home buyers to help low-income home buyers pur-
chase existing housing; 

5) Housing vouchers or operating subsidy commit-
ments to supplement what targeted households can
afford to contribute toward rent or mortgage pay-
ments; and

6) Supportive services delivered in conjunction with
affordable housing for households with special needs.

All these mechanisms for making housing more afford-
able are expensive, because they attempt to close the
financial gap between the costs of building and maintain-
ing decent housing and the amount families and individ-
uals can afford to pay. Obviously, the affordability gap
(and subsidy cost) is largest for the lowest-income house-
holds. However, jurisdictions throughout the region
would have to target at least some assistance to the
lowest income levels to meet existing and future needs.
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with high poverty rates (more than 30 percent of per-
sons below the poverty line) face daunting challenges.
In these high-poverty neighborhoods, the problems of
poor education, discrimination, joblessness, single par-
enthood, and crime all reinforce one another, under-
mining the well-being of families and children who live
there. And few high-poverty neighborhoods can support
the businesses and civic institutions necessary for a
healthy community.1

At the start of the 1990s, concentrated poverty of this
kind was a serious problem for the District of Columbia;
36 census tracts in the Washington metropolitan area
had poverty rates greater than 30 percent, and all of
them were located in the District. These high-poverty
neighborhoods all showed serious signs of distress,
including very high rates of unemployment, poor edu-
cation, and single parenting. For most of the decade, the
Washington metropolitan area grew and prospered. The
District of Columbia stopped losing population and jobs,
and investment in the city’s housing and neighborhoods
expanded. This chapter takes advantage of newly avail-
able census data on poverty rates by tract to analyze
whether and how patterns of neighborhood poverty
changed during the 1990s.2

CONCENTRATED POVERTY 
IN THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA
Despite the Washington region’s overall prosperity,
the number of high-poverty tracts rose during the
1990s, their population increased, and their poverty
deepened. In 2000 as in 1990, all of the region’s
high-poverty neighborhoods were located in the
District of Columbia. 

Patterns OF Concentrated Neighborhood
POVERTY

NEIGHBORHOODS

CHAPTER 7
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The total number of high-poverty census tracts in the
Washington region increased from 36 in 1990 to 43 in
2000. The number of extreme-poverty tracts (with
poverty rates greater than 40 percent) rose even more

dramatically—from 10 to 23. All of these high-poverty
tracts are located in the District of Columbia.3 Although
a majority of the region’s poor residents live in subur-
ban communities, they are not geographically clustered
in high-poverty neighborhoods. 

Concentrated poverty remains a central-city problem. As
of 2000, almost one in four D.C. tracts (23 percent) were
more than 30 percent poor, and an alarming 12 percent
of the city’s tracts were more than 40 percent poor, up
from only 5.3 percent in 1990 (see figure 7.1).

The number of people living in high-poverty neigh-
borhoods rose during the 1990s, despite the fact that
the city’s total population was falling for most of the
decade. Between 1990 and 2000, the population of
high-poverty neighborhoods increased 19 percent—
from about 106,000 to more than 126,000 people.
And the population of extreme-poverty tracts more
than tripled—from 20,600 in 1990 to 66,000 in
2000. Not surprisingly, the share of the city’s poor
population living in high-poverty neighborhoods grew
as well. As of 2000, two of every five poor residents in
the District of Columbia (42 percent) lived in high-
poverty tracts, up from 38 percent in 1990. And
almost one in four poor residents (24 percent) lived in
tracts with poverty rates over 40 percent, compared
with only 9 percent in 1990.

Many, but not all, of the city’s high-poverty tracts are
located east of the Anacostia River, as illustrated in map
7.1. Others are located in the Southwest Employment
Area cluster (9), the Near Southeast cluster (27), the Ivy
City and Union Station clusters (23 and 25), the
Downtown cluster (8), and parts of the Mount Pleasant
and Howard University clusters (2 and 3). An even larg-
er share of the city’s extreme-poverty tracts are east of
the Anacostia River, including much of the
Woodland/Fort Stanton cluster (36), the Sheridan clus-
ter (37), the Douglass cluster (38), and the Congress
Heights cluster (39). 

CONCENTRATED 
POVERTY IN THE 
COMPARISON REGIONS
The incidence of concentrated poverty is higher in the
District of Columbia than in the central cities of three of
five comparison regions: Boston, Houston, and Seattle
(see figure 7.2). Poverty is the least concentrated in
Seattle, where only 15 percent of poor city residents live
in high-poverty neighborhoods. At the other extreme,
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Figure 7.1. Concentrated Poverty in the District of Columbia, 
1990 and 2000

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, decennial census, 1990, 2000.
Note: Total bar equals percentage with poverty rates of 30 percent and higher.
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55 percent of Atlanta’s poor residents and 53 percent of
Philadelphia’s live in high-poverty neighborhoods.

Between 1990 and 2000, poverty became substantially
less geographically concentrated in the cities of
Atlanta and Houston, and stayed about the same in
Seattle. In contrast, Philadelphia and Boston, like the
District of Columbia, experienced increasing concen-
trations of central-city poverty during the 1990s.

The District’s worsening trend appears even more trou-
bling when we compare the District of Columbia with
the central cities of all 100 of the nation’s largest met-
ropolitan areas. On average, the share of the poor liv-
ing in high-poverty tracts declined from 48 percent to
41 percent, and the share living in extreme-poverty
tracts dropped from 28 percent to 19 percent.4 Only
29 cities other than the District of Columbia experi-
enced increases in the concentration of poverty during
the 1990s. And for the most part, these other cities
faced very different economic and demographic trends
than the District. 

CHARACTERISTICS 
OF HIGH-POVERTY 
NEIGHBORHOODS
While the total population of the District of Columbia is
becoming more racially and ethnically diverse, high-
poverty neighborhoods remain predominantly African
American. These neighborhoods exhibit high rates of
joblessness, poor education, and single parenting.

As of 2000, more than 8 out of every 10 residents of
high-poverty neighborhoods (84 percent) were
African American, compared with 60 percent of the
city’s total population (figure 7.3). The black share of
population living in high-poverty neighborhoods
decreased slightly, from 87 percent in 1990, while the
Hispanic share rose from 3.7 percent to 5.3 percent,
and the non-Hispanic white share rose from 7.2 per-
cent to 8.7 percent. The Asian share of population in
high-poverty neighborhoods rose slightly over the
decade, from 1.3 percent to 2.1 percent.

