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Chapter 6

DIVERSITY IN AIAN HOUSING
PROBLEMS AND NEEDS

This chapter returns to the topic of diversity, now examining 1t with respect to housing
problems and needs The first half of the chapter examines the differences in housing conditions
that exist among Tnbal Areas, using approaches simiiar to those applied to social and economic
varnables in Chapter 3 The second examines contrasts in housing circumstances across the
urban areas 1dentified in Chapter 4 and looks at the special types of housing problems that face
American Indians and Alaska Natives in urban areas

TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS: REGIONAL VARIATIONS

Table 6.1 shows the number of AIAN Tribal Area households in each housing problem
category, by tenure group, by region. Table 6 2 presents the same information in percentage
terms These tables report only on housing problems evidenced in Census files Because of the
small sample size, household survey data on other probiems were not tabulated at the regional
level

All Households with Problems

In absolute terms, the largest concentration of housing problems occurs in the Arizona-
New Mexico region (39,300 households with one or more problems, 31,200 of which are owners)
The second largest 1s In Oklahoma (25,200 households with problems, 13,700 of which are
owners) and the third 1s in the Plains region (11,900 households, 4,900 of which are owners).
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r
Table 6 1
TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS BY REGION--NO OF HOUSEHOLDS (000)
Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Regb Regf HReg7 Reg8 Reg9
Total  Nerth- South- Anz-  Calf- Pacif
US Central Eastern Okla Central Plans N Mex. Nev NoWest Alaska
Renters
No housing problem 369 21 23 146 07 60 58 i5 29 10
One or more problems
Afford only 178 i1 12 83 05 31 13 04 14 04
Overcrowded + mix 159 05 04 26 03 35 £ 04 o8 15
Facil and other 31 o1 03 06 00 03 or 01 01 08
Subtotal 368 17 19 115 o7 69 8cC 09 23 27
Total 737 38 42 261 14 29 139 24 52 37
Cwner
No housing problem 937 33 96 469 21 75 128 32 55 28
Qne or more problems
Afford only 214 08 23 103 07 19 27 a7 13 06
Overcrowded + mix 328 05 12 28 05 24 201 086 11 36
Facil and cther 128 01 03 086 00 06 84 02 01 25
Subtotal 67 1 156 38 137 13 49 312 15 25 66
Total 1607 48 134 606 34 124 44 1 47 80 94
Total
No housing problem 1306 54 118 615 28 i35 187 47 84 38
One or more problems
Afford only 392 19 35 186 12 51 40 11 27 10
Overcrowded + mix 487 10 17 55 08 59 269 10 19 50
Facll and other 160 02 06 i1 01 09 a3 02 02 33
Subtetal 1038 32 57 252 20 118 393 24 48 93
Total 2344 86 176 866 48 254 579 71 132 132

in percentage terms, a somewhat different picture of priorities 1s apparent Two regions
stand out as having by far the largest shares of all Tribal Area households with housing problems-
Alaska, with a notable 71 percent, and Anzona-New Mexico, with 68 percent The next highest
regions were the Plains (47 percent) and the South Ceniral (42 percent). Overall shares with
problems were in the 30-40 percent range for all other regions except for Oklahoma, which was
lowest at 29 percent.

v
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Table6 2
TRIBAL AREA HOUSING PROBLEMS BY REGION--PCT OF HOUSEHOLDS

Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Reg5 Reg6 Reg7 Reg8 Reg9
Total  North- South- Anz-  Calf - Pacd
UsS Central Eastem Okla  Central Plains N Mex Nev NoWest Alaska
Renter "
No housing problem 501 561 539 560 471 46 4 422 631 553 274
One or more problems
Afford cnly 242 286 206 318 324 243 93 - 188 275 111
Overcrowded + mix 215 138 100 i00 192 268 423 164 160 390
! Facil and other 42 24 66 22 13 26 63 22 12 225
Subtotal , 499 449 461 44 0 529, 5386 579 368 447 726
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 100 0 oo ¢
Owner
No housing problem 583 688 718 774 620 602 281 682 688 289
One or imore problems
Afford only 133 176 169 170 208 155 62 152 162 62
Qvercrowded + mux 204 107 92 47 158 198 455 129 132 379
Facil and other 80 30 23 09 14 47 181 37 18 260
Subtotal 417 312 284 228 380 398 709 318 312 701
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
" Total by Region
Mo housing problem 557 627 67 4 709 577 832 322 865 634 292
One or more problems
Afford only 167 225 199 214 241 200 70 162 207 76
, Overcrowded + mix 208 121 94 63 168 232 44 8 141 143 382
Facit and other 58 28 34 13 14 38 160 32 15 250
Subtotal 443 373 328 291 423 458 678 3356 366 708
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000 1000
Total Across Region
No housing problem 1000 41 g1 471 21 103 143 386 64 29
One or more problems 7 ‘
Afford only 1000 49 89 47 4 30 130 103 29 70 26
Overcrowded + mix 1000 21 34 112 17 121 533 20 39 103
Facii and other 1000 15 37 71 04 57 582 14 13 2086
Subtolal 1000 31 55 2472 20 114 378 23 486 90
Total " 1000 37 75 370 21 108 247 30 56 56

