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HOUSING
CHAPTER 4

· Introduction

The characteristics and trends within a community are important indicators of future housing needs and policies. Douglas County's Existing Land Use Map shows the current location of housing by type (single-family detached and multi-family residences). 

The purpose of assessing Douglas County's housing stock is to:

1. Assess the current housing stock in terms of overall population demographics, special needs populations, and affordability characteristics.

2. Determine the County's future housing needs in conjunction with population projections, economic development and community goals and policies.

3. Discover and investigate any local housing problems such as substandard housing, over building, infrastructure and land use suitability.

4. Assess whether an adequate, affordable and varied supply of housing is being offered in Douglas County. 

5. Develop an implementation plan to promote the County’s vision and to provide the adequate provision of housing for all sectors of the population in the future.

Due to the desirability of the region, Douglas County faces increasing development pressures as both a bedroom community to the metropolitan area and as a potential employment center.  The Housing Element promotes a mix and balance of residential development options available to existing and future residents of the County, in the spirit of maintaining the low density character promoted by the County.

· Residential Growth in Douglas County

The beginning of European settlement, in what is now known as Douglas County, began in the 1820’s, primarily from Virginia, the Carolina’s, and the eastern portions of Georgia.  Land grants increased the rate of settlement. Rural farming was the major source of income until the development of mills in the 1840’s and the incurrence of railroads in the 1880’s.  

Because of its proximity to Atlanta, abundance of vacant land, and the of availability of affordable housing stock, Douglas County has undergone a transformation over the last decade from a totally rural county to a bedroom community within the Atlanta metropolitan area.   A full two-thirds of those who reside in Douglas County are employed elsewhere in the region.    Over the last 30 years the County has been urbanizing rapidly, with a large portion of growth over the last 10 years.  Thirty-two percent of all dwelling units were constructed over this 10-year period.    

In 1990 the County had an estimated 26,495 housing units, up from 17,746 in 1980.   By the year 2000 the United States Census identified 34,825 housing units in Douglas County, a 31.4% increase during the 10-year period.  Following current trends the County is expected to contain 92,697 housing units by the year 2025.    A predominate theme within the Douglas County Vision statement is the preservation of the County’s rural and small town character.  Therefore, large acreage estates, and single family residential currently is the predominant housing type within Douglas County; and it is expected that this trend will continue.  

· Types of Housing Units

Current Housing Stock

The predominate housing type within Douglas County, both in the 1990 census and the 2000 census was overwhelmingly single-family houses.  The single-family house category includes stick built attached and detached single-family units in addition to manufactured housing.  Stick built single-family housing predominated the housing market in both 1990 and 2000, capturing 74.8% of the market in 1990 and 76.7% in the 2000 census.    In the year 2000 single-family housing comprised 84.6% of the total housing market, inclusive of mobile homes, detached and attached single-family units.  This is a decrease from 1980, where single-family units, inclusive of mobile homes, constituted over 95% of the housing stock. Numerically, there are 26,717 single family detached and attached units as of the 2000 census versus 19,819 in the 1990 census, an increase of 6,898 units or 34.8 percent. Proportionally, however, the representation of stick built single-family attached and detached units within the total housing stock has remained fairly constant between 1990 and 2000.  The primary difference occurs in the proportion and numerical representation of manufactured homes.

Data indicates that within the third component of single-family housing, manufactured housing, both the actual numbers and percentage of manufactured housing in Douglas County is decreasing. Numerically, there were 2,756 mobile home units as of the 2000 census versus 2,933 in the 1990 census, a decrease of 177 units or 6 percent. 
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Comparison of Housing Costs 2000

Douglas County and Surrounding Counties

Douglas 

Cobb

Paulding

Owner Housing Value

25th Percentile

$84,600

$109,900

$88,800

Median

$102,700

$147,600

$106,100

75th Percentile

$141,500

$206,200

$136,000

Rental Housing Rents

25th Percentile

$499

$593

$371

Median

$620

$698

$519

75th Percentile

$726

$831

$641

Median Mobile Home

$27,400

$15,500

$49,300

NOTE:  In actual dollars for year reported.  All figures are as

reported by resident households.

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census

Multi-family housing units totaled 3,743 in 1990, or 14.1% of the market, and 5,352 in 2000 or 15.4% of the market. This clearly has been one of the fastest growing housing sectors in Douglas County during the 1990’s in numerical terms, reflecting a 43% increase in total number of multi-family units over the decade.    

Data pertaining to type of unit can be tracked for both incorporated and unincorporated portions of the County, although slight discrepancies in the numerical counts for 1990 from STF 1 and STF 3 are noted. In 1990, there were 4,796 total units in the incorporated areas of the county, inclusive of Douglasville and small portions of Austell and Villa Rica, constituting 18.1% of the total County housing stock.  Of this, almost 98% of the units were located within the city of Douglasville.  In 2000, the number of housing units within the incorporated areas totaled 8,174, comprising 23.5 % of the total housing stock in the county. 

The percentage of single-family units to the total units in the incorporated area was also significantly lower than in the remaining unincorporated county, at 67.7% of the total (inclusive of single family detached and attached units, and mobile homes) in comparison to 90% of the total units for the unincorporated county. By 2000, the proportion of single-family units to the total in the incorporated area had slightly reduced to 66.4%, partly due to the numerical drop in the number of mobile home units and a large increase in the number of multi-family units.  In comparison, the proportion of single-family units to total units in the unincorporated county in 1990 was 90.2%, remaining constant in 2000.  
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Housing Type, Age and Condition

Douglas County, Douglasville, Region and State Comparisons

1980

1990

2000

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Single-Family

14,786

83.32%

19,819

74.80%

26,717

76.72%

SF Detached

19,414

73.27%

26,017

74.71%

SF Attached

405

1.53%

700

2.01%

Multi-Family

785

4.42%

3,743

14.13%

5,352

15.37%

Mobile Home

2,175

12.26%

2,933

11.07%

2,756

7.91%

Total Units

17,746

26,495

34,825

Total Units

ARC RDC

1,052,430

1,331,264

Unincorporated Co

21,813

26,651

Built Before 1939:

Douglas County

1,223

6.89%

742

2.80%

800

2.30%

Douglasville

315

6.70%

239

3.02%

Unincorporated Co

427

1.96%

561

2.10%

Georgia

29,662

212,294

8.05%

192,972

5.88%

ARC RDC

56,329

5.35%

52,960

3.98%

Lacking Complete

Plumbing:

Douglas County

295

1.66%

112

0.42%

112

0.32%

Douglasville

11

0.23%

28

0.35%

Unincorporated Co

101

0.46%

84

0.32%

ARC RDC

4,367

0.41%

6,465

0.49%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.


Conversely, 33.5% of the housing stock in the incorporated area was multi-family in 2000, increasing slightly from 31.0% in 1990. Within the unincorporated county, 9.2% of the housing stock was comprised of multi-family units in 1990, increasing to 9.8% by 2000.  

Numerically a significant change has occurred between the incorporated and unincorporated areas in terms of multi-family units.  In 1990, there were 1,486 multi-family units in the incorporated areas and 2,004 in the unincorporated area.  By 2000, there were more multi-family units in the incorporated area than the unincorporated – at 2,733 and 2,604 respectively.  This represents a numerical increase in the incorporated area of 84%, as compared to a 29.9% increase numerically in the unincorporated area. By 2000, multifamily units in the incorporated area comprised 7.8% of the total county stock as compared to 7.5% in the unincorporated area, although over 76% of all housing units in the county are located in the unincorporated area.  This data suggests that the majority of new multi-family housing has been occurring within the city of Douglasville.  As one might suspect, as the urban area of Douglas County, the City of Douglasville provides a much greater density and variety of housing types for the county as a whole.

The most noticeable change occurred in the distribution of manufactured housing units within the incorporated and unincorporated areas.  In 1990, mobile homes constituted 10% of the housing stock within incorporated and 11% of the housing stock within unincorporated areas respectively.  By 2000, these proportions had decreased to 4.7% of the housing stock within incorporated and 8.7% of the housing stock within unincorporated areas respectively.  Statistics indicate that the majority of mobile home units are located within the unincorporated county. 

Projected housing unit trends
Future housing-type demand will depend on a number of variables from availability and economics, to the changes in demographics in Douglas County and Douglasville. The demand analysis for the county (including Douglasville) shows the demand for 92,697 units by 2025, based on a progression of the same breakdown in units by type as existed in 2000.  The forecast indicates that by 2025 the number of multi-family units in the incorporated areas will be almost double that of the unincorporated area - at approximately 10,581 multi-family units (inclusive of duplex units) within the incorporated areas, as compared to 5,517 multi-family units in the unincorporated county.

A recent trend in residential development in the County has been the master planned development, where residential uses are combined with amenities and open space.  Although an overall general per acre density applies, natural resources can be protected through clustering of units or subdivision into smaller lots to allow for preservation of natural resources, Greenspace, open space and provision of amenities such as swimming pools, nature trails, parkland or passive open space areas, playfields, ponds or lakes, golf courses and putting greens, and other such activity sites.  Development under the master plan concept is expected to continue in the future. The Zoning Code has been revised to reflect the use of the master plan concept as the predominant type of residential subdivision. 

Review of building permit activity during the period from 1995 to 2000 indicates that slightly over one-third of the development has been for multi-family housing products.  The remainder of the development, over 61%, has been single-family units, with almost 55% being single family detached.  Approximately 6.4% of the permitted development has been for single-family attached projects, which were processed as two development projects. There have been no new mobile homes approved.  Actually, the number of mobile homes in the County is decreasing, both numerically and proportionally, from over 12 percent of the total stock in 1980, to 11.1 percent of the total in 1990, decreasing to 7.9 percent in 2000. Based on past development trends and objectives of the County, it is anticipated that single family detached units will continue to be the prevalent form of residential development in the next decade in the unincorporated county area. Based on the new master planned development parameters, higher density single-family products may be targeted to mixed-use developments.
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Value for Owner-Occupied Housing Units

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Douglas County

Douglasville

Unincorporated

Housing Value

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Less than $50,000

1,924

7.8%

376

9.1%

1,548

7.6%

$50,000 to $99,999

10,490

42.7%

1,373

33.2%

9,117

44.7%

$100,000 to $174,999

8,541

34.8%

1,288

31.1%

7,253

35.5%

$175,000 - $249,999

2,139

8.7%

625

15.1%

1,514

7.4%

$250,000 +

1,461

6.0%

475

11.5%

986

4.8%

Total

24,555

100.0%

4,137

100.0%

20,418

100.0%

Source: 2000 Census

Age and condition of housing

While the County’s housing stock is relatively new and contains most modern conveniences, some older subdivisions exhibit early signs of deterioration and lack of maintenance.  Age and condition of housing are primary indicators of neighborhood decline and potential housing intervention programs.  It would be to the County’s advantage to implement a proactive inspection program coupled with some form of maintenance incentives and perhaps targeted financial assistance.   A number of housing programs at the State and Federal level could be utilized to assist in funding.   The elderly would be a positive target group to begin with and programs could be later expanded to include low and moderate-income households.   

Age

Housing age is a potential factor for determining the need for rehabilitation.  Without proper maintenance, housing units deteriorate over time.  In construction terms, 30 years generally serves as a standard for the initial life of a house. After 30 years, most housing units require some form of rehabilitation, such as roof repair or replacement, new plumbing, concrete repair, paint, wood trim repair or replacement, heating and cooling system upgrades, and in some cases interior renovation (appliances primarily in kitchen and bath).  Also, older housing units may not be built to current housing standards for fire or other safety factors

Douglas County’s residential growth has been relatively recent in nature, which is reflected in the age of its housing stock.   A total of 20,069 housing units, or 58 percent of the total stock, were built in Douglas County between 1980 and March 2000.  Within the City of Douglasville, 70 percent of the units were constructed between 1980 and March 2000.  This compares to only 50 percent for the State of Georgia. Although numerically the amount of growth experienced in the unincorporated county was greater than in the city of Douglasville, the statistics reflect a higher rate of growth in the vicinity of Douglasville over the past two decades.  

Only 800 housing units currently exist in Douglas County (or 2.3 percent) which were built before 1939, and 609 (1.7 percent) built between 1940 and 1949, bringing the total for homes over 50 years of age to 4.0 percent of the housing stock. Proportionately, a greater number of older homes (pre-1950) are found within the incorporated area of Douglasville, with 6.8% of the units over 50 years in age as compared to 3.3% for the unincorporated county area. As of 2000, the State of Georgia had 192,972 housing units, or 5.9 percent, which were built before 1939, a reduction from 213,712 units reported in 1990.  Even considering the demolition of units between 1950 and today, it is apparent that the bulk of residential development has occurred only recently (Table @@). 

Condition

Housing is considered substandard when conditions are found to be below the minimum standards defined by Section 1001 of the Uniform Housing Code.  Households living in substandard conditions are considered in being in need of housing assistance even if they are not seeking alternative housing arrangements.  

In addition to visible structural deficiency, the lack of certain infrastructure and utilities often serves as an indicator of substandard conditions. The lack of plumbing, the type of heat source used, and the presence (or absence) of complete kitchen facilities are often used as indicators of housing condition. As of 2000, less than one-half of one percent (0.3%) of housing units in Douglas County lack complete plumbing and less than one-half of one percent (0.4%) of housing units lack complete kitchen facilities (Table @@).  Similar statistics apply to those units within the city of Douglasville. The State of Georgia had 0.9 percent of units lacking complete plumbing facilities and 1.0 percent of units lacking complete kitchen facilities as of 2000.  

The incidence of persons living in structures with no plumbing facilities may be partially attributed to the fact that persons are residing in structures that are not intended as dwelling units, for example the conversion of garages, basements or sheds to a residence although they do not contain plumbing or kitchen facilities.  As well, such units may not incorporate heating mechanisms and may depend on space heaters, or have no source of heating.  There appears to be a correlation between the number of units with no plumbing facilities (112) and the number which do not utilize fuel (117). It is interesting to note that 14 percent of those units lacking complete plumbing facilities were built prior to 1960. The majority of units lacking plumbing facilities appear to have been built in the periods between 1995 and 1998, and 1970 to 1979, perhaps reflecting the conversion of garages or basements to apartments with no plumbing or cooking facilities.