Less than half of the working-age adults living in the
District’s high-poverty tracts had jobs in 2000.
Employment rates were 44 percent among adult men
and 41 percent among adult women, compared with
citywide employment rates of 60 percent and 53 per-
cent, respectively. And despite the region’s overall pros-
perity during the 1990s, the rates of employment in the
city’s high-poverty neighborhoods were even lower in

2000 than they were in 1990, especially among men.
And state and local public assistance recipiency rates in
high-poverty neighborhoods remained relatively high
in 2000—15.0 percent compared with 5.5 percent in
the city as a whole.

Women substantially outnumbered men in the city’s
high-poverty neighborhoods, and a large share of
households consisted of families headed by a single
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parent. Specifically, for every 10 women living in high-
poverty neighborhoods in 2000 there were only 7.7
men, compared with 9 men for every 10 women in the
city as a whole. And 28 percent of households in the

District’s high-poverty tracts were families with children
headed by a single parent. In the city as a whole, 
single-parent families accounted for only 12 percent
of all households.

The geographic concentration of federally subsidized
housing appears to contribute to the concentration of
poverty in the District of Columbia. In high-poverty
tracts, almost one in three rental units (31 percent) were
federally subsidized as of 2000, compared with only 12
percent citywide. And although the city’s total stock of
federally subsidized housing declined by 7.6 percent
between 1998 and 2000, the rate of loss was substan-
tially lower—only 3.7 percent—in high-poverty tracts. 

NEIGHBORHOOD 
TRANSITIONS
While other parts of the District of Columbia
prospered during the 1990s, most of the city’s
poorest neighborhoods became poorer. Very
few high-poverty neighborhoods experienced
significant improvement, with a larger number
moving from lower poverty into high-poverty
status over the decade.

As a rule, high-poverty tracts in the District of
Columbia became poorer between 1990 and 2000.
As shown in figure 7.4, of the 36 tracts that had
poverty rates over 30 percent in 1990, only 6
dropped to below 30 percent in 2000. Of the 26
tracts that had poverty rates between 30 and 40 per-
cent in 1990, a much larger share—11 tracts—shifted
up, with poverty rates climbing to over 40 percent in
2000. At the same time, 14 tracts that had poverty
rates below 30 percent at the start of the decade shift-
ed into the high-poverty category by 2000.
Specifically, 12 tracts that had poverty rates between
20 and 30 percent in 1990 became high poverty by
2000, and 2 tracts that had poverty rates below 20
percent in 1990 became high poverty by 2000.

Eight of the fourteen tracts that shifted from below 30
percent poverty into high-poverty status during the
1990s were located east of the Anacostia River (see
map 7.2). In these neighborhoods, tracts that were
close to 30 percent poor and adjacent to other high-
poverty tracts simply shifted over the 30 percent
mark. As a consequence, the neighborhoods east of the
Anacostia River are much more solidly high poverty
than they were in 1990. This is particularly evident in
the Sheridan, Douglass, and Congress Heights clusters

Figure 7.4. Change in Poverty Status of Washington, D.C., Tracts, 1990 to 2000
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(37, 38, and 39). Only two tracts east of the river
shifted from above 30 percent poverty to below during
the 1990s. In the Ivy City cluster (23), which generally
was not high poverty in 1990, two tracts shifted into
high-poverty status over the course of the decade. And
in the Mount Pleasant and Howard University clusters
(2 and 3), two tracts shifted into high-poverty status
during the 1990s and two shifted out.

Although only limited information is available on the
flow of households into and out of different types of
neighborhoods, the evidence suggests that the tracts
with rising poverty rates were simultaneously losing
nonpoor residents and gaining poor residents. All of the
census tracts that moved into high-poverty status during
the 1990s were losing population. Specifically, the aver-
age population per tract dropped from 3,438 to 3,005
among tracts that became more than 30 percent poor
between 1990 and 2000, a 13 percent decline. This is
twice the rate of population loss that the District as a
whole experienced during the 1990s (5.7 percent). At
the same time, however, a disproportionate share of res-
idents in the tracts that made a transition into high-
poverty status moved in between 1995 and 2000.
Specifically, 57 percent of the population of these tracts
were recent movers, compared with only 50 percent in
the city as a whole. Most of these in-movers came from
somewhere in the District or from other central cities. In
all, more than one of every four residents of the tracts
with rising poverty rates had moved from somewhere
in the city within the past five years. This evidence sug-
gests that rising house prices and the loss of low-cost
stock in other neighborhoods may be leading to dis-
placement and contributing to the city’s worsening
poverty concentration. For example, in the Mount
Pleasant cluster (2), the number of rental units afford-
able for households earning less than $10,000
dropped by more than 500 between 1990 and 2000.

All but one of these tracts that moved into high poverty
were majority black in 1990, with substantially more

adult women than men and relatively low rates of
employment. In addition, almost a third of occupied
rental housing units were federally subsidized, rein-
forcing the conclusion that high concentrations of
assisted housing contribute to the geographic concen-
tration of poverty. 

The tracts that shifted from high-poverty status to lower
poverty during the 1990s also lost population. Their
average population declined 22.6 percent, from 2,323
to 1,797. These tracts became less predominantly
black, with the average percentage of black residents
dropping from 89 percent to 80 percent. And the share
of Hispanics grew substantially, from 4 percent to 10
percent. In general, these tracts do not appear to differ
significantly from tracts that remained high poverty.
However, one distinguishing feature is a relatively high
ratio of men to women in 1990—92 men for every 100
women in tracts that moved out of high-poverty status,
compared with 85 men for every 100 women in tracts
that remained high poverty throughout the decade.

PROSPECTS 
FOR THE FUTURE
The worsening concentration of neighborhood poverty
in the District of Columbia between 1990 and 2000
raises serious concerns about prospects for the region’s
most distressed neighborhoods. Census 2000 meas-
ured conditions at the peak of the region’s prosperity,
when one might have expected circumstances to be the
most promising, even for the poorest parts of the
District of Columbia. Given the economic downturn that
has occurred since 2000, it seems likely that jobless-
ness, poverty, and distress have intensified further in the
city’s high-poverty neighborhoods. These neighbor-
hoods and the people who live in them warrant con-
certed attention—not only by city policy makers, but
also by the region as a whole—to ensure that they are
not left to fall further and further behind by the District
of Columbia’s overall revitalization.



ENDNOTES
Chapter 2
1. Estimates from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Local
Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS) series, as of Septem-
ber of each year. See http://www.bls.gov/lau/home.htm.

