Town of Brunswick, Maine
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE STEERING COMMITTEE
85 UNION STREET, BRUNSWICK, ME 04011

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE STEERING COMMITTEE SUBCOMMITTEE B
AGENDA BRUNSWICK TOWN HALL
85 UNION STREET
COUNCIL
CHAMBERS
THURSDAY, JULY 22, 2021
6:30 PM – 8:30 PM
THERE IS AN OPPORTUNITY TO ATTEND THIS MEETING IN PERSON OR VIEW THE MEETING VIA ZOOM,
TV3, OR LVE STREAM
HOW TO WATCH AND COMMENT VIA ZOOM
https://www.brunswickme.org/313/Brunswick-Cable-TV3

COMMENTS ARE ALLOWED DURING THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD, DURING PUBLIC HEARINGS, AND ON
OTHER ITEMS AND MATTERS AT THE DISCRETION OF THE COMMITTEE CHAIR. PUBLIC COMMENTS MUST BE
SUBMITTED THROUGH THE ZOOM PLATFORM BY “RAISING YOUR HAND” AND BEING ACKNOWLEDGED BY THE
HOST OR BY ENTERING QUESTIONS IN THE Q&A CHAT.
HOW TO WATCH VIA TV3 OR LIVE STREAM
THE LINK TO VIEW OR LISTEN TO THE MEETING ON TV3 (CHANNEL 3 ON COMCAST) OR VIA LIVE STREAM
FROM THE TOWN’S WEBSITE
http://tv3hd.brunswickme.org/CablecastPublicSite/watch/1?channel=1
ALL VOTES TO BE TAKEN VIA ROLL CALL

1. Roll Call of Members
2. Public Comment
3. Housing Discussion Panel Question and Answer
4. Future Meeting Dates
a. Tuesday, August 3, 2021
5. Other Business
6. Adjourn

Comprehensive Plan Update Steering Committee Housing Discussions
Tuesday, July 20, 2021 and Thursday, July 22, 2021
The following questions do not require specific answers or detailed research but are to serve as starting
points for the discussion.
1. Affordable Housing:
•
•

•
•

What is the current number of affordable housing units? How is affordability calculated?
Is there a current estimated number of affordable housing units needed? If so, is that data
broken down by needs for very low income, low income, and moderate-income residents?
How far in the future can demand for affordable housing be projected?
How many qualified people are on a waiting list?
What is the historic trend in inventory of affordable housing? Have the number of available
units increased or decreased? If there has been growth in the number of units available, is it
consistent with the growth of market-rate housing?

2. Workforce Housing or Lower-End Market-Rate Housing
•
•

•
•
•

What is the current price range for lower-end market-rate housing and what has that trend
been over the last 10 years?
Brunswick sales data (https://www.brunswickme.org/151/Real-Estate-Sales) shows that the
median sales price for a home in Brunswick has gone from $220,000 in 2017 to $290,000 in
2020 and is at $300,700 for the first quarter of this year. How do these average sales prices
compare to market prices in the region (Cumberland, Sagadahoc Counties)?
FOR Staff: Can we get from assessor’s office a run of inventory (total number) of homes
currently valued at lower-end market rate or below?
FOR staff: How does lower-end market rate price relate to average median income, i.e., is
the lower-end market price point affordable to moderate average median incomes?
FOR staff: Does Town (or Housing Authority) identify properties that are substandard – are
there known properties or areas that could be targeted for rehabilitation?

3. Location/Incentives:
•

What’s the most important consideration for a developer in siting affordable or lower-end
market rate developments? Is it availability of land, proximity of infrastructure (sewer,
water, roads), proximity to transit, schools, medical, ease of ordinance regulations, cost of
financing, etc.? In your experience, is municipal support or relief in any one of these areas
more effective than in others?

•

Can you give examples of effective incentives a municipality has offered to encourage or
make possible affordable or workforce housing?

•

Please review the attached section of the Brunswick Zoning ordinance that describes density
bonus provisions for Affordable housing developments and offer comment on how effective
an incentive these provisions are. If not effective, why and what would you change?

•

If looking at a map of Brunswick with no constraints – what locations jump out to you as
best locations for affordable/workforce development?

Brunswick Zoning Ordinance

Adopted by Brunswick Town Council
August 7, 2017

Chapter 4 - Property Development Standards
Section 4.2 - Dimensional and Density Standards

Standards for the ongoing maintenance of protected conservation lands that
are enforceable by the Town against the individual, homeowners’ or property
owners’ association, or other entity shall be established as a condition of
Development Review Approval.

Affordable Housing Developments
Purpose
The Town of Brunswick has developed this Subsection to help promote and stimulate
the creation of affordable housing units in the community. Such a need was identified in
the 2004 Action Plan for Housing and the 2008 Comprehensive Plan. Measures
permitted in this Subsection are aimed at reducing development costs, defraying
development costs over a greater number of units, and providing flexibility for denser
development patterns in return for guaranteed affordability of certain units for a set
period of time. Greater affordability is rewarded with greater cost reductions and more
development flexibility.

Definition of Affordable Housing
For purposes of this Subsection, “affordable housing” is housing located in the Growth
Area and served by public water and sewer services that is designed with the express
intent of providing decent, safe, and sanitary living accommodations affordable to lower
income and moderate income households, in accordance with the following definitions:
An owner‐occupied housing unit is "affordable" to a household if the unit's proposed
sales price results in monthly housing costs (including mortgage principal and interest
payments, mortgage insurance costs, homeowners' insurance costs and real estate
taxes)that do not exceed 28 percent of the maximum gross monthly income of a low
income or moderate income household. Determination of mortgage amounts and
payments are to be based on down payment rates and interest rates generally
available to low and moderate income households.
A renter‐occupied housing unit is "affordable" to a household if the unit's proposed
monthly housing costs (including rent and basic utility and energy costs) do not
exceed 30 percent of the maximum gross monthly income of a low income or
moderate income household.
A “very low income household” is a household with is a household with a gross
income less than or equal to 50 percent of the applicable Brunswick Micropolitan
Statistical Area median income.
A “low income household" is a household with a gross income over 50 percent but
less than or equal to 80 percent of the applicable Brunswick Micropolitan Statistical
Area median income.
A moderate income household is a household with a gross income more than 80
percent, but less than or equal to 100 percent, of the applicable Brunswick
Micropolitan Statistical Area median income.
The "Brunswick Micropolitan Statistical Area median income" is the median family
income most recently published by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development for Brunswick Micropolitan Statistical Area. Where appropriate to use
this definition, median family income may be adjusted for family size.
A household's "gross income" includes the income of all household members from
all sources.
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Chapter 4 - Property Development Standards
Section 4.2 - Dimensional and Density Standards

Benefits Provided Affordable Housing Projects
The Town shall provide the following benefits to developments providing additional
affordable housing units, including new construction and renovation of existing units,
but not existing projects that have already been deemed “affordable” by regulatory
agencies as of September 19, 2005. The Town shall reduce fees for affordable housing
units as provided below:
Only projects that require Major Development Review are eligible for fee reductions.
Application fees for any project may not be reduced.
Percentage reduction of Building Permit fees and impact fees for recreation, solid
waste, and other facilities imposed by the Town shall be:
A 50 percent reduction in the regular fee for each unit affordable to Moderate
Income households;
A 75 percent reduction in the regular fee for each unit affordable to Low
Income households; and
A 100 percent waiver of the regular fee for each unit affordable to Very Low
Income households.
If a reduced traffic impact fee would exceed $10,000, the Town Council may further
reduce or waive the fee upon request on finding that the added reduction or waiver
is required to make the project economically viable.

Modification of Dimensional Standards
All dimensional standards other than density (which is determined by the density bonus
provisions in Subsection 4.2.5.D(5)) and building height may be modified by the Review
Authority if it finds that:
The proposed modification is necessary to make the project economically viable;
The proposed modification is necessary to accommodate any bonus units (i.e., no
alternative layout that better meets the dimensional standards can accomplish the
same); and
The proposed development pattern meets the standards of Section 4.11
(Architectural Compatibility).

Bonus Density
The maximum number of allowable units allowed for affordable housing projects
may be increased as provided in Subsection 4.2.5.E. The amount of density bonus
depends on the affordability of the units relative to household categories defined in
Subsection 4.2.5.D(2).
Projects that receive a density bonus shall meet the dimensional standards to the
greatest extent practical.
All bonus units shall be additional affordable housing units.

Maintaining Affordability of Units
The affordability for all units receiving benefits from the Town under Subsection (3)
above shall be guaranteed in accordance with the following requirements:
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Chapter 4 - Property Development Standards
Section 4.2 - Dimensional and Density Standards

The period of affordability shall be individually determined by the Town based upon
the amount of subsidy or density bonus but shall be at least ten (10) years for
ownership units and 30 years for rental units. These minimums shall increase to up
to 50 years according to the amount of subsidy or density bonus obtained from the
Town.
The method of guaranteeing affordability is determined on a case by case basis by
the Town using guidelines set by the Maine State Housing Authority for the
Affordable Housing Tax Increment Financing Program, as revised.
The period of enforceability shall be guaranteed by the developer in a document
recorded at the Cumberland County Registry of Deeds and satisfactory to the Town.
The document shall include, but not be limited to, authorization for the Town to seek
the penalties outlined in the document and to seek injunctive relief, including
attorney’s fees and costs, or both.

Density Bonuses
Bonus development density is available for:
Projects that preserve Wildlife Habitat Blocks or Wildlife Corridors pursuant to
Subsection 2.3.5; and
Projects that meet the standards for an Open Space Development in Subsection
4.2.5.C and permanently protect a minimum of an 50 percent of the developable net
site area; and
Projects that provide affordable housing units pursuant to Subsection 4.2.5.D.
Bonuses for projects that meet more than one (1) of the categories in Subsection
4.2.5.E(1) may be combined, but no combination of bonuses shall increase the maximum
number of lots or units on a parcel by more than 35 percent above the number of lots
or units that would otherwise be permitted pursuant to Subsections 4.2.3 or 4.2.4 as
applicable.
If the final calculation that determines the total number of bonus units results in a
fraction of a unit, the bonus shall be rounded downward to the nearest whole number.
Density bonuses awarded for development meeting the criteria in Subsection 4.2.5.E(1)
are shown in Table 4.2.5.E (below):

Table 4.2.5.E: Density Bonuses Available
Growth Districts
GR1 through GR10,

Rural
Districts

GM1 through GM5, GM8,
GC1 through GC5, and GI
Wildlife Habitat Blocks
(Percent increase in number of lots permitted in base
zoning district)
If 51‐75% of original parcel is covered by Wildlife
Habitat Block, and 0% of the Block is disturbed
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Chapter 4 - Property Development Standards
Section 4.2 - Dimensional and Density Standards

Table 4.2.5.E: Density Bonuses Available
Growth Districts

Rural
Districts

GR1 through GR10,
GM1 through GM5, GM8,
GC1 through GC5, and GI
If 76‐100% of original parcel is covered by Wildlife
Habitat Block, and 0% of the Block is disturbed

20

20

If 76‐100% of original parcel is covered by Wildlife
Habitat Block, and 1‐15% of the Block is disturbed

15

15

If 76‐100% of original parcel is covered by Wildlife
Habitat Block, and 16‐25% of the Block is disturbed

10

10

15

15

25

25

Affordable to Moderate Income

.50

0

Affordable to Low Income

.75

0

Affordable to Very Low Income

1.00

0

Wildlife Corridors
(Percent increase in number of lots permitted in a
subdivision that avoids mapped corridors)
Open Space Developments
(Percent increase in number of lots permitted in base
zoning district)
Affordable Housing:
(Bonus units per affordable housing unit)

Additional Dimensional Standards within the Shoreland Protection Overlay
Minimum lot area and minimum shore frontage standards for lots located within the
Shoreland Protection Overlay are contained in Table 4.2.5.F(1). In addition to such
standards, Subsections (2) through (5) below shall also apply.

Table 4.2.5.F(1): Additional Dimensional Standards Within the Shoreland
Protection Overlay (amended 8/6/18)
All Zoning Districts
Adjacent to Non‐Tidal
Adjacent to Tidal Areas
Areas

Standard by Use
Residential per Dwelling Unit
Lot area, min. (square feet)
Shore frontage, min. (feet)
Non‐vegetated surface[2]
Public and Private Recreational Facilities

30,000
150
20%
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Chapter 13 – Housing:
I.

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND TRENDS
Policy Area 5 of the 2008 Comprehensive Plan Update is dedicated to encouraging, “a diversity of housing types
in the designated growth area and facilitate the preservation and development of affordable and workforce
housing.” The 2008 Plan’s objectives, action items, and performance targets are summarized in the 2008
Comprehensive Plan Update Report, pages XX – XX. Using primarily the United Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey (ACS) five-year estimate data (Census Tracts 111, 112.01, 112.02, and 113) released
between 2009 to 2018, Department of Planning and Development permits, and Town assessor records, the
following information demonstrates how changes in the housing market and Town policy over the last ten years
have affected the Town’s housing stock and the Town’s efforts to further the State’s goal, “to encourage and
promote affordable, decent housing opportunities for all Maine citizens.”

A. Housing Units – Quantity and Typology:
As of 2018, there were 9,341 housing units within the Town. Chart 13.1 – Total Housing Units by Type depicts
the distribution of the various housing types.
Chart 13.1 – Total Housing by Type (2018):

10-19 Unit: 70

Total: 9,341

The majority, 63%, of the Town’s existing housing units are single-family dwelling units. Of those single-family
dwelling units, detached homes comprise 85.40% of the single-family units and attached single-family homes
make up the remaining 14.60%.
Multi-family dwelling units, accounting for 17.73% of all housing units, are the second most common type of
housing in the Town. The distribution of multi-family dwelling units is unique in that 36.41% of these units are in
smaller, 3- to 4-unit structures and 23.85% of the multi-family dwelling units are in large structures with 50 or
more units. Combined, structures with between five (5) to 49 units account for 39.74% of all multi-family units.
Comprising 12.75% of the total housing units in Town, mobile homes also have a significant presence in the
Town.
Finally, two-family dwelling units are the least common, accounting for only 6.52% of the Town’s total housing
units.
In comparison to 2009, the total number of housing units in 2018 decreased by 3.96% (-385 units). The
decrease in housing units is perplexing in consideration that Department of Planning and Development
demolition and new construction data for the same time period shows that there were 320 new units
constructed and only ten (10) residential demolition permits issued that had no associated replacement
structure.
In order to better understand this trend an analysis of what types housing of units were lost, when units were
lost, and where they were lost is necessary.

1. Housing Units Over Time: 2009 – 2018
Chart 13.2 – Total Housing Units by Year, depicts the primary trend in the decrease of total housing units. There
are also two noticeable (2) sub-trends, 1a from 2009 to 2012 and 1b continuing from 2012 to 2018.
Chart 13.2 – Total Housing Units by Year
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The slope of the Primary Trend depicts a housing loss rate of 38.50 units per year. Although there was a drastic
275-unit decrease between 2009 and 2010, the subsequent rebound in Trend 1a resulted in a housing loss rate
of 12.25 units per year. Trend 1b’s steeper slope depicts a housing loss rate of 48.00 units per year. Finally, a
106-unit increase from 2017 to 2018 and a 43-unit increase in 2019 may be an indication of a new upward trend,
but it is too early to confirm.