Douglas County’s housing stock is relatively well maintained, yet there is a core of lower cost houses and manufactured homes that exhibit signs of moderate to significant deterioration.   While this has no official documentation and no data on these structures currently exists, a visual survey of the County is sufficient to form this conclusion.  Housing and property conditions may affect property values, internal and external perceptions, health and safety concerns. Problem areas include deteriorated siding roofing, and paved areas, lack of or insufficient landscaping, and litter and debris-filled yards.   Additional data should be collected through housing surveys, inspections, and market studies in targeted areas resulting in an adequate County-wide housing data base tied in with the eventual development of a Geographic Information System 
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2000 Household Income Estimates

Douglasville and Unincorporated County

Income Category

Douglasville

Unincorporated 

Douglas County

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

0-$14,999

1,040

14.20%

2,120

8.30%

3,160

9.60%

$15,000 - $24,999

771

10.50%

2,271

8.90%

3,042

9.30%

$25,000 - $39,999

1,403

19.20%

4,832

18.90%

6,235

19.00%

$40,000 - $59,999

1,509

20.60%

6,197

24.20%

7,706

23.40%

$60,000 +

2,599

35.50%

10,137

39.70%

12,736

38.70%

Total Units

7,322

100.00%

25,537

100.00%

32,879

100.00%

Source:  2000 Census


(GIS).   

Presently, there is no data at the parcel level and no data on structural integrity.   The problem of deteriorated housing should be met by programs, which offer incentives for compliance with developed standards and penalties for non-compliance.   These programs should make use of grant funds, as available, from the Federal Government, State Government, ARC RDC if available, and private foundations.   
· Tenure and Vacancy in Douglas County’s Housing Supply

Owner-Occupied and Renter-Occupied Housing

Owner-occupied units made up 74.8 percent of all occupied housing units in 2000, whereas renter-occupied units made up 25.2 percent of occupied units.   Owner-occupancy has slightly decreased since 1990 when figures were 77.8 percent owner-occupied and 22.2 percent renter-occupied respectively. Conversely, renter-occupancy has slightly increased since 1990. 

Following the above trend, the owner to renter ratio in the county in 2000 is 2.97, down from 3.50 in 1990 and 4.95 percent on 1980. In comparison, the owner to renter ratio in the State has been steadily increasing over the past 2 decades, yet still is well below the ratio in the county at 2.08. (Table ____). In comparison, 92.0 percent of the units in the city of Douglasville are occupied, with a vacancy rate of 8.0 percent. This differential may be attributed to a number of new units, which were completed but not yet occupied, or a higher turn-over in occupancy due to a higher proportion of rental units. As well, owner occupied units constituted 56.9 percent of the occupied housing stock, and 43.1 percent of the occupied units were renter occupied.  This trend corresponds to the higher incidence of multi-family type units in the city.

Vacancy Rates

Of the total of 34,825 housing units in Douglas County, 32,822 units or 94.2 percent are occupied units with only 2,003 units, or 5.8 percent unoccupied.  This figure is down from the 1990 figure of 9.2 percent.  (Table_____).   

The 2000 Census reports that approximately 2.3 percent of the ownership units in the county are vacant, with 8.7 percent of the rental units vacant. This closely compares to vacancy rates in the state, at 2.2 and 8.5 percent respectively. Mirroring the occupancy factors within the County, 39.1 percent of the vacant units are for rent, compared to over 50 percent in the city of Douglasville.  An additional 29.0 percent of the units are for sale only, with approximately 10.0 percent of the units rented or sold, but not yet occupied.  Of the vacant units in the county, 5.8 percent are held for vacation or seasonal use, comprising a very small percentage of the total housing stock. 

Analysis of characteristics of vacant units on a countywide basis indicates that 47.6 percent of the vacant units are detached single family units, 16.3 percent are mobile homes, 25.8 percent are multi-family with 3 or more units, and 10.3 percent are either single family attached or duplex units. When broken down into city of Douglasville and remainder of unincorporated county area, (small portions of Austell and Villa Rica are included in this data), the characteristics change.  Of the vacant units in the unincorporated area, 54.8 percent are single family detached units, 3.2 percent are attached or duplex units, 22 percent are multi-family, and 20 percent are mobile homes.  In comparison, 32.1 percent of the vacant units are single family detached, 25.7 percent are single family attached or duplex, 44.9 percent are multi-family, and only 8.3 percent are mobile homes. The characteristics of vacant properties again reflects trends in types of units being built in the incorporated and unincorporated areas of the county.

[image: image5.wmf]Table ?

Demand/Capacity Comparison

Unincorporated Douglas County

Demand  

Development 

Unmet 

Excess

% Unmet

% Excess

2025

Capacity

Demand

Capacity

Residential Growth 

33888

32419

1489

0

4%

0

(in Housing Units)

Single Family

31,693

30,130

1,563

0

5%

0%

Two-Family

247

28

219

0

89%

0%

Multi-Family

1,941

2,261

0

320

0%

14%

Source: Demographic Trends and Development Demand Analysis for Douglas County


· Cost of Housing

Existing Housing

Within the Atlanta region, surrounding counties and the state, Douglas County is a comparably affordable place to live.  Average home values and average rents are below that of the region in general. Median home values are comparable to those on a state-wide basis, but rents are higher than the statewide median, although costs in 2000 are becoming more consistent than those of 10 years ago. 
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Percentage of Homeowners Paying More than 30% of Income by Income Bracket

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

City of Douglasville

Unincorporated County

Total Douglas County

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Total with a Mortgage

3,677

17,436

21,113

Less than $10,000

79

527

606

  30% or more

57

1.55%

346

2.00%

400

4.00%

$10,000 to $19,999

281

829

1,110

  30% or more

152

4.10%

428

2.50%

580

2.70%

$20,000 to $34,999

427

2,433

2,860

  30% or more

232

6.30%

1,086

6.20%

1,318

6.20%

$35,000 to $49,999

615

3,317

3,932

  30% or more

168

4.60%

882

5.10%

1,050

5.00%

$50,000 to $74,999

874

4,900

5,774

  30% or more

97

2.60%

341

2.00%

438

2.10%

$75,000 to $99,000

689

3,030

3,719

  30% or more

31

0.80%

66

0.40%

97

0.50%

$100,000 to $149,999

496

1,933

2,429

  30% or more

6

0.20%

31

0.20%

37

0.20%

$150,000 and above

216

467

683

  30% or more

0

0%

0

0%

8

0.00%

Total Paying Over 30%

20.15%

18.40%

20.70%

Source:  US Bureau of the Census, 2000
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Occupants Per Room by Tenure

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Occupants/Room

Douglas County

Unincorporated County

Incorporated Areas

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Owner Occupied

0.50 or less

17,030

69.3%

14,062

68.9%

2,968

71.7%

0.51 to 1.00

6,917

28.2%

5,861

28.7%

1,056

25.5%

1.01 to 1.50

483

2.0%

390

1.9%

93

2.3%

1.51 to 2.00

97

0.4%

81

0.4%

16

0.4%

2.01 or more

28

0.1%

24

0.1%

4

0.1%

Total

24,555

100.0%

20,418

100.0%

4,137

100.0%

Renter Occupied

0.50 or less

4,630

56.0%

2,899

56.5%

1,731

55.2%

0.51 to 1.00

3,037

36.8%

1,817

35.4%

1,220

38.9%

1.01 to 1.50

426

5.2%

309

6.0%

117

3.7%

1.51 to 2.00

116

1.4%

86

1.7%

30

1.0%

2.01 or more

58

0.7%

18

0.4%

40

1.3%

Total

8,267

100.1%

5,129

100.0%

3,138

100.1%

Total Households

32,822

100.0%

25,547

100.0%

7,275

100.0%

Source:  2000 Census

The median purchase cost of a home in Douglas County rose from $73,400 in 1990 to $99,600 in 2000 (the 2000 Census reports $99,600 for all owner occupied housing, and a slightly higher figure of $102,700 for specified owner occupied housing units, which may not include mobile homes), representing an increase of over 35%.  Housing values in Douglas County were lower than housing values in the city of Douglasville, where the median housing price was $114,400, as well as the surrounding Paulding and Cobb counties at $103,600 and $142,790 respectively.  

In comparison to the regional 10 county ARC ADC median figure of $144,000, Douglas County housing costs are significantly lower representing an affordable place to live in the metropolitan Atlanta Area.   (Table _____).   This disparity can be explained by examining specified housing units by value classification. 

Over 16 percent of the Douglas County (inclusive of the city of Douglasville) housing stock is valued below $79,999 and a little over half (50.6 percent) of its housing cost below $100,000. The city of Douglasville had the highest number of units valued under $79,999, equivalent to 22.3 percent of its housing stock.  The high representation of homes valued at $79,999 or less possibly reflects the 2,756 mobile homes in the county, to which the Census assigns a median value of $27,400, and the high percentage of such housing within the City of Douglasville. 

Comparatively, Cobb County had only 8.1 percent [image: image8.wmf]Table ?

Percentage of Renters Paying More than 30% of Income by Income Bracket

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

City of Douglasville

Unincorporated County

Total Douglas County

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Total Paying Rent

3,132

5,013

8,145

Less than $10,000

458

415

873

  30% or more

345

11.00%

235

4.70%

580

7.10%

$10,000 to $19,999

550

710

1,260

  30% or more

452

14.40%

623

12.40%

1077

13.20%

$20,000 to $34,999

769

1,292

2,061

  30% or more

440

14.00%

699

13.90%

1,139

14.00%

$35,000 to $49,999

586

1,136

1,722

  30% or more

37

1.20%

142

2.80%

179

2.20%

$50,000 to $74,999

511

898

1,409

  30% or more

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

$75,000 to $99,000

136

436

572

  30% or more

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

$100,000 to $149,999

122

126

248

  30% or more

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

$150,000 and above

216

0

0

  30% or more

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

Total Paying Over 30%

40.60%

33.80%

36.50%

Source:  US Bureau of the Census, 2000

of its housing stock valued below $79,999, and only 21.4 percent below $100,000, whereas Paulding County had over 19 percent of its housing stock valued under $79,999 and 46.9 percent below $100,000. 

The city of Douglasville had the highest number of units valued under $79,999, equivalent to 22.3 percent of its housing stock . At the high range, only 32.4 percent of Douglas County’s housing stock was valued over $125,000 and only 10 percent over $200,000.  Douglas County is comparable to Paulding County where 31.1 percent of the housing stock was valued over $125,000. In contrast, Cobb County had over 63.6 percent of its housing stock valued over $125,000 and 25.7 percent over $200,000.  As well, the city of Douglasville had 44.3 percent of its housing stock valued over $125,000 and 19.2 percent valued over $200,000, reflecting the new residential subdivisions targeted toward move-up and executive level housing within the city.

New Housing

Analysis of new home prices in the county and Douglasville reflect a number of new home communities at various price ranges. Data reported through the Multiple Listing Service tracking price listings of new homes, and listing price compared to sales price for existing homes for 2003 and the first quarter of 2004 provides a picture of the current housing market. General findings are as follows:

· As of 1/1/04, the average listing price of a sample of 2,920 new homes was  $184,108.  

· Out of 1,308 resales, the average list price was $166,014, with the average sales price slightly lower at $164,765.

· A snapshot of homes sold in March 2004 yields the following information: 21 homes out of a sample of 113 properties (18.6%) sold for less than $100,000; 50 (44.2%) homes sold for $100,100 to $149,999; 21 homes sold for $150,000 to $224,999 (18.6%); and the remaining 18.6% sold for over $225,000.  The majority of the homes listing over $250,000 were located in one of three master planned developments and/or golf course subdivisions. Only one home sold for over $400,000.

· Price per acre of raw land and farmland ranged from $11,000 per acre to $35,000 per acre.
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Trends in Housing Type

1990 - 2000

Units

%

Units

%

Douglas County - Total

Single-Family

SF Detached

19,414

    

 

73.3%

26,017

    

 

74.7%

1.43%

SF Attached

405

         

 

1.5%

700

         

 

2.0%

0.48%

Manufactured Home

2,933

      

 

11.1%

2,756

      

 

7.9%

-3.16%

Total Single Family

22,752

    

 

85.9%

29,473

    

 

84.6%

-1.24%

Multi-Family (over 9 units)

1,368

      

 

5.2%

2,205

      

 

6.3%

1.17%

Duplex

588

         

 

2.2%

833

         

 

2.4%

0.17%

3 to 9 units/building

1,678

      

 

6.3%

2,310

      

 

6.6%

0.30%

Other*

109

         

 

0.4%

4

            

 

0.0%

-0.40%

Total--All Units

26,495

    

 

100.0%

34,825

    

 

100.0%

Douglas County - Unincorporated

Single-Family

SF Detached

16,841

    

 

77.6%

21,379

    

 

80.2%

2.60%

SF Attached

241

         

 

1.1%

342

         

 

1.3%

0.20%

Manufactured Home

2,484

      

 

11.4%

2,322

      

 

8.7%

-2.70%

Total Single Family

19,566

    

 

90.1%

24,043

    

 

90.2%

0.10%

Multi-Family (over 9 units)

1,145

      

 

5.3%

1,340

      

 

5.0%

-0.30%

Duplex

354

         

 

1.6%

381

         

 

1.4%

-0.20%

3 to 9 units/building

505

         

 

2.3%

883

         

 

3.3%

1.00%

Total Multi-Family

2,004

      

 

9.3%

2,604

      

 

9.8%

0.50%

Other*

129

         

 

0.6%

4

            

 

0.0%

-0.58%

Total--All Units

21,699

    

 

100.0%

26,651

    

 

100.0%

Source: 2000 Census, STF1 Database

2000

1990

Percent 

Change

Out of a sample of 141 new homes available as of 4/2004 from an internet listing service: 36.2 percent were selling for between $117,900 and $199,999; 46.8 percent were selling for between $200,000 and $299,999; 7.1 percent were selling for between $300,000 and $400,000; and 9.9 percent were selling for over $400,000.  A survey of 7 new residential subdivisions indicated that five of the subdivisions offered start up homes for $200,000 and below, one offered mid-priced move-up homes from $200,000 to $400,000 and one offered executive homes between $300,000 to $500,000.  The data indicates that although the market is changing in the Douglas County area to include move-up and executive housing, it remains comprised of predominantly entry level and moderate priced single-family subdivisions.  