2. These estimates represent the weighted average (by
employment) for the 19 major occupational categories
for which the BLS has published wage data for the
region in both 1999 and 2001. See http://www.bls.gov/
bls/blswage.htm.

3. Cited by Barker (2002). 

4. See Florida (2002). Florida defines the creative class to
include the following occupation groups: computer and
mathematical; architecture and engineering; life, physical,
and social sciences; education, training, and library; arts,
design, entertainment, sports, and media; management,
business and financial operations, legal, health care prac-
titioners, and technical; and high-end sales and sales
management.

5. Those with low shares in the creative class (less than 28
percent) include metropolitan areas like Grand Rapids,
Mich., Greensboro, N.C., and Memphis, Tenn., with high
shares in the working class (above 30 percent as opposed
to 18 percent in Washington), and metropolitan areas like
Las Vegas, Nev., and West Palm Beach and Orlando, Fla.,
that have very high shares in the service class (50 percent
or more, compared with 44 percent in Washington).

6. For sources other than the decennial census, such as the
CPS, we refer to the indicators by the year that the data
represent, not the year in which the survey was conducted.

7 . The differences between the CPS and decennial census
poverty estimates are, to a large extent, due to (1) meth-
ods of data collection and processing, (2) application of 

the poverty test to differing populations, and (3) the effect
of the census undercount. 

For more details, visit the U.S. Bureau of the Census Web
site at http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/saipe/
techdoc/cencpsdf.html.

8. The high-wage occupations are legal, management,
architecture and engineering, computer and mathemati-
cal, and health care practitioner and technical. The low-
wage occupations are transportation and material mov-
ing, health care support, personal care and service,
building and grounds cleaning and maintenance, and
food preparation and serving-related.

Chapter 3
1. This number, not directly available from the census, is
calculated by subtracting the net change in the total num-
ber of units at each census (1990 and 2000) from the
number of units built in the 1990s.

2. Data for the District of Columbia were obtained from
the city’s Office of Planning. 

3. Projects are classified as “planned” if developers have
actually submitted plans for review and have received
approval or have received funding commitments. Projects
classified as “proposed” are large redevelopment efforts or
projects known to city planning staff. As a general rule,
“planned” projects are expected to start construction with-
in two years and “proposed” to start in five years.

4. Totals include 14 projects and 1,926 units that could not
be assigned a cluster, typically because the exact address
could not be determined. The number of these units in
each status (under construction, planned, proposed) is
not enough to change the leading clusters but could
affect which clusters are identified as second or third.
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5. Press release from the Office of the District of Columbia
Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic Development.
November 15, 2002.

6. Ibid. 

7. For the mortgage calculations, the analysis uses the
annual median income published by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development—$85,600 in 2001.

8. These surveys are based on lists of properties with
utilities cut off and validated by inspectors who visit the
properties to be sure they are still unoccupied. However,
not all properties included can be said to be aban-
doned, if, for example, their owners are paying their
property taxes and keeping the properties legally sealed
(including boarded up).

Chapter 4
1. Homeowner units include owner-occupied units plus
vacant units for sale.

2. This was calculated by subtracting new construction
(units built between 1990 and 2000) from the total
change in homeowner units from 1990 to 2000. The
remainder reflects all other changes in the homeowner
stock, including demolitions, rental units converting to
homeowner units, and homeowner units converting to
rental or commercial property. 

3. Because of inflation, the 1990 and 2000 income cate-
gories by tenure cannot be directly compared. For com-
parison with the 2000 “$0 to $50,000” income category,
we use the 1990 income category “$0–$35,000,” which is
equivalent to “$0 to $47,000” in 1999 dollars. 

4. To compare 1990 and 2000 data, these homeowner-
ship calculations are based on specified housing units,
meaning they exclude mobile homes, houses with a busi-
ness, houses on 10 or more acres, and housing units in
multiunit buildings. The 2000 homeownership rate for all
households with less than $50,000 income is 43 percent.

5. For the mortgage calculations, the analysis uses the
annual median income published by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development—$85,600 in 2001.

6. The decennial census defines housing value as the
respondent’s estimate of how much a property (house and
lot, mobile home and lot, or condominium unit) would sell
for if it were for sale. Home sales prices, discussed later in
the section, reflect sales that have actually taken place.

7. The House Price Index (HPI) is a broad measure of the
movement of single-family house prices. The HPI is a
weighted repeat sales index, meaning that it measures
average price changes in repeat sales or refinancings on
the same properties.

8. Sales figures, both from the realtor and the city admin-

istrative data sources, include condominium and single-
family homes.

9. Paying housing costs that exceed 30 percent of monthly
income is a common standard for denoting housing
affordability problems but may not necessarily represent a
hardship for all owners. Changes in housing finance in the
past decade, and particularly the introduction of ”afford-
able” mortgage products that permit payments for princi-
pal, interest, taxes, and insurance to exceed 30 percent of
income, suggest that many lenders no longer view cost-
to-income ratios of more than 30 percent as onerous.

10. The Census Bureau calculates housing costs to income
ratios only for specified owner-occupied units. These
exclude mobile homes, houses with a business, houses on
10 or more acres, and housing units in multiunit buildings.

11. The geography refers to the location of the home
the borrower wishes to purchase, not necessarily to the
home of the borrower at the time of the application.

12. See Turner (1999).

Chapter 5
1. Rental units include renter-occupied units plus vacant
units for rent.

2. Gross rent equals contract rent plus estimated average
monthly cost of utilities and fuels, if paid by the renter.

3. Irwin (2003).

4. A portion of this increase in costs is attributable to over-
all inflation.

Chapter 6
1. To compare 1990 and 2000 data, these homeowner-
ship calculations are based on specified housing units,
meaning they exclude mobile homes, houses with a busi-
ness, houses on 10 or more acres, and housing units in
multiunit buildings.

2. The Census Bureau calculates the ratio of housing costs
to incomes only for specified housing units. For owner
households, this excludes mobile homes, houses with a
business, houses on 10 or more acres, and housing units
in multiunit buildings. For renter households, single-family
houses on 10 or more acres are excluded.

3. Roughly 10 percent of all households in the
Washington region and 16 percent of households in the
District face severe cost burdens (paying more than 50
percent of their income for housing). However, census
data do not provide sufficient detail to report severe cost
burdens for different income categories. Therefore, we
focus here on share of low-income households paying
more than 30 percent of income for housing.