Affordability Problems in Tribal Areas

As pointed out in Chapter 5, affordability probiems are not as frequent in Tribal Areas as
they are for AIAN households elsewhere, but they are quite high in some cases.*® The share

#The breakdowns on these tables are calculated so that subcategories add to totals, thus they do not exhibit all
of the overlaps that occur  The furst category--Affordability only—is just that The second--Overcrowding and mixed--
inciudes all of the overcrowded households, but some of these also have affordabilty and facilty problerns The third--
Facility and other--includes households in units lacking plumbing and/or kitchen faciities, but some of these may also

have affordability problems
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of all Tribal Area households whose only problem 1s affordability is constderably higher for renters
(24 percent) than owners (13 percent) and this distorts the companson of the overall average with
[ndians living in other metropolitan and nonmetropolitan environmenis since Tnbal Areas have
higher ownership rates than are found in other types of areas

Among renters, the highest shares with an affordability-only problem are found in the
Oklahoma and South Central regions (both at 32 percent). The lowest are much below those
levels 9 percent in Anzona-New Mexico and 11 percent in Alaska For owners, there is not quite
as much variation The highest 1s again the South Central (21 percent) followed by the North
Central, Okilahoma, Eastern, and Pacific Northwest (all in the 16-18 percent range. The lowest
affordability problem shares for owners, however, are found in the same regions as for renters:
Anzona-New Mexico and Alaska (both at 6 percent)

Overcrowding and Facility Problems

Taking both these categones together, incidence rates do not vary dramatically between
renters (26 percent) and owners (28 percent) for ali Tnbal Areas nationally. But there are major
regional vanations Two regions dominate in this regard. Alaska (with 63 percent of all
households having these problems) and Anzona-New Mexico (61 percent) The next highest
(South Central) 1s far below those levels at 27 percent. All the rest are in the 13-18 percent range
except Oklahoma, which is again low at 8 percent.

There are compositional differences between the regions with the most senous problems
in this regard  In Arizona-New Mexico, by far the most frequent problem (affecting 45 percent of
all households) is overcrowding In Alaska, 38 percent are overcrowded--the problems there are
explained more by a lack of basic faciites The next highest in terms of overcrowding 1s the
South Central region {23 percent). Rates of overcrowding are comparatively quite low elsewhere
(all in the 9-17 percent range, again except for Oklahoma which 15 lowest at 6 percent)

Looking solely at the residual category (units that are not overcrowded but have facility
deficiencies), problem levels are noteworthy only in Alaska (25 percent) and Anzona-New Mexico
(16 percent) They are quite low in the Tnbal Areas of all other regions.

Summary

To be sure, there are iImportant regional differences m the incidence of housing problems
in Tribal Areas. Probably most important 1s that physical problems (overcrowding and faciity
deficiencies) are considerably higher in two regions (Alaska and Anzona-New Mexico) than they
are elsewhere Though lower than In these two, overcrowding rates in the Tribal Areas of all
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are elsewhere Though lower than in these two, overcrowding rates i the Tribal Areas of alt
other regions are stll serious {much above the national averages for non-Indians) but the
incidence of faciity deficiencies 1s quite low in most other regions.