Rental Costs

A summary of rent structures in the County, derived from Census information and internet real estate listings reflects the following information. The median contract rent in the County, including the city of Douglasville is $620 per month, as compared to $549 in 1990 and $189 in 1980.  Within the unincorporated area, only 3.3 percent of the total rental units were available for rents below $350 per month, as compared to 11.5 percent in the city of Douglasville.  A larger proportion, 21.2 percent, were available for rents between $350 and $600 per month. Proportionately, the city of Douglasville offered more rental units in the lower rental range than the unincorporated County. The largest proportion of units (64.0%) fell within the $600 to $999 per month range, with only 11.5 percent renting for over $1,000 per month.

Among specified vacant units, the median rent asked was slightly higher, at $668 in the County and $675 in the city of Douglasville. 

· Approximately 14.4 percent of the total vacant rental units asked rents below $400 per month.  Of these units, over 42 percent were located in the city of Douglasville. 

· Almost 45 percent of the vacant units were asking rents below $600 per month, of which 39 percent were located in the city. 

· Over half of the available vacant rental units (51.6 percent) rented for between $600 and $1,000 per month, of which 39 percent were located in Douglasville.  
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Housing Occupancy Characteristics

Douglas County, Region and State Comparisons

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Owner Occupied Units

14,067

83.19%

18,880

77.77%

24,555

74.81%

Renter Occupied Units

2843

16.81%

5,397

22.23%

8,267

25.19%

Total Occupied Units

16,910

100.00%

24,277

100.00%

32,822

100.00%

Total Occupied Units

Georgia

1,215,206

1,536,759

2,029,293

ARC RDC

408,918

577,226

810,955

Douglasville

n/a

4,162

7,275

Unincorporated County

n/a

20,029

25,416

Vacancy Rate

Douglasville

520

11.10%

635

8.00%

Unincorporated County

1,670

7.70%

1,236

4.60%

Douglas County Total

2,218

8.40%

2,003

5.60%

Owner Vacancy Rate*

Douglas County

n/a

n/a

2.31%

Georgia

n/a

2.36%

2.24%

ARC RDC

n/a

n/a

1.96%

Renter Vacancy Rate*

Douglas County

n/a

n/a

8.66%

Georgia

n/a

12.36%

8.46%

ARC RDC

n/a

n/a

7.14%

Owner to Renter Ratio

Douglas County

4.95

3.50

2.97

Georgia

1.86

1.85

2.08

ARC RDC

1.53

1.57

1.80

*

Vacancy rate data for 1980 is not consistent with 1990 due to changes in Census methodology.

NOTE: Figures for 1980 show Year-Round units only, while 1990 and 2000 show All Units.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

2000

1980

1990

Only 3.5 percent of the vacant units rented for more than $1,000 per month. 

Of the rental units available in the unincorporated county: 3 percent were studios; 20.9 percent 1 bedroom; 36.7 percent two-bedroom; and 39.4 percent 3 bedroom.  Over one-half of the studios rented for less than $750 per month, with 49 percent at rents over $750 per month; 79 percent of the one-bedrooms rented for between $500 to $1,000 per month; 76.4 percent of the two-bedrooms rented for between $500 to $1,000 per month; and 58.3 percent of the three bedrooms rented for $500 to $1,000 per month. 

The majority of units renting at the lower end of the price range for all size units (less than $300 per month) were located in the city of Douglasville. Single-family units comprised 43 percent of the rental units, which may relate to the high proportion of 3 bedroom rental units in the unincorporated county.

In early 2004, there were approximately 1,500 lease opportunities available on a monthly basis. A sample of 10 rental units available through real estate agency internet listings were all single family units, primarily detached with one duplex unit, with generally higher asking rents than reflected by the Census, ranging from $600 to $1,295 per month.  The average rent asked was $993 per month. There were no units asking rents below $600 per month.  Out of a sample of 10 units listed, six were asking rents between $600 and 1,000 per month.  The remaining units, all three-bedroom and built within the past 5 years, were listed at over $1,000 per month.

With 100% financing available, and the low interest rates of the early 2000’s, home ownership is becoming a more attainable goal, particularly in the first time homebuyers housing market.  Although statistics for 2004 are not available, it is possible that the rental vacancy rate may be increasing as it becomes more feasible for households that traditionally would be limited to rental housing are able to purchase entry level units. As well, the favorable interest rates and 0% financing options are allowing a greater number of households to enter the move-up and executive housing market, particularly in Douglas County where home prices are still reasonable in comparison to other counties in the region.

· Housing and Community Characteristics

This section of the housing chapter addresses the relationship between characteristics of the population and the existing housing stock, and the county’s expectations and future goals. The following analysis of current county household and housing conditions presents housing needs and concerns relative to various segments of the population.  Several factors will influence the degree of demand, or “need” for new housing in the county in coming years: 

· housing needs resulting from population growth; 

· housing needs resulting from the overcrowding of units; 

· housing needs that result from the overpayment of housing costs; and 

· housing needs of special needs groups such as elderly, large families, female headed households, the homeless and the disabled. 

These aspects of the community, when compared with existing housing stock, are good measures of how well current housing stock is meeting the residents’ needs.

Households Reporting Problems

The State Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has compiled information on households reporting some kind of housing problem.  These include persons with AIDS, persons having sustained family violence, the elderly, persons with a disability, and persons encountering substance abuse.

The characteristics of persons with housing problems are further evaluated by size of household, tenure, income, household type, age and race.  7,284 persons, or 7.9% of the total County population reported a housing problem.  

· Ownership Information

· 66 per cent were owners and 44 percent were renters.

· There were 594 owner households (1.8% of total households) and 368 renter households (1.1% of total households) reporting multiple problems. 

· Household Size and Composition

· The majority of owners with problems (73 percent) lived in 2, 3 and 4 person households;

· The majority of renters with problems (57.7 percent) lived in 1 and 2 person households, potentially reflecting a relationship to age;  

· The average household size for owners with problems was 2.8 persons per household; the average household size for renters with problems was slightly smaller at 2.5 persons per household;  

· Married couple households comprised 63.2 percent of owner households;

· Female headed households constituting 17.1 percent of owner households;

· Householders living alone comprising 13.2 percent of owners of households;

· householders living alone constituting the largest group at 32.3 percent of renters;

· Married couple households comprised only 28.8 percent of renter households; and

· Female headed households constituting 24.5 percent of renter households.

· Income

· [image: image11.wmf]Table ?

Comparison of Property Values and Rent

Region and State Comparisons

ARC RDC

State

ARC RDC

State

ARC RDC

State

Median Property Value

New Units

80.50%

166.23%

79.52%

102.95%

68.90%

99.00%

Existing Units

68.90%

99.00%

Median Monthly Rent

97.25%

162.09%

105.45%

129.36%

93.80%

122.77%

Category

County as % of

County as % of

2000

1980

1990

County as % of

Almost 62 percent of the owners with problems reported an income between $25,000 and $50,000 per year, which is equivalent to an income between 50% and 100% of the county median income;

· 28.5 percent of the renters with problems reported an income between $25,000 and $50,000 per year;

· The majority of renters with housing problems (71.5%) earned less than $25,000 per year, which corresponds to the very low-income group per HUD income limits classifications. 

· 9.5 percent of the persons reporting a housing problem relied on social security as their primary source of income, again indicating a relationship of housing problems to age. 

· The relationship between income and overpayment (cost burden) is further discussed in a subsequent section.  

Overall, persons with housing problems were overwhelmingly white, and non-hispanic in origin, at 75 percent of persons with problems, correlating closely with the racial distribution within the county, indicating that housing problems in Douglas County are not particularly attributed to a changing ethnic population.  Among persons over the age of 16 reporting housing problems, over 80 percent in each tenure category was employed.  

Over 91 percent of owners reporting a housing problem lived in single-family detached units, with 7 percent in mobile homes.  In comparison, less than 32 percent of renters experiencing housing problems resided in a single family detached unit, with over 56 percent living in multi-family housing and 7.8 percent in mobile homes. This is further expanded in subsequent analyses of overpayment by tenure and income by incorporated city of Douglasville and unincorporated county.

Income Characteristics

The median household income in Douglas County, according to the 2000 Census, increased from $37,414 in 1990 to $50,108.  The County income was higher than the median income in the city of Douglasville, which increased from $30,275 in 1990 to $45,289 in 2000.   
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Households Reporting Problems

Douglas County

89

757

8,688

9.43%

21.39%

5,722

6.21%

*****Disability, % Age 16+ with any disability, 1990.  Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia 

Statistics System web site:  http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

******Marsteller, F.A.  (2001, November 3).  2001 Estimates of the Georgia Adult and Juvenile Populations Needing 

Substance Abuse Treatment. 

Census Estimate, July 1994.  Retrieved August 19, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia Statistics System web site:  

http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

***Total, # Age 62+, 2000.  Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia Statistics System web site:  

http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

****Total, % Age 62+, 2000.  Retrieved August 19, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia Statistics System web site:  
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**Georgia Bureau of Investigation.  (2000).  Family Violence Statistics, 2000.  Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the Georgia 

*Aids Cases Reported by Year of Diagnosis (3 = <5), 1981-2000.  Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the University of Georgia, 

Georgia Statistics System web site:  http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

AIDS Cases 

1981-2000*

Total, # Age 

62+, 2000***

Family 

Violence, # of 

Police Actions 

Taken, 2000**

Adult Substance 

Abuse 

Treatment 

Need, 2001******

Adult Substance 

Abuse Treatment 

Need, % of Total 

Population, 2001

Disability 

(Any) % Age 

16+, 

1990*****

Total, % Age 

62+, 2000****

The HUD median family income for the Atlanta Metropolitan Statistical Area in 2004 was $69,000.  HUD utilizes four income categories for housing affordability analysis: Very Low income (50% of the median income); Low income (51% to 80% of the median income); Moderate income (81% to 120% of the median income); and Above Moderate income (above 120% of the median). The higher $69,000 median figure is consistent with definitions of low and moderate income households used in various Federal and State housing programs, e.g. Housing Choice Vouchers (formerly Section 8), and use of HOME or other Federal funding programs based on income.  However, for purposes of analyzing affordability of the housing market within Douglas County itself, the lower median income is used, and the definitions of affordability applied, which would reflect more realistic economic conditions than utilizing the higher median. Under 

the scenario that the higher median is used, as for application for Federal funding, the income limits would subsequently increase as follows:  Very Low income (50% of the median income) to $34,500; Low income (51% to 80% of the median income) to $55,200; Moderate income (81% to 120% of the median income) to $82,800; and Above Moderate income (above 120% of the median) to incomes above $82,800.  Although use of these income limits based on the Atlanta MSA as established by HUD as threshold income limits would theoretically allow households to afford a rental unit with a higher rent, or purchase a home with a higher cost as compared to the use of income limits based on the County’s median income, it does not accurately reflect the conditions in the County.

Although the Census classifications for income are not the same as the household income categories used by HUD and DCA in housing affordability analyses and award of grants and other forms of assistance, general comparisons can be made.  Subsequently, application of the HUD definitions to the 2000 Census data estimates for the County result in the following income classifications: Very Low income households range from less than $25,055; Low income households range from $25,056 to $40,086; Moderate income households range from $40,089 to $60,130; and Above Moderate income households exceed $60,131. As shown in Table @@, approximately 38 percent of the households in the County are lower income, with 18.9 percent classified as very low income and 19 percent as Low income households. Above Moderate income households constitute almost 39 percent of the County total, with the remaining 23.4 percent as Moderate income households.  These data indicate that there is a need for housing affordable to the Very Low and Low income households, as well as a strong market for housing that serves the needs of Moderate and Above Moderate income households.

The national average poverty threshold for a family of four persons was $17,960 in 2001 (census).  The 2000 census reports that 5.7 percent of households in the County were living below the poverty level, with 2.1 percent of the households residing in the city of Douglasville, and the remaining 3.6 percent on the unincorporated county. Proportionally, the incidence of poverty in the city of Douglasville is greater than in the unincorporated areas, at 10.1 percent of the city population in poverty as compared to 4.5 percent of the unincorporated county in poverty. Almost 45 percent of households in poverty were female headed households with children, followed by married couples at 36.8 percent of households in poverty, of which almost one-half had children.  The remaining 18.2 percent were male headed households, of which 73 percent had children.  Even though the cost of housing in Douglas County is generally lower than in surrounding counties in the Atlanta region, lower income households may require housing with rents or payments lower than payments associated with market rate housing. Often, payment assistance is needed from local, state or federal government agencies to assist these households in getting adequate housing.  Available programs should be used by the County to increase opportunities for affordable housing for special needs groups.  This indicates a particular need for affordable housing for female headed households with children, and family units for households with incomes below the poverty level.