4. More specifically, we compared the number of rental
households in each of four income categories (below
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$10,000; $10,000 to $35,000; $35,000 to $50,000;
$50,000 and higher) to the number of rental units in
each of four rent categories (below $250; $250 to $799;
$800 to $1,249; $1,250 and higher). To the extent 
the census data allows, each of these rent ceilings 
corresponds to the maximum affordable rent for the 
corresponding income ceiling.

5. Census tabulations do not report crowding by house-
hold income categories, but only by poverty status.
Therefore, this section focuses on the incidence of over-
crowding among households with incomes below the
poverty limit—$17,000 for a family of four.

6. See Givens (2002). These counts include both sheltered
and unsheltered people identified in a regional point-in-
time count conducted on January 24, 2002. 

7. The Community Partnership for the Prevention of
Homelessness (2002).

8. Public housing unit counts are based on occupied units
only; project-based unit counts are all units, occupied and
vacant; tenant-based assistance includes only vouchers
being used by a household.

9. These targets reflect the number of households (renters
and homeowners) who would need affordable housing
each year between 2003 and 2023 to eliminate unafford-
able cost burdens among existing residents with incomes
under $50,000 and to eliminate homelessness. Note that
these targets do not include assistance that might be
required to increase the rate of homeownership among

low-income households, to make housing more affordable
to households with incomes above $50,000, or to
respond to growth in the number of low-income house-
holds. The targets also assume no change in the geo-
graphic distribution of low-income households.

Chapter 7
1. Research on high-poverty neighborhoods has focused
both on census tracts that are more than 30 percent poor
and on those that are more than 40 percent poor. Both
thresholds clearly define high levels of distress. In most
cities, the number of tracts with poverty rates above 40
percent is very small. See Jargowsky (1997; 2003),
Kingsley and Pettit (2003); and Turner and Hayes (1997).

2. We use census tracts as the unit of analysis here (rather
than neighborhood clusters), because other studies of con-
centrated poverty and its effects typically use tract-level
data. And as discussed earlier, poverty rates in the 1990
and 2000 census are based on reported incomes from
1989 and 1999.

3. One high-poverty tract is located in Prince George’s
County; however, because its population is composed
almost entirely of University of Maryland students, this
tract is excluded from the analysis.

4. See Kingsley and Pettit (2003).
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THE WASHINGTON, D.C.,
METROPOLITAN AREA

The analysis uses the federal government’s 1999 

definition of the Washington, D.C., Primary Metropolitan

Statistical Area. In addition, we define several subareas to

facilitate comparisons within the region. As shown in table

A.1, these subareas are the District of Columbia; the Inner

Core (Arlington County and the City of Alexandria); the Inner

Suburbs (Montgomery County, Prince George’s County,

Fairfax County, the City of Falls Church, and the City of

Fairfax); the Outer Suburbs (Calvert County, Charles County,

Frederick County, Loudoun County, Prince William County,

Stafford County, the City of Manassas, and the City of

Manassas Park); and the Far Suburbs (six counties in Virginia,

one Virginia city, and two counties in West Virginia).

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

INNER CORE

Arlington County, VA

Alexandria city, VA

INNER SUBURBS

Montgomery County, MD

Prince George’s County, MD

Fairfax County, VA

Fairfax city, VA

Falls Church city, VA

OUTER SUBURBS 

Calvert County, MD

Charles County, MD

Frederick County, MD

Loudoun County, VA

Prince William County, VA

Stafford County, VA

Manassas city, VA

Manassas Park city, VA

FAR SUBURBS

Clarke County, VA

Culpeper County, VA

Fauquier County, VA

King George County, VA

Spotsylvania County, VA

Warren County, VA

Fredericksburg city, VA

Berkeley County, WV

Jefferson County, WV

Table A.1.  Washington, D.C., Metropolitan 
Area, 1999

Appendix A. GEOGRAPHIC DEFINITIONS
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Appendix A. GEOGRAPHIC DEFINITIONS

1 Kalorama Heights, Adams Morgan, Lanier Heights

2 Mt. Pleasant, Columbia Heights, Pleasant Plains,
Park View

3 Howard University, LeDroit Park, Cardozo/Shaw

4 Georgetown, Burleith/Hillandale

5 West End, Foggy Bottom, George Washington
University

6 Dupont Circle, Connecticut Avenue/K Street

7 Logan Circle, Shaw

8 Downtown, Chinatown, Penn Quarter, Mount
Vernon Square, North Capitol Street

9 Southwest Employment Area, Southwest/
Waterfront, Fort McNair, Buzzard Point

10 Hawthorne, Barnaby Woods, Chevy Chase

11 Friendship Heights, American University Park,
Tenleytown

12 North Cleveland Park, Forest Hills, Van Ness

13 Spring Valley, Palisades, Wesley Heights, Foxhall
Crescents, Foxhall Village, Georgetown Reservoir

14 Cathedral Heights, McLean Gardens, Glover Park,
Massachusetts Avenue Heights (part)

15 Cleveland Park, Woodley Park, Massachusetts
Avenue Heights (part), Woodland-Normanstone
Terrace

16 Colonial Village, Shepherd Park, North Portal
Estates

17 Takoma, Brightwood, Manor Park

18 Brightwood Park, Crestwood, Petworth, 16th Street
Heights

19 Lamond Riggs, Queens Chapel, Fort Totten,
Pleasant Hill

20 North Michigan Park, Michigan Park, University
Heights

21 Edgewood, Bloomingdale, Truxton Circle,
Eckington, Stronghold

22 Brookland, Brentwood, Langdon

23 Ivy City, Arboretum, Trinidad, Carver, Langston

24 Woodridge, Fort Lincoln, Gateway, South Central

25 Union Station, Stanton Park, Kingman Park,
Linden, Near Northeast, North Lincoln Park,
Rosedale

26 Capitol Hill, Lincoln Park, Hill East, Barney Circle,
Stadium Armory

27 Near Southeast, Washington Navy Yard, Arthur
Capper, Carrollsburg

28 Historic Anacostia, Anacostia

29 Eastland Gardens, Kenilworth

30 Mayfair, Central Northeast

31 Deanwood, Burrville, Grant Park, Lincoln Heights,
Northeast Boundary

32 River Terrace, Benning, Greenway, Fort Dupont

33 Capitol View, Marshall Heights, Benning Ridge

34 Twining, Fairlawn, Randle Highlands, Penn Branch,
Fort Davis, Dupont Park

35 Fairfax Village, Naylor Gardens, Hillcrest

36 Woodland, Garfield Heights, Knox Hill/Buena
Vista, Skyland

37 Sheridan, Barry Farms, Hillsdale, Fort Stanton

38 Douglass, Shipley

39 Congress Heights, Bellevue, Washington Highlands

99 No cluster assignment

Table A.2. Neighborhood Clusters in the District of Columbia

NEIGHBORHOOD CLUSTERS
IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA

Within the District, data are presented for neighborhood
“clusters,” areas defined by the District of Columbia Office
of Planning in consultation with community organizations
and residents. Table A.2 lists these 39 neighborhood clus-
ters and the three to five neighborhoods they encompass.
The report refers to these clusters by the neighborhood
name listed first in table A.2, followed by the cluster
number in parentheses.