The pattern with respect to affordabilily problems, however, appears to be almost the
reverse of that for physical problems Oklahoma, for example, which has by far the lowest share
of its units overcrowded or with facility deficiencies, has one of the highest shares with
affordability problems And the regions that have by far the lowest share of renters with
affordability problems are Alaska and Anizona-New Mexico

THE IMPACT OF HUD HOUSING ASSISTANCE

HUD’s Housing Production Programs

The Federal government began to provide subsiantial amounts of new housing
construction in Tribal Areas in the rid-1960s It has relied pnmanly on two programs

L The Rental Program--essentially the national Public Housing program,
implemented in Indian country with very little adaptaton HUD grants go to IHAs
who use them to acquire the nghts to land and build new units, or acquire and
rehabilitate existing ones, for rent by low-income famiies The IHAs then manage
the properties and recelve additional HUD funds to cover the difference between
allowable operating costs and tenant payments foward rent (set not to exceed 30
percent of the tenanf's income)

" The Mutual Help Program--one of a very few Federal programs that have offered
home-ownership to low-income famiies As n the Low Rent program, IHAs
develop new housing with HUD grants, but purchasers are responsible for all
operating and maintenance costs The purchasing household must make an initial
$1,500 contnbution (but tribes often meet this requirement on behalf of the
household by contnbuting the land), and make a monthly "homebuyer payment"
{set by the IHAs at between 15 and 30 percent of household income, normally
much closer to the 15 percent end of this range)

By 1994, funding had been authonzed for almost 100,000 units in these programs 75,400
units had been completed and were in management and the rest were in vanous stages of the
development process (see Office of Indian Programs, 1993, and Office of Native American
Programs, 1994, for more complete descriptions of these programs). These programs will be
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assessed in full In the Final Report of this study, but it 1s important to review their outputs here
because of their effect on the magnitude of housing needs 1n Tribal Areas.

The Distribution of IHA Housing 1n 1990

Table 6 3 shows the calculation of the number of AIAN occupied units provided by the
IHAs under these programs in Tribal Areas in 1990 (at the time of the Census) Not all of the
units n management In these programs are occupied (1 e , some are vacant) and some that are
occupied are occupled by non-Indians. The calculations, in effect, subtract vacant and non-indian
occupied units from the totals (data from HUD’s MTCS and MIRS systems--see Chapter 1)

This contribution i1s Indeed iImpressive There were a total of 60,700 AIAN occupied IHA
units n Tnbal Areas it 1990 This means that these programs were serving 26 percent of all
Tribal Area AIAN households and 42 percent of all Low Income AIAN households in Tribal Areas
(see household totals in Table 5.4--HUD assistance in provided only to Low Income households)
This 1s a substantially higher rate of housing assistance than HUD typically has been able fo
provide to needy groups In 1989, HUD provided assistance to about 41 milion renter
households nationally (1 4 mullion in public housing projects, 1 7 million in other assisted projects,
and 1.0 muthon through Section 8 tenant-based assistance--Casey, 1992)--4 1 million 1s only 22
percent of the total 18 9 milion Low income renters in the country at that time.

Table 6 3 also shows that there 1S considerable vanation in the distribution of HUD
assisted Indian housing by region  HUD’s contribution has been by far the highestin Trnibal Areas
of the Plams, California-Nevada, and North Central regions where 78 percent, 73 percent, and
64 percent of all Low Income AIAN households are served, respectively At the other extreme,
HUD units serve only 14 percent of all Low Income AIAN households in the Tnbal Areas of the
South Central region, 27 percent in the Eastern Region, 32 percent in Okiahoma, and 33 percent
In the Anzona-New Mexico region

Housing Probiems in Assisted vs. Unassisted Units

Relable data on the incidence of housing problems in HUD-assisted units are not
available However, crude estimates can be made using the sample household survey data
prepared for this study (see last section of Chapter 5) The data were assembted in accord with
the framework of standards defined in Chapter 5 for those units in the sample that were HUD-
assisted The results were that 21 percent of such units were identified as having senous facility
or condition deficiencies If that was true (and 1s apphied to 1990 conditions) 1t would mean that




Housing Problems and Needs of Amerncan Indians and Alaska Natves 135

I3

Table 6 3
ESTIMATE OF AIAN OCCUPIED JHA HOUSING, 1990 AND 1994

Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Regb5 Reg6 Reg7 Reg8 Reg$
Total  Norh- South- . Anz-  Calif- Pacif
US Central Eastern Okla Central  Pfains N Mex Nev NoWest Alaska