Housing Cost Burden 
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Rooms In Housing Unit 2000

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Size

Douglas County

Unincorporated County

Incorporated Areas

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Owner Occupied

1-Room

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

2-Rooms

102

0.3%

78

0.3%

24

0.3%

3-Rooms

719

2.2%

581

2.3%

138

1.9%

4-Rooms

1,107

3.4%

877

3.4%

230

3.2%

5-Rooms

4,976

15.2%

4226

16.5%

750

10.3%

6-Rooms

7,390

22.5%

6476

25.3%

914

12.6%

7-Rooms

4,639

14.1%

3958

15.5%

681

9.4%

8-Rooms

2,905

8.9%

2351

9.2%

554

7.6%

9+ Rooms

2,717

8.3%

1871

7.3%

846

11.6%

Total Owner

24,555

74.9%

20418

79.9%

4137

56.9%

Renter Occupied

1-Room

212

0.6%

119

0.5%

93

1.3%

2-Rooms

640

1.9%

461

1.8%

179

2.5%

3-Rooms

1,345

4.1%

691

2.7%

654

8.9%

4-Rooms

2,275

6.9%

1251

4.9%

1024

14.1%

5-Rooms

1,802

5.5%

1144

4.5%

658

9.0%

6-Rooms

1,294

3.9%

888

3.5%

406

5.6%

7-Rooms

357

1.1%

306

1.2%

51

0.7%

8-Rooms

222

0.7%

165

0.6%

57

0.8%

9+ Rooms

120

0.4%

104

0.4%

16

0.2%

Total Renter

8,267

25.1%

5129

20.1%

3138

43.1%

Total

32,822

100.0%

25548

100.0%

7275

100.0%

Source:  2000 Census

Overpayment refers to renters and owners who must pay more than 30 percent of their gross income for shelter.  A high cost of housing eventually causes fixed income, elderly, and lower income families to use a disproportionate share of their income for housing.  This may cause a series of related financial problems which may result in deterioration of housing stock, because costs associated with maintenance must be sacrificed for more immediate expenses (e.g. food, medical care, clothing, and utilities), or inappropriate housing types or sizes to suit the needs of the households. 

Table ___ compiles the number of households within the county whose housing costs are considered a burden.  Using income guidelines as provided by the Department of Community Affairs, households paying between 30% and 49% of their income are considered “cost-burdened” and households paying over 50% are “severely cost-burdened.”  Approximately 23 percent of the households are considered cost burdened within the total county and 8.4 percent of the county is considered severely cost burdened. While this includes approximately 6,903 households, of which 56.9 percent are homeowners and 43 percent are renters, it is still relatively low. By comparison, in the Atlanta MSA ___% of households were spending over 30% of their income on housing compared with 23.0% in Douglas County. From the 2000 Census, cost burden can be broken down further into the incorporated city of Douglasville and the remaining unincorporated county (inclusive of small portions of the cities of Villa Rica and Austell). Of the 6,903 total households reporting a cost burden, 2,197 (7.5 percent of the total county households) are located within the city of Douglasville, with 4,706 (16.1 percent of the total county 
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Property Values and Rent

Douglas County, Region and State 

1980

1990

2000

Category

Douglas

Region

State

Douglas

Region

State

Douglas

ARC RDC

State

Median Property Value

$38,400

$47,700

$23,100

$73,400

$92,300

$71,300

$99,600

$144,504

$100,600

Median Monthly Rent

$248

$255

$153

$445

$422

$344

$620

$661

$505

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.


households) residing in the remainder of the county. Within the city of Douglasville, 32.3 percent of the households reported a cost burden of 30% or more, with 46.3 percent of the renters reporting a cost burden, as compared to 20.3 percent of the owners. In the remainder of the County, 18.2 percent of the owners experienced a cost burden, as compared to 30.4 percent of the renters. In numerical terms, however, the number of owners experiencing a cost burden exceeds the number of renters in both jurisdictions. Approximately 44.9 percent of the cost burdened renters had incomes under $20,000 (less than 50% of the median county income), and 45.9 percent of the renters had incomes of less than $35,000 (between 50% and 80% of the county median).  Comparatively, 24.3 percent of the cost burdened owners had incomes under $20,000 (less than 50% of the median county income), 34.0 percent of the owners had incomes of less than $35,000 (between 50% and 80% of the county median), and 27.7 percent had incomes between $35,000 and $50,000 (between 80% and 100% of county median).

In the unincorporated county, 18.2 percent of the owners experienced a cost burden, as compared to 30.4 percent of the renters. In numerical terms, however, the number of owners experiencing a cost burden exceeds the number of renters in both jurisdictions. Approximately 44.9 percent of the cost burdened renters had incomes under $20,000 (less than 50% of the median county income), and 45.9 percent of the renters had incomes of less than $35,000 (between 50% and 80% of the county median).  Comparatively, 24.3 percent of the cost burdened owners had incomes under $20,000 (less than 50% of the median county income), 34.0 percent of the owners had incomes of less than $35,000 (between 50% and 80% of the county median), and 27.7 percent had incomes between $35,000 and $50,000 (between 80% and 100% of county median).

A distinction between owner and renter housing overpayment is important because, while homeowners may overextend themselves financially to afford a home purchase, the owner maintains the option of selling the home and may realize tax benefits or appreciation in value. In addition, some owner households choose to allocate a higher percentage of their disposable monthly income on housing costs because this allocation is justified in light of the financial benefits of ownership. Renters on the other hand, are limited to the rental market, and are generally required to pay the rent established by the market.  The discrepancy between owner and renter households is largely reflective of the tendency for year round renter households to have lower incomes than owner households. While efforts to reduce the cost burden of housing should be considered, particularly lower income rental households, this is not among the county’s most pressing problems, as this segment of the population represents only 3 percent of the total households in the unincorporated county area.  
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Special Needs Populations

Douglas County 

Age Group

Tallied

Sensory

Physical

Mental

Self-Care

Go-Outside

Employment

Douglas County

5 to 15 

1,403

211

184

869

139

0

0

16 to  64

20,141

1,671

4,256

2,262

1,093

3,864

6,995

65 and older

7,104

1,127

2,573

875

751

1,688

0

Total

28,648

3,009

7,013

4,006

1,983

5,552

6,995

Douglasville

5 to 15 

318

56

49

177

36

0

0

16 to  64

4,464

373

954

535

286

859

1,457

65 and older

1,345

237

570

151

128

259

0

Total

6,127

666

1,573

863

450

1,118

1,457

Unincorporated County

5 to 15 

1,085

155

135

692

103

0

0

16 to  64

15,677

1,298

3,302

1,727

807

3,005

5,538

65 and older

5,759

890

2,003

724

623

1,429

0

Total

22,521

2,343

5,440

3,143

1,533

4,434

5,538

Source: 2000 Census


Table @@ identifies the affordable rents and purchase price by income category for a family of four based on 30 percent of income expended.  In the case of rent, the 30 percent does not include allowance for utilities which may impose additional costs to the renter between $50 and $100 per month, depending on what utilities the renter is responsible for paying, and make rental of a unit which otherwise might be affordable to become a condition of overpayment.

Affordability of Home Ownership

A summary of home prices in the County, derived from the Census, a sample of real estate sales during the period of January 2003 through March 2004, and internet marketing websites reflects the following information, as previously presented in detail:

· According to the Census, a variety of housing types at a range pf prices are offered in the unincorporated county, from homes with values less than $10,000 to over $1,000,000 or more.  

· According to the Census, slightly over 50 percent of the units were valued at $100,000 or less, with 23.3 percent valued at less than $80,000.  This indicates that there appears to be adequate stock of homes to accommodate the 18.9 percent of the county households with incomes less than 50% of the County median, which can afford a monthly payment not exceeding $626.

· An additional 29 percent of the existing units in the County were valued between $100,000 and $150,000.  It appears as if adequate stock is available to house the 19 percent of the total County households which are considered lower income (at 50% to 80% of County median income), and can theoretically afford a payment which does not exceed $1,002 per month.

· The census reports only 6.0 percent of the housing units with values over $250,000, although over 38 percent of the households could theoretically afford to purchase a home at that price point.  Although in the past four years a large number of new move-up and executive level housing has been constructed which is not reflected in the Census counts, it is clear that there is a need for more expensive housing catering to households with incomes over 120% of the County median.

· Only 8.9 percent of the units had a mortgage and/or monthly cost that was less than $600 per month, which is comparable to the $626 monthly amount a household with an income of 50% of the County median can afford based on expenditure of 30% of monthly income. Of those units without a mortgage (units which may have their mortgages already paid off or other circumstances), 97 percent of the units had a monthly cost of less than $600.

· However, over 53 percent of the housing stock with a mortgage was reported to have a monthly payment of less than $1,000, which is the amount affordable to lower income households with incomes between 50% and 80% of the County median.

Affordability of Rental Units

A summary of rent structures in the County, derived from Census information and April 2004 real estate company internet listing surveys, as previously discussed, reflects the following information for renters:

· Within the unincorporated area, only 3.3 percent of the total rental units were available for rents below $350 per month, which is affordable to households with extremely very low incomes (earning 25% of the county median), which comprise over 8 percent of the rental households, indicating a shortfall in the number of units with rents affordable to the lowest income households in the unincorporated county.

· A larger proportion, 21.2 percent, rented between $350 and $600 per month, which is affordable to households at the upper ranges of the very low income category (50% of the County median income), which constitutes over 14 percent of the households in the unincorporated county. 

· The largest proportion of units (64.0%) fell within the $600 to $999 per month range, which is affordable to households within the low-income range (50-80% of County median income) which constitute almost 26 percent of the households. 

· Only 11.5 percent rented for over $1,000 per month, which is generally affordable to households earning over 80% of the median income.

· A sample of 10 rental units available through real estate agency internet listings were all single family units, primarily detached with one duplex unit, with generally higher asking rents than reflected by the Census, ranging from $600 to $1,295 per month.  The average rent asked was $993 per month. There were no units asking rents below $600 per month.  Out of a sample of 10 units listed, six were asking rents between $600 and 1,000 per month.  The remaining units, all three-bedroom and built within the past 5 years, were listed at over $1,000 per month.  This indicates that there are generally two bedroom single family rental units available to households earning between 50 and 80% of the County median income, and three-bedroom units available at rents affordable to households with incomes over 80% of the County median.

· The above analysis of current market conditions suggests that while there may be an adequate  number of rental units available for lower income households, there may not be an adequate number providing the size needed by the lower income households.

Overcrowding

In response to higher housing prices, lower income households must often be satisfied with smaller, less adequate housing for available money.  This may result in overcrowding.  Overcrowding places a strain on physical facilities, does not provide a satisfying environment, and eventually may cause conditions which contribute both to deterioration of the housing stock and neighborhoods in general.

The Bureau of Census defines overcrowded housing units as “those in excess of one person per room average”.  Overcrowding is often reflective of one of three conditions: 1) either a family or household is living in too small a dwelling; 2) a family is required to house extended family members (i.e. grandparents or grown children and their families living with parents, termed doubling); 3) a family is renting inadequate living space to non-family members, also representing doubling. 

The number of rooms available in a residence, and the proportion of larger or smaller units in a jurisdiction influences the incidence of overcrowding. Since 1990, housing units have been getting larger on a countywide basis.  The proportion of large units (7, 8, and 9 rooms) has increased from 25 percent to almost 33 percent of the total housing stock. Conversely, the proportion of smaller units has decreased since 1990 from 22.4 percent to 20.4 percent, as well as the proportion of average sized homes with 5 and 6 rooms, from 52 percent in 1 0 to47 percent in 2000.  This same trend applies to both the city of Douglasville and the unincorporated county.
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Average Household Size

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Size

Douglas 

Unincorporated 

Incorporated Areas

County

County

Owner Occupied

1-Person

3,566

2,867

699

2-Person

8,369

7,027

1,342

3-Person

5,128

4,282

846

4-person

4,584

3,858

727

5-Person

1,947

1,607

340

6-Person

621

515

106

7+ Person

340

263

77

TOTAL

24,555

20,419

4,137

Renter Occupied

1-Person

2,474

1,497

977

2-Person

2,309

1,395

914

3-Person

1,512

880

632

4-person

1,109

788

321

5-Person

531

339

192

6-Person

222

157

65

7+ Person

110

73

37

8,267

5,129

3,138

Total

32,822

25,548

7,275

Source:  2000 Census


Table @@ shows the number of rooms per unit, by tenure. Generally, owner-occupied housing tends to be larger.  Over 50 percent of the units in the unincorporated county are owner-occupied with 5, 6 and 7 rooms, which would generally correspond to 2, 3 and some 4 bedroom units. These size units constitute over 70 percent of the owner-occupied housing stock, with 6 room units comprising the largest proportion.  Among renter-occupied housing, the majority of units, 68.9 percent of the rental stock, are comprised of 4, 5 and 6 room units, with 5 room units as the largest proportion.  The number of small rental units (1, 2, 3 and 4 rooms) exceeds the number of small owner-occupied units of the same size, at 9.9 percent of the total stock for renters as compared to 6 percent for owner-occupied units.

Information provided by the Georgia Department of Community Affairs relating to persons or households reporting housing problems indicates that 319 owner households and 397 renter households experienced overcrowding conditions.  Data from the Census differs slightly.  According to the Census, approximately 3.5 percent of all households (903) in the unincorporated county area reported overcrowded housing conditions, of which 54.8 percent were owner occupied units and 45.2 percent were renter occupied units. Proportionately, renters experienced [image: image17.wmf]Table ?

Residential Zoning Categories

Douglas County 

Classification

Density

Lot Size

Outside Watershed Protection Areas

AG Rural Residential

0.9830

435,600

R-1 Residential Agricultural

Not Sewered

0.4604

87,120

Sewered

0.8531

43,560

Not Sewered

1.6266

21,780

Sewered

2.2926

15,000

R-3 Two Family Residential

3.4848

10,000

R-4 Single Family Townhouse

8.0000

2,400

R-5 Condominium Residential

8.0000

5,445

R-6 Multi-Family Residential

8.0000

5,445

R-7 Mobile Home Residential

2.2926

15,000

R-8 Mobile Home Park

6.2229

4,500

R-9 Medium Density Single Family

3.2267

10,000

R-10 High Density Single Family

4.8400

6,000

PUD Planned Unit Development

2.2960

15,000

Inside Watershed Protection Areas

AG Rural Residential

0.0983

435,600

All Other Zones

0.3152

130,680

overcrowding at a higher rate than owners – with 8.0 percent of renters living in overcrowded units as compared to 2.4 percent of owners.  This is reflected in the fact that within the total unincorporated county area, owners experiencing overcrowding comprised 1.9 percent of the total households, while renters experiencing overcrowding comprised 1.6 percent of the total households, although proportionately renters represented only 20 percent of the total households.  Within the city of Douglasville, 4.1 percent of the households experienced overcrowded conditions, whereby overcrowding among owners represented 1.6 percent of the total households, and overcrowding among renters represented 2.6 percent of the total households.