Not all neighborhood cluster boundaries follow census tract
boundaries, so the report uses groupings of census tracts
defined by the District of Columbia Office of Planning in
2002 as approximations of neighborhood clusters.
Boundaries for these groupings cover whole tracts in all

except one case: The block groups of tract 55 span two clus-
ters. Block groups 1 and 2 fall in cluster 6 and block group
3 falls in cluster 5. To approximate data for these two clus-
ters, we weight the values of the tract-level data according
to the distribution of the block-group population: 31 per-
cent of tract 55’s population lives in cluster 5 and 69 per-
cent lives in cluster 6. So for any given variable, we assign
31 percent of the tract value to cluster 5 and the remaining
69 percent to cluster 6. 

Cluster 99 is not a city-defined cluster, but a group of 
generally nonresidential, noncontiguous areas (Soldiers’
Home, National Arboretum, National Mall, and Bolling Air
Force Base).
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Map 1.2. Neighborhood Clusters in the District of Columbia, 2000
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Map A.1.  Neighborhood Clusters in the District of Columbia

Source: District of Columbia Office of Planning, 2002.
Note: See Appendix A, Table A.2, for names and descriptions of clusters.
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PERCENT OF POPULATION BY RACE/ETHNICITY

TOTAL NON-HISPANIC NON-HISPANIC NON-HISPANIC NON-HISPANIC

POPULATION WHITE BLACK HISPANIC ASIAN OTHER

1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000

District of 606,900 572,059 27 28 65 60 5 8 2 3 0 1
Columbia

Cluster 1 17,812 18,167 56 60 26 17 15 16 3 6 1 1
Cluster 2 45,728 46,779 11 13 66 52 21 30 2 4 0 1
Cluster 3 10,925 10,128 13 19 78 67 8 12 1 2 0 1
Cluster 4 17,919 18,741 86 86 4 4 6 4 4 6 0 0
Cluster 5 11,104 11,723 82 74 5 7 5 6 7 13 1 1
Cluster 6 16,216 16,930 65 72 14 10 15 9 6 9 0 1
Cluster 7 19,867 20,865 22 25 65 50 10 18 3 6 0 1
Cluster 8 8,300 8,609 12 17 77 71 2 3 8 9 0 1
Cluster 9 11,592 11,779 34 25 60 66 3 4 2 3 1 1
Cluster 10 11,510 12,724 84 79 9 11 3 5 3 4 0 0
Cluster 11 10,735 10,490 86 84 4 5 5 5 4 5 0 1
Cluster 12 14,978 14,953 82 79 6 7 7 7 4 7 0 0
Cluster 13 17,418 18,708 87 81 4 5 5 6 4 6 0 2
Cluster 14 11,432 11,142 78 75 5 6 11 10 6 9 0 1
Cluster 15 12,386 12,306 82 80 6 8 8 7 3 5 0 1
Cluster 16 4,485 4,030 25 21 72 74 1 3 2 1 0 1
Cluster 17 19,428 18,441 7 6 86 79 5 13 1 1 1 0
Cluster 18 40,551 39,233 6 5 88 77 5 16 0 1 0 1
Cluster 19 13,768 12,069 16 15 80 81 2 3 1 1 1 1
Cluster 20 9,718 9,576 14 10 84 87 1 2 1 1 0 0
Cluster 21 20,862 18,429 7 4 90 91 2 4 1 1 0 0
Cluster 22 10,065 8,906 8 8 89 88 2 3 1 1 0 1
Cluster 23 17,270 13,909 3 5 96 92 0 2 0 1 1 0
Cluster 24 11,876 11,348 4 2 94 94 1 2 0 1 1 0
Cluster 25 30,458 27,370 27 29 70 67 2 2 1 1 0 0
Cluster 26 19,849 18,489 46 48 51 46 2 3 1 2 0 0
Cluster 27 5,040 4,633 13 6 85 90 1 2 1 2 1 0
Cluster 28 5,689 4,873 3 1 96 97 1 1 0 0 0 0
Cluster 29 1,341 2,374 1 0 99 99 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cluster 30 6,342 6,167 0 1 99 98 0 1 0 0 0 0
Cluster 31 16,056 14,113 0 1 98 98 1 1 0 0 1 0
Cluster 32 14,126 12,493 1 1 98 98 1 1 0 0 0 0
Cluster 33 18,877 15,080 0 1 99 98 0 1 0 0 0 0
Cluster 34 17,404 15,536 4 2 95 96 0 1 0 0 0 0
Cluster 35 8,756 8,025 12 5 85 93 2 1 1 0 0 0
Cluster 36 7,473 6,395 2 1 97 98 1 1 0 0 0 0
Cluster 37 8,235 8,596 0 1 100 98 0 1 0 0 0 0
Cluster 38 9,532 9,058 0 0 99 99 0 1 0 0 0 0
Cluster 39 36,478 30,583 1 1 98 98 0 1 0 0 0 0
No cluster 15,299 8,289 49 44 43 43 5 7 3 4 1 1

Table B.1.  Neighborhood Cluster Population Characteristics 

Appendix B. NEIGHBORHOOD CLUSTER CHARACTERISTICS



A
p
p
e
n
d
ix

 B

63

PCT POPULATION PCT. FOREIGN PCT. POPULATION OVER AVERAGE PCT. POPULATION POVERTY
UNDER AGE 18 BORN AGE 5 THAT MOVED IN FAMILY INCOME AGE 16-64 THAT IS RATE

THE LAST 5 YEARS ($000) EMPLOYED (%)