2. Housing Units by Type: 2009 – 2018
The Primary Trend in Chart 13.2 shows that the decrease in housing units was not evenly distributed among
housing types. Chart 13.3 – Housing Units by Type Over Time: 2009 – 2018 below demonstrates the total
composition of housing by type and the percent of which each housing type accounted for in the overall number
of housing units in 2009 and 2018 respectively.
Chart 13.3 – Housing Units by Type Over Time: 2009 – 2018
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Chart 13.4 – Net Changes in Housing Units by Type: 2009 – 2018 below illustrates the net changes that occurred
and the percent increase or decrease during the 2009 to 2018 time period.
Chart 13.4 – Net Changes in Housing Units by Type: 2009 – 2018
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Although there was an increase (10.95% / 496) in detached single-family dwelling units this growth was more
than offset by noticeable decreases in the total number of multi-family dwelling units (-27.84% / -639 units), twofamily homes (-13.62% / -96 units), and mobile homes (-9.43% / -124 units). Within the multi-family housing
category, the most significant losses occurred in the 3- to 4-unit (-35.80% / -336 units), 5- to 9-unit (-47.4% / 294 units), and 10- to 19-unit (-7.30% / -94 unit) subcategories.
Table 3.1 – Overall Growth / Contraction by Housing Type illustrates how the changes in the number of housing
units over time contributed to the overall decrease in the total number of housing units.
Table 13.1 – Overall Growth / Contraction by Housing Type
Housing Type

2009

Single-Family

2018

Change

% of All Housing

5,411

5,885

474

4.87%

Single-Family (Detached)

4,530

5,026

496

5.10%

Single-Family (Attached)

881

859

-22

-0.23%

Two-Family

705

609

-96

-0.99%

Multi-Family

2,295

1,656

-639

-6.57%

3-4 Unit Multi-Family

939

603

-336

-3.45%

5-9 Unit Multi-Family

620

326

-294

-3.02%

10-19 Unit Multi-Family

164

70

-94

-0.97%

20-49 Unit Multi-Family

252

262

10

0.10%

50+ Unit Multi-Family

320

395

75

0.77%

1,315

1,191

-124

1.27%

9,726

9,341

-385

-3.96%

Mobile Homes
TOTAL:

Within the Primary Trend, the u-shaped curve (1a in Chart 13.1) that forms in the time period between 2009
and 2012 is unique in that it depicts a decrease (3.04% / -296 units) in housing units from 2009 to 2011 followed
by an immediate increase (2.62% / 247 units) in the number of units from 2011 to 2012. Ultimately, the u-curve
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results in a net 0.50% decrease (-49 units) in the number of housing units. Although the net decrease is minimal
in Trend 1a, a closer analysis reveals there were noticeable shifts in the quantities of housing types.
Table 13.2 - Change in Housing Unit Type (2009-2012)
Housing Type

2009

Single-Family

2012

Change

Change %

5,411

5,519

108

2.00%

Single-Family (Attached)

4,530

4,529

-1

-0.02%

Single-Family (Detached)

881

990

109

12.37%

Two-Family

705

563

-142

-20.14%

Multi-Family

2,295

2,131

-164

-7.15%

3-4 Unit Multi-Family

939

977

38

4.05%

5-9 Unit Multi-Family

620

478

-142

-22.90%

10-19 Unit Multi-Family

164

143

-21

-12.80%

20-49 Unit Multi-Family

252

161

-91

-36.11%

50+ Unit Multi-Family

320

372

52

16.25%

1,315

1,408

93

7.07%

0

56

56

9,726

9,677

-49

Mobile Homes
Boat, RV, Van, etc.
TOTAL:

---0.50%

By percentage, the largest decrease in housing units occurred in 20-49-unit multi-family housing, 5-9-unit multifamily housing, and two-family housing. The largest percentage increase occurred in 50+ unit multi-family
housing, single-family detached housing, and mobile homes. In general, the u-shaped curve in housing supply
between 2009 to 2012 indicates a shift away from moderate-density housing in favor of either of the two
extremes of low-density or high-density housing.
Due to the time period in which this occurred, the Great Recession is a possible explanation for the housing
unit decrease from 2009 to 2011 and subsequent increase as a start of a recovery in 2012. However, the
Census data for housing unit type includes both occupied and vacant housing units, meaning any foreclosures
that occurred due to the recession should still be counted as housing units. Furthermore, the Department of
Planning and Development’s building and demolition permit data does not support the initial loss of 296 housing
units from 2009 to 2011 nor does it support the subsequent 247-unit increase from 2011 to 2012.
Another potential cause of the u-shaped curve from 2009 to 2012 is the closure of the Brunswick Naval Air
Station (BNAS), announced in 2005 and completed in 2011. As a result of the closure, 573 housing units in
Brunswick were at least temporarily vacated. A total of 239 housing units were also identified for demolition
between 2010 and 2011 in Brunswick and neighboring Topsham. However, the number of units demolished as
well as the specific number of units demolished in Brunswick versus the number of units demolished in Topsham
is unavailable. It is possible that the 296 unit decrease in housing units from 2009 to 2011 is a result of a
combination of demolishment, conversion to other uses, and/or vacated units that may have been omitted due
to their uncertain future.
The second sub-trend, a gradual decrease (-3.47 % / -336 units) in the number of housing units between 2012
and 2018, shows that noticeable increases in the detached single-family (10.97% / 497 units) and two-family
(8.17% / 46 units categories were offset by noticeable decreases in the multi-family (-22.29% / -475 units) and
mobile home (-15.41% / -217 units) categories. Within the multi-family category there was a substantial increase
(62.73% / 101) in the 20- to 49-unit subcategory. However, there were decreases in the 3- to 4-unit (-38.28% /
-374), 5- to 9-unit (-31.80% / -152) subcategories.
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Table 13.3 - Change in Housing Unit Type (2013-2018)
Housing Type

2012

Single-Family

2018

Change

Change %

5,519

5,885

366

6.63%

Single-Family (Detached)

4,529

5,026

497

10.97%

Single-Family (Attached)

990

859

-131

-13.23%

Two-Family

563

609

46

8.17%

Multi-Family

2,131

1,656

-475

-22.29%

3-4 Unit Multi-Family

977

603

-374

-38.28%

5-9 Unit Multi-Family

478

326

-152

-31.80%

10-19 Unit Multi-Family

143

70

-73

-51.05%

20-49 Unit Multi-Family

161

262

101

62.73%

50+ Unit Multi-Family

372

395

23

6.18%

1,408

1,191

-217

-15.41%

56

0

-56

-100.00%

9,677

9,341

336

-3.47%

Mobile Homes
Boat, RV, Van, etc.
TOTAL:

Although the decrease in these units is perplexing, it is possible that some of these units were lost to
conversions to other types of dwelling units and/or demolition due to substandard housing conditions. The
growth of single-family detached housing in the Town is evident in the construction of several new single-family
subdivisions such as… The construction of new two-family dwelling units, such as those in the Botany Place
subdivision, and the gradual absorption of vacated units by the general public starting in 2012 may explain the
increase from a low of 399 two-family units in 2011 to a total of 609 two-family units in 2018.
It is hopeful that the 2020 Census, once completed, may bring more clarity to the Town’s existing housing stock.

3. Housing Unit Growth / Contraction by Location: 2009 – 2018
Insert Map.

B. Housing Tenure & Occupancy Status
As seen in Chart 13.5 – Change in Housing Tenure Over Time, in 2018 the Town’s owner-occupied to renteroccupied housing ratio was approximately 2:1 in favor of owner-occupied housing units. Based on the data,
between 2009 and 2018 there was an overall 5.79% shift in the total number of occupied housing units away
from renter- to owner-occupied units. The number of vacant units in 2018 grew 19.77% in comparison to the
number of vacant units in 2009. However, based on the total number of housing units, the 138 additional
vacancies account for only a 1.42% growth in the number of vacant units from 2009 to 2018.
Chart 13.5 – Change in Housing Tenure Over Time
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Of the vacant housing units, the percent share of each housing tenure type, owner or renter, and the changes
that occurred between 2009 and 2018 are illustrated in Chart 13.6 – Change in Residential Vacancies by Type Over
Time.
Chart 13.6 – Change in Residential Vacancies by Type Over Time
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The combination of increased demand for rental housing and a decreased supply of both vacant- and occupiedrental units suggests an imbalance in the available housing choices for existing and prospective residents. The
dramatic increase in the amount of “other” vacancies is concerning, especially due to the lack of specific
information regarding what types of residential units comprise this broad category. According to the definition
of the Census Bureau, the other category, “includes units held for occupancy by a caretaker or janitor, and units
held for personal reasons of the owner.” Additional research may be necessary to determine if seasonal rentals
7

and/or short-term rentals are being included within this category. If so, regulatory action may be necessary to
encourage or require short-term rentals to return to long-term rental status.

C. Housing Stock Age & Condition:
The range of the age of the Town’s housing stock is vast, ranging from pre-Revolution Colonial-style homes to
recently constructed homes with sustainable elements such as energy-efficient passive house design. Although
the 1980s saw the largest number of new housing construction (1,544 units / 18.15% of total), the pre-WorldWar II era, 1939 or earlier, is second (1,425 units / 16.75%) of total. The decades that experienced the least
amount of new residential construction were 2010 or later (273 units / 3.21% of total) and the 1940s (366 units
/ 4.30% of total). It should be noted that the data regarding the age of vacant housing units is unavailable and
that the 2010 or later time period data is incomplete until the 2020 Census is completed.
The broad distribution of housing age is reflected in the 57-year median age of the Town’s housing stock. Chart
13.7 – Occupied Housing Stock by Year Built further depicts this wide distribution of housing construction
throughout the decades.
Chart 13.7 – Occupied Housing Stock by Year Built
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Chart 13.8 – Increase in Housing Units Over Time depicts a relatively linear progression of housing construction for
the second half of the twentieth century. In combination with previously referenced housing data demonstrating
a net loss of housing between 2009 and 2018, there is a preliminary indication that this growth in the number of
residential units is plateauing.
Chart 13.8 – Increase in Housing Units Over Time
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The amount of substandard housing, as defined by the Census Bureau as, “the lack of complete kitchen or
bathroom facilities,” has increased since 2009, but remains a low percentage of the Town’s total housing units
Chart 13.9 – Change in Substandard Housing Units Over Time
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D. Community Survey Results:
The Comprehensive Plan Update’s public participation process included a community survey. Some of the
questions included in the survey were repeated from the last community survey conducted in 2005 and
incorporated into the 2008 Comprehensive Plan Update. A comparison of data for both 2005 and 2020 will be
provided when available. The following questions and results pertain to the Town’s existing housing stock:
Chart 13.10 – Community Survey, Housing Type (2020)
Question:

What type of housing do you live in?

Townhouse
3.24%

Other No Response
5%
0.61%

I Prefer Not to
Answer
0.81%

Condo
9.11%

Apartment
1.82%

Mobile Home
8.30%

Single-Family
(Detached)
71.46%
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In comparison of the random distribution of surveys by housing type, the responses to this basic question
reveals that residents in single-family (detached and attached/townhouse) housing made up a larger percentage
of respondents than the percentage of surveys distributed to said housing types. The condo response rate was
nearly the same as the condo survey distribution. The response rate for mobile homes and apartments was
lower than the percent of surveys distributed to said housing types.
Table 13.5 – Community Survey – Housing Type Distribution vs. Response Rate
Distribution
Responses
% Change
Apartment
Condo
Mobile Home
Single-Family Home (Detached)
Townhouse (Attached Single-Family)
I Prefer Not to Answer
Other

3.13%
9.93%
17.13%
67.47%
2.33%
-----

1.82%
9.11%
8.30%
71.46%
3.24%
0.81%
0.61%

-1.29%
-0.82%
-8.83%
3.99%
0.91%
-----

Chart 13.11 – Community Survey, Multi-Generational Housing (2020)
Question:

Do you live in a multi-generational household (ex: children / parents / grandparents)?
I Prefer Not to
Answer
1.21%

No Response
3.85%
Yes
23.28%

No
71.66%

There is no local data by which to compare the responses of this question, but a 2018 Pew Research Center
concluded that as of 2016 (the most recent available data at the time) that 20% of all households in the country
were multi-generational. The community survey depicts the Town as having slightly more (3.28%) multigenerational households than the national average. The overall number of multi-generational households
nationwide has been steadily increasing since an all-time low of 12% in 1980. This trend indicates that careful
attention is necessary to ensure new housing types and designs adequately accommodate residents of all ages.

II.

Affordable Housing
A. Cost-Burdened Households
11

A residential dwelling unit is considered affordable by the United States Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) if it can be obtained for 30% or less of the household income. If a household pays more
than 30% of their income to housing costs, the household is considered, “cost-burdened.” Based on this
definition, the number of cost-burdened residential units, both rental- and owner-occupied has decreased since
2009. In 2018, 71.03% of owner-occupied residential units, and 53.30% of renter-occupied residential units
spent less than 30% of their household income on housing costs.
Chart 13.12 – Cost-Burdened Households Over Time: (2009 – 2018)
80.00%

71.03%

70.00%

62.07%

53.30%

60.00%

44.84%

50.00%

30.00%
0.60%

9.03%

Not Computed

Not Cost-Burdened

Renter-Occupied

Owner-Occupied

Renter-Occupied

Owner-Occupied

0.00%
Owner-Occupied

0.00%

37.67%

9.48%

Renter-Occupied

10.00%

45.69%

28.97%

40.00%

20.00%

37.33%

Cost-Burdened

Chart 13.13 – Cost-Burdened Households Regional Comparison: (2018)
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For the percentage of owner-occupied households that are defined as cost-burdened, the Town, Cumberland
County, and the State of Maine varies by less than 2%. For renter-occupied units the Town has between 4.3% 6.7% less cost-burdened households than the County and State. Although it is tempting to conclude that
housing affordability in Town has improved since 2009 and that housing is slightly more affordable than the
surrounding area, further analysis is required.
The percentages above indicate that within the Town there are 1,034 renter-households and 1,003 ownerhouseholds that are cost-burdened. In order to reduce the number of cost-burdened households and thereby
achieve the State goal, “to encourage and promote affordable, decent housing opportunities for all Maine
citizens” and meet the legislative requirement to achieve a level of at least 10% of new residential development,
based on a 5-year historical average, that meets the definition of affordable housing a review of household
income and housing costs are warranted.