The 2000 Census reports the average household size of owner-occupied units at 2.87 persons, and the average size of renter-occupied units at 2.52 persons per unit. Within the unincorporated county areas, 3 and 4 person households comprised 38.3 percent of the total, with 2 person households comprising 33 percent of the total. Larger households with 5 or more persons constituted 11.5 percent of the total households, and single person households comprised 17.1 percent of the households.  Distribution in the city of Douglasville was comparable with one difference – the proportion of single person households constituted 23 percent of total households with a slightly lower representation of 3 and 4 person households at 34.7 percent of the total.
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Comparison of Age Distribution

Distribution by County, Region & State

Age Group

County

Region*

State

Region*

State

0-4

7.31%

7.37%

7.27%

99.12%

100.51%

5-14

15.75%

14.88%

14.94%

105.81%

105.37%

15-19

7.23%

6.81%

7.28%

106.09%

99.26%

20-24

6.25%

7.03%

7.23%

89.01%

86.46%

25-29

7.28%

8.83%

7.84%

82.41%

92.84%

30-34

8.34%

9.08%

8.03%

91.85%

103.78%

35-44

17.86%

17.96%

16.53%

99.45%

108.00%

45-54

14.24%

13.61%

13.19%

104.69%

107.97%

55-64

8.20%

7.16%

8.08%

114.48%

101.50%

65+

7.55%

7.27%

9.59%

103.77%

78.70%

County as % of

Source: Year 2000 U.S. Census. County figures are for all of Douglas County.

Special Needs Populations

A variety of populations within Douglas County have special housing needs. Within the county as a whole, 15,562 persons, or 18.4 percent of the population over age 5 were reported as having a disability.  By jurisdiction, 3,287 (18.3 percent of the city population over 5) reside in the city of Douglasville, and 12,275 (18.4 percent of remaining county population over age 5) persons resided in the remaining unincorporated county (inclusive of portions of Austell and Villa Rica).  Within the unincorporated county, persons between the ages of 21 and 65 represented 66.1 percent of the total population over age 5. Proportionally, 64.5 percent of all disabled persons are between age 21 and 65. Persons over 65 constituted over 21 percent of all persons reporting a disability in the unincorporated area, although persons over 65 represent 8.2 percent of the population over age 5. In other terms, 49 percent of seniors reported a disability. 

Table _____ includes an inventory of some disabilities accounted for by the Census Bureau. According to the Census, there were 28,558 disabilities reported in the county, of which 21 percent (5,997) disabilities were reported within the city of Douglasville. It should be noted that the reporting of a disability does not equate to the actual number of persons reporting disabilities.  A single person may have reported more than one kind of disability. For example, a person may report a physical disability that in turn results in a self care disability and an inability to work, resulting in being counted in three categories. Within the unincorporated county area, seniors accounted for 25.3 percent of the disabilities, persons between 16 and 65 accounted for 69.9 percent of the disabilities, and persons under 15 represented the remaining 4.8 percent.  Almost 25 percent of all disabilities reported was an employment disability.

Many of these disabilities simply require design modification to existing residences.  Other populations, such as individuals with extreme mental disabilities, or self care limitations, require long-term residential care.  Within the county, specialty housing, such as residential group homes and shelters exist to meet the needs of this group.  There are shelters for victims of domestic violence and their families, rehabilitation centers for individuals recovering from drug addiction or mental illness, and transitional housing for homeless families.    
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Commuting Patterns

County Where 

Employed

Employees

Percent of 

Total

County of 

Residence

Employees

Percent of 

Total

Carroll

1,057

2.29%

Carroll

3,438

10.61%

Clayton

1,196

2.59%

Clayton

567

1.75%

Cobb

7,450

16.13%

Cobb

4,011

12.37%

DeKalb

2,211

4.79%

DeKalb

674

2.08%

Douglas

16,924

36.65%

Douglas

16,924

52.21%

Fulton

14,253

30.87%

Fulton

1,192

3.68%

Gwinnett

747

1.62%

Haralson

562

1.73%

Paulding

596

1.29%

Paulding

2,865

8.84%

Other

1,742

3.77%

Other

2,182

6.73%

Total

46,176

Total

32,415

Employed Residents of Douglas

Persons Working in Douglas

Source: Georgia Department of Labor/2000 U.S. Census.


A less visible component of special needs populations are the homeless. Based on a 2001 study conducted by the Metro Atlanta Task Force for the Homeless, 25 calls were received for placement of 39 individuals from Douglas County in shelters. There are two homeless shelters in Douglas County: SHARE House, a 50 bed facility for female victims of domestic abuse; and the Douglas County Homeless Shelter.  The Homeless Shelter is a single structure with an 18-bed capacity for intact families and single women with children, funded through a non-profit organization and supplemented by grants through DCA.  Residents may stay for a period up to 6 months, or longer if necessary.  The nonprofit organization operating the Homeless Shelter indicates that additional shelter facilities, for a total of 40 beds, are needed in the County.  Single men are referred to the Metro Atlanta Task Force for placement in Jefferson’s Place in Atlanta, or other shelter facilities in the Atlanta metropolitan region.  The County should consider assisting the non-profit organization in working with DCA to apply for additional potential funding for expansion of available facilities with up to 22 additional beds.

In addition, Travelers Aid operates a transitional housing program providing four 2-bedroom units (each providing up to 6 beds) in Douglas County (currently within the unincorporated area but slated for a relocation to Douglasville in 2004) for households which are: currently residing in a shelter; have been evicted from their current residence; are living in extremely overcrowded conditions; or facing homelessness.  Occupants are recruited from the Homeless Shelter or SHARE house, or are referred by organizations, churches, or social services.  Other resources serving the homeless, or nearly homeless in the County are the Douglas County Continuum of Care, and the Douglas County Food Bank.

Age and Housing Needs

Residents require different accommodations throughout their lifecycle.  The needs of a single person are very different to that of a family and again to someone we would consider an “empty” nester.  According to Census data, median age in Douglas County has increased from 30.9 in 1990, to 32.5 in the year 2000. Between the years 1990 and 2000, the age groups that increased the most were the 45 to 55 year old group at a 64% increase, followed by the over 55 years old category at a 47% increase. This indicates an aging of the “baby boom” generation and presumably a portion of their children in the 5 to 13 year old age cohort. The age group of 20-34 year olds reflects persons of marriageable age, at 20.6% of the population, who are potential single-family homeowners. Currently 24% of children are of school age, with an additional 7.3% under the age of 5. The age group of 0 to 4 year olds remained almost constant. 
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Commuting Patterns

Historic and Current

Category

1990

2000

1990

2000

Worked in County of Residence

12,081

16,924

33.10%

36.92%

Worked outside County of Residence

24,412

28,916

66.90%

63.08%

Count

Percentage

Figures from U.S. Bureau of the Census.

 

There are a total of 14,517 persons over the age of 65, comprising 16% of the total population. The 35 to 54 year old age group comprises the largest percentage of the population, at 32%.. While almost half of the population may be comprised of young families with children, it appears as if the mature population with older children is steadily increasing. By the year 2025 an even greater number of residents will move into the 65 over age range, with a projected 15% of the population at age 65 and above. As the County’s age characteristics continue to diversify, special planning attention should be aimed towards community facility improvements, “live, work, play” environments, linkages and housing to meet the needs of a wide range of ages and lifestyles. 

Various housing types will be required to meet the lifestyle characteristics of the area. Master planned developments that incorporate a non-residential component and special considerations to linkages, and mixed uses within village centers will enable people of all ages to remain within the County.  Not only will diversified housing stock (such as duplex, multi-family, townhouse, etc.) be important to younger families, single persons and empty nesters as affordable housing alternatives, they will provide construction jobs and available housing for an increasing labor market. 

To meet the needs of this diversified population, the above population statistics reflect the need for an increased attention to public facilities such as schools, recreation, health facilities and a continued emphasis on youth oriented and elderly programs countywide.

Employment and Commuting Patterns
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Affordable Rent/Purchase by Annual Income

Douglas County

Classification

Annual Income

Maximum Affordable

Maximum Affordable 

Rent Payment

Purchase Price

Very Low

$0 - $25,055

$626

$105,000

Low

$25,056 - $40,086

$1,002

$172,000

Moderate

$40,087 - $60,130

$1,503

$250,000

Above Moderate

Above $60,131

$1,503+

$250,100

Median

$50,108

$1,253

$207,000

Rent Based on 30% of income

Classifications based on HUD income limits

Purchase Price based on 10% down, 5% interest and 1.2% taxes and insurance

A strong and diverse economy is important because it creates jobs, increases income and provides a more stable tax base, and thereby provides a better quality of life. Although the county continues to grow economically, it continues to remain primarily a bedroom community for the Atlanta Metro area, based on analyses of commuting patterns. For Douglas County to provide for the necessary services to meet the needs of its population, the County will have to continue to diversify its economic base. Table ____summarizes the changes in commuting patters between 1990 and 2000. The number of persons living and working within Douglas County is increasing slightly from 32.8 percent in 1990, to 36.7 percent in 2000.  Over 62 percent still commute to employment outside of the county as of 2000, down slightly from over 66 percent in 1990. In addition to over 36 percent of the commuters working within Douglas County, almost 31 percent of persons residing in Douglas County commute to Fulton County, 16.1 percent commute to Cobb County, 4.8 percent commute to DeKalb County, and 2.6 and 2.3 percent commute to Clayton and Carroll Counties respectively.  The remaining 6.7 percent commute to Paulding and Gwinnett counties, other locations in the state, or outside of the state. Out of state employment remains below 1 percent.  As seen in the Economic Development Chapter job growth within the county increased from 26,048 in 1990 to 31,818 in 2002.  

In 1980 there were 12,259 persons employed in Douglas County. By 2000 employment had doubled to 32,415. Over 52 percent of the persons employed in Douglas County reside in the county, with: 12.4 percent residing in Cobb County; 10.6 percent residing in Carroll County; 8.8 percent residing in Paulding County; 3.7 percent residing in Fulton County; 2.1 percent residing in DeKalb County; 1.7 percent residing in both Clayton and Haralson Counties; and 6.7 percent living in other counties or states. Almost 45% of the employment opportunities in 2000 are located within the incorporated city portions of the county. According to the available data for the industry mix in Douglas County, the top sector within the county was services, capturing 30.5% of the workforce; followed by retail trade at 24%. Construction and government/public administration constitute approximately 11% each. Agriculture, forestry and mining is the smallest sector at less than 2% of the total employment market.
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Rental Structure for All Rental Units

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Douglas County

Douglasville

Unincorporated

Monthly Cash Rent

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Less than $349

501

6.5%

346

11.5%

155

3.3%

$350 to $599

1,518

19.6%

512

16.9%

1,006

21.2%

$600 to $999

4,860

62.6%

1,827

60.5%

3,033

64.0%

$1,000 - $1,499

832

10.7%

336

11.1%

496

10.5%

Above $1,500

47

0.6%

0

0.0%

47

1.0%

Total

7,758

100.0%

3,021

100.0%

4,737

100.0%

Source:  2000 Census


Affordable Housing Options and Housing Programs 

It appears from statistics that housing affordability in Douglas County is on par with surrounding counties and lower than some adjacent counties and the 10 county ARC region in general. Approximately 50 percent of the existing housing is valued at less than $100,000, which theoretically provides ownership opportunities for persons with income of 50% or less than the county median, although homes valued at the lower end of the range are scarce.  The median price of a new home is significantly higher, at around $180,000 to $188,000, which indicates that the move-up and executive level housing market is expanding, although still limited. The median rent is $620, which also theoretically accommodates housing affordable to persons with incomes less than 50% of the median income.  However, a housing affordability problem does exist in the County, within both the City of Douglasville and unincorporated areas, particularly among very low income renters. A majority of households are currently paying less than 30% of their monthly income for housing related expenses. The correlation between income deficiencies and housing problems (affordability and maintenance) indicates the need to develop the means to assist a small contingent of lower income renters (6.9% of the total households in the unincorporated County), homeowners and potential homeowners with both attaining and/or improving their current housing.  Government subsidized programs will continue to be instrumental in improving the living conditions of these households. In general, it is reasonable to expect that housing needs of low income households will, in many cases, continue to be unsatisfied through market rate inventory, even though the County is extremely well stocked in lower cost housing stock, making government assisted housing programs essential.

The Douglas County Housing Authority provides 229 units of public housing with rents affordable to low income households, based on the HUD Median Family Income of $69,000 for the Atlanta MSA. (as discussed previously).  All of the public housing units are located within the City of Douglasville.  There are 110 family units, 100 units for the elderly and handicapped, and 19 new handicapped wheelchair accessible units funded through a HUD Grant. In 1998, the Douglas County Housing Authority was authorized to issue a bond for $8,360,000 for one of their public housing projects.

Douglas County works with the State Department of Community Affairs (DCA) for award of grants or funding for housing assistance through a number of DCA’s housing assistance programs.  In addition, grants for assistance to the two homeless facilities in the County, S.H.A.R.E. House and the Douglas County Shelter, has also been awarded utilizing funds from the Federal Emergency Shelter Grant and State Housing Trust Fund. The principle programs utilized over the past decade include:

· Housing Choice Vouchers: Formerly the Section 8 Rental Assistance program, Housing Choice Vouchers is a program funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  The program helps low and very low income households pay rent in the private rental housing market.  DCA determines if a person is eligible to participate in the program.  People who participate in the program normally pay 30 percent of their income as their portion of monthly rent and utilities.  DCA pays the remainder of the rent to the landlord.  There are program requirements regarding the maximum rent allowable and the quality of the rental unit.  In some special cases, rental assistance vouchers may be ties to a particular apartment complex (project based section 8) although this is not the case in Douglas County. In 2003, the Housing Choice Voucher Program assisted 345 renter households throughout Douglas County.