1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000

District of 19 20 10 13 47 50 53 78 71 65 17 20
Columbia

Cluster 1 11 9 23 25 60 63 69 123 84 83 10 10
Cluster 2 22 22 26 33 49 55 32 49 69 63 24 26
Cluster 3 15 14 10 16 54 61 35 55 57 60 22 26
Cluster 4 6 6 15 14 70 74 130 208 73 70 16 15
Cluster 5 1 1 17 19 70 78 128 198 64 53 21 28
Cluster 6 6 4 24 23 66 69 69 124 88 86 11 11
Cluster 7 16 16 15 24 57 58 34 51 71 70 25 25
Cluster 8 18 21 10 13 48 53 23 43 57 53 36 33
Cluster 9 15 15 9 10 48 51 49 50 73 67 20 22
Cluster 10 19 18 12 13 39 36 101 165 80 79 4 5
Cluster 11 16 19 17 17 48 43 107 185 81 84 6 4
Cluster 12 9 10 19 20 55 56 112 168 86 85 4 6
Cluster 13 13 13 18 20 56 58 157 238 72 54 7 7
Cluster 14 6 6 24 27 62 66 91 104 81 77 8 13
Cluster 15 11 11 20 17 50 56 146 213 85 82 4 5
Cluster 16 18 18 6 12 26 25 102 141 77 76 2 5
Cluster 17 19 19 12 20 33 41 51 67 76 70 8 12
Cluster 18 19 22 11 20 36 39 46 65 73 64 10 15
Cluster 19 15 14 3 8 36 45 46 60 64 59 8 10
Cluster 20 16 20 5 6 25 28 58 69 75 67 4 9
Cluster 21 22 24 4 6 38 43 38 48 66 57 17 23
Cluster 22 23 25 3 4 37 41 40 59 64 59 16 21
Cluster 23 26 25 2 4 38 45 29 38 62 50 23 31
Cluster 24 18 19 3 3 29 35 48 65 70 62 11 15
Cluster 25 17 18 3 5 48 48 48 69 74 69 14 17
Cluster 26 12 11 5 6 57 59 67 100 83 79 10 13
Cluster 27 27 34 1 4 47 50 25 29 52 41 42 50
Cluster 28 32 36 2 1 44 40 25 30 55 50 33 38
Cluster 29 23 39 0 1 40 45 48 43 75 52 10 28
Cluster 30 29 30 1 2 40 43 28 33 63 55 23 29
Cluster 31 27 29 1 1 34 36 30 40 59 44 28 29
Cluster 32 25 27 1 2 36 43 31 37 68 57 19 25
Cluster 33 29 32 1 1 32 37 31 40 61 51 23 33
Cluster 34 22 22 1 2 32 38 44 59 73 59 10 16
Cluster 35 20 22 3 2 34 36 46 59 78 68 11 15
Cluster 36 32 37 1 1 52 57 24 29 57 47 35 47
Cluster 37 37 43 1 1 52 42 24 24 56 41 34 46
Cluster 38 35 41 1 1 42 44 22 28 55 41 35 46
Cluster 39 32 34 1 2 44 45 27 37 62 49 27 34
No cluster 22 26 5 8 72 82 38 56 61 52 11 15

Table B.1.  Neighborhood Cluster Population Characteristics (continued)

Source: Neighborhood Change Database, 1990 and 2000.

Notes: In order to compare 1990 to 2000, we use the Neighborhood Change Database (NCDB) bridging methodology to assign the multiracial counts in 2000 to single-race categories. Estimates from
the NCDB are based on census summary file 3 sample data and therefore might differ slightly from 100-percent counts for the same indicators obtained from census summary file 1. All dollar amounts
are measured in current dollars. See Appendix A for more information about neighborhood clusters.
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HOMEOWNERSHIP OWNER RENTAL PCT. PUBLIC AND NUMBER OF

HOUSEHOLDS HOUSING UNITS RATE VACANCY VACANCY SUBSIDIZED PERMITTED 

(%) RATE (%) RATE (%) HOUSING UNITS

1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 1990 2000 2000 1999–2000

District of 249,034 248,590 278,489 274,845 39 41 3 3 8 6 8 3,908 
Columbia

Cluster 1 10,332 10,971 11,229 11,440 31 34 5 1 6 2 1 56 
Cluster 2 17,418 17,478 19,489 19,594 26 26 4 7 9 5 11 117 
Cluster 3 3,939 3,964 4,688 4,717 31 33 6 15 9 5 8 405 
Cluster 4 7,052 7,463 7,703 7,863 48 52 5 1 6 3 0 19 
Cluster 5 5,768 5,767 6,709 6,485 30 29 3 2 10 3 0 37 
Cluster 6 10,353 11,644 11,882 12,372 28 30 8 1 8 2 0 172 
Cluster 7 9,262 10,547 10,912 11,684 18 23 12 7 10 5 11 559 
Cluster 8 3,028 3,842 3,576 4,328 5 9 21 2 7 6 24 443 
Cluster 9 6,370 7,025 7,633 7,536 37 33 3 1 15 4 15 112 
Cluster 10 4,870 4,937 5,042 5,060 69 72 1 1 6 3 3 16 
Cluster 11 4,401 4,413 4,546 4,506 72 77 2 1 3 3 1 4 
Cluster 12 9,165 9,287 9,614 9,699 36 37 1 1 4 3 0 189 
Cluster 13 6,462 6,897 6,955 7,235 66 68 3 1 5 3 0 80 
Cluster 14 7,449 7,491 8,081 7,846 33 35 4 1 5 2 0 4 
Cluster 15 6,298 6,329 6,697 6,584 42 47 2 1 6 1 0 219 
Cluster 16 1,600 1,635 1,667 1,691 90 90 1 1 7 10 0 8 
Cluster 17 8,039 7,839 8,380 8,295 51 52 1 2 3 6 1 45 
Cluster 18 14,996 14,720 15,992 16,012 56 56 2 3 5 8 2 6 
Cluster 19 4,937 4,861 5,215 5,201 50 52 1 3 5 6 2 1 
Cluster 20 3,792 3,783 3,886 3,905 79 79 1 1 4 13 1 1 
Cluster 21 7,425 7,027 8,519 8,388 44 45 4 5 9 13 9 12 
Cluster 22 3,659 3,239 4,108 3,585 53 57 2 2 6 6 7 26 
Cluster 23 6,954 5,566 7,727 7,267 23 28 2 16 6 10 11 1 
Cluster 24 4,766 4,893 5,063 5,134 64 62 1 2 6 2 13 4 
Cluster 25 12,267 12,604 14,123 14,227 48 50 4 4 7 6 5 40 
Cluster 26 7,607 8,231 8,692 9,092 51 52 3 2 11 6 1 88 
Cluster 27 1,890 1,940 2,437 2,133 17 17 7 8 6 4 51 1 
Cluster 28 1,955 1,729 2,325 2,133 24 26 9 11 12 14 14 4 
Cluster 29 482 760 832 859 68 43 0 12 46 11 84 -  
Cluster 30 2,475 2,596 3,025 2,992 28 29 2 6 6 10 27 2 
Cluster 31 5,723 5,315 6,413 6,279 44 46 1 6 5 8 14 24 
Cluster 32 5,999 5,580 6,641 6,062 31 31 1 5 7 7 14 263 
Cluster 33 6,991 5,924 7,705 7,236 32 37 1 12 5 12 21 8 
Cluster 34 6,955 6,643 7,496 7,466 48 49 2 3 8 11 2 2 
Cluster 35 4,111 3,834 4,312 4,216 46 44 2 1 4 6 4 2 
Cluster 36 2,494 2,399 2,773 2,783 9 15 0 0 10 13 24 221 
Cluster 37 2,587 2,764 3,378 3,084 17 15 0 7 17 7 42 42 
Cluster 38 3,340 3,149 4,620 3,867 12 13 0 8 17 6 26 300 
Cluster 39 13,413 11,567 15,873 13,928 20 24 4 4 12 13 14 372 
No cluster 2,410 1,937 2,531 2,061 7 10 0 3 6 4 1 3 