B. The Housing Cost and Household Income Connection
HUD establishes different levels of an area’s average median income (AMI – the income level where one-half of
households earn more and the other half of households earn less) to address affordable housing needs. These
incomes levels are:
Table 13.6 – HUD Income Levels
AMI
HUD Income Levels
Extremely Low Income
30% or Less
Very Low Income*
31% to 50% of AMI
Low Income*
51% to 80% of AMI
Moderate Income*
81% to 120% of AMI
Middle Income
121% or More of AMI
* In conducting an affordable housing inventory, only very low income,
low income, and moderate-income levels are suggested for analysis.
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Based on the 2018 American Community Survey, the AMI for the Town is $60,226. This represents a 9.05%
increase in the AMI since 2009. Applying the 2018 AMI to the above referenced income levels results in:
Table 13.7 – AMI Levels in Brunswick
2009*
HUD Income Levels
≤ $27,614.50
Very Low Income
$27,614.51 - $44,183.20
Low Income
$44,183.21 - $66,274.80
Moderate Income
* Adjusted for Inflation to 2018

2018
≤ $30,113.00
$30,114.00 to $48,180.80
$48,180.81 to $72,271.20

Although the HUD-defined income ranges for the above three (3) income levels do not match Census-defined
income levels it is possible to demonstrate, by income level, what percentage of households pay more than 30%
of their income toward housing costs.
Table 13.8 - Cost-Burdened Households by Income Level
Rental (% Cost-Burdened)
Household Income
2009
2018
% Change
< $20,000
21.31% 19.22%
-2.09%
$20,000 to $34,999.99
16.05% 11.78%
-4.27%
$35,000 to $49,999.99
7.98%
4.51%
-3.47%
$50,000 to $74,999.99
1.94%
2.34%
0.40%
> $75,000
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

Owner (% Cost-Burdened)
2009
2018
% Change
13.52% 11.08%
-2.44%
11.59%
8.34%
-3.25%
6.29%
4.93%
-1.36%
4.88%
4.08%
-0.80%
1.89%
0.56%
-1.33%

The data in Table 13.9 – Cost-Burdened Households by Income Level demonstrates:
1. The lower the household income, the higher percentage of it is dedicated to housing costs.
2. Except for renter-occupied households earning $50,000 to $74,999.99, there was an overall decrease
between 2009 and 2018 in both rental-occupied and owner-occupied housing units that were costburdened.
3. Owner-occupied households are less likely to be cost-burdened than rental-occupied households for those
with an income less than $35,000 per year; and
4. Conversely, owner-occupied households are more likely to be cost-burdened (albeit slightly) than rentaloccupied households for those with an income greater than $35,000 per year.
In comparison to Cumberland County and the State, the Town has less cost-burdened renter-occupied
households than both the County and State. In comparison to owner-occupied cost-burdened households, the
Town falls within 1.5% of the County and is nearly identical to the State:
Table 13.9 - Cost-Burdened Households by Income Level by Region (2018)
Rental
Owner
Household Income
Town County
State
Town County
< $20,000
19.22%
19.17%
24.03%
11.08%
9.67%
$20,000 to $34,999.99
11.78%
12.78%
13.31%
8.34%
7.53%
$35,000 to $49,999.99
4.51%
8.16%
4.69%
4.93%
5.48%
$50,000 to $74,999.99
2.34%
3.71%
1.60%
4.08%
4.83%

State
11.99%
7.89%
4.30%
3.23%
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> $75,000
TOTALS:

0.00%
37.70%

0.59%
44.41%

0.26%
43.89%

0.56%
28.99%

2.94%
30.45%

1.54%
28.95%

--- ADDITIONAL INFORMATION STAFF WOULD LIKE TO ADD, BUT NOT REQUIRED BY STATE --

C.
D.
E.
F.

The Housing Cost and Transportation Cost Connection
Housing Affordability and Town Employees
Mobile Home Analysis
Tiny Homes
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PREFACE

BY U.S. HUD SECRETARY MARCIA FUDGE

T

he COVID-19 crisis has devastated our nation. More than
half a million American lives have been claimed by this
virus. Millions more have grappled with grief, isolation,
and the financial hardship of lost jobs or reduced wag.
We know that Americans with the lowest incomes—who are
more often people of color—have suffered disproportionate
harm. Black, Native American, Hispanic, and Asian and Pacific
Islander households have endured higher rates of infection,
hospitalization, and death. Similarly, job losses and an uneven
recovery have hit communities of color especially hard. This
includes many landlords of color who have lost rent payments.
The Biden-Harris Administration has taken bold action to
deliver relief for American families and communities. The
American Rescue Plan, together with previous COVID
relief bills, will provide more than $46 billion to help
people who have fallen behind on their rent payments.
In addition, it includes $10 billion in emergency housing
vouchers and supportive services for people who are
experiencing or at risk of experiencing homelessness. HUD
is working with communities to deploy and leverage these
vital resources in an efficient and equitable manner.

HUD is working with
communities to deploy
and leverage these vital
resources in an efficient
and equitable manner.

Moving forward, the Biden-Harris
administration will continue to work relentlessly
to provide every person with a fair chance
to secure a safe, affordable, and dignified
place to call home—and to live in a thriving
community where opportunity is abundant.

This year’s Out of Reach report from the
National Low Income Housing Coalition
outlines the urgent need for our government
to expand affordable housing. It estimates
that a full-time worker must earn at least $20.40 per hour to
rent a modest one-bedroom home, or $24.90 per hour to
rent a modest two-bedroom home. These amounts are far
higher than many Americans—including seniors, people with
disabilities, and working families—can spend on housing.
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Even before the pandemic, our nation had a shortage of
7 million affordable and available homes for renters with
the lowest incomes. As a result, 70% of these households
routinely spent more than half of their incomes on rent. They
have little ability to save—and one emergency or unexpected
expense could send them into homelessness. To make
matters worse, three out of four very low-income renters who
are eligible for federal rental assistance do not receive i.
We can and must do more.
That is why the President has proposed the Build Back Better
agenda, which would help build and modernize more than 2
million affordable and sustainable places to live. It is why he
has directed HUD to explore every avenue for enforcing the
Fair Housing Act—to ensure every American, regardless of their
background, can enjoy equal access to affordable housing.
The President’s budget proposes an additional allocation
for rental assistance that would cover an estimated 200,000
households struggling to make ends meet. If enacted, the
President’s budget and the Build Back Better agenda would
serve as a critical down payment toward his plan to put
housing assistance in reach for every household in need.
As the United States continues to rebuild from the COVID-19
pandemic, we have an immense responsibility—and the great
opportunity—to help our nation build back stronger than
ever before. For HUD, that means doing our part to offer
every American the chance to live each day with security,
with dignity, and with hope. I hope each person who reads
this important report will join our Department in working
to make this vision a reality for the American peopl.
Sincerely,

Marcia Fudge
Secretary
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
v

INTRODUCTION

T

he COVID-19 pandemic and its economic
fallout underscore the need for a
stronger housing safety net in the United
States. During the peak of the crisis, when
it was imperative for everyone to stay home
and maintain social distancing, over 580,000
Americans were experiencing homelessness
in shelters or on the streets (HUD, 2021).
Millions more were at severe risk of eviction
because interruptions in incomes broke their
already-strained budgets. COVID-19 was an
economic catastrophe for many households,
disproportionately people of color, precisely
because so many already could not afford their
homes. Jurisdictions across the country worked
to create new emergency rental assistance
programs because pre-pandemic housing
assistance programs, where they existed at all,
were inadequate to keep renters housed. With the
imminent lifting of the CDC eviction moratorium
and most state and local moratoriums, many
renters are at risk of eviction and need emergency
assistance to pay off accumulated back rent. Long
after the public health dangers and economic
crisis gradually recede, low-wage workers and
low-income renters will continue to be in a
precarious position until we create permanent
solutions to widespread housing unaffordability.
The economic downturn of 2020 hit low-wage
workers especially hard. Industries with lowerpaying jobs, including retail, food and beverage,
and hospitality, were more likely to be exposed
to shutdowns (Dey and Loewenstein, 2020),
and consequently low-wage workers were more
likely to see their hours reduced or their jobs
cut. As of late March 2021, nearly 14 million
renter households with annual incomes below
$50,000 had lost employment income during
the pandemic (Census, 2021). According to the
Economic Policy Institute, over 82% of the 9.6

million net jobs lost in 2020 were held by workers
in the bottom quartile of the wage distribution
(Gould & Kandra, 2021). That loss of employment
income often caused serious material hardship.
The need for food banks, for example, was
considerably higher than normal throughout 2020,
and four in 10 food bank visitors sought such
assistance for the first time (Cohen, 2020). Surveys
conducted between August 2020 and March
2021 suggest about a third of all households
were consistently having trouble paying for usual
household expenses. A year after the start of the
pandemic, nearly a fourth of renters with incomes
below $50,000 were borrowing from friends and
family to meet spending needs (Census, 2021).
People of color are more likely to have
experienced a loss of income during the
pandemic. By March 2021, 39% of white, nonLatino adults had experienced a loss of household
income, compared to 49% of Black adults and
58% of Latino adults (Census, 2021). Pervasive
racial and ethnic inequities across multiple
domains—in wealth, income, employment,
neighborhood quality, health care access, and
housing—mean that when disaster strikes, people
of color are often the most severely harmed.
The recovery from the pandemic has been
uneven. The declining overall unemployment
rate—which fell from 14.8% in April 2020 to
6.0% by March 2021—obscures substantial
lingering pain for low-wage workers. Economists
at the Federal Reserve estimated that workers
in the lowest-wage quartile, disproportionately
people of color, still faced an unemployment
rate of 22% in February 2021 (Brainard, 2021).
Likewise, researchers at Opportunity Insights
estimate that in March 2021, employment for
high-wage workers was up nearly 2% compared
to a pre-pandemic levels but down 28% for
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low-wage workers (Opportunity Insights, 2021).
Even if economic recovery is robust and sustained,
low-wage workers will continue to struggle.
First, it will be difficult for many households to
erase accumulated debts without significant
assistance. Ten million low-income renter
households routinely spend more than half their
incomes on rent (NLIHC, 2021b), and those
households are unlikely to be able to pay for
both ongoing expenses and debts accumulated
during months of furlough or shutdown in
2020. Second, the economic circumstances
low-wage workers face even during periods of
economic strength are tremendously difficult. A
return to the previous status quo will mean that
millions of low-wage workers will continue to
face financial precarity and housing instability.
Since 1989, NLIHC’s Out of Reach report has
called attention to the gulf between actual wages
and what people need to earn to afford their
rents. Every year, the report documents that an
affordable rental home is out of reach for millions
of low-wage workers and other low-income
families. This year’s report shows the extent to
which housing costs outpaced wages even before
the economic crisis, and the situation many
renters face today is even more challenging.

COVID-19 was an
economic catastrophe
for many households,
disproportionately people
of color, precisely because
so many already could
not afford their homes.
1

The report’s Housing Wage is an estimate of
the hourly wage full-time workers must earn
to afford a rental home at HUD’s fair market
rent without spending more than 30% of their
incomes. Fair market rents are estimates of what
a person moving today can expect to pay for
a modestly priced rental home in a given area.
The kind of home that can be rented for the fair
market rent is in decent condition, but it is not
luxury housing. The 2021 National Housing
Wage is $24.90 per hour for a modest twobedroom rental home and $20.40 per hour
for a modest one-bedroom rental home.
The federal minimum wage of $7.25 per hour falls
well short of both the two-bedroom and onebedroom National Housing Wages. Because the
federal minimum wage does not rise automatically
with inflation, it is worth considerably less
today than it was worth in recent decades. If
the minimum wage had increased at the rate of
productivity growth, it would be over $21 per hour
in 2021 (Cooper, 2019). Thirty states, the District
of Columbia, and several dozen counties and
municipalities now have minimum wages higher
than the federal minimum wage, but even taking

higher state and county minimum wages into
account, the average minimum wage worker must
work nearly 97 hours per week (more than 2 fulltime jobs) to afford a two-bedroom rental home
or 79 hours per week (almost 2 full-time jobs)
to afford a one-bedroom rental home at the fair
market rent. People who work 97 hours per week
and need 8 hours per day of sleep have around
2 hours per day left over for everything else—
commuting, cooking, cleaning, self-care, caring for
children and family, and serving their community.
Doing so is an impossibility for a single parent
who needs a larger-than-one-bedroom apartment.
Even for a one-bedroom rental, it is unreasonable
to expect individuals to work 79 hours per week
to afford their housing. For people who can
work, one full-time job should be enough.
The struggle to afford rental housing is not
confined to minimum-wage workers. The average
renter’s hourly wage of $18.78 is $6.12 less
than the national two-bedroom Housing Wage
and $1.62 less than the one-bedroom Housing
Wage. As a result, the average renter must work
53 hours per week to afford a modest twobedroom apartment. Many single parents or

Rent Affordable to a
Householdwith One Full-Time Worker
Earning the Federal Minimum Wage
Rent Affordable to Individual
with Average Unemployment
Insurance Benefit
Rent Affordable to Family of Four
with Income at Poverty Level
Rent Affordable to Full-Time
Worker Earning the Average
Renter Wage
2021 One-Bedroom
Fair Market Rent
2021 Two-Bedroom
Fair Market Rent

The average monthly fair market rent for a onebedroom or two-bedroom rental home is $1,061
or $1,295, respectively—much higher than what
many renters can afford (Figure 1). A family of
four with poverty-level income in most areas of
the U.S. can afford a monthly rent of no more
than $663, assuming they can manage to spend
as much as 30% of their income on housing.
Many extremely low-income families can afford
far less. Individuals with disabilities relying on
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) can afford a
monthly rent of only $238. A household receiving
the average unemployment insurance benefit can
afford a rent of no more than $503 per month.
Since unemployment insurance is determined by
an individual’s former wages, those who had been
making the minimum wage receive even less.
Even under the best of circumstances, rent
is unaffordable for most low-wage workers.
When they lose a job, face unexpected
expenses like an emergency medical bill, or
experience a disaster, their families struggle
even more. Stable, affordable housing is a
prerequisite for basic well-being, and no family
should live in danger of losing their home.
Addressing the long-term housing affordability
crisis in this country requires increasing rental
assistance to all who need it, as well as expanding
and preserving the affordable housing stock.
At its current funding levels, federal housing
assistance is available to only one in four incomeeligible households (Fischer & Sard, 2017). To
be effective, expanded rental assistance must
be paired with a commitment to funding the
construction of more affordable homes and
implementing robust renter protections.

FIGURE 1: RENTS ARE OUT OF REACH FOR MANY RENTERS
Rent Affordable to a
Individual Relying on SSI

caregivers find it difficult to work those hours.

$238
$377
$503
$663
$977
$1,061
$1,295

Source: NLIHC calculation of weighted-average HUD Fair Market Rent. Affordable rents based on income and benefits data
from BLS QCEW, 2019 adjusted to 2021 dollars; Center on Budget and Policy Priorities' Policy Basics: Unemployment
Insurance, 2021; and Social Security Administration, 2021 maximum federal SSI benefit for individual.
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LOW WAGES IN A WEALTHY COUNTRY

T

he COVID crisis had a profound shortterm impact on the U.S. labor market,
with many low-wage workers furloughed
or laid off and many higher-wage workers
telecommuting. How the crisis will shape the
labor market in the long term, after the public
health risks subside, is still uncertain. One thing
that is clear, however, is that the long-term trends
over the past 40 years have not been favorable
for low-wage workers. Over the course of the
last several decades, low-wage workers have
struggled to afford their homes in both good
and bad economic times, and COVID-inspired
changes are unlikely to solve that problem.
Wage growth has been slow for the lowest-wage
workers for decades. Results from the Current
Population Survey indicate that, between 1979
and 2019, inflation-adjusted hourly wages
grew just 6.5% for the lowest-wage (at the 10th
percentile) workers and 8.8% for median-wage
workers. For Latino workers at the 10th percentile,
inflation-adjusted hourly wages actually fell,
as did the median hourly wages for Black and
Latino men. In contrast, wages for the highestpaid workers (at the 90th percentile) grew by
41.3% (Congressional Research Service, 2020).
Only in ten of the last 40 years did most workers
see sustained increases in real wages, and in
recent decades wages have been disconnected
from increases in productivity. Between 1979
and 2018 productivity grew by nearly 70% while
compensation for production and nonsupervisory
workers grew by just 12% (Gould, 2020).