· OwnHOME Down Payment Loan Program: This program provides 0% interest loans to help first time home-buyers with down payment, closing costs and pre-paid items associated with owning a home.  Generally Own HOME loans are available in only conjunction with the Home Buyer Mortgage Program. Own HOME loans are made as delayed repayment second mortgage loans of $5,000.  Delayed repayment means that the loan is repaid when the home is sold, transferred or refinanced or if the home is no longer the borrower’s primary residence. Own HOME borrowers must provide a portion of their own funds, wit a contribution of one percent of the sale price of the home, for the down payment, closing costs or prepaid items. Own HOME loans are available from local lenders participating in the Home Buyer Program.  Since 1996, 203 loans have been completed to Douglas County residents.

· Home Buyer Mortgage Program:  The Home Buyer Mortgage Program provides low interest rate mortgage loans for borrowers with moderate incomes and modest assets.  Borrowers generally must be first time homebuyers.  The loans are 30 year fixed rate mortgages with interest rates that are below the market rate.  Loans are originated under FHA, VA, conventional or USDA/Rural Development Guidelines.  Homes purchased under the program cannot exceed maximum sales price limits. Application for these loans is made through a network of participating local lenders in the community.  The required down payment is a minimum of 1 percent of the sales price, and the home must be the borrower’s primary residence.

· Emergency Shelter Grant Program:  This program provides funds to non-profit organizations and local governments from the State Housing Trust Fund for the Homeless Commission and Emergency Shelter Grants Program funds allocated to the State by HUD.  Grant funds must be used to provide shelter and essential services to homeless persons. Eligible activities include emergency shelter and essential services to the homeless, transitional housing, homeless prevention programs, acquisition, construction and/or renovation of facilities that serve the homeless, and technical assistance.  General funding limits are set for each of these activities. A 25 percent ,atching share is expected for participation in the facility development program. Since 1996, $264,546 has been awarded to S.H.A.R.E. House, the Douglas County Shelter, or the Douglas County Food Bank for assistance to the homeless.

· Bond Allocation Program:  Federal law allows for tax-exempt government bonds to be issued for certain types of private activities. In Georgia, DCA is responsible for the administration of the Georgia Allocation System, through which eligible authorities receive authorization to issue bonds. Bonds used for multi-family rental housing must set aside a portion of the funds for low to moderate income households.  Rental developments financed with these bonds are also eligible for state and federal housing credits without having to compete in the annual tax application cycle.  

DCA offers a number of programs which the County has not participated in which serve as potential resources for housing redevelopment activities through the Home Again Program, CBDG and Community HOME Investment Program.  As well, DCA offers the HOME Rental Housing Loan Program and Housing Tax Credit Program to help develop affordable rental housing.  The County should consider application for such funding resources in the future, particularly for implementation of a targeted housing rehabilitation and maintenance program.

In addition to the government funded programs described above, the County will need to plan for meeting additional needs of the lower income households utilizing the remaining vacant land zoned to accommodate higher density housing types.  The integration of carefully planned and design monitored residential components into commercial mixed-use centers, which may cater, for example: to the elderly; small or large households; or quality rental complexes with a proportion of units reserved at rents affordable to lower income households, will reinforce the concepts reflected by the Future Land Use Map for focusing growth into nodes and along existing transportation corridors. While the Future Land Use Plan provides for a full range of housing types and densities, future decisions of the County regarding public improvements, zoning and development standards will determine the extent to which limited multi-family and creative housing products, as well as fostering increased numbers of move-up and executive level housing, will successfully be utilized in meeting anticipated housing needs. 

· Housing Forecasts
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Forecasted Units by Type

Unincorporated Douglas County 

Distribution

2004

2025

Increase

Single Family

88.93%

27,596

59,289

31,693

Two Family (Duplex)

1.43%

428

675

247

Multi-family

9.62%

2,901

4,842

1,941

Other

0.02%

5

11

6

Total

100.00%

30,930

64,817

33,887

Source:  Distribution based on housing units by type, 2000 Census

Since 1980, dwelling unit construction in the County has steadily grown from 14,752 units in 1980 to 34,825 units in 2000. The growth in the County in the 1990s coincides with the growth and suburbanization of the Atlanta area. It is anticipated this trend will continue into the future. Recent trends in dwelling unit construction are anticipated to continue, at least in the short term. Maintaining adequate transportation access, continued growth of employment opportunities and a diversified housing stock will be key factors in the continuation of residential growth. 

In general, the average number of persons per household for Douglas County (2.6) is used to forecast future dwelling units, with refinements and adjustments for changing population characteristics, vacancy characteristics, and the aging of the “baby boomer” population. By 2025, the number of dwelling units is expected to almost triple to 92,697 units, in close correlation to the increase in population.  This forecast can be broken down further into the city of Douglasville  with a forecast unit count of 27,880, and by unincorporated county, with a forecast of 64,817 units by 2025. This indicates a potential growth in the housing stock of 33,888 new units. The distribution of units among housing types in the unincorporated county area is provided in the following Table @@.
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Households Reporting Problems

Douglas County

89

757

8,688

9.43%

21.39%

5,722

6.21%

*****Disability, % Age 16+ with any disability, 1990.  Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia 

Statistics System web site:  http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

******Marsteller, F.A.  (2001, November 3).  2001 Estimates of the Georgia Adult and Juvenile Populations Needing 

Substance Abuse Treatment. 

Census Estimate, July 1994.  Retrieved August 19, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia Statistics System web site:  

http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

***Total, # Age 62+, 2000.  Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia Statistics System web site:  

http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

****Total, % Age 62+, 2000.  Retrieved August 19, 2002, from the University of Georgia, Georgia Statistics System web site:  

http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

**Georgia Bureau of Investigation.  (2000).  Family Violence Statistics, 2000.  Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the Georgia 

*Aids Cases Reported by Year of Diagnosis (3 = <5), 1981-2000.  Retrieved June 14, 2002, from the University of Georgia, 

Georgia Statistics System web site:  http://www.georgiastats.uga.edu

AIDS Cases 

1981-2000*

Total, # Age 

62+, 2000***

Family 

Violence, # of 

Police Actions 

Taken, 2000**

Adult Substance 

Abuse 

Treatment 

Need, 2001******

Adult Substance 

Abuse Treatment 

Need, % of Total 

Population, 2001

Disability 

(Any) % Age 

16+, 

1990*****

Total, % Age 

62+, 2000****

Development Capacity
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Trends in Housing Type

We need 2000-2003 info.

Douglas County

1995 -

Percent

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2000

of Total

Single-Family

SF Detached

486

       

 

560

       

 

546

       

 

560

       

 

283

       

 

149

       

 

2,584

     

 

54.8%

SF Attached

17

         

 

-

        

 

-

        

 

106

       

 

181

       

 

-

        

 

304

        

 

6.4%

Mobile Home

Total Single Family

503

        

 

560

        

 

546

        

 

666

        

 

464

        

 

149

        

 

2,888

      

 

61.2%

Multi-Family

68

         

 

-

        

 

1,240

     

 

136

        

 

296

        

 

88

         

 

1,828

      

 

38.8%

Duplex

Townhouse

-

        

 

-

        

 

-

        

 

-

        

 

-

        

 

-

        

 

-

         

 

0.0%

Multi-Family

Other

Total--All Units

571

        

 

560

        

 

1,786

     

 

802

        

 

760

        

 

237

        

 

4,716

      

 

100.0%

Source: Building Permit Records, Douglas County Department of Planning and Community Development.

Total Housing Units Permitted

The County currently has capacity to accommodate additional residential growth in the years ahead, embodied by its supply of vacant, developable land.  Actual development capacity, based on: the current zoning; net acres of vacant land available for development; realistic minimum land required per lot within each zone, and applicable development densities, appears to be adequate, for the most part, to serve the projected housing needs. Overall, current zoning in the unincorporated area could support, at most, about 32,400 new housing units (assuming no redevelopment of currently existing land uses), the vast majority of which (92.9%) would be single family homes on individual lots. The remaining 7 percent of the total future capacity falls under the multi-family zoning districts.

Overall, projected residential growth is very close to the capacity available, exceeding it by only 4 percent.  This would represent a complete build out of the residential areas by, or before, 2025 as currently zoned. The same can be said for the single-family detached category, with demand at 5 percent over current capacity.  There is a clear but very small lack of land designated for duplexes, while the multi-family zoning districts can accommodate 14 percent more units than demanded in 2025.  This indicates that the demand for multi-family housing, although low in the County, should be focused on providing units which accommodate particular households types with housing problems, such as large person households (3 bedroom rental units); the elderly and/or disabled; single person households; and units with rents or purchase prices affordable to lower income households.

· Governmental Influence on Housing

Historically, the provision of housing affordable to very low-income individuals has been almost exclusively a function of the public sector.  However, market rate housing in the county has been available to meet the housing needs of the majority of the population, particularly with its abundance of starter units and resales at prices affordable to households with incomes from 80% of the median income and above, particularly with the recent low interest rates and 100% financing options. Approximately one-half of the housing stock is available on the market for less than $100,000. Although the median house value is expected to rise, but to remain low in the context of the metropolitan area, a segment of the population may be eliminated from the housing market, as a home purchase still typically requires a sizeable down payment and cash closing costs, even with favorable interest rates. The implementation of governmental policies may add to the cost of housing that in turn is passed on to the buyer.

Governmental constraints include policies, development regulations and standards, requirements or other actions imposed by the various levels of government on development.  Although Federal and State agencies play a role on the imposition of governmental constraints, the actions of these agencies, are, for the most part, beyond the influence of local government and are therefore not addressed in this analysis.  Apart from federally determined interest rates, most governmental constraints are local.  The following factors may influence the maintenance, improvement and/or development in Douglas County: land use controls; building codes; processing procedures; and development fees.

Comprehensive Plan

In implementing the Comprehensive Plan, the County utilizes a number of planning tools including the Unified Development Code (UDC).  Zoning, which must be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan as established by the UDC, provides specific development, allowable uses, and limitations.

It is an objective of the County to foster a community character of high design standards and low densities for new development, including housing catering to more income constrained residents. In theory, density is considered a factor in the development of housing to persons with limited income resources, and maintaining low densities typically increases the cost of construction per unit, which subsequently is passed on to the buyer or renter. Higher density improves housing affordability because it lowers the per unit land cost (although the overall cost for infill land or land served by existing infrastructure may be higher than for lower density uses) and facilitates effective construction.  More intense residential development that is consistent with the County’s character can be achieved through a number of mechanisms, including: clustering of residential units; mixed-use development; and zero lot line/small lot development within its urbanized cities.

The Comprehensive Plan establishes Guiding Principles that foster managed planned development and will help ensure that residents have access to adequate and affordable housing. These basic planning principles will guide designation of specific uses on specific properties on the Future Land Use Map.  Under the overarching objective for maintaining a low density character within the County while simultaneously addressing the need to provide the opportunity for accommodations for residents of all incomes and housing type needs, two of the County’s Guiding Principles, which will be used as policy guidelines during zoning and development decisions, relate directly to the County’s housing goal.

Guiding Principle: Place medium density housing near village centers or integrate into mixed-use developments to assure transitional land use compatibility.

Higher density, such as townhouses, duplexes, lofts, quadiplexes and small lot single family housing, fills an economic need for affordable and less-permanent accommodations, and offers an opportunity for transitions in land use intensities between higher densities within the incorporated areas of the county, major commercial centers and surrounding single-family neighborhoods. Extensive higher density areas can have negative effects; therefore, this plan disperses high-density developments to small-scattered sites and to mixed-use developments where appropriate infrastructure can be provided. Medium density housing in Douglas County should continue to be primarily clustered within major transportation corridors where access can be maximized, and should be located near commercial areas where pedestrian access can be encouraged.  Mixed use and integrated centers fill a important need for families with young children and the growing senior population of the county.

As a policy, Douglas County intends to encourage medium density housing to be incorporated into mixed-use developments instead of stand-alone projects or within small stand-alone in-fill sites that have access to sewer and water. Attention to site design that will create more livable communities in the future has been included within the Unified Development Code.

Guiding Principle: Encourage innovative development techniques

Master Planned Developments, conservation style open space subdivisions, “village commercial centers,” mixed use development and other innovative development techniques are encouraged throughout the County within the recently proposed Unified Development Code.

Land use categories shown on the Future Land Use Map should be interpreted as reflecting the predominant use of a property. Where appropriate to a property's surroundings and infrastructure availability, a mixing of use or housing types may be appropriate, as outlined in the Unified Development Code. Mixed-use development allows compatible land uses, such as shops, offices, and affordable housing, to locate closer together and thus decreases travel distances between them. Mixed-use developments should be at an appropriate scale for the location. Alternately, uses other that the one shown on the Future Land Use Map may be appropriate if the impact of the alternate use will be the same or less than the designated use, considering the property's surroundings and prevailing land use patterns.

The mechanisms established in the above Guiding Principle are subject to design parameters in the Unified Development Code and are reflected in the Community Character Areas concept integrated into the Future Land Use Plan.  Clustering of housing can produce higher densities on a portion of land, while retaining the overall density assignment of the entire property.  This method is effective when portions of the property not utilized for residential development can be developed with compatible uses, such as open space/recreation, parks, schools, and public facilities.  In the case of mixed-use, residential uses may be clustered with office, commercial, retail, hotel, Business Park or public facilities for residential uses in proximity to employment and transportation nodes.