Table B.2.  Neighborhood Cluster Housing Characteristics 
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AVERAGE MEDIAN SALES PCT HOUSEHOLDS PCT HOUSEHOLDS MEDIAN 

GROSS PRICE OF SINGLE PAYING >30% OF INCOME PAYING >50% OF INCOME BORROWER 

RENT ($) FAMILY HOMES ($) ON HOUSING COSTS ON HOUSING COSTS INCOME ($000)

1990 2000 1994 2002 1990 2000 2000 1995 2001

District of 538 695 120,000 210,000 32 33 16 54 82
Columbia

Cluster 1 620 824 155,000 305,000 32 29 14 65 98
Cluster 2 448 565 103,900 201,750 38 38 19 47 75
Cluster 3 488 639 103,250 214,000 39 36 17 46 80
Cluster 4 938 1,312 255,000 551,000 35 28 13 97 140
Cluster 5 687 926 118,750 177,500 45 53 38 66 107
Cluster 6 671 933 124,000 235,500 40 35 18 53 86
Cluster 7 500 617 86,000 186,500 41 38 19 54 85
Cluster 8 388 550 81,000 251,500 38 31 15 66 75
Cluster 9 591 637 112,000 152,000 32 33 16 49 85
Cluster 10 731 971 300,000 512,506 27 22 10 97 158
Cluster 11 960 1,328 288,250 550,000 29 20 6 105 128
Cluster 12 749 1,073 185,000 350,000 31 28 13 79 97
Cluster 13 954 1,310 315,000 522,000 27 29 13 116 159
Cluster 14 690 900 142,000 263,816 43 37 21 66 78
Cluster 15 739 1,018 305,000 582,250 26 22 9 86 135
Cluster 16 636 864 245,000 435,000 19 23 7 95 140
Cluster 17 517 657 128,500 200,000 24 30 13 52 69
Cluster 18 497 601 115,000 180,000 27 32 15 43 61
Cluster 19 535 627 110,000 148,000 25 29 12 38 54
Cluster 20 585 698 119,100 162,000 17 25 10 45 53
Cluster 21 467 557 81,000 169,297 34 37 18 36 62
Cluster 22 405 482 110,000 175,000 28 27 12 39 66
Cluster 23 389 485 75,000 99,500 39 41 24 40 46
Cluster 24 381 507 110,000 154,000 29 32 14 40 53
Cluster 25 622 748 97,000 205,000 33 30 13 46 79
Cluster 26 707 834 127,500 285,000 27 25 10 63 94
Cluster 27 295 273 92,500 178,200 35 29 14 34 70
Cluster 28 373 462 69,750 94,500 40 43 25 30 42
Cluster 29 511 423 97,500 130,000 21 30 14 38 69
Cluster 30 400 523 75,000 91,000 39 43 21 34 39
Cluster 31 369 447 70,000 90,000 33 33 17 30 35
Cluster 32 423 536 84,000 105,000 28 38 17 32 42
Cluster 33 376 466 87,794 102,000 30 37 20 35 38
Cluster 34 474 583 92,250 124,350 24 32 15 36 46
Cluster 35 461 581 114,450 72,500 24 34 16 47 56
Cluster 36 375 447 103,425 92,000 35 43 22 37 42
Cluster 37 378 446 58,524 78,000 30 44 26 35 38
Cluster 38 351 423 69,900 96,000 40 38 19 32 42
Cluster 39 409 486 77,750 95,000 34 39 20 34 40
No cluster 731 1,041 103,000 130,000 32 37 15 39 65

Table B.2.  Neighborhood Cluster Housing Characteristics (continued)

Sources: Public housing figures from special tabulations by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Permitted units from D.C. Office of Planning. Borrower income from Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act files. Sales prices from the District of Columbia Real Property Assessment File as compiled by the Urban Institute. All other indicators from Neighborhood Change Database, 1990 and 2000.

Notes: Federally subsidized housing units include Housing Choice Vouchers, privately owned federally subsidized developments, and public housing. Estimates from the Neighborhood Change Database are
based on census summary file 3 sample data and therefore might differ slightly from 100 percent counts for the same indicators obtained from census summary file 1. All dollar amounts are measured in
current dollars. See Appendix A for more information about neighborhood clusters.
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A Picture of Subsidized Housing (APSH). The APSH
data file was produced by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) and contains summary
information on housing units and households as of 1998. It
also covers the following HUD programs: Public & Indian
Housing, Section 8 Certificates and Vouchers, Section 8
Moderate Rehabilitation, Section 8 New and Substantial
Rehabilitation, and Section 236. Data are provided for states,
census tracts, housing authorities, and housing projects.
Web site:
http://www.huduser.org/datasets/assthsg/statedata98/index.html

Building Permits. The U.S. Census Bureau collects data on
new privately owned residential housing units authorized
by building permits for permit-issuing jurisdictions (places
and counties). The data files, released monthly, include the
number of buildings, the number of units, and the con-
struction cost for monthly new privately owned residential
building permits.
Web site:
http://www.census.gov/const/www/permitsindex.html