For many low-wage workers, employment is
not sufficient to keep them out of poverty: the
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) estimates that in
2018, seven million “working poor” individuals
spent more than half the year in the labor force
but fell below the official poverty level (BLS,
2020b). Considering the criticisms that the official
poverty measure undercounts the number of
people experiencing what most would consider
poverty (Fremstad, 2020), the actual number of
“working poor” is likely even greater. There are
racial disparities in who is likely to be working
poor as well: 7.2% of Black workers in the labor
force for at least 27 weeks per year were working
poor, compared to 7% of Latino workers, 3.5%
of white workers, and 2.3% of Asian workers.
There are likely multiple reasons for these wage
trends and the economic precarity of many
workers in an otherwise rich country. Some argue
that “job polarization”—a decline of jobs in
the middle of the wage distribution and growth
at the extreme—plays a role in explaining the
prevalence of low wages (Tüzeman & Willis, 2013).
The industries in which people work might explain
some trends: the share of jobs in manufacturing
and production declined between 1979 and 2019,
while the share of service-sector jobs, more likely
to be low-wage, slightly increased (Congressional
Research Service, 2020). Even within industries,
though, the types of jobs have changed, as
technological changes have eliminated some jobs
in the middle of the distribution. Changing job
requirements may disadvantage low-wage workers

and leave them with fewer options. The highereducation wage premium increased significantly
between 1979 and 2019. For workers without
a college degree, median wages fell over this
period (Congressional Research Service, 2020).
The continued prevalence of low-wage jobs is
not a natural and unalterable outcome—public
policy shapes workers’ prospects. Slow growth
in the federal minimum wage likely indirectly
affects all low-wage work (Zipperer, 2015). Lack
of meaningful support for organized labor affects
the bargaining power of low-wage workers. While
private-sector unions historically helped boost
wages, especially for lower-wage workers and for
Black and Latino workers generally, the share of
workers who were unionized fell from 27% in 1979
to 11.6% in 2019. By one estimate, wages would
have been 7.9% higher in 2019 if not for the fortyyear decline in unionization rates (Mishel, 2021).
Whatever the causes, low wages make it
difficult for households to achieve long-term
economic stability, to save for future needs
or even just to pay the rent each month.
The COVID-19 pandemic and economic
crisis has made this already dire situation
worse for many low-income workers.

Over the course of the last several decades, low-wage workers have
struggled to afford their homes in both good and bad economic times,
and COVID-inspired changes are unlikely to solve that problem.
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THE RENTAL HOUSING MARKET FOR
LOW-WAGE WORKERS

F

or most low-wage workers, decent rental
housing is unaffordable. While wages have
been stagnant or slow to rise, rents continue
to climb. In 45 states and the District of Columbia,
median gross rents increased faster than median
renter household income between 2001 and
2018 (Mazzara, 2019). In no state, metropolitan
area, or county in the U.S. can a worker earning
the federal or prevailing state or local minimum
wage afford a modest two-bedroom rental home
at fair market rent by working a standard 40-hour
work week. In only 7% of all U.S. counties (218
counties out of more than 3,000 nationwide, not
including Puerto Rico) can a full-time minimumwage worker afford a one-bedroom rental home
at fair market rent. Fifty local jurisdictions have

minimum wages higher than the federal or state
minimum wage, but these local minimum-wage
ordinances all fall short of the local one-bedroom
and two-bedroom Housing Wage (Appendix A).
Even the average renter too often does not earn
enough to afford a modest rental home. In 49
states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico,
the average renter earns less than the average
two-bedroom Housing Wage. North Dakota
is the sole exception. In 17 states, including
California, Florida, and New York, the average
renter earns at least $5.00 less than the state’s
average two-bedroom Housing Wage. Figure
2 shows the eight states with the largest gap
between the average renter’s wage and the
two-bedroom Housing Wage. In 26 states and

In 49 states, the
District of Columbia,
and Puerto Rico,
the average renter
earns less than the
average two-bedroom
Housing Wage.

FIGURE 2: STATES WITH THE LARGEST SHORTFALL BETWEEN AVERAGE RENTER
WAGE AND TWO-BEDROOM HOUSING WAGE
HI

CA

-$14.15

MA

-$13.68

NJ

MD

VT

-$10.17

-$9.85

CT

NH

-$9.13

-$8.56

-$12.57

-$20.13
Source: Housing wages based on HUD fair market rents. Average renter wages based on BLS QCEW, 2019 adjusted to 2021 dollars.
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FIGURE 3: HOURLY WAGES BY PERCENTILE VS. ONE- AND
TWO-BEDROOM HOUSING WAGES

Puerto Rico, the average renter’s wage is lower
than even the one-bedroom Housing Wage.

$30.00

$25.00

$20.00

$25.32

One-Bedroom Housing Wage ($20.40)

$15.00

$10.00

$30.45

Two-Bedroom Housing Wage ($24.90)

$11.17

$13.60

$15.51

$18.24

$21.22

$5.00

$0.00

10th
Percentile
Wage

20th
Percentile
Wage

30th
Percentile
Wage

40th
Percentile
Wage

50th
Percentile
Wage

60th
Percentile
Wage

70th
Percentile
Wage

Source: Housing wages based on HUD fair market rents. The hourly wages by percentile from the Economic Policy Institute State of Working America Data
Library 2020, adjusted to 2021 dollars.

FIGURE 4: ELEVEN OF THE TWENTY LARGEST OCCUPATIONS IN THE
UNITED STATES PAY LESS THAN THE HOUSING WAGE
Two-Bedroom Housing Wage
One-Bedroom Housing Wage
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants
Motor Vehicle Operators
Financial Clerks
Other Office and Administrative Support Workers
Information and Record Clerks
Material Moving Workers
Building Cleaning and Pest Control Workers
Home Health and Personal Care Aides; and
Nursing Assistants, Orderlies, and Psychiatric Aides
Cooks and Food Preparation Workers
Retail Sales Workers
Food and Beverage Serving Workers

$20.40
$20.22
$20.02
$19.51
$17.69
$17.41
$15.15
$13.99
$13.94
$13.35
$12.95
$11.87

$24.90

Source: Occupational wages from May 2020 Occupational Employment Statistics, BLS, adjusted to 2021 dollars. Housing wages based on HUD fair market rents.
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The income distribution in Figure 3, which includes
all wage and salary workers, shows that modest rental
housing is out of reach for nearly every worker in the
bottom half of the wage distribution. A modest onebedroom rental home is unaffordable to more than
40% of wage earners. A modest two-bedroom rental
home is unaffordable for nearly 60% of wage earners.
Eleven of the twenty largest occupations in the
United States pay a lower median hourly wage than
what a full-time worker needs to earn to afford a
modest apartment at the national average fair market
rent (Figure 4). The workers in these occupations
account for more than 36% of the total U.S.
workforce, excluding farmworkers. Nearly 14 million
people work in retail sales or food and beverage
service, occupations whose median wages are far
less than what full-time workers need to afford a
one-bedroom or two-bedroom apartment. Home
health aides, personal care workers, and nursing
assistants—occupations that are disproportionately
Black and Latino (Rho, Brown, & Fremstad,
2020)—earn a median wage just two-thirds of
what a full-time worker needs for a one-bedroom
apartment. While low-wage jobs are sometimes
labeled “low-skill” in the technical literature, in
practice they can be quite difficult to perform.
Low-wage jobs are often brutally taxing, and
servers, drivers, personal care aides, and building
maintenance staff develop specialized skills to
meet the demands of the job and provide essential
services to their communities (Lowrey, 2021).
Low-wage workers are not the only renters that
struggle to afford their housing. Over 4.4 million
renter households with incomes less than 50% of area
median income have elderly heads of households
not in the labor force. Over 1.7 million more have
a householder with a disability out of the labor
force, and approximately 800,000 are single-adult
caregivers or in school. Low-income families with a
variety of circumstances struggle to afford their rent.
5

DISPROPORTIONATE HARM TO PEOPLE OF
COLOR

H

ousing unaffordability for low-wage
workers disproportionately impacts
people of color. Income inequality along
racial lines, which contributes to the problem, is
the product of historical and ongoing systemic
racism: discrimination, economic exploitation,
and unequal opportunities. Figure 5 compares
the hourly wage distributions of white, Black, and
Latino workers. For example, the 10th percentile
wage bars show what the lowest-paid 10% of
white, Black, and Latino workers are paid. White
workers at the bottom of the white income
distribution earn more than Black and Latino
workers at the bottom of their respective income
distributions. A Black worker at the 20th percentile
of Black wages earns 15% less than a white worker
at the 20th percentile of white wages. A Latino
worker at the 20th percentile of Latino wages
earns 12% less than the 20th percentile white

worker. This disparity holds across all income
levels. The median Black worker and Latino
worker earn 24% and 26% less than the median
white worker. Native American households also
face significant discrimination and barriers, and as
a result they have lower odds of employment than
white households (Austin, 2013) and generally
lower incomes. Among households in the labor
force in 2019 American Community Survey, Native
American median household income was 47%
lower than white median household income.
Black and Latino workers are more likely than
white workers to be employed in sectors with
lower median wages, like service or production,
while white workers are more likely to be
employed in higher-paying management and
professional positions (BLS, 2020a). Native
American workers are also much less likely than
white workers to be employed in management

FIGURE 5: HOURLY WAGE PERCENTILES VS. ONE- AND TWO-BEDROOM HOUSING WAGES
$35.00
$30.00

White

Black

Latino

$25.00

Two-Bedroom Housing Wage ($24.90)

$20.00

One-Bedroom Housing Wage ($20.40)

$27.48

$11.70

$14.32
$10.11 $10.51

$17.00
$12.17 $12.56

$24.37

$23.31
$19.99

$15.00
$10.00

$33.15

$14.20 $14.17

$15.71 $15.28

$17.81 $17.24

$23.25

$20.34 $19.72

$5.00
$0.00
10th
Percentile Wage

20th
Percentile Wage

30th
Percentile Wage

40th
Percentile Wage

50th
Percentile Wage

60th
Percentile Wage

70th
Percentile Wage

Source: Housing wages based on HUD Fair Market Rents. The hourly wages by percentile from the Economic Policy Institute State of Working America Data Library 2020.
Adjusted to 2021 dollars.
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Black and Latino workers
are more likely than
white workers to be
employed in sectors with
lower median wages.
and professional occupations (Allard & Brundage,
Jr., 2019). Even within occupational groups
(e.g., among all workers in management and
professional positions), the median earnings
for white workers are often higher than median
earnings for Black or Latino workers. Likewise
among college graduates there are significant
income disparities by race (Choi & Goodman,
2020). Workplace discrimination in hiring and
promotion plays a role in creating these disparities
(Quillian, Pager, Hexel, & Midtbøen, 2017).
Black and Latino workers face larger gaps
between their wages and the cost of housing
than white workers. The median-wage, fulltime white worker earns a wage adequate to
afford a one-bedroom apartment at fair market
rent, but the median-wage, full-time Black or
Latino worker does not (Figure 5). At the 60th
percentile, a full-time white worker can afford a
two-bedroom rental home at fair market rent.
Meanwhile, a full-time Black or Latino worker at
the 60th percentile-wage for their race or ethnicity
cannot afford even a one-bedroom rental.
The unaffordability of the rental market
disproportionately harms Black and Latino
6

households, because they are more likely at all
income levels to be renters. In 2019, 28% of
white households were renters, compared with
58% of Black households and 54% of Latino
households (Census, 2020). Historical and
ongoing discrimination has limited opportunities
for homeownership for many people of
color, and a large racial wealth gap makes it
more difficult for people of color to become
homeowners. In 2019, the median family wealth
for Black and Latino households was just 13%
and 19% of white households’ median family
wealth (Bhutta, Chang, Dettling & Hsu, 2020).
Households headed by people of color are
more likely than white households to be renters
with extremely low incomes: 20% of Black
households, 18% of American Indian or Alaska
Native households, 14% of Latino households,
and 10% of Asian households are extremely
low-income renters, compared to just 6% of
white households. These extremely low-income
renters have the greatest unmet housing
needs of any income group (NLIHC, 2021b).
Black, Native American, and Latino households
have been especially hard hit by the pandemic
and its attendant economic downturn—more
likely to be infected, more likely to develop
serious illness, and more likely to lose a job or
income (CDC, 2020). The unemployment rates for
Black, Native American, and Latino workers were
already higher than the unemployment rate for
white workers before the pandemic, and the wave
of shutdowns in the spring of 2020 expanded that
disparity. In February 2020, the unemployment
rate for Latino workers was 1.3 percentage points
higher than the rate for white workers, and
the rate for Black workers was 2.7 percentage
points higher. By May 2020, the Latino-white
unemployment gap grew to 5.3 percentage
points, and the Black-white unemployment gap
grew to 5.2 percentage points. The recovery since
has been slower for Black and Latino workers.
In March 2021, the size of the unemployment

gap was still higher than pre-pandemic: the
Latino unemployment rate was 2.5 percentage
points higher than the white rate, and the Black
unemployment rate was 4.2 percentage points
higher (BLS, 2021). Other research shows that
the Native American unemployment rate is
consistently 4 to 5 percentage points higher
than the white unemployment rate, and the gap
may have grown by as much as 10 percentage
points during the crisis (Feir & Golding, 2020).
This uneven economic hardship explains why
Black and Latino renters have been much more
likely than white renters to have no or only slight
confidence in their ability to pay next month’s
rent on time. At the end of April 2020, 43% of
Latino renters and 44% of Black renters had
no or only slight confidence in their ability to
pay next month’s rent on time (or had deferred
payment), compared to 22% of white renters.
One year later, that disparity persisted: 43% of
Latino renters and 35% of Black renters still had
no or only slight confidence, compared to 17%
of white renters (Census, 2021). This difference
in confidence likely reflects greater precarity for
renters of color, who will need assistance to erase
arrearages and stay housed in the coming year.
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Renters of color are at
greater risk of eviction and
will need assistance to erase
arrearages and stay housed.
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THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING SHORTAGE AND
AFTERSHOCKS OF THE PANDEMIC

W

hile an economic crisis
disproportionately impacting the
lowest-wage workers has certainly
exacerbated their housing instability, the shortage
of affordable rental homes for low-income
households is not new. Prior to the pandemic
there were only 37 affordable and available rental
homes for every 100 renter households with
extremely low incomes (NLIHC, 2021b), and every
state and nearly every county in the U.S. lacked an
adequate supply. As a result of this shortage, 85%
of extremely low-income renters could not afford
their rent, and 70% were spending more than
half of their incomes on housing costs. Severely
housing cost-burdened households have to
sacrifice other basic necessities to pay the rent—
to cut back on basic nutrition or forgo needed
medical care, for instance. While many renters
struggle to find affordable housing, the affordable
housing shortage is predominantly a problem for
renters with extremely low incomes. Extremely
low-income households account for only 25% of
all renters, yet they account for 72% of all severely
housing cost-burdened renter households.

renters. Most new rental housing in the private
market is built for high-income renters, in order
to turn a profit after paying high development
costs. The median asking rent for apartments in
multifamily buildings constructed between July
2018 and June 2019 was $1,620 per month, far
more than what low-wage workers can afford
(JCHS, 2020). Only 32% of all renters in 2019
could afford this level of rent. The argument is
frequently made that new development will start
a process by which housing will “filter down”
to the lowest-income renters, as older housing
is vacated by those with higher incomes. This
filtering does not provide enough housing for
the lowest-income renters, though, because
landlords can virtually never, without state or
federal subsidies, feasibly maintain housing at
rent levels the lowest-income renters can afford
(Apgar, 1993). When the housing market is strong,
landlords have an incentive to renovate their
properties to capture higher rents. The economic
recovery from the crisis of 2020 will not on its own
solve the problems low-income renters face.