LOW RENT PROGRAM
Units in Mgmt 1994 26225 338 1241 2,778 174 9,051 6346 1320 1,582 344
Built 1990-94 1,769 191 100 8] o] 489 641 202 106 41
Units in Mgmt 1990 24,456 3,198 1,141 2,778 174 8,662 5,705 1,118 1,477 303
% Occupled 950 950 800 700 950 9190 93¢ 960 9190
% AlAN Occupled 97 0 775 331 509 979 a7 0 962 977 46 4
AIAN Occ Units 1990 20,097 2,947 840 736 62 7,963 5,036 1,000 1,385 128
AlAN Occ Units 1994 21,664 3,123 914 736 62 8,418 5,602 1,181 1,484 145
MUTUAL HELP AND OTHER PROGRAMS
Units in Mgmt 1994 47,847 1,355 2,071 14,666 387 7,114 11,268 3,257 2,787 4,952
Built 1890-94 4910 179 221 920 20 818 1,615 486 430 521
Units in Mgm?t 1980 42937 1,176 1,850 13,746 367 6,596 9,643 2,771 2,357 4,431
% Occupred 423 997 96 6 863 928 968 967 89 0 980
% AIAN Occupied 894 99 4 97 8 930 985 993 982 084 ' 084
AlAN Occ Units 1990 40,564 1,079 1,834 12,980 329 6,031 9,172 2,657 2,288 4,186
AlAN Occ Uniis 1994 45,221 1,244 2,053 13,849 347 6,604 10,708 3,123 2,715 4,678
TOTAL AIAN OCC HA UNITS (000)
ALAN Occ Units 1990 607 40 27 137 04 140 142 37 37 43
AlAN Qcc Units 1994 669 44 30 1486 04 149 i63 43 42 48
AlAN HOUSEHOLDS, TRIBAL AREAS (000)
Total 1890 2344 86 176 866 49 254 579 71 32 131
Low Income 1980 1443 63 98 432 28 1789 42 6 50 79 B7
Total 1984 2648 95 214 1003 60 276 633 77 146 14 4
PERCENT SERVED BY IHA PROGRAMS
Total 1990 259 468 162 158 80 552 245 518 280 329
Low Income 1980 420 643 273 317 137 780 333 725 467 497
Total 1994 253 460 139 145 68 541 258 £59 288 335

about 12,800 HUD umits had such deficiencies. The total uniis with such deficiencies estimated
for Tnbal Areas, was 72,700 This would imply that 59,200 unassisted units (or 35 percent of all
173,700 unassisted units) had serious condition or facility deficiencies

The same methods yields the estimate that about 14,600 of all HUD-assisted uniis {24
percent) were either overcrowded and/or had physical deficiencies. By subtraction from the totals,
this would imply that 79,200 unassisted units (or 45 percent of the total unassisted stock) had
such problems. In comparison, there were about 84,200 Low Income househoids in Tribal Areas
that did not ive in HUD-assisted units. We know that sampling error implies a fairly large range
of uncertainty around these estimates However, they do indicate at the very least, that a very
high proportion of all Low-Income households in Tnbal Areas that do not now receive HUD
assistance have very senous housing problems
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These estimates are based on official Census housing stock counts. They change
markedly if adjustments are made to compensate for the undercount discussed in Chapter 1 The
estimates below were denved by the same methods as those above, but assuming the total
number of Tnbal Area housing units (and the numbers with vanous housing problems) are 12 2
percent larger than noted in the last two paragraphs **

Total units with severe condifton/facility problemns

Based on official counts 72,700

Adjusted for undercount 81,600
Unassisted units with severe condition/faciity problems

Based on official counts 59,900

Adjusted for undercount 68,800
Total units, physical problems and/or overcrowded

Based on official counts 93,800

Adjusted for undercount 105,200
Unassisted units, physical problems and/or overcrowded

Based on official counts 79,200

Adjusted for undercount 90,600

Comparisons with BIA Inventory Data

Until now, the only avallable estimates of housing problems in AIAN Areas have been
based on a Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Inventory, which a recent analysis demonstrated to be
unreliable (Housing Assistance Council, 1992) The most recent estimate based on this source
(used by HUD--see Office of Native American Programs, 1994) stated that 16,700 non-assisted
units in AIAN Areas needed replacement and another 53,300 needed renovation (total of 70,000
units)

This 1s number 1s coincidentally similar to the range just estimated for units with severe
condition/facility problems (59,900 to 68,800) However, these two sets of numbers do not maich.
BIA data do not cover the full range of Census identified Trnibal Areas and appear to
underestimate the number of AIAN households In the Areas they do cover, the BIA based
estimate of iotal AIAN households in Tribal Areas n 1993 was only 183,900 whereas the full
count In the 1990 Census was 234,400 [t seems likely that BIA based estimates overstate the

*As to the question of sampling error around these numbers, the reader should consuit the footnote related to
estimates of total housing problems In Tribal Areas presented in Chapter 5
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extent of physical housing problems in some areas but understate (or ignore them altogether in
others). This adds further support for the conciusion that BIA Inventory data are not an adequate
base for allocating housing assistance funds.