Census Bureau Population Estimates. The Census
Bureau’s Population Estimates Program publishes popula-
tion numbers between censuses for the nation, states, met-
ropolitan areas, counties, incorporated places, and county
subdivisions. Data series for births, deaths, and domestic and
international migration are used to update the decennial
census base counts. These estimates are used in federal fund-
ing allocations, as denominators for vital rates and per capi-
ta time series, as survey controls, and in monitoring recent
demographic changes. 
Web site: http://eire.census.gov/popest/estimates.php 

Current Employment Statistics (CES). The CES is a
monthly survey of payroll records conducted by the U.S.
Department of Labor for the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The
survey covers more than 300,000 businesses nationwide and
provides detailed industry data on employment, hours, and
earnings of workers on nonfarm payrolls. Data are available
for the nation, all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and
more than 270 metropolitan areas.
Web site: http://www.bls.gov/ces/home.htm,
http://www.bls.gov/sae/home.htm

Current Population Survey (CPS). The CPS is a monthly
survey of about 50,000 households conducted by the
Bureau of the Census for the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Data
from the CPS are available for the United States, individual
states, and other larger geographic areas. Labor force data
from this survey are used to profile the labor market and to

make employment projections. The March CPS Supplement,
called the Annual Demographic Survey, is used to generate
the annual Population Profile of the United States. Among
other household and demographic characteristics, the
March Supplement provides data on geographical mobility,
educational attainment, money income, and poverty status.
Web site: http://www.bls.census.gov/cps/ads/shisconc.htm

District of Columbia Real Property Assessment File.
The District of Columbia’s Office of Tax and Revenue collects
information about land parcels for the purpose of levying
taxes. The file contains information about every property in
the city, including parcel identification information, property
sales and transfers, amount of sale, date of sale, and deed
type. It also includes property characteristics, such as the
number of rooms, square footage, and year built. The
District of Columbia Web site provides online access to real
property assessment information for individual parcels.
Web site:
http://cfo.dc.gov/services/tax/property/database.shtm

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA). HMDA
requires certain mortgage lending institutions to disclose
data about loan applications and approvals. Institutions
required to file HMDA data include commercial banks, sav-
ings and loans, credit unions, and mortgage companies that
meet specific criteria. Data collected under HMDA are used
to help determine whether lending institutions are meeting
the housing credit needs of their communities, to help pub-
lic officials target community development investment, and
to help regulators enforce fair lending laws. The data include
individual loan application records, including census tract of
property, loan amounts, reasons for denial, and the charac-
teristics of the borrower and lender. 
Web site: http://www.ffiec.gov/hmda/default.htm

House Price Index (HPI). HPI is a measure designed to
capture changes in the value of single-family homes for the
nation, regions, and states. The HPI is published quarterly by
the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight using
data provided by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. The HPI is
a weighted repeat sales index, meaning that it measures
average price changes in repeat sales or refinancings on the
same properties.
Web site: http://www.ofheo.gov/house/

Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS). The
Bureau of Labor Statistics’ LAUS program produces monthly
and annual employment, unemployment, and labor force
data for regions, states, counties, metropolitan areas, and
many cities. Estimates for the states (including the District of

Appendix C. PUBLIC DATA SOURCES



Columbia) are based on the Current Population Survey, while
indicators for substate areas are based on data from several
sources—including the Current Population Survey, the
Current Employment Statistics program, and the unemploy-
ment insurance program. 
Web site: http://www.bls.gov/lau/home.htm 

Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC). The LIHTC
program gives states the equivalent of nearly $5 billion in
annual budget authority to issue tax credits for the acquisi-
tion, rehabilitation, or new construction of rental housing
targeted to lower-income households. The database, created
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, contains information on projects placed in service
between 1987 and 2000. The LIHTC database includes
project address, number of units and low-income units, year
the credit was allocated, year the project was placed in
service, whether the project was new construction or rehab,
and other sources of project financing.
Web site http://www.huduser.org/datasets/lihtc.html

Metropolitan Regional Information Systems, Inc.
(MRIS): MRIS is the nation’s largest online real estate net-
work for licensed agents, brokers, and appraisers, represent-
ing 25 county Associations of Realtors. “The Real Estate
Trend Indicator,” the standard statistical report of market
activity, is available through the MRIS Web site for all of the
counties in the Washington metropolitan area. The monthly
and annual reports include information on the number of
sales by price range and number of bedrooms. They also
report the average and median sales prices and home
financing characteristics. 
Web site: http://www.mris.com/tools/stats/

Neighborhood Change Database (NCDB). NCDB is the
main source of decennial census data used in this report.
Funded by the Rockefeller Foundation, the NCDB is a joint
project with the Urban Institute and Geolytics, Inc. to devel-
op a national set of comparable population and housing
variables from the 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000 decennial
censuses. A methodology has been developed to link the
associated data to 2000 census tract boundaries so that 
consistent comparisons can be made across census years.

In Census 2000, respondents were for the first time allowed
to select more than one racial group. To produce compa-
rable estimates of racial composition for 1990 and 2000,
this report uses “bridged” population counts by race, using
a methodology developed by Jeffrey Passel at the Urban

Institute. The race-bridging procedure takes all of the mul-
tiracial categories for Census 2000 and reapportions them
into single racial groups. For more details, see the NCDB
Data Users’ Guide at http://www.geolytics.com.

Bridging methodology is not used for household or house-
hold characteristic counts. Tabulations of householders
selecting more than one race were classified as one “multi-
racial” category—not by which specific races they selected.
Although the question change makes the 2000 single-race
categories not directly comparable to the 1990 race 
classifications, we treat the categories as equivalent for the
purposes of analyzing households in this report.
Census Web site:
http://www.census.gov/dmd/www/2khome.htm
Geolytics Web site: http://www.geolytics.com
Urban Institute Web site:
http://www.urban.org/nnip/ncua/ncdb.html

Occupational Employment Statistics (OES). The OES is a
yearly mail survey conducted by the U.S. Department of
Labor for the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The survey collects
data on wage and salary workers in nonfarm establishments
to produce employment and wage estimates for more than
700 occupations in over 400 industry classifications. Data
from self-employed persons are not collected and are not
included in the estimates. Estimates are available at the
national, state, and metropolitan-area levels. 
Web site: http://www.bls.gov/oes/home.htm
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