The Community Character Areas of the recommended Future Land Use Map define the overall land use characteristics in generalized areas of the County, including the land use and character of a permitted development.  Each character area identifies associated zoning districts for implementation, which define the minimum lot sizes and subsequent densities.  The Comprehensive Plan establishes 3 classifications of land use that are primarily residential in nature:  

· Rural Places

· Suburban Living

· Urban Residential
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Rooms In Housing Unit 2000

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Size

Douglas County

Unincorporated County

Incorporated Areas

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Owner Occupied

1-Room

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

2-Rooms

102

0.3%

78

0.3%

24

0.3%

3-Rooms

719

2.2%

581

2.3%

138

1.9%

4-Rooms

1,107

3.4%

877

3.4%

230

3.2%

5-Rooms

4,976

15.2%

4226

16.5%

750

10.3%

6-Rooms

7,390

22.5%

6476

25.3%

914

12.6%

7-Rooms

4,639

14.1%

3958

15.5%

681

9.4%

8-Rooms

2,905

8.9%

2351

9.2%

554

7.6%

9+ Rooms

2,717

8.3%

1871

7.3%

846

11.6%

Total Owner

24,555

74.9%

20418

79.9%

4137

56.9%

Renter Occupied

1-Room

212

0.6%

119

0.5%

93

1.3%

2-Rooms

640

1.9%

461

1.8%

179

2.5%

3-Rooms

1,345

4.1%

691

2.7%

654

8.9%

4-Rooms

2,275

6.9%

1251

4.9%

1024

14.1%

5-Rooms

1,802

5.5%

1144

4.5%

658

9.0%

6-Rooms

1,294

3.9%

888

3.5%

406

5.6%

7-Rooms

357

1.1%

306

1.2%

51

0.7%

8-Rooms

222

0.7%

165

0.6%

57

0.8%

9+ Rooms

120

0.4%

104

0.4%

16

0.2%

Total Renter

8,267

25.1%

5129

20.1%

3138

43.1%

Total

32,822

100.0%

25548

100.0%

7275

100.0%

Source:  2000 Census

Character areas and subsequent design standards and policy guides have been developed to move towards the achievement of another county need:  move up and executive housing. As stated earlier within this chapter, there is a growing need for housing on the other end of the cost spectrum—housing costing over $200,000.  If Douglas County is to achieve their economic goals of creating a balanced tax base by increasing higher end employment options to its residents, amenities and a higher level housing product should be encouraged to encourage executives, professionals and managers to live where they work.   

Based upon the Future Land Use Element and current zoning categories, it is estimated that 32,419 new homes will be needed in the remainder of the unincorporated county. When combined with the existing housing stock, it is estimated that the county at build-out will reach approximately 60,000 dwelling units. The Land Use designations provide for new development at a range of densities and product types and are not considered to be a constraint to the provision of housing for all income levels.  Keeping the County’s objective to increase the volume of move-up and executive level housing, the best source of housing affordable to lower income households includes the existing stock of homes found in older subdivisions, mobile homes, and newer starter home stock which has been the prevalent type of housing constructed over the past decade, and potential medium density housing within village and mixed use centers.

The Unified Development Code

The County’s zoning, subdivision, development and environmental codes have been rewritten during the planning process and combined into a Unified Development Code (UDC).  As a concurrent process during the plan update the UDC was modified as part of the Comprehensive Plan update for consistency and ease in implementation of the Community Character area land use categories. Two new types of subdivisions, Open Space and Master Planned Developments, have been added to the existing conventional subdivision, private estate subdivision and PUD.  A summary of applicable subdivision requirements is provided in Table @@. The two new types of subdivisions are summarized as follows:

· Open Space Subdivision: Maximum density allowed for the zoning district determines the total number of lots in the subdivision, but the minimum lot size is reduced to a certain extent to create open space and recreation amenities for the residents.

· Master Planned Development: Zoning district density limitation controls, but the minimum lot size is reduced in order to create open space and recreational amenities for the residents.  Depending on the zoning district in which a master planned development is located, flexibility in lot sizes, mixed-use projects and certain commercial uses are allowed.

There are 11 residential zoning districts under the current Development Code.  Net densities range from .09 units per acre (du/ac) in the AG district to 8.0 du/ac in the R-10 district.  Maximum densities for the multi-family districts (R-4, R-5 and R-6) are set by the zoning districts themselves at 8.0 units per acre.  The R-4 Single Family Townhouse district itself requires open space to be provided on a per-unit basis.  Residential zoning districts, minimum lot sizes and practical residential densities are summarized in Table @@. 

Infrastructure Availability

The primary concern with the location of housing is the availability of utilities and the efficiency with which they can be provided.  It is likely that development will be market driven due to the cost of providing new infrastructure service lines and transportation networks. The Douglas County Water and Sewerage Authority (WSA) exclusively provides water and sewer services to Douglas County, with the exception of the portions of Villa Rica and Austell within the county’s jurisdiction. WSA’s water and sewer system served approximately 90-95% of the residential population of the County for fiscal year 2003.  The WSA is implementing capacity improvements that are projected to meet the Authority’s needs through 2025.  Sewer limitations and the availability of raw water will influence residential patterns significantly within the county over the future.  Character area designations were developed in part according to future infrastructure availability.  

Although expansion of existing infrastructure systems is not feasible to all areas of the county where development is anticipated to occur, the policies of the Comprehensive Plan to direct growth toward existing and planned service areas and away from rural areas dependent on septic systems, especially sensitive watershed areas; and to target some higher density development in areas currently designated for lower densities within the unincorporated areas will contribute toward removal of constraints to the development of housing as a result of unavailability of infrastructure.  The UDC has been modified to include regulations and restrictions as to where higher density residential products may be built within a conventional subdivision, limiting locations to areas where both public water and sewer systems are available. 

· Housing Assessment

Key Findings

Areas of concern relate to a perceived overabundance and the continued development of starter homes and low cost housing, lack of housing maintenance and upkeep, adequate neighborhood preservation, shortage of available rental options for extremely low income households within the incorporated area, and the shortage of executive housing options.. Recent trends in dwelling unit construction are anticipated to continue, at least in the short term. Maintaining adequate transportation access, continued growth of employment opportunities and a diversified housing stock will be key factors in the continuation of residential growth. In general, the average number of persons per household for Douglas County (2.6) is used to forecast future dwelling units, with refinements and adjustments for changing population characteristics, vacancy characteristics, and the aging of the “baby boomer” population. By 2025, the number of dwelling units county-wide is expected to almost triple to 92,697 units, with 64,817 units in the unincorporated county area, in close correlation to the increase in population.  Analysis of demand in relation to development capacity yield the following implications for planning:

· By 2025, the residential areas of unincorporated Douglas County will be completely built out.

· The amount of available vacant or underutilized low-density residential land appears to generally be sufficient to accommodate the projected housing need through 2025.

· The projected need for housing units by type, available land, current zoning and identification of such needs on the future land use plan map will provide for anticipated housing needs as identified in the Land Demand Analysis.

· Outside of the 3-acre lot watershed protection areas, pressures to bring sanitary sewer to all portions of the unincorporated area will mount.  Given the market pressures generating demand, rezoning requests to R-2 for subdivisions on sewer will increase accordingly.

· There is a small but unmet need for two family residential development (duplexes) which comprise less than 1% of future residential demand.  Rather than focus on new R-3 rezonings, the inclusion of duplexes as one type of housing within a mixed-use villages.

· There is currently more than adequate land already zoned and available for multi-family development.  Unless a particular location would be notably advantageous to the County for multi-family zoning, no additional land zoned for multi-family use is needed.

· Medium densities and more “urban” urban types of development have been identified on the future land use plan map within areas that currently (or are proposed in the near future) provide adequate infrastructure and adjacently to the County’s more urbanized areas (around the cities of Douglasville and Villa Rica for instance).  

· Douglas County is not an island unto itself.  Analysis of surrounding counties and the cities within Douglas County have shown that affordable starter ownership housing and rental housing are abundant within the incorporated areas of Douglas County and in surrounding counties.  Much of the higher residential areas and rental property, including housing that fits the affordable housing definition, within the County are located within the City of Douglasville.  Due to Douglasville’s urban nature, higher density zoning patterns and existence and planned multi-family housing growth, it is expected that much of the affordable housing needs of Douglas County will be met within its urbanized municipalities.

Summary and Needs Assessment

Low-density single-family housing represents over 84.6 percent of the total housing stock in Douglas County.  Of dwelling units classified as single family, 74.7 percent were traditional single-family homes, 2.0 percent were single-family attached units, and 7.9 percent were manufactured homes.  Most homes built more than 10 years ago are situated on large lots in the rural areas and traditional homes within subdivisions.  Since 1990, new detached single family subdivisions and master planned developments have emerged as public sewer was extended.  The predominant type of single-family unit has been in the starter and first move-up level categories.  As reflected in analysis of 2004 real estate market conditions, the number of executive level and move-up housing subdivisions is increasing, typically offering large homes on ½ to 1 acre lots within golf course and swim /tennis communities.

Multi-family housing has had numerical increases over the last 10 years, but has remained stable at about 15.4 percent of the housing stock in 2000, while townhouses have increased from less than 1.5 to 2.0 percent of the total even though a surplus of multi-family zoned land remains undeveloped and vacant.   Multi-family and other “non-traditional” types of housing are expected in the future to accommodate a more diverse population within the County and be used to meet some of the needs of the special populations or households experiencing problems (such as overcrowding, overpayment, inaccessibility, etc), or life style needs, such as senior residents of the county.

The cost of buying a new home in Douglas County remains relatively low in comparison to the Atlanta MSA and some of the surrounding counties.  This cost can be attributed to the lower median incomes in Douglas County (at $50,108 as compared to $69,000 for the Atlanta MSA) and the relatively low cost of raw (or largely undeveloped farm) land which supports the potential for development of high quality housing and amenity packages in newly developing subdivisions to meet the desires and needs of the many professionals and executives that are moving to the County.

Overall, housing conditions in the County are good, but a handful of substandard homes or homes requiring rehabilitation may exist, particularly among individual homes, mobile homes, and subdivisions over 30 years in age.  Douglas County currently does not have a program in place to provide financial assistance with the maintenance of housing in the unincorporated areas of the County. These homes should be identified as part of a housing conditions survey and must be targeted for modernization assistance.

Based on a series of public involvement sessions, county residents feel that attracting higher wage employment, particularly high tech industries, would be a better strategy for reducing the cost burden of housing, rather than increasing the stock of affordable housing.  By all conventional measures, Douglas County is already an affordable place to live.  Also during the public involvement process, residents stated they would like to see greater diversity in housing types within the county.  Most feel that the starter home market is well represented within the county presently and that the executive and move up markets are not adequately represented.  

As part of this Growth Management Plan, the County created a vision of future growth focused on identified development nodes in strategic locations throughout the County to accommodate anticipated growth.  Individual nodes are intended to act as community centers where inevitable growth is managed at a human scale and where new development integrates living, working, shopping and playing in close proximity to one another.  It is anticipated that various levels of nodes, including neighborhood and town centers, will provide a variety of housing types to accommodate an increasingly diverse population within Douglas County.  
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Comparison of Property Values and Rent

Region and State Comparisons

ARC RDC

State

ARC RDC

State

ARC RDC

State

Median Property Value

New Units

80.50%

166.23%

79.52%

102.95%

68.90%

99.00%

Existing Units

68.90%

99.00%

Median Monthly Rent

97.25%

162.09%

105.45%

129.36%

93.80%

122.77%

Category

County as % of

County as % of

2000

1980

1990

County as % of
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Housing Type, Age and Condition

Douglas County, Douglasville, Region and State Comparisons

1980

1990

2000

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Single-Family

14,786

83.32%

19,819

74.80%

26,717

76.72%

SF Detached

19,414

73.27%

26,017

74.71%

SF Attached

405

1.53%

700

2.01%

Multi-Family

785

4.42%

3,743

14.13%

5,352

15.37%

Mobile Home

2,175

12.26%

2,933

11.07%

2,756

7.91%

Total Units

17,746

26,495

34,825

Total Units

ARC RDC

1,052,430

1,331,264

Unincorporated Co

21,813

26,651

Built Before 1939:

Douglas County

1,223

6.89%

742

2.80%

800

2.30%

Douglasville

315

6.70%

239

3.02%

Unincorporated Co

427

1.96%

561

2.10%

Georgia

29,662

212,294

8.05%

192,972

5.88%

ARC RDC

56,329

5.35%

52,960

3.98%

Lacking Complete

Plumbing:

Douglas County

295

1.66%

112

0.42%

112

0.32%

Douglasville

11

0.23%

28

0.35%

Unincorporated Co

101

0.46%

84

0.32%

ARC RDC

4,367

0.41%

6,465

0.49%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Dwelling Units - Percentage by Type

Historic and Current

1980

1990

2000

Single-Family Detached

73.27%

74.71%

Single-Family Attached

1.53%

2.01%

Multi-Family

4.42%

14.13%

15.37%

Mobile Home

12.26%

11.07%

7.91%

83.32%
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Trends in Housing Type

1990 - 2000

Units

%

Units

%

Douglas County - Total

Single-Family

SF Detached

19,414

    

 

73.3%

26,017

    

 

74.7%

1.43%

SF Attached

405

         

 

1.5%

700

         

 

2.0%

0.48%

Manufactured Home

2,933

      

 

11.1%

2,756

      

 

7.9%

-3.16%

Total Single Family

22,752

    

 

85.9%

29,473

    

 

84.6%

-1.24%

Multi-Family (over 9 units)

1,368

      

 

5.2%

2,205

      

 

6.3%

1.17%

Duplex

588

         

 

2.2%

833

         

 

2.4%

0.17%

3 to 9 units/building

1,678

      

 

6.3%

2,310

      

 

6.6%

0.30%

Other*

109

         

 

0.4%

4

            

 

0.0%

-0.40%

Total--All Units

26,495

    

 

100.0%

34,825

    

 

100.0%

Douglas County - Unincorporated

Single-Family

SF Detached

16,841

    

 

77.6%

21,379

    

 

80.2%

2.60%

SF Attached

241

         

 

1.1%

342

         

 

1.3%

0.20%

Manufactured Home

2,484

      

 

11.4%

2,322

      

 

8.7%

-2.70%

Total Single Family

19,566

    

 

90.1%

24,043

    

 

90.2%

0.10%

Multi-Family (over 9 units)

1,145

      

 

5.3%

1,340

      

 

5.0%

-0.30%

Duplex

354

         

 

1.6%

381

         

 

1.4%

-0.20%

3 to 9 units/building

505

         

 

2.3%

883

         

 

3.3%

1.00%

Total Multi-Family

2,004

      

 

9.3%

2,604

      

 

9.8%

0.50%

Other*

129

         

 

0.6%

4

            

 

0.0%

-0.58%

Total--All Units

21,699

    

 

100.0%

26,651

    

 

100.0%

Source: 2000 Census, STF1 Database

2000

1990

Percent 

Change

[image: image32.wmf]Table ?