Low-wage workers struggle to find affordable
homes in both good times and bad. During
economic downturns, demand for lower-cost
rental housing can increase, as distressed
homeowners and renters in more expensive
apartments seek cheaper options. As a
result, rents for lower-cost housing can
increase even while high-end residential
rents fall, as seen in 2020 (Rampell, 2021).

Low-wage workers struggle
to find affordable homes
during economic downturns
and during periods of
economic growth.

During times of economic growth, the private
market fails to provide a sufficient supply of
affordable housing for the lowest-income
OUT OF REACH 2021 | NATIONAL LOW INCOME HOUSING COALITION
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THE FEDERAL POLICIES NEEDED TO END THE
HOUSING CRISIS

A

s communities continue to combat
COVID-19 and restore their economies,
policymakers must ensure that
emergency response programs are successful.
Jurisdictions must implement emergency
rental assistance programs in ways that ensure
renters with the greatest needs can access the
help they need, to remain stably housed and
to address their accumulated back rent debt
(Yae, Foley, Russell, & Orozco, 2021). With
over $46 billion appropriated by Congress to
emergency rental assistance in the end-of-2020
COVID relief package and the 2021 American
Rescue Plan, jurisdictions need to ensure that
unnecessary barriers, like overly burdensome
documentation requirements and landlord nonparticipation, do not prevent the lowest income
and most marginalized renters from receiving
needed assistance (Johnson & Yae, 2021).
The emergency rental assistance provided in
response to the pandemic and current crisis
will not, however, solve the long-term rental
affordability challenge that low-wage workers
and other low-income households have faced for
decades. A stronger housing safety net is required
to provide assistance to every household in need
and to scale up automatically during crises, to
prevent evictions and to reduce housing instability
among the lowest-income renters who are already
housing cost-burdened. Addressing the roots
of the housing affordability problem requires
a sustained commitment to universal rental
assistance for eligible households, investments
in new affordable housing affordable to the
lowest-income people, the preservation of the
affordable rental homes that already exist, and
the establishment of strong renter protections.

First, Congress should expand access to rental
assistance to every eligible household in need.
Universal rental assistance could be provided
by fully funding the Housing Choice Voucher
program. Participants in the HCV program
pay 30% of their adjusted gross incomes
toward housing costs in the private market,
and the voucher covers the remaining costs
up to the local housing authority’s payment
standard. Vouchers typically cost less than new
construction, making them an efficient option
in markets where there is already an abundant
supply of vacant, physically adequate housing.
An expansion of Housing Choice Vouchers
could be phased in, to give housing agencies
time to build capacity to implement the
program (Fischer, Acosta, & Gartland, 2021).
Many members of Congress have proposed
expansions to rental assistance. Senators Todd
Young (R-IN) and Chris Van Hollen (D-MD)
introduced the “Family Stability and Opportunity
Vouchers Act,” which would create 500,000 new
housing vouchers and counseling services to
help families move to areas with greater access
to schools, economic opportunities, and services.
The “Ending Homelessness Act,” released as
a discussion draft by House Financial Services
Committee Chair Maxine Waters (D-CA) would
fully fund the Housing Choice Voucher program
so it could assist all income-eligible households.
President Biden made universal rental assistance
a key part of his pre-election platform.
Second, Congress must expand the supply
of affordable homes affordable to the lowestincome people with significant increases in
capital investments. An annual investment of at
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least $45 billion into the national Housing Trust
Fund (HTF) is needed to create, preserve, or
rehabilitate homes for renters with extremely
low incomes. Currently funded by small
mandatory contributions from Fannie Mae
and Freddie Mac, the national HTF is a block
grant that gives states flexibility in how they
use the money, provided at least 90% is used
for rental housing and 75% of rental housing
serves extremely low-income households.
Congressional support for significant investments
in the national Housing Trust Fund continues to
grow. Chair Waters provides $45 billion for the
national Housing Trust Fund in the “Housing
is Infrastructure Act,” mirroring President
Biden’s American Jobs Plan proposal. The
“American Housing and Economic Mobility
Act” introduced by Senator Elizabeth Warren
(D-MA) and colleagues and the “Pathways to
Stable and Affordable Housing for All Act,”
introduced in the 116th Congress by Senators
Mazie Hirono (D-HI), Kirsten Gillibrand (D-NY),
and Cory Booker (D-NJ) would direct $45 billion
annually to the national Housing Trust Fund.

Universal rental assistance
could be provided by
fully funding the Housing
Choice Voucher program.
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Funding is also needed to preserve, rehabilitate,
and expand public housing, which provides an
affordable home and housing stability to some of
the nation’s lowest-income renters. Public housing
is a critical component of the U.S. housing
infrastructure, but public housing authorities face
a backlog of capital repair needs of $70 billion
(NLIHC, 2021a). Multiple proposals previously
introduced or under discussion in Congress would
address these needs. President Biden’s American
Jobs Plan includes $40 billion to make much
needed repairs to public housing. The “Housing is
Infrastructure Act,” as well as Senator Warren and
Representative Nydia Velázquez’s (D-NY) “Public
Housing Emergency Response Act,” would
allocate $70 billion to meet these capital needs.
An expansion of public housing could provide
affordable homes to many households who
currently do not receive any housing assistance.
The Faircloth Amendment, which forbids
expanding public housing beyond its 1999
levels, should be repealed. The “Homes for
All Act,” introduced in the 116th Congress
by Representative Ilhan Omar (D-MN),
would repeal the Faircloth amendment and
invest $1 trillion for new public housing and
deeply affordable private-market homes.
Third, Congress needs to create a National
Housing Stabilization Fund to provide emergency
assistance to families who experience a sudden
and temporary shock to their finances. The
pandemic-related downturn provided a dramatic
reminder of the precarity of many low-income
households, and a stabilization fund could
prevent evictions, housing instability, and
homelessness by providing short-term assistance.
The “Eviction Crisis Act,” introduced by Senators
Michael Bennet (D-CO) and Rob Portman (ROH) in the 116th Congress, would create an
Emergency Assistance Fund for state and local
governments to establish short-term financial
assistance and housing stabilization services.

Fourth, Congress must strengthen and enforce
renter protections. Given that many voucherholders struggle to find voucher-accepting
landlords, a federal ban on “source-of-income”
discrimination against voucher-holders is needed.
The “Fair Housing Improvement Act,” introduced
in the 116th Congress by Senator Tim Kaine
(D-VA) and Representatives Scott Peters (D-CA),
Adam Schiff (D-CA), Raúl Grijalva (D-AZ), José
Serrano (D-NY), and Ayanna Pressley (D-MA),
would prohibit housing discrimination on the
basis of source of income. Greater enforcement
of the existing protections of the Fair Housing
Act are also needed, to reduce racial and
ethnic discrimination, and protections should
be expanded to prohibit discrimination on the
basis of sexual orientation, gender identity, and
marital status. The “Fair and Equal Housing Act”
introduced in the last Congress by Senator Kaine
and Representative Brad Schneider (D-IL) would
create protections against discrimination on the
basis of sexual orientation and gender identity.
Very few renters have a lawyer during eviction
proceedings, though legal representation
gives them a much better chance of remaining
stably housed, so a national right to counsel
and sufficient funds to provide those services
are needed. Congress should also enact
legislation to create “just-cause” eviction
protections, which limit the reasons for which
a landlord may evict a tenant and create
greater housing stability for renters.
A return to a pre-pandemic status quo would
fail the millions of renters who could not
afford their rent even in a better economic
climate. As the country looks to recover
from the pandemic and economic crisis, the
time is ripe to make meaningful and longlasting structural changes to ensure lowwage workers and the most marginalized
people have stable, affordable homes.
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A stabilization fund
could prevent evictions,
housing instability, and
homelessness by providing
short-term assistance.

10

THE NUMBERS IN THIS REPORT

O

ut of Reach data are available for every
state, metropolitan area, and county at
www.nlihc.org/oor. We encourage you
to visit the site, click on your state, and select
“more info” to see an interactive page on which
you can choose specific metropolitan areas or
counties in your state. The final pages of this
report describe where the numbers come from
and how to use them, identify the most expensive
jurisdictions, and provide state rankings.
The Housing Wage varies considerably across
the country. The Housing Wage for a modest
two-bedroom rental home in the San Francisco
metropolitan area, for example, is $68.33, far
higher than the national Housing Wage. On
the other end of the price spectrum, the twobedroom Housing Wage is $12.19 in areas of
Alabama. Even so, many jurisdictions with lowerthan-average Housing Wages still suffer from a
shortage of affordable rental homes. Jurisdictions
with a low Housing Wage tend to have less vibrant
economies and lower-than-average household
incomes, meaning a low Housing Wage is
still out of reach for too many households.

HUD publishes Small Area FMRs based on U.S.
Postal Service ZIP codes to better reflect smallscale market conditions within metropolitan
areas. NLIHC calculated the Housing Wage for
each ZIP code to illustrate the variation in the
Housing Wage within metropolitan areas. These
wages can be found online at www.nlihc.org/oor.
Readers are cautioned against comparing
statistics in one edition of Out of Reach with
those in another. Over time, HUD has changed its
methodology for calculating FMRs and incomes.
Since 2012, HUD has developed FMR estimates
using American Community Survey (ACS) data to
determine base rents, and this methodology can
introduce more year-to-year variability. From time
to time, an area’s FMRs are based on local rent
surveys rather than the ACS. For these reasons,
not all differences between previous editions of
Out of Reach and this year’s report reflect actual
market dynamics. Please consult the appendices
and NLIHC research staff for assistance with
interpreting changes in the data over time.

The Housing Wage is based on HUD Fair Market
Rents (FMR), which are estimates of what a family
moving today can expect to pay for a modest
rental home, not what all renters are currently
paying. The FMR is the basis of the rent-payment
standard for Housing Choice Vouchers and
other HUD programs. The FMR is usually set at
the 40th percentile of rents for typical homes
occupied by recent movers in an area. FMRs
are often applied uniformly within each FMR
area, which is either a metropolitan area or
nonmetropolitan county. Therefore, the Housing
Wage does not reflect rent variations within a
metropolitan area or nonmetropolitan county.
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DEFINITIONS
Affordability in this report is consistent
with the federal standard that no more
than 30% of a household’s gross income
should be spent on rent and utilities.
Households paying over 30% of their
income are considered cost-burdened.
Households paying over 50% of their income
are considered severely cost-burdened.
Area Median Income (AMI) is used to
determine income eligibility for affordable
housing programs. The AMI is set according
to family size and varies by region.
Extremely Low Income (ELI)
refers to earning less than the
poverty level or 30% of AMI.
Housing Wage is the estimated fulltime hourly wage workers must earn to
afford a decent rental home at HUD’s Fair
Market Rent while spending no more than
30% of their income on housing costs.
Full-time work is defined as 2,080 hours
per year (40 hours each week for 52
weeks). The average employee works
roughly 35 hours per week, according
to the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Fair Market Rent (FMR) is typically the 40th
percentile of gross rents for standard rental
units. FMRs are determined by HUD on an
annual basis, and reflect the cost of shelter
and utilities. FMRs are used to determine
payment standards for the Housing Choice
Voucher program and Section 8 contracts.
Renter wage is the estimated mean hourly
wage among renters, based on 2019 Bureau
of Labor Statistics wage data, adjusted
by the ratio of renter household income
to the overall median household income
reported in the ACS and projected to 2021.
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n User's Guide

HOW TO USE THE NUMBERS
Renter households represented
36% of all households (20152019).

For a family earning 100% of AMI, monthly rent of
$2,050 or less is affordable.
A renter household needs to earn at
least $24.90 per hour in order to
afford a two-bedroom home at FMR.

UNITED STATES

There were 43,848,654 renter
households in the United States
(2015-2019).

The annual median family income (AMI) in
the United States is $81,997 (2021).

FY21 HOUSING WAGE

HOUSING COSTS

Hourly wage
necessary to
afford 2 BR1 FMR 2

2 BR
FMR

Annual
income
needed to
afford 2
BR FMR

$24.90

$1,295

$51,789

The estimated mean (average) renter
wage in the United States is $18.78
per hour (2021).

RENTERS

AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)

Full-time jobs
at minimum
wage needed
to afford 2 BR
FMR3

Annual
AMI 4

Monthly
rent
affordable
at AMI5

2.4

$81,997

$2,050

Monthly
rent
affordable
30% of at 30% of
AMI
AMI

Estimated
hourly
mean
renter
Renter
% of total
households households wage

$24,599

43,848,654

$615

36%

$18.78

Rent
affordable
at mean
renter
wage

Full-time jobs
at mean renter
wage needed
to afford 2 BR
FMR

$977

1.3

In the United States, a family at
30% of AMI earns $24,599
annually.

The FMR for a two-bedroom rental
home in the United States is
$1,295 (2021).

A renter household needs an annual income of $51,789 in
order to afford a two-bedroom rental home at FMR.

For a family earning 30% of AMI, monthly rent of
$615 or less is affordable.

On average, a renter household needs 2.4 fulltime jobs paying the minimum wage in order
to afford a two-bedroom rental home at FMR.

If a full-time worker earns the mean
renter wage, monthly rent of $977 or
less is affordable.

A renter household needs 1.3 full-time jobs paying the
mean renter wage in order to afford a two-bedroom
rental home at FMR.

1: BR = Bedroom.

4: AMI = Fiscal Year 2021 Area Median Family Income.

2: FMR = Fiscal Year 2021 Fair Market Rent.

5: Affordable rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending no more
than 30% of gross income on rent and utilities.

3: This calculation uses the higher of the county, state, or federal minimum wage,
where applicable.
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WHERE THE NUMBERS COME FROM
Multiply Annual AMI by .3 to get maximum amount
that can be spent on housing for it to be affordable
($81,997 x .3 = $24,599). Divide by 12 to obtain
monthly amount ($24,599 / 12 = $2,050).
Divide income needed to afford
FMR ($51,789) by 52 (weeks per
year) and then by 40 (hours per
work week) ($51,789 / 52 = $996;
$996 / 40 = $24.90).

HUD FY21 estimated median family
income based on data from the
American Community Survey (ACS).
See Appendix B.

FY21 HOUSING WAGE

UNITED STATES

Divide number of renter households
by total number of households (ACS
2015-2019) (43,848,654 /
121,920,243 = .36). Then multiply by
100 (.36 x 100 = 36%).

HOUSING COSTS

Hourly wage
necessary to
afford 2 BR1 FMR 2

2 BR
FMR

Annual
income
needed to
afford 2
BR FMR

$24.90

$1,295

$51,789

Average wage reported by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) for
2019, adjusted to reflect the income
of renter households relative to all
households in the United States, and
projected to 2021. See Appendix B.

ACS (2015-2019).

RENTERS

AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)

Full-time jobs
at minimum
wage needed
to afford 2 BR
FMR3

Annual
AMI 4

Monthly
rent
affordable
at AMI5

2.4

$81,997

$2,050

Monthly
rent
affordable
30% of at 30% of
AMI
AMI
$24,599

$615

Multiply Annual AMI by .3
($81,997 x .3 = $24,599).

Developed by HUD annually
(2021). See Appendix B.
Multiply the FMR by 12 to get yearly rental cost
($1,294.73 x 12 = $15,537). Then divide by .3 to
determine the total income needed to afford $15,537 per
year in rent ($15,537 / .3 = $51,789).

Multiply 30% of Annual AMI by .3 to get
maximum amount that can be spent on
housing for it to be affordable ($24,599 x .3 =
$7,379.70). Divide by 12 to obtain monthly
amount ($7,379.70 / 12 = $615).