DIVERSITY IN HOUSING PROBLEMS ACROSS TRIBAL AREAS

Analysis

As was noted in Chapter 3, regional vanations tell us something about Tnbal Area
diversity, but they by no means explain it all To provide a better undersianding, the same type
of regression approach has been used to test the relattonship between the key vanables identified
in Chapter 3 and the extent of Tribal Area housing problems.

The evidence above suggest that the share of all units with one or more problems i1s not
likely to be a meaningful aggregate for these purposes, since 1t 1s made up of two very different
types of conditions that seem {0 behave in opposing directions: where the incidence of
overcrowding and physical deficiencies 1s high, the share with pure affordability probiems seems
to be low, and vice versa

Accordingly, two separate analyses have been run In the first, the dependent vanabie
was the share of all units overcrowded and/or with physical deficiencies, and in the second, the
dependent varnable was the share of all households whose only housing problem i1s affordability

Both analyses use the same independent vanables The first two are those that proved
to be highly significant in the analyses in Chapter 3 (1) the log of the distance between the Tribal
Area and the nearest large urban area, and (2) the ratio of total population to AIAN population
Others included were: (3) PPSE employment per 1,000 populations, and (4) the population size
of the Tnbal Area

The first regression explained 37 percent of the vanance in the share overcrowded and/or
with facility deficiencies Both the PPSE and the distance vanables were significant at the 99
percent level, and the population size vanable at the 95 percent level. The ratio of total to AIAN
population was less so {level of 02615) All signs were as expecied The share with these
physical problems tends to mcrease the greater the distance from a large urban center and the
smaller the ratio of total to AIAN population, the level of PPSE employment, and the total
population of the area
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The second regression was not as strong (explaning 17 percent of the vanation in the
affordability share), but all independent variables were significant at the 99 percent level, except
for population size (0 154) And the signs were the reverse of those found in the analysis above.
Affordabilty problems tend to decrease the greater the distance from a targe urban center and
the smaller the ratio of total to AIAN population, the level of PPSE employment, and the total
population of the area

Full specifications and results of these regressions are provided in Annexes 6A and 6B
at the end of this chapter

The Typology and Housing Problems and Needs

Again, to illustrate the contrasts between different types of Tnbal Area environments, this:
section retumns to the typology developed in Chapter 3--this time to examine differences in
housing problems and needs 1n the various groups it defines. Table 6.4 shows the distnbution
of housing units by group and type of housing problem Table 6 5 expresses the relationships
In percentage terms, and will be referred to more frequently. Results are as anticipated, given
the regression analysts above

Total overcrowding and/or facility problems were highest in the Navajo reservation (78
percent} and Alaska (71 percent), still high in other areas that were not Large, Open, or Near
Urban (47 percent), and much lower i all other types of areas.

Affordability problems were highest in all groups In the Near Urban category and the
Large Open Trbal Areas that were more remote (averaging around 20 percent), and lowest in
Navajo (5 percent), Alaska (8 percent), and others n the remote category (15 percent).

All housing problems The pattern for the totals of these two categories resembles that
for the mcidence of overcrowding and/or facilihes, but the varnations are not as extreme.