Demand/Capacity Comparison

Unincorporated Douglas County

Demand  

Development 

Unmet 

Excess

% Unmet

% Excess

2025

Capacity

Demand

Capacity

Residential Growth 

33888

32419

1489

0

4%

0

(in Housing Units)

Single Family

31,693

30,130

1,563

0

5%

0%

Two-Family

247

28

219

0

89%

0%

Multi-Family

1,941

2,261

0

320

0%

14%

Source: Demographic Trends and Development Demand Analysis for Douglas County
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Housing Occupancy Characteristics

Douglas County, Region and State Comparisons

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Owner Occupied Units

14,067

83.19%

18,880

77.77%

24,555

74.81%

Renter Occupied Units

2843

16.81%

5,397

22.23%

8,267

25.19%

Total Occupied Units

16,910

100.00%

24,277

100.00%

32,822

100.00%

Total Occupied Units

Georgia

1,215,206

1,536,759

2,029,293

ARC RDC

408,918

577,226

810,955

Douglasville

n/a

4,162

7,275

Unincorporated County

n/a

20,029

25,416

Vacancy Rate

Douglasville

520

11.10%

635

8.00%

Unincorporated County

1,670

7.70%

1,236

4.60%

Douglas County Total

2,218

8.40%

2,003

5.60%

Owner Vacancy Rate*

Douglas County

n/a

n/a

2.31%

Georgia

n/a

2.36%

2.24%

ARC RDC

n/a

n/a

1.96%

Renter Vacancy Rate*

Douglas County

n/a

n/a

8.66%

Georgia

n/a

12.36%

8.46%

ARC RDC

n/a

n/a

7.14%

Owner to Renter Ratio

Douglas County

4.95

3.50

2.97

Georgia

1.86

1.85

2.08

ARC RDC

1.53

1.57

1.80

*

Vacancy rate data for 1980 is not consistent with 1990 due to changes in Census methodology.

NOTE: Figures for 1980 show Year-Round units only, while 1990 and 2000 show All Units.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.

2000

1980

1990
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Property Values and Rent

Douglas County, Region and State 

1980

1990

2000

Category

Douglas

Region

State

Douglas

Region

State

Douglas

ARC RDC

State

Median Property Value

$38,400

$47,700

$23,100

$73,400

$92,300

$71,300

$99,600

$144,504

$100,600

Median Monthly Rent

$248

$255

$153

$445

$422

$344

$620

$661

$505

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Special Needs Populations

Douglas County 

Age Group

Tallied

Sensory

Physical

Mental

Self-Care

Go-Outside

Employment

Douglas County

5 to 15 

1,403

211

184

869

139

0

0

16 to  64

20,141

1,671

4,256

2,262

1,093

3,864

6,995

65 and older

7,104

1,127

2,573

875

751

1,688

0

Total

28,648

3,009

7,013

4,006

1,983

5,552

6,995

Douglasville

5 to 15 

318

56

49

177

36

0

0

16 to  64

4,464

373

954

535

286

859

1,457

65 and older

1,345

237

570

151

128

259

0

Total

6,127

666

1,573

863

450

1,118

1,457

Unincorporated County

5 to 15 

1,085

155

135

692

103

0

0

16 to  64

15,677

1,298

3,302

1,727

807

3,005

5,538

65 and older

5,759

890

2,003

724

623

1,429

0

Total

22,521

2,343

5,440

3,143

1,533

4,434

5,538

Source: 2000 Census
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Average Household Size

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Size

Douglas 

Unincorporated 

Incorporated Areas

County

County

Owner Occupied

1-Person

3,566

2,867

699

2-Person

8,369

7,027

1,342

3-Person

5,128

4,282

846

4-person

4,584

3,858

727

5-Person

1,947

1,607

340

6-Person

621

515

106

7+ Person

340

263

77

TOTAL

24,555

20,419

4,137

Renter Occupied

1-Person

2,474

1,497

977

2-Person

2,309

1,395

914

3-Person

1,512

880

632

4-person

1,109

788

321

5-Person

531

339

192

6-Person

222

157

65

7+ Person

110

73

37

8,267

5,129

3,138

Total

32,822

25,548

7,275

Source:  2000 Census
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Comparison of Age Distribution

Distribution by County, Region & State

Age Group

County

Region*

State

Region*

State

0-4

7.31%

7.37%

7.27%

99.12%

100.51%

5-14

15.75%

14.88%

14.94%

105.81%

105.37%

15-19

7.23%

6.81%

7.28%

106.09%

99.26%

20-24

6.25%

7.03%

7.23%

89.01%

86.46%

25-29

7.28%

8.83%

7.84%

82.41%

92.84%

30-34

8.34%

9.08%

8.03%

91.85%

103.78%

35-44

17.86%

17.96%

16.53%

99.45%

108.00%

45-54

14.24%

13.61%

13.19%

104.69%

107.97%

55-64

8.20%

7.16%

8.08%

114.48%

101.50%

65+

7.55%

7.27%

9.59%

103.77%

78.70%

County as % of

Source: Year 2000 U.S. Census. County figures are for all of Douglas County.
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Commuting Patterns

County Where 

Employed

Employees

Percent of 

Total

County of 

Residence

Employees

Percent of 

Total

Carroll

1,057

2.29%

Carroll

3,438

10.61%

Clayton

1,196

2.59%

Clayton

567

1.75%

Cobb

7,450

16.13%

Cobb

4,011

12.37%

DeKalb

2,211

4.79%

DeKalb

674

2.08%

Douglas

16,924

36.65%

Douglas

16,924

52.21%

Fulton

14,253

30.87%

Fulton

1,192

3.68%

Gwinnett

747

1.62%

Haralson

562

1.73%

Paulding

596

1.29%

Paulding

2,865

8.84%

Other

1,742

3.77%

Other

2,182

6.73%

Total

46,176

Total

32,415

Employed Residents of Douglas

Persons Working in Douglas

Source: Georgia Department of Labor/2000 U.S. Census.
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Commuting Patterns

Historic and Current

Category

1990

2000

1990

2000

Worked in County of Residence

12,081

16,924

33.10%

36.92%

Worked outside County of Residence

24,412

28,916

66.90%

63.08%

Count

Percentage

Figures from U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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Forecasted Units by Type

Unincorporated Douglas County 

Distribution

2004

2025

Increase

Single Family

88.93%

27,596

59,289

31,693

Two Family (Duplex)

1.43%

428

675

247

Multi-family

9.62%

2,901

4,842

1,941

Other

0.02%

5

11

6

Total

100.00%

30,930

64,817

33,887

Source:  Distribution based on housing units by type, 2000 Census
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Percentage of Homeowners Paying More than 30% of Income by Income Bracket

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

City of Douglasville

Unincorporated County

Total Douglas County

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Total with a Mortgage

3,677

17,436

21,113

Less than $10,000

79

527

606

  30% or more

57

1.55%

346

2.00%

400

4.00%

$10,000 to $19,999

281

829

1,110

  30% or more

152

4.10%

428

2.50%

580

2.70%

$20,000 to $34,999

427

2,433

2,860

  30% or more

232

6.30%

1,086

6.20%

1,318

6.20%

$35,000 to $49,999

615

3,317

3,932

  30% or more

168

4.60%

882

5.10%

1,050

5.00%

$50,000 to $74,999

874

4,900

5,774

  30% or more

97

2.60%

341

2.00%

438

2.10%

$75,000 to $99,000

689

3,030

3,719

  30% or more

31

0.80%

66

0.40%

97

0.50%

$100,000 to $149,999

496

1,933

2,429

  30% or more

6

0.20%

31

0.20%

37

0.20%

$150,000 and above

216

467

683

  30% or more

0

0%

0

0%

8

0.00%

Total Paying Over 30%

20.15%

18.40%

20.70%

Source:  US Bureau of the Census, 2000
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Occupants Per Room by Tenure

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Occupants/Room

Douglas County

Unincorporated County

Incorporated Areas

Count

%

Count

%

Count

%

Owner Occupied

0.50 or less

17,030

69.3%

14,062

68.9%

2,968

71.7%

0.51 to 1.00

6,917

28.2%

5,861

28.7%

1,056

25.5%

1.01 to 1.50

483

2.0%

390

1.9%

93

2.3%

1.51 to 2.00

97

0.4%

81

0.4%

16

0.4%

2.01 or more

28

0.1%

24

0.1%

4

0.1%

Total

24,555

100.0%

20,418

100.0%

4,137

100.0%

Renter Occupied

0.50 or less

4,630

56.0%

2,899

56.5%

1,731

55.2%

0.51 to 1.00

3,037

36.8%

1,817

35.4%

1,220

38.9%

1.01 to 1.50

426

5.2%

309

6.0%

117

3.7%

1.51 to 2.00

116

1.4%

86

1.7%

30

1.0%

2.01 or more

58

0.7%

18

0.4%

40

1.3%

Total

8,267

100.1%

5,129

100.0%

3,138

100.1%

Total Households

32,822

100.0%

25,547

100.0%

7,275

100.0%

Source:  2000 Census
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Residential Zoning Categories

Douglas County 

Classification

Density

Lot Size

Outside Watershed Protection Areas

AG Rural Residential

0.9830

435,600

R-1 Residential Agricultural

Not Sewered

0.4604

87,120

Sewered

0.8531

43,560

Not Sewered

1.6266

21,780

Sewered

2.2926

15,000

R-3 Two Family Residential

3.4848

10,000

R-4 Single Family Townhouse

8.0000

2,400

R-5 Condominium Residential

8.0000

5,445

R-6 Multi-Family Residential

8.0000

5,445

R-7 Mobile Home Residential

2.2926

15,000

R-8 Mobile Home Park

6.2229

4,500

R-9 Medium Density Single Family

3.2267

10,000

R-10 High Density Single Family

4.8400

6,000

PUD Planned Unit Development

2.2960

15,000

Inside Watershed Protection Areas

AG Rural Residential

0.0983

435,600

All Other Zones

0.3152

130,680
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Affordable Rent/Purchase by Annual Income

Douglas County

Classification

Annual Income

Maximum Affordable

Maximum Affordable 

Rent Payment

Purchase Price

Very Low

$0 - $25,055

$626

$105,000

Low

$25,056 - $40,086

$1,002

$172,000

Moderate

$40,087 - $60,130

$1,503

$250,000

Above Moderate

Above $60,131

$1,503+

$250,100

Median

$50,108

$1,253

$207,000

Rent Based on 30% of income

Classifications based on HUD income limits

Purchase Price based on 10% down, 5% interest and 1.2% taxes and insurance
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Percentage of Renters Paying More than 30% of Income by Income Bracket

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

City of Douglasville

Unincorporated County

Total Douglas County

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Total Paying Rent

3,132

5,013

8,145

Less than $10,000

458

415

873

  30% or more

345

11.00%

235

4.70%

580

7.10%

$10,000 to $19,999

550

710

1,260

  30% or more

452

14.40%

623

12.40%

1077

13.20%

$20,000 to $34,999

769

1,292

2,061

  30% or more

440

14.00%

699

13.90%

1,139

14.00%

$35,000 to $49,999

586

1,136

1,722

  30% or more

37

1.20%

142

2.80%

179

2.20%

$50,000 to $74,999

511

898

1,409

  30% or more

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

$75,000 to $99,000

136

436

572

  30% or more

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

$100,000 to $149,999

122

126

248

  30% or more

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

$150,000 and above

216

0

0

  30% or more

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

0

0.00%

Total Paying Over 30%

40.60%

33.80%

36.50%

Source:  US Bureau of the Census, 2000
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Comparison of Housing Costs 2000

Douglas County and Surrounding Counties

Douglas 

Cobb

Paulding

Owner Housing Value

25th Percentile

$84,600

$109,900

$88,800

Median

$102,700

$147,600

$106,100

75th Percentile

$141,500

$206,200

$136,000

Rental Housing Rents

25th Percentile

$499

$593

$371

Median

$620

$698

$519

75th Percentile

$726

$831

$641

Median Mobile Home

$27,400

$15,500

$49,300

NOTE:  In actual dollars for year reported.  All figures are as

reported by resident households.

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Value for Owner-Occupied Housing Units

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Douglas County

Douglasville

Unincorporated

Housing Value

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Less than $50,000

1,924

7.8%

376

9.1%

1,548

7.6%

$50,000 to $99,999

10,490

42.7%

1,373

33.2%

9,117

44.7%

$100,000 to $174,999

8,541

34.8%

1,288

31.1%

7,253

35.5%

$175,000 - $249,999

2,139

8.7%

625

15.1%

1,514

7.4%

$250,000 +

1,461

6.0%

475

11.5%

986

4.8%

Total

24,555

100.0%

4,137

100.0%

20,418

100.0%

Source: 2000 Census
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2000 Household Income Estimates

Douglasville and Unincorporated County

Income Category

Douglasville

Unincorporated 

Douglas County

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

0-$14,999

1,040

14.20%

2,120

8.30%

3,160

9.60%

$15,000 - $24,999

771

10.50%

2,271

8.90%

3,042

9.30%

$25,000 - $39,999

1,403

19.20%

4,832

18.90%

6,235

19.00%

$40,000 - $59,999

1,509

20.60%

6,197

24.20%

7,706

23.40%

$60,000 +

2,599

35.50%

10,137

39.70%

12,736

38.70%

Total Units

7,322

100.00%

25,537

100.00%

32,879

100.00%

Source:  2000 Census
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Rental Structure for All Rental Units

Douglas County, Douglasville and Unincorporated Area

Douglas County

Douglasville

Unincorporated

Monthly Cash Rent

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Less than $349

501

6.5%

346

11.5%

155

3.3%

$350 to $599

1,518

19.6%

512

16.9%

1,006

21.2%

$600 to $999

4,860

62.6%

1,827

60.5%

3,033

64.0%

$1,000 - $1,499

832

10.7%

336

11.1%

496

10.5%

Above $1,500

47

0.6%

0

0.0%

47

1.0%

Total

7,758

100.0%

3,021

100.0%

4,737

100.0%

Source:  2000 Census
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