National average of jobs needed across all
counties, weighted by number of renter
households. To find jobs needed in a
particular state, metro, or county, divide
annual income needed to afford the FMR by
52 (weeks per year). Then divide by the
prevailing minimum wage. Then divide by
40 (hours per work week).

Estimated
hourly
mean
renter
Renter
% of total
households households wage
43,848,654

36%

Rent
affordable
at mean
renter
wage

Full-time jobs
at mean renter
wage needed
to afford 2 BR
FMR

$977

1.3

$18.78

Calculate annual income by multiplying
mean renter wage by 40 (hours per week)
and 52 (weeks per year) ($18.78077 x 40 x
52 = $39,064). Multiply by .3 to determine
maximum amount that can be spent on
rent ($39,604 x .3 = $11,719.20). Divide
by 12 to obtain monthly amount
($11,719.20 / 12 = $977).

Divide income needed to afford the FMR by 52 (weeks
per year) ($51,789 / 52 = $996). Then divide by
$18.78 (the United States' mean renter wage) ($958 /
$18.22 = 53 hours). Finally, divide by 40 (hours per
work week) (53 / 40 = 1.3 full-time jobs).

1: BR = Bedroom.

4: AMI = Fiscal Year 2021 Area Median Family Income.

2: FMR = Fiscal Year 2021 Fair Market Rent.

5: "Affordable" rents represent the generally accepted standard of
spending no more than 30% of gross income on rent and utilities.

3: This calculation uses the higher of the county, state, or federal
minimum wage, where applicable.
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n TABLES & MAPS

2021 TWO-BEDROOM RENTAL HOUSING WAGES
Represents the hourly wage that a full-time worker must earn (working 40 hours per week, 52 weeks per year) in order to
afford Fair Market Rent for a TWO-BEDROOM RENTAL HOME, without paying more than 30% of income.
WA
$29.31
MT
$17.76

OR
$25.14

ID
$17.36

CA
$39.03

UT
$20.21

AZ
$22.30

MN
$21.78

SD
$15.46

WY
$16.85
NV
$21.83

ME
$21.39

ND
$16.61

NE
$16.91
CO
$27.50

KS
$16.81
OK
$16.28

NM
$17.22

TX
$21.98

WI
$17.89

IA
$15.97

NY
$34.03

MI
$18.55

IN
IL
$22.11 $16.57

MO
$16.66

OH
$16.64

KY
$15.78

WV
$14.83

TN
$17.59

AR
$14.60

AL
MS
$15.80
$15.21
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NC
$18.46

CT $27.37
DC $33.94
DE $22.52
MA $36.24
MD $28.60
NJ $31.96
NH $24.73
RI $22.54
VT $23.68

GA
$19.42

LA
$17.82

Less than $17

HI
$37.69

VA
$24.41

SC
$18.08

Two-Bedroom Housing Wage

AK
$23.74

PA
$19.95

$17 to less than $23

FL
$24.82
PR
$9.72

More than $23

16

n TABLES & MAPS

2021 HOURS AT MINIMUM WAGE NEEDED TO AFFORD A
ONE-BEDROOM RENTAL HOME AT FAIR MARKET RENT
*Note: New England states are displayed with HUD Fair Market Rent Areas. All other states are displayed at the county level. This map does not account for sub-county jurisdictions with minimum
wages higher than the standard state or federal minimum wage. No local minimum wages are sufficient to afford a one-bedroom rental home at the Fair Market Rent with a 40 hour work week. The
geographic variation of Oregon and New York's state minimum wages are reflected at the county level.

Hours at minimum wage
40 hours per week or fewer
41 to 50 hours per week
51 to 60 hours per week
61 to 80 hours per week
More than 80 hours per week
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MOST EXPENSIVE JURISDICTIONS
Housing Wage for
Two-Bedroom FMR1

Metropolitan Areas
San Francisco, CA HMFA

3

Metropolitan Counties2

Housing Wage for
Two-Bedroom FMR

$68.33

Marin County, CA

$68.33

San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA HMFA

$58.67

San Mateo County, CA

$68.33

Santa Cruz-Watsonville, CA MSA

$58.10

San Francisco County, CA

$68.33

Oakland-Fremont, CA HMFA

$45.83

Santa Clara County, CA

$58.67

Santa Maria-Santa Barbara, CA HMFA

$45.65

Santa Cruz County, CA

$58.10

4

Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH HMFA

$44.92

Alameda County, CA

$45.83

Santa Ana-Anaheim-Irvine, CA HMFA

$44.83

Contra Costa County, CA

$45.83

San Diego-Carlsbad, CA HMFA

$40.85

Santa Barbara County, CA

$45.65

Honolulu, HI HMFA

$39.87

Orange County, CA

$44.83

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Glendale, CA HMFA

$39.58

San Diego County, CA

$40.85

State Nonmetropolitan Areas
(Combined)

Housing Wage for
Two-Bedroom FMR

Nonmetropolitan Counties
(or County-Equivalents)

Housing Wage for
Two-Bedroom FMR

Hawaii

$30.51

Nantucket County, MA

$38.90

Massachusetts

$27.34

Dukes County, MA

$38.00

Alaska

$24.55

Kauai County, HI

$36.58

Connecticut

$23.50

Monroe County, FL

$33.54

California

$21.01

Eagle County, CO

$32.98

New Hampshire

$20.87

Pitkin County, CO

$32.90

Colorado

$20.65

Bethel Census Area, AK

$31.04

Vermont

$18.73

Summit County, CO

$30.90

Oregon

$18.41

Aleutians West Census Area, AK

$30.67

Maryland

$18.23

Nome Census Area, AK

$29.50

Juneau City and Borough, AK

$28.50

1 FMR = Fair Market Rent.
2 Excludes metropolitan counties in New England.
3 HMFA = HUD Metro FMR Area. This term indicates that a portion of an Office of Management & Budget (OMB)-defined core-based statistical area (CBSA) is in the area to which the FMRs apply.
HUD is required by OMB to alter the names of the metropolitan geographic entities it derives from CBSAs when the geographies are not the same as that established by the OMB.
4 MSA = Metropolitan Statistical Area. Geographic entities defined by OMB for use by the federal statistical agencies in collecting, tabulating, and publishing federal statistics.
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STATES RANKED BY TWO-BEDROOM HOUSING WAGE
States are ranked from most expensive to least expensive.
Rank1

State

Housing Wage for
Two-Bedroom FMR2

Rank1

Housing Wage for
Two-Bedroom FMR2

State

1

California

$39.03

28

Michigan

$18.55

2

Hawaii

$37.69

29

North Carolina

$18.46

3

Massachusetts

$36.24

30

South Carolina

$18.08

4

New York

$34.03

31

Wisconsin

$17.89

6

New Jersey

$31.96

32

Louisiana

$17.82

7

Washington

$29.31

33

Montana

$17.76

8

Maryland

$28.60

34

Tennessee

$17.59

9

Colorado

$27.50

35

Idaho

$17.36

10

Connecticut

$27.37

36

New Mexico

$17.22

11

Oregon

$25.14

37

Nebraska

$16.91

12

Florida

$24.82

38

Wyoming

$16.85

13

New Hampshire

$24.73

39

Kansas

$16.81

14

Virginia

$24.41

40

Missouri

$16.66

15

Alaska

$23.74

41

Ohio

$16.64

16

Vermont

$23.68

42

North Dakota

$16.61

17

Rhode Island

$22.54

43

Indiana

$16.57

18

Delaware

$22.52

44

Oklahoma

$16.28

19

Arizona

$22.30

45

Iowa

$15.97

20

Illinois

$22.11

46

Alabama

$15.80

21

Texas

$21.98

47

Kentucky

$15.78

22

Nevada

$21.83

48

South Dakota

$15.46

23

Minnesota

$21.78

49

Mississippi

$15.21

24

Maine

$21.39

50

West Virginia

$14.83

25

Utah

$20.21

51

Arkansas

$14.60

26

Pennsylvania

$19.95
5

District of Columbia

$33.94

52

Puerto Rico

$9.72

27

Georgia

$19.42

OTHER

1 Includes District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.
2 FMR = Fair Market Rent.
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STATE SUMMARY
FY21
HOUSING
WAGE

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

Hourly wage
needed to
afford 2 BR1
FMR2

$15.80
$23.74
$22.30
$14.60
$39.03
$27.50
$27.37
$22.52
$24.82
$19.42
$37.69
$17.36
$22.11
$16.57
$15.97
$16.81
$15.78
$17.82
$21.39
$28.60
$36.24
$18.55
$21.78
$15.21
$16.66
$17.76
$16.91

HOUSING COSTS

2 BR FMR

$822
$1,235
$1,160
$759
$2,030
$1,430
$1,423
$1,171
$1,290
$1,010
$1,960
$903
$1,150
$862
$831
$874
$821
$927
$1,112
$1,487
$1,885
$964
$1,133
$791
$867
$923
$879

Annual income
needed to
afford
2 BR FMR

AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)

Full-time jobs at
minimum wage3
needed to
afford 2 BR FMR

$32,862
$49,382
$46,387
$30,372
$81,191
$57,208
$56,922
$46,846
$51,619
$40,398
$78,401
$36,116
$45,986
$34,474
$33,224
$34,975
$32,824
$37,062
$44,488
$59,480
$75,382
$38,575
$41,301
$31,645
$34,662
$36,931
$35,175

2.2
2.3
1.8
1.3
2.8
2.2
2.3
2.4
2.9
2.7
3.7
2.4
2
2.3
2.2
2.3
2.2
2.5
1.8
2.4
2.7
1.9
2.2
2.1
1.6
2
1.9

Annual AMI4

Monthly
rent
affordable
at AMI5

30% of AMI

$67,287
$96,079
$73,624
$61,881
$94,162
$94,999
$104,545
$84,986
$70,950
$75,452
$100,068
$68,852
$86,811
$73,294
$79,931
$75,840
$66,024
$66,040
$76,460
$111,309
$107,985
$75,937
$93,854
$58,510
$74,771
$72,450
$79,768

$1,682
$2,402
$1,841
$1,547
$2,354
$2,375
$2,614
$2,125
$1,774
$1,886
$2,502
$1,721
$2,170
$1,832
$1,998
$1,896
$1,651
$1,651
$1,912
$2,783
$2,700
$1,898
$2,346
$1,463
$1,869
$1,811
$1,994

$20,186
$28,824
$22,087
$18,564
$28,249
$28,500
$31,363
$25,496
$21,285
$22,636
$30,020
$20,656
$26,043
$21,988
$23,979
$22,752
$19,807
$19,812
$22,938
$33,393
$32,395
$22,781
$28,156
$17,553
$22,431
$21,735
$23,930

1 BR = Bedroom.
2 FMR = Fiscal Year 2021 Fair Market Rent.
3 This calculation uses the higher of the state or federal minimum wage.
Local minimum wages are not used. See Appendix B.
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Monthly rent
affordable at
30% of AMI

$505
$721
$552
$464
$706
$712
$784
$637
$532
$566
$751
$516
$651
$550
$599
$569
$495
$495
$573
$835
$810
$570
$704
$439
$561
$543
$598

RENTER HOUSEHOLDS
Estimated Monthly rent Full-time jobs at
Renter
% of total hourly mean affordable at mean renter wage
households households renter wage mean renter needed to afford
(2015-2019) (2015-2019)
(2021)
wage
2 BR FMR

583,145
90,350
914,512
398,616
5,889,686
747,259
465,065
104,542
2,677,470
1,381,025
189,047
189,292
1,643,419
794,237
366,250
381,104
568,587
598,292
155,126
730,055
971,726
1,132,342
620,733
351,553
802,535
136,400
257,497

31%
36%
36%
34%
45%
35%
34%
29%
35%
37%
41%
30%
34%
31%
29%
34%
33%
34%
28%
33%
38%
29%
28%
32%
33%
32%
34%

$13.62
$20.23
$18.12
$14.36
$24.89
$20.42
$18.23
$18.11
$17.69
$18.00
$17.56
$13.62
$18.23
$14.58
$13.76
$14.62
$14.25
$14.54
$12.90
$18.42
$22.56
$15.62
$16.56
$12.23
$15.62
$13.40
$14.04

$708
$1,052
$942
$747
$1,294
$1,062
$948
$942
$920
$936
$913
$708
$948
$758
$716
$760
$741
$756
$671
$958
$1,173
$812
$861
$636
$812
$697
$730

1.2
1.2
1.2
1
1.6
1.3
1.5
1.2
1.4
1.1
2.1
1.3
1.2
1.1
1.1
1.2
1.1
1.2
1.7
1.6
1.6
1.2
1.3
1.2
1.1
1.3
1.2

4 AMI = Fiscal Year 2021 Area Median Income
5 Affordable rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending
no more than 30% of gross income on rent and utilities.
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STATE SUMMARY
FY21
HOUSING
WAGE

State

Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Hourly wage
needed to
afford 2 BR1
FMR2

HOUSING COSTS

2 BR FMR

Annual income
needed to
afford
2 BR FMR

AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)

Full-time jobs at
minimum wage3
needed to
afford 2 BR FMR

Annual AMI4

Monthly
rent
affordable
at AMI5

30% of AMI

Monthly rent
affordable at
30% of AMI

RENTER HOUSEHOLDS
Estimated Monthly rent Full-time jobs at
Renter
% of total hourly mean affordable at mean renter wage
households households renter wage mean renter needed to afford
(2015-2019) (2015-2019)
(2021)
wage
2 BR FMR

$21.83
$24.73
$31.96
$17.22
$34.03
$18.46
$16.61
$16.64
$16.28
$25.14
$19.95
$22.54
$18.08
$15.46
$17.59
$21.98
$20.21
$23.68
$24.41
$29.31
$14.83
$17.89
$16.85

$1,135
$1,286
$1,662
$895
$1,770
$960
$864
$865
$847
$1,307
$1,037
$1,172
$940
$804
$915
$1,143
$1,051
$1,231
$ 1,269
$1,524
$771
$930
$876

$45,416
$51,441
$66,468
$35,814
$70,782
$38,400
$34,552
$34,608
$33,865
$52,296
$41,494
$46,885
$37,598
$32,159
$36,587
$45,714
$42,036
$49,258
$50,767
$60,966
$30,852
$37,202
$35,041

2.2
3.4
2.7
1.6
2.7
2.5
2.3
1.9
2.2
2.0
2.8
2.0
2.5
1.6
2.4
3.0
2.8
2.0
2.6
2.1
1.7
2.5
2.3

$74,544
$97,178
$105,344
$61,900
$90,280
$71,821
$88,956
$75,761
$67,936
$82,412
$82,911
$87,905
$69,180
$75,887
$68,613
$76,812
$86,186
$82,044
$94,743
$95,767
$62,217
$81,313
$82,333

$1,864
$2,429
$2,634
$1,548
$2,257
$1,796
$2,224
$1,894
$1,698
$2,060
$2,073
$2,198
$1,730
$1,897
$1,715
$1,920
$2,155
$2,051
$2,369
$2,394
$1,555
$2,033
$2,058

$22,363
$29,154
$31,603
$18,570
$27,084
$21,546
$26,687
$22,728
$20,381
$24,724
$24,873
$26,372
$20,754
$22,766
$20,584
$23,044
$25,856
$24,613
$28,423
$28,730
$18,665
$24,394
$24,700

$559
$729
$790
$464
$677
$539
$667
$568
$510
$618
$622
$659
$519
$569
$515
$576
$646
$615
$711
$718
$467
$610
$617