Housing problems for Very Low-Income Groups. VLI shares tend to be higher in the
more remote Trbal Areas as does the total incidence of housing problems. 1t is not surprising
then that these areas rank highest when both indicators are combined. On the Najavo
reservation, over half (52 percent) of all households are VLI households with housing problems.
The comparable share 1s 43 percent In Alaska, and 33 percent for others that are remote but not
Large and Open The comparable share Is only 4 percent in Areas that are Near Urban, Large,
and Open.
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Table 6 4
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF AlAN AREAS, HOUSING PROBLEMS (No of households, 000)
HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS
All Households Low-Income Households Very Low-Inc Households
Total CFand Afford CFand  Afford CFand Afford
Hsehlds Total ocC only Total ocC only Total ac only
NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl
Oklahoma 560 160 40 120 131 26 104 g9 18 g1
Other 67 27 10 17 23 08 15 17 05 12
Sublolal B27 186 50 136 153 34 119 116 23 a3
Lower Prniv Empl 17 42 17 26 34 12 22 28 09 20
Total T4 4 228 67 161 188 46 141 144 32 12
Other
Strong Priv Empl 116 3g 14 24 30 08 22 24 05 19
Lower Prv Emnpl 165 71 48 23 60 38 23 48 27 22
Total 28 1 09 62 47 81 48 45 72 31 41
Total 1025 337 129 208 278 92 186 216 63 153
REMOTE
Large-Open
Strong Pnv Empl 288 90 25 65 76 18 59 58 i2 47
Lower Piv Empl 117 43 19 24 38 16 23 32 i1 21
Total 405 133 415 88 115 33 at g1 23 68
Mavajo 359 279 262 17 227 211 186 188 171 16
Other
Strong Pniv Empl 27 09 08 03 08 04 03 06 03 03
Lower Priv Empl 392 186 121 65 159 96 63 132 74 58
Total 419 196 128 68 167 100 66 i38 77 61
Total 1183 608 435 173 509 345 164 414 271 143
ALASKA 132 93 83 10 70 62 09 57 49 08
TOTAL 2340 103 8 647 392 857 498 359 687 383 304

VARIATIONS IN THE HOUSING PROBLEMS OF URBAN INDIANS

introduction

As in Chapter 4, this discussion of housing needs and conditions of urban Indians relies
on analysis of Census data for the 15 MSAs and other sources. Responses from interviews with
Indian Community Center directors, discussions with local and nationai PHA officials, and




Housing Problems and Needs of American Indians and Alaska Natives 140

Table 65
MARKET TYPOLOGY OF AIAN AREAS, HOUSING PROBLEMS (Pct. of households})
HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS
All Househelds Low-Income Households Very Low-Inc Househelds
Total CFand Afford CFand Afford CFand Afford
Hsehlds Total ocC only Total ocC only Total ocC only
NEAR URBAN AREAS
Large-Open
Strong Priv Empl
Qklahoma 1000 285 71 214 233 47 186 17 6 32 144
Other 1000 397 150 246 339 116 225 253 76 177
Subtotal 1000 207 g0 218 245 54 190 184 37 148
Lower Priv Empl 1000 357 145 212 292 103 189 240 73 167
Total 1000 307 990 217 252 62 190 193 42 151
Other
Strong Prv Empl 1000 325 120 208 261 70 191 204 40 164
Lower Priv Empl 1000 430 280 140 366 227 138 293 162 131
Total 1000 387 220 167 322 162 160 267 112 145
Total 1000 329 12eé 203 271 90 ig2 211 61 149
REMOTE
Large-Open
Strong Priv Empl 1000 312 87 224 264 61 203 205 42 163
Lower Priv Empl 1000 369 167 202 328 136 193 273 97 176
Total 1000 328 110 218 283 82 200 225 58 167
Navajo 1000 778 730 48 633 588 45 57 475 42
Other
Strong Pnv Empl 1000 348 234 114 27 8 164 114 220 116 104
Lower Priv Empl 1000 4786 310 166 407 245 162 336 188 i48
Total 1000 467 305 162 398 240 169 329 83 145
Total 1000 514 387 147 430 292 138 350 229 121
ALASKA 1000 707 631 76 532 467 -2 430 369 61
TOTAL 1000 44 4 276 167 366 213 153 294 163 130

information from case studies are presented here to amplfy and iflustrate the statistical
mformation on housing needs and conditions.
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Housing Problems: Overview

The overall housing problems of the AIAN population n metropolitan areas was
characterized in Chapter 5. Here they can be examined in more detail, pointing out contrasts
between ceniral ciies and suburbs and between individual metropotitan areas.

A summary of mportant Census measures for the 15 selected MSAs 1s presented in Table
6 6. Affordability stands out as the dominant problem in both central cihies and suburbs where
37 percent and 39 percent of all AIAN households are affected, respectively. The AIAN central
city rate 1s only 30 percent above that for central city non-Indians, in the suburbs, the AIAN share
with affordability problems 1s almost twice that for non-Indians. In our interviews with community
center directors, most stated that affordability was a major problem for half or more of the Indian
households they served.