479,997
153,859
1,167,634
252,353
3,385,432
1,379,548
119,840
1,587,312
508,939
606,086
1,572,128
160,997
588,023
110,790
875,045
3,686,845
291,614
76,030
1,063,334
1,055,157
196,432
777,217
68,129

44%
29%
36%
32%
46%
35%
38%
34%
34%
38%
31%
39%
31%
32%
34%
38%
30%
29%
34%
37%
27%
33%
30%

$17.52
$16.17
$19.38
$14.37
$26.67
$16.37
$17.64
$14.84
$15.42
$17.30
$16.43
$14.24
$13.97
$13.15
$16.20
$20.25
$15.66
$13.83
$19.18
$22.94
$12.69
$14.76
$15.72

$911
$841
$1,008
$ 747
$1,387
$851
$917
$772
$802
$900
$854
$741
$726
$684
$843
$1,053
$814
$719
$997
$1,193
$660
$767
$817

1.2
1.5
1.6
1.2
1.3
1.1
0.9
1.1
1.1
1.5
1.2
1.6
1.3
1.2
1.1
1.1
1.3
1.7
1.3
1.3
1.2
1.2
1.1

$33.94
$9.72

$1,765
$506

$70,600
$20,225

2.2
1.3

$129,000
$26,086

$3,225
$652

$38,700
$7,826

$968
$186

166,019
380,029

58%
32%

$30.13
$7.53

$1,567
$391

1.1
1.3

OTHER
District of Columbia
Puerto Rico

1 BR = Bedroom.
2 FMR = Fiscal Year 2021 Fair Market Rent.
3 This calculation uses the higher of the county, state,
or federal minimum wage, where applicable.
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4 AMI = Fiscal Year 2021 Area Median Income
5 Affordable rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending
no more than 30% of gross income on rent and utilities.
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MAINE

$21.39

In Maine, the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment is
$1,112. In order to afford this level of rent and utilities — without paying more
than 30% of income on housing — a household must earn $3,707 monthly or
$44,488 annually. Assuming a 40-hour work week, 52 weeks per year, this
level of income translates into an hourly Housing Wage of:

FACTS ABOUT MAINE:
STATE FACTS
Minimum Wage

$12.15

Average Renter Wage

$12.90

2-Bedroom Housing Wage

$21.39

Number of Renter Households

155,126

Percent Renters

#24*

STATE
RANKING

28%

70

1.8

Number of Full-Time Jobs At
Minimum Wage To Afford a
2-Bedroom Rental Home (at FMR)

HOUSING
WAGE

Portland HMFA

$30.62

Rent affordable at area
median income (AMI)

York-Kittery-South Berwick HMFA

$28.33

Rent affordable with full-time
job paying mean renter wage

Cumberland County (part) HMFA

$23.27

Rent affordable at 30% of AMI

York County (part) HMFA

$22.60

Rent affordable with full-time
job paying minimum wage

Sagadahoc County HMFA

$20.88

Rent affordable to SSI recipient
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STATE HOUSING
WAGE

Work Hours Per Week At
Minimum Wage To Afford a 2-Bedroom
Rental Home (at FMR)

MOST EXPENSIVE AREAS

MSA = Metropolitan Statistical Area: HMFA = HUD Metro FMR Area.
* Ranked from Highest to Lowest 2-Bedroom Housing Wage. Includes District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.

PER HOUR

55

Work Hours Per Week At
Minimum Wage To Afford a 1-Bedroom
Rental Home (at FMR)

1.4

Number of Full-Time Jobs At
Minimum Wage To Afford a
1-Bedroom Rental Home (at FMR)

$1112

Two bedroom FMR

$875

One bedroom FMR

$0

$1912
$671
$573
$632
$241
$500

$1000

$1500

$2000

ME-115

TOWNS WITHIN MAINE FMR AREAS
BANGOR, ME HMFA
PENOBSCOT COUNTY

Bangor city, Brewer city, Eddington town, Glenburn town, Hampden town, Hermon town, Holden town, Kenduskeag town, Milford town, Old Town city, Orono
town, Orrington town, Penobscot Indian Island Reservation, Veazie town

CUMBERLAND COUNTY, ME (PART) HMFA
CUMBERLAND COUNTY

Baldwin town, Bridgton town, Brunswick town, Harpswell town, Harrison town, Naples town, New Gloucester town, Pownal town, Sebago town

LEWISTON-AUBURN, ME MSA
ANDROSCOGGIN COUNTY

Auburn city, Durham town, Greene town, Leeds town, Lewiston city, Lisbon town, Livermore Falls town, Livermore town, Mechanic Falls town, Minot town, Poland
town, Sabattus town, Turner town, Wales town

PENOBSCOT COUNTY, ME (PART) HMFA
PENOBSCOT COUNTY

Alton town, Argyle UT, Bradford town, Bradley town, Burlington town, Carmel town, Carroll plantation, Charleston town, Chester town, Clifton town, Corinna
town, Corinth town, Dexter town, Dixmont town, Drew plantation, East Central Penobscot UT, East Millinocket town, Edinburg town, Enfield town, Etna town,
Exeter town, Garland town, Greenbush town, Howland town, Hudson town, Kingman UT, Lagrange town, Lakeville town, Lee town, Levant town, Lincoln town,
Lowell town, Mattawamkeag town, Maxfield town, Medway town, Millinocket town, Mount Chase town, Newburgh town, Newport town, North Penobscot
UT, Passadumkeag town, Patten town, Plymouth town, Prentiss UT, Seboeis plantation, Springfield town, Stacyville town, Stetson town, Twombly UT, Webster
plantation, Whitney UT, Winn town, Woodville town
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ME-116

PORTLAND, ME HMFA
CUMBERLAND COUNTY

Cape Elizabeth town, Casco town, Chebeague Island town, Cumberland town, Falmouth town, Freeport town, Frye Island town, Gorham town, Gray town,
Long Island town, North Yarmouth town, Portland city, Raymond town, Scarborough town, South Portland city, Standish town, Westbrook city, Windham town,
Yarmouth town

YORK COUNTY
Buxton town, Hollis town, Limington town, Old Orchard Beach town

SAGADAHOC COUNTY, ME HMFA
SAGADAHOC COUNTY

Arrowsic town, Bath city, Bowdoin town, Bowdoinham town, Georgetown town, Perkins UT, Phippsburg town, Richmond town, Topsham town, West Bath town,
Woolwich town

YORK COUNTY, ME (PART) HMFA
YORK COUNTY

Acton town, Alfred town, Arundel town, Biddeford city, Cornish town, Dayton town, Kennebunk town, Kennebunkport town, Lebanon town, Limerick town,
Lyman town, Newfield town, North Berwick town, Ogunquit town, Parsonsfield town, Saco city, Sanford city, Shapleigh town, Waterboro town, Wells town

YORK-KITTERY-SOUTH BERWICK, ME HMFA
YORK COUNTY

Berwick town, Eliot town, Kittery town, South Berwick town, York town
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ME-117

MAINE
Maine

FY21 HOUSING
WAGE

FY21 HOUSING WAGE

Hourly wage

Hourly
wage
necessary to
necessary
to afford1
afford 2 BR
2 BR¹ FMR²2
FMR

Maine

HOUSING COSTS

RENTERS

AREA MEDIAN
INCOME (AMI)

HOUSING COSTS

AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)

Full-time
Annual
jobs jobs
at at
income Full-time
Annual income
minimum
needed to minimum
needed
wage
2
BR
wage to
afford 2 needed
to afford
to afford
afford
2 BR
2BR
FMR
2 BRBMR
FMRFMR
2 BRFMR³
FMR 3
FMR

Annual
Annual
AMI44
AMI

Monthly
rent
Monthly
rent
affordable
affordable
30% 30%
5
AMI5
of AMI
at at
AMI
of AMI

RENTERS

Full-time

Estimated

Monthly
Monthly
jobs at mean
Monthly
hourly
rent rent
rent
renterjobs
wage
Montly
rent
Full-time
at
Estimated
mean
affordable
needed
affordable
affordable mean
renter
Renter % %
total hourly
renterto
mean affordable
Renter
of of
total
afford to
30% households
mean wage needed
wage
householdshouseholds
households renter
atat30%
wage atatmean
FMR
AMI
renterwage
wage afford2 BR
(2015-2019)(2015-2019)
(2015-2019)
(2021)
ofofAMI
renter
2 BR
FMR
(2021)
(2015-2019)

$21.39
$16.32

$1,112
$849

$44,488
$33,947

1.8
1.3

$76,460
$64,050

$1,912
$1,601

$22,938
$19,215

$573
$480

155,126
56,433

28%
25%

$12.90
$10.57

$671
$550

1.7
1.5

Bangor HMFA

$20.33

$1,057

$42,280

1.7

$72,700

$1,818

$21,810

$545

14,019

37%

$12.13

$631

1.7

Cumberland County (part) HMFA

$23.27

$1,210

$48,400

1.9

$78,500

$1,963

$23,550

$589

4,703

23%

$15.61

$812

1.5

Lewiston-Auburn MSA

$18.21

$947

$37,880

1.5

$71,200

$1,780

$21,360

$534

16,271

36%

$13.19

$686

1.4

Penobscot County (part) HMFA

$16.67

$867

$34,680

1.4

$59,200

$1,480

$17,760

$444

5,014

20%

$12.13

$631

1.4

Portland HMFA

$30.62

$1,592

$63,680

2.5

$99,900

$2,498

$29,970

$749

34,948

31%

$15.43

$802

2.0

Sagadahoc County HMFA

$20.88

$1,086

$43,440

1.7

$78,300

$1,958

$23,490

$587

4,071

25%

$13.68

$711

1.5

York County (part) HMFA

$22.60

$1,175

$47,000

1.9

$84,200

$2,105

$25,260

$632

15,614

28%

$12.16

$632

1.9

York-Kittery-South Berwick HMFA

$28.33

$1,473

$58,920

2.3

$105,300

$2,633

$31,590

$790

4,053

21%

$12.16

$632

2.3

1.5

Combined Nonmetro Areas

Metropolitan Areas

Counties
Aroostook County

$14.12

$734

$29,360

1.2

$54,900

$1,373

$16,470

$412

8,270

28%

$9.56

$497

Franklin County

$14.48

$753

$30,120

1.2

$62,500

$1,563

$18,750

$469

2,438

21%

$9.20

$478

1.6

Hancock County

$17.69

$920

$36,800

1.5

$71,800

$1,795

$21,540

$539

5,605

24%

$10.86

$565

1.6

Kennebec County

$16.19

$842

$33,680

1.3

$68,700

$1,718

$20,610

$515

15,353

29%

$10.95

$570

1.5

Knox County

$18.60

$967

$38,680

1.5

$70,400

$1,760

$21,120

$528

3,874

23%

$11.70

$609

1.6

Lincoln County

$19.63

$1,021

$40,840

1.6

$72,000

$1,800

$21,600

$540

3,188

21%

$9.75

$507

2.0

Oxford County

$16.12

$838

$33,520

1.3

$60,400

$1,510

$18,120

$453

4,096

19%

$9.83

$511

1.6

Piscataquis County

$14.12

$734

$29,360

1.2

$53,900

$1,348

$16,170

$404

1,693

24%

$9.14

$475

1.5

Somerset County

$15.35

$798

$31,920

1.3

$57,200

$1,430

$17,160

$429

5,091

24%

$10.73

$558

1.4

Waldo County

$19.25

$1,001

$40,040

1.6

$66,000

$1,650

$19,800

$495

3,587

21%

$12.50

$650

1.5

Washington County

$15.29

$795

$31,800

1.3

$56,400

$1,410

$16,920

$423

3,238

23%

$10.03

$522

1.5

1: BR = Bedroom
2: FMR = Fiscal Year 2021 Fair Market Rent.
3: This calculation uses the higher of the county, state, or federal minimum wage, where applicable.
4: AMI = Fiscal Year 2021 Area Median Income
5: Affordable rents represent the generally accepted standard of spending not more than 30% of gross income on gross housing costs.
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APPENDIX A: LOCAL MINIMUM WAGES
Local Minimum Wage
(as of 7/1/21)

1 BR Housing Wage

2 BR Housing Wage

Alameda, CA

$15.00

$37.19

$45.83

Albuquerque, NM (1)

$10.50

$14.81

$18.08

Belmont, CA

$15.90

$56.21

$68.33

Berkeley, CA

$16.32

$37.19

$45.83

Burlingame, CA

$15.00

$56.21

$68.33

Chicago, IL (2)

$15.00

$21.58

$24.98

Cook County, IL

$13.00

$21.58

$24.98

Cupertino, CA

$15.65

$49.19

$58.67

Daly City, CA

$15.00

$56.21

$68.33

Denver, CO

$14.77

$25.08

$30.87

El Cerrito, CA

$15.61

$37.19

$45.83

Emeryville, CA

$17.13

$37.19

$45.83

Flagstaff, AZ

$15.00

$20.42

$25.29

Fremont, CA (3)

$15.25

$37.19

$45.83

Half Moon Bay, CA

$15.00

$56.21

$68.33

Hayward, CA (4)

$15.00

$37.19

$45.83

Las Cruces, NM

$10.50

$11.60

$14.12

Los Altos, CA

$15.65

$49.19

$58.67

Los Angeles, CA

$15.00

$30.87

$39.58

Los Angeles County, CA

$15.00

$30.87

$39.58

Malibu, CA

$15.00

$30.87

$39.58

Menlo Park, CA

$15.25

$56.21

$68.33

Milpitas, CA

$15.65

$49.19

$58.67

Minneapolis, MN (5)

$14.25

$20.27

$25.15

Montgomery County, MD (6)

$15.00

$29.77

$33.94

Mountain View, CA

$16.30

$49.19

$58.67

Novato, CA (7)

$15.24

$56.21

$68.33

Locality
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1.

Minimum wage is $10.50 if employer does not provide benefits,
$9.50 if the employer provides
benefits.

2.

Minimum wage for firms with
more than 20 employees. Minimum wage for firms with fewer
employees is $14.00.

3.

Minimum wage for firms with
more than 25 employees. Minimum wage for firms with fewer
employees is $15.00.

4.

Minimum wage for firms with
more than 25 employees. Minimum wage for firms with fewer
employees is $14.00.

5.

Minimum wage for firms with
more than 100 employees. Minimum wage for firms with fewer
employees is $12.50.

6.

Minimum wage for firms with
more than 50 employees.
Minimum wage is $14.00 for
firms with 11-50 employees and
nonprofits, $13.50 for firms with
fewer employees.

277

n Appendix

Local Minimum Wage
(as of 7/1/21)

1 BR Housing Wage

2 BR Housing Wage

Oakland, CA

$14.36

$37.19

$45.83

Palo Alto, CA

$15.65

$49.19

$58.67

Pasadena, CA

$15.00

$30.87

$39.58

Petaluma, CA

$15.20

$29.21

$38.38

Redwood City, CA

$15.62

$56.21

$68.33

Richmond, CA

$15.21

$37.19

$45.83

Saint Paul, MN (8)

$12.50

$20.27

$25.15

San Carlos, CA

$15.24

$56.21

$68.33

San Diego, CA

$14.00

$31.58

$40.85

San Francisco, CA

$16.32

$56.21

$68.33

San Jose, CA

$15.45

$49.19

$58.67

San Leandro, CA

$15.00

$37.19

$45.83

San Mateo, CA

$15.62

$56.21

$68.33

Santa Clara, CA

$15.65

$49.19

$58.67

Santa Fe, NM

$12.32

$18.08

$20.60

Santa Fe County, NM

$12.32

$18.08

$20.60

Santa Monica, CA

$15.00

$30.87

$39.58

Santa Rosa, CA

$15.20

$29.21

$38.38

SeaTac, WA (9)

$16.57

$30.75

$36.65

Seattle, WA (10)

$16.69

$30.75

$36.65

Sonoma, CA (11)

$15.00

$29.21

$38.38

South San Francisco, CA

$15.25

$56.21

$68.33

Sunnyvale, CA

$16.30

$49.19

$58.67

Washington D.C.