While not as prevalent as in Tnbal Areas, overcrowding 1s still a quite frequent problem
for Indian households living i urban areas, particuiarly in central cihes where the overcrowding
rate for them is 13 percent (3 3 times the rate for non-Indians) The AIAN overcrowding rate In
the suburbs is somewhat lower (10 percent) but this level is five times the average for suburban
non-indians) In our interviews, 18 percent of directors said that overcrowding was a major
problem for Indian families in thewr commumty Census data indicate that in a few MSAs,
inciuding Phoenix and Tucson, over 25 percent of indian families are overcrowded

As explained in Chapter 5, full data on housing quality in urban areas are not available,
but the age of housing may serve as a rough proxy. Census data indicate that housing for Indian
homeowners in urban areas is likely to be newer than that of non-Indian owners, especially in the
suburbs {only 16 percent AIAN owners in the suburbs live in units buili in 1949 or earlier,
compared to 21 percent for non-Indian owners) But the housing occupied by AIAN renters 1s
older than that of non-indian renters in all areas Pre-1949 housing accounts for 42 percent of
the units of AIAN central city renters, only shghtly above the share for non-lndian renters (38
percent) In the suburbs, however, the contrast 1s dramatic 53 percent of all AIAN renters are
in pre-1949 units, almost four times the share for suburban non-Indians

The views of the directors of urban Indian community centers on housing quality are
mixed Where they stated that indians live in identiiable neighborhoods, the quaity of the
housing in those neighborhoods was characterized as ranging anywhere from "okay" to “terrible
in many of these areas, homes are perceived as severely substandard, in need of major repair,
and homes that "no one else wants " In other of these areas, the housing stock 1s mixed In
Chicago, for example, some housing 1s substandard, but some has been rehabbed and 1s
adequate. In Denver, housing in areas of high Indian concentration consists both of the older,




Housing Problems and Needs of American Indians and Alaska Natives 142

Table 6 6
URBAN INDIANS HOUSING PROBLEMS

Percent Percent Rato AIAN/

Indicator AlAN Non-AlAN non-AlAN
Affordability Problem

Central Cities 37 29 18

Suburbs 39 21 19
Qvercrowding

Central Cities i3 4 33

Suburbs 10 2 50
Unit Bthit 1949 or earlier, Renters

Cenfral Cities 42 a8 11

Suburbs 53 14 38

substandard homes of familles who have lived in the area a iong time, and of the newer homes
of younger Indian professionals who are just moving into the area.

There was general agreement, however, that the typically large size of AIAN families made
it much more difficult for them to find adequate housing A major complaint about the rental stock
I many areas 1s the high cost and/or unavailability of units with a larger number of bedrooms
Urban Indians are often afraid to complain about substandard conditions frequently associated
with older housing because they fear they will not find adequate housing to accommodate all of
their family members

Community center directors also named a number of other barners to decent and
affordable housing for urban Indians These barners included unemployment and subsequent
low-incomes; poor credrt and rental histories, lack of education about urban housing, both
federally-assisted and private market; and few financial institutions willing to work with the Indian
community.

Housing Problems: Diversity

Table 6 7 shows the percentages of all AIAN households that have housing problems in
each of the 15 MSAs Two Census categortes are considered (defined somewhat differently than
on Table 6 6): the share that have an affordability problem only, and the share that have an
overcrowding and/or plumbing/kitchen facility problem
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Table 67 '
PERCENT OF AIAN HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSING PROBLEMS--15 MSAs

Total one or more prob Affordabil prob only Qvercrowd & facil prob
Total Central Sub- Total Central Sub- Total Central Sub-
Metro City urbs Metro Cty urbs Metro City urbs
Albuquerque 431 440 403 242 282 126 189 158 2r7
Chicago 386 449 341 269 285 253 127 164 88
Dallas 368 461 322 274 321 251 N 94 140 71
Denver 397 48 6 338 331 396 288 66 90 50
Detrod 334 4986 300 272 389 247 62 107 53
Los Angeles 477 450 469 320 305 327 157 188 142
Minneapols 437 554 340 342 428 271 96 126 69
New York 493 439 437 286 291 345 197 - 208 92
Oaldand M7 510 401 3937 338 337 80 i72 64
Oklahoma Gty 308 330 292 238 249 2286 72 81 66
Phoetix 511 506 516 2386 253 22¢ 275 252 296
Sacremento 435 491 417 335 352 330 100 139 87
Seattle 373 420 353 , 288 330 270 856 90 83
Tuscon 513 49 2 527 205 296 145 308 196 382
Tulsa 274 299 258 220 241 206 54 58 52
Total 398 441 367 274 296 259 124 145 i08
AVERAGES ‘
Group 1 414 484 378 295 322 263 120 163 85
Group 2 338 3586 318 233 257 186 105 99 132