$15.20

$29.77

$33.94

Locality
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7.

Minimum wage for firms with
more than 100 employees. Minimum wage is $15.00 for firms
with 26-99 employees, $14.00 for
firms with fewer employees.

8.

Minimum wage for firms with
over 10,000 employees, and city
government workers. Minimum
wage is $12.50 for firms with 1009,999 employees, $11 for firms
with 6-100 employees, and $10
for firms with fewer employees.

9.

Minimum wage for firms in
hospitality and transportation
industries.

10.

Minimum wage for firms with
more than 500 employees. Minimum wage is $16.69 for firms
with fewer than 500 employees
and no employer coverage of
benefits, $15.00 for firms with
fewer than 500 employees and
employer coverage of benefits.

11.

Minimum wage for firms with
more than 25 employees. Minimum wage for firms with fewer
employees is $14.00.
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APPENDIX B: DATA NOTES, METHODOLOGIES, AND
SOURCES
Appendix B describes the data used in Out of Reach.
Information on how to calculate and interpret the
report’s numbers are in the pages “How to Use the
Numbers” and “Where the Numbers Come From.”

FAIR MARKET RENT AREA DEFINITIONS
HUD determines Fair Market Rents (FMRs) for metropolitan and rural housing
markets across the country. In metropolitan areas, HUD starts with the Office
of Management and Budget’s (OMB) metropolitan area boundaries to define
FMR areas. Since FMR areas are meant to reflect cohesive housing markets,
the OMB boundaries are not always preferable. Also, significant changes
to OMB metropolitan boundaries can affect current housing assistance
recipients. In keeping with OMB’s guidance to federal agencies, HUD
modifies OMB boundaries in some instances for program administration.
In FY06, HUD’s FMR areas incorporated OMB’s 2003 overhaul of
metropolitan area boundaries. HUD used OMB’s new boundaries but
modified them if a county (or town) to be added to an FMR area under
OMB’s definitions had rents or incomes in 2000 that deviated more
than 5% from the newly defined metropolitan area. HUD (and Out
of Reach) refers to unmodified OMB-defined areas as Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (MSAs) and HUD-modified areas as HUD Metro FMR
Areas (HMFAs). OMB’s subsequent changes to metropolitan boundaries
through 2009 were incorporated into HUD’s subsequent FMR areas.
OMB released new metropolitan area boundaries in February 2013. For
FY16, HUD elected to apply pre-2013 boundaries to FMR areas except where
the post-2013 OMB boundaries resulted in a smaller FMR area. Counties
that had been removed from metropolitan areas were treated by HUD as
nonmetropolitan counties. Counties that had been added to metropolitan
areas were treated by HUD as metropolitan subareas (HMFAs) and given
their own FMR if local rent data were statistically reliable. New multi-county
metropolitan areas were treated by HUD as individual county metropolitan
subareas (HMFAs) if the data were statistically reliable. This is consistent
with HUD’s objective to allow variation in FMRs locally. These changes
resulted in more metropolitan areas in Out of Reach, beginning in 2016.
OUT OF REACH 2021 | NATIONAL LOW INCOME HOUSING COALITION

In cases in which an FMR area crosses state lines, Out of Reach provides
an entry for the area under both states. While the Housing Wage, FMR,
and Area Median Income (AMI) values apply to the entire FMR area
and will be the same in both states, other data such as the number
of renter households, the minimum wage, and renter wages apply
only to the portion of the FMR area within that state’s borders.

FAIR MARKET RENTS
The FY21 FMRs are based on five-year 2014-2018 American Community
Survey (ACS) data, supplemented with one-year 2018 ACS data. For each
FMR area, a base rent is typically set at the 40th percentile of adjusted
standard quality two-bedroom gross rents from the five-year ACS. The
estimate is considered reliable by HUD if its margin of error is less than
50% of the estimate and is based on at least 100 observations. If an FMR
area does not have a reliable estimate from the five-year 2014-2018 ACS,
then HUD checks whether the area had a minimally reliable estimate
(margin of error was less than 50% of estimate and based on more than 100
observations) in at least two of the past three years. If so, the FY21 base rent
is the average of the inflation-adjusted reliable ACS estimates. If an area has
not had at least two minimally reliable estimates in the past three years, the
estimate for the next largest geographic area is the base for FY21, which
for a nonmetropolitan county would be the state nonmetropolitan area.
A recent mover adjustment factor is applied to the base rent. This factor
is calculated as the percentage change between the five-year 2014-2018
40th percentile standard quality two-bedroom gross rent, and the one-year
2018 40th percentile recent mover two-bedroom gross rent. The one-year
recent mover two-bedroom gross rent is reliable if its margin of error is
less than 50% of the estimate and is based on at least 100 observations.
If the one-year recent mover two-bedroom gross rent estimate is not
reliable, the one-year recent mover gross rent for all-sized units is used.
If that is not reliable, the estimate for the next largest geographic area is
used. HUD does not allow recent mover factors to lower the base rent.
Statistically reliable local rent surveys are used to estimate rents when their
estimates are statistically different from the ACS-based rents. For FY21,
the ACS is not used as the base rent or recent mover factors in 21 FMR
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areas. HUD currently does not have funds to conduct local rent surveys,
so surveys must be paid for by local public housing agencies or other
interested parties if they wish for HUD to reevaluate the ACS-based FMRs.
A local or regional CPI update factor is applied to the ACS
base rent to adjust for inflation through 2019. A trend factor is
then applied to trend the gross rent forward to FY 2021, using
local and regional forecasts of the CPI gross rent data.
While the Out of Reach report highlights the one-bedroom and
two-bedroom FMR, the Out of Reach website includes zero- to
four-bedroom FMRs. HUD finds that two-bedroom rental units
are the most common and the most reliable to survey, so twobedroom units are utilized as the primary FMR estimate.
HUD applies bedroom-size ratio adjustment factors to the two-bedroom
estimates to calculate FMRs for other bedroom-size units. HUD makes
additional adjustments for units with three or more bedrooms to
increase the likelihood that the largest families, who have the most
difficulty in finding units, will be successful in finding rental units eligible
for programs whose payment standards are based on FMRs.
Due to changes in FMR methodology over the years, we do not recommend
comparing the current edition of Out of Reach with previous ones.
FMRs for each area are available at

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr.html
HUD’s Federal Register notices for FY21 FMRs are available at

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/fmr.html#2021_documents

NATIONAL, STATE, AND NON-METRO
FAIR MARKET RENTS
The FMRs for the nation, states, and state nonmetropolitan areas in Out of
Reach are calculated by NLIHC and reflect the weighted average FMR for
the counties (FMR areas in New England) included in the larger geography.
The weight for FMRs is the number of renter households within each
county (FMR area in New England) from the five-year 2015-2019 ACS.

AFFORDABILITY
Out of Reach is consistent with federal housing policy in the
assumption that no more than 30% of a household’s gross income
should be consumed by gross housing costs. Spending more than
30% of income on housing is considered “unaffordable."1

AREA MEDIAN INCOME (AMI)
This edition of Out of Reach uses HUD’s FY21 AMIs. HUD calculates
the family AMI for metropolitan areas and nonmetropolitan
counties. The Census definition of “family” is two or more persons
related by blood, marriage or adoption residing together. This
family AMI is not intended to apply to a specific family size.
HUD used special tabulations of five-year 2014-2018 ACS data to
calculate the FY21 AMIs. In areas with a statistically reliable estimate from
one-year 2018 ACS data, HUD incorporated the one-year data. HUD’s
standard for a reliable estimate is a margin of error of less than 50% of the
estimate and at least 100 observations on which the estimate is based.
Where a statistically reliable estimate from five-year data is not
available, HUD checks on whether the area has a minimally reliable
estimate (margin of error is less than 50% of the estimate) from any
of the past three years. If so, the average of these years is used.
The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projection of the
Consumer Price Index (CPI) was used by HUD to inflate the
ACS estimate from 2018 to the mid-point of FY21.
Applying the assumption that no more than 30% of income should be
spent on housing costs, Out of Reach calculates the maximum affordable
rent for households earning the median income and households earning
30% of the median. This is a straight percentage and does not include
HUD’s adjustments to income limits for federal housing programs.
The median incomes for states and state combined nonmetropolitan areas
reported in Out of Reach reflect the weighted average of county AMI data
weighted by the total number of households from the 2015-2019 ACS.
FY21 family AMI for metropolitan areas and nonmetropolitan counties,
the methodology, and HUD’s adjustments to subsequent income limits
are available at https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html
1 The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 made the 30% “rule of thumb”
applicable to rental housing assistance program.
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PREVAILING MINIMUM WAGE

AVERAGE RENTER WAGE

Out of Reach incorporates the minimum wage in effect as of July 1, 2021.
According to the U.S. Department of Labor, the District of Columbia and
30 states have a state minimum wage higher than the federal level of $7.25
per hour. Out of Reach incorporates the higher prevailing state minimum
wage in these states. Some local municipalities have a minimum wage that
is higher than the prevailing federal or state rate, but local rates associated
with sub-county jurisdictions are not fully incorporated into Out of Reach.

Recognizing that the minimum wage reflects the earnings of only the
lowest-income workers, Out of Reach also calculates an estimated
mean renter hourly wage. This measure reflects the compensation
that a typical renter is likely to receive for an hour of work by
dividing average weekly earnings by 40 hours, thus assuming a
full-time workweek. Earnings include several non-wage forms of
compensation like paid leave, bonuses, tips, and stock options.3

Among the statistics included in Out of Reach are the number of hours
and subsequent full-time jobs a minimum wage earner must work to
afford the FMR. The national average number of hours a full-time worker
earning minimum wage must work to afford the FMR is calculated by taking
into account the prevailing minimum wage at the county level (or New
England FMR area) and finding the weighted average of hours needed
in all counties, weighting counties by their number of renter households.
Accordingly that average reflects higher state and county minimum wages
but not higher minimum wages associated with sub-county jurisdictions.

The estimated mean renter hourly wage is based on the average weekly
earnings of private (non-governmental) employees working in each county.4
Renter wage information is based on 2019 data reported by the BLS in the
Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages. For each county, mean hourly
earnings are multiplied by the ratio of median renter household income to
median household income from the five-year 2015-2019 ACS to arrive at
an estimated average renter wage. In 22 counties nationwide, the median
renter household income exceeds the median household income. Nationally,
median renter household income was 64% of the median household income.

If the reader would like to calculate the same statistics using
a different wage such as a higher local minimum wage, a
simple formula can be used for the conversion:

An inflation factor was applied to the estimated mean renter hourly wage
to adjust from 2019 to FY21. The inflation factor (262.509 ÷ 255.65) was
based on the CBO February 2021 forecast of the national CPI for FY21.

[hours or jobs at the published wage] ×
[published wage] / [alternative wage]
For example, one would have to work nearly 107 hours per week to afford the
two-bedroom FMR in Seattle, WA, if the local minimum wage was equivalent
to the State of Washington’s rate of $13.69. However, the same FMR would
be affordable with 87.8 hours of work per week under the higher local
minimum wage of $16.692 (107.1 * $13.69 / $16.69). For further guidance,
see “Where the Numbers Come From” or contact NLIHC research staff.

In approximately 14% of counties or county equivalents (including Puerto
Rico), the renter wage is below the federal, state, or local minimum
wage. One explanation is that workers in these counties likely average
fewer than 40 hours per week, but the mean renter wage calculation
assumes weekly compensation is the product of a full-time work week. For
example, mistakenly assuming earnings from 20 hours of work were the
product of a full-time workweek would underestimate the actual hourly
wage by half, but it would still accurately reflect the true earnings.
Wage data from the Quarterly Census of Employment
and Wages are available through the Bureau of Labor
Statistics at www.bls.gov/cew/home.htm.

The Department of Labor provides further information on state
minimum wages at www.dol.gov/whd/minwage/america.htm.

2 National Employment Law Project (2020). Raises from Coast to Coast in 2021.
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3 Please note this measure is different from median renter household income, which reflects
an estimate of what renter households are earning today and includes income not earned in
relation to employment.
4 Renter wage data for some counties are not provided in Out of Reach either because
the BLS could not disclose the data for confidentiality reasons or because the number of
employees working in the county was insufficient to estimate a reliable wage.
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MEDIAN RENTER HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Median renter household income is from the 20152019 ACS projected forward to FY21 based on the CBO
February 2021 forecast of the national CPI for FY21.

WORKING HOURS
Calculations of the Housing Wage and of the number of jobs required
at the minimum wage or mean renter wage to afford the FMR assume
that an individual works 40 hours per week, 52 weeks each year,
for a total of 2,080 hours per year. Seasonal employment, unpaid
sick leave, temporary lay-offs, job changes, and other leave prevent
many individuals from maximizing their earnings throughout the year.
According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, as of April 2021, the
average wage earner in the U.S. worked 35.0 hours per week.5
Not all employees have the opportunity to translate an hourly
wage into full-time, year-round employment. For these workers,
the Housing Wage underestimates the actual hourly compensation
needed to afford the FMR. Conversely, some households include
multiple wage earners. For these households, a home renting at
the FMR would be affordable even if each worker earned less than
the area’s stated Housing Wage, as long as their combined wages
exceed the Housing Wage for at least 40 working hours per week.

settings. For the majority, however, the supplements are administered
directly by the states, so the data are not readily available if they haven’t
been reported to the SSA. The only four states that do not supplement
federal SSI payments are Arizona, Mississippi, North Dakota, and West
Virginia. Residents of Puerto Rico cannot receive federal SSI payments.
Information on SSI payments is available from the Social Security
Administration at https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/COLA/SSI.html.
The Technical Assistance Collaborative, Inc., publishes

Priced Out, which compares FMRs with the incomes of SSI
recipients. The most recent edition can be found at http://
www.tacinc.org/knowledge-resources/priced-out-v2/

ADDITIONAL DATA AVAILABLE ONLINE
The print / PDF version of Out of Reach contains limited data in an effort
to present the most important information in a limited number of pages.
Additional data can be found online at http://www.nlihc.org/oor.
The Out of Reach methodology was developed by Cushing N.
Dolbeare, founder of the National Low Income Housing Coalition.

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME (SSI)
Out of Reach compares rental housing costs with the rent affordable
to individuals receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) payments.
The national numbers are based on the maximum federal SSI payment
for individuals in 2021, which is $794 per month. Out of Reach
calculations for states include state supplemental payments that benefit
all individual SSI recipients in 22 states where the Social Security
Administration (SSA) reports the supplemental payment amount.
Supplemental payments provided by other states and the District of
Columbia are excluded from Out of Reach calculations. For some, these
payments are administered by the SSA but are available only to populations
with specific disabilities, in specific facilities, or in specific household
5 Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2021). The employment situation – April 2021. Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Department of Labor.
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ADDITIONAL LOCAL DATA CAN BE FOUND ONLINE AT
WWW.NLIHC.ORG/OOR
The Print / PDF version of Out of Reach contains limited data in an effort to present
the most important information in a limited number of pages.

nlihc.org/oor
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