Group 3 487 517 461 261 326 2t 2 226 191 249

Group 1 = Chicago, Dallas, Detrort, Los Angeles, New York, and Qakland
Group 2 = Afuquerque OKahoma Crty, and Tulsa
Group 8 = Minneapols, Phoenix, and Tucson

There 1s less diversity among these MSAs in these conditions that was found among Tribal
Areas The share with an affordability problem only averaged 27 percent (averages of 30 percent
In the central cities and 26 percent in the suburbs) Shares across the MSAs ranged from 22
percent (Tulsa) to 34 percent (Minneapolis and Sacramento)

Consistent with the findings of the national overview bresented in Chapter 5,
overcrowding/facilities problems for AIAN households are less frequent n these metropolitan
areas than are affordability problems Overall, 12 percent had an overcrowding and/or facility
problem as defined (averages of 15 percent in the central cities and 11 percent in the suburbs)
Here, more variation is evidenced The rates ranged from only 5 percent in Tulsa to 31 percent
n Tucson.
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The groupings of MSAs identified in Chapter 4 as exhibiting quite different conditions for
Indians based on social and economic problem indicators also exhibit strong contrasts in the
frequency of AIAN housing problems Group 2 MSAs (smaller MSAs near to a sizeable number
of tnbal areas) was one of two in which Indians fared better economically, and thus appears to be
reflected in therr housing circumstances as well. They had by far the lowest averages with
affordability-only problems (23 percent) and overcrowding/facility problems (11 percent).

The other group in which the AIAN population had fewer social and economic problems
included the largest MSAs, farthest from Tnbal Areas (Group 1) They also exhibit a quite low
average for overcrowding/faciities problems (12 percent), althoujh they have a much higher
share in the affordabiity-only category (30 percent} The latter finding 1s not surprising in that,
as discussed in Chapter 3, Amenca’s largest urban agglomerations tend to have by far the
nation’s highest rent levels

In Group 3 MSAs (mid-sized, near to only a few Tribal Areas), where Indians fared worst
in economic terms, AlAN overcrowding/facility problem rates area also fughest by far (averaging
22 percent). At 26 percent, their AIAN affordability-only average 15 substantially above that for
Group 2 ’

Homelessness

As with Indians who live in tnbal areas, homelessness 1s also a problem among urban
Indians The survey of homelessness that has generally been considered the most rehiable
indicates that 2 3 percent of the homeless individuals in the U.S. are Indians--three times their
share In the general population * Of the community directors we surveyed, 86 percent reported
that homelessness 1s a significant problem for the Indian community they serve. However, uniike
homelessness in Indian country, which is primanly manifested in overcrowding, homelessness in
urban areas many tmes means individuals and families living in temporary shelters or on the
street

Federal Housing Assistance Provided to Urban Indians

Of all community center directors interviewed, 82 percent said that Indians in their service
area hved predominantly in private, rather than public, housing. Most do not feel that this pattern
Is due to a lack of education about the availability of federat housing opportunihes® 85 percent
said that Indians in their community were generally aware of publicly-assisted housing programs.
Most said they beheve that federal programs are not meeting the needs of Amencan Indians and
that local Public Housing Authorities are not responsive to the needs of the Indian community.

*This survey, conducted by the Urban Institute, i1s described 1n Burt (1992)
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While no group i1s adequately served by Federal housing programs, Indians seem to be
represented at a far lower rate than non-Indians Table 6.8 indicates while significant shares of
AlAN households in all 15 MSAs have Very Low Incomes, only a tiny fraction are served by public
housing The highest service ratio 1s in the Oklahoma City MSA, where 27 percent of all AIAN
households are in the VLI group, but stil only 14 percent of those households tive 1n public
housing uniis

The worst performances in this regard are by the largest housing authonties HUD MTCS
systemn records show that three of them (Chicago, Dallas, and Detroit) have no Amencan indian
or Alaska Natwve tenants whatsoever, and for two others (Los Angeles and New York) AIAN
households account for only 0.1 percent of all tenants--as shown on Table 6 9. In no case do
Indians account for more than 3.8 percent of all public housing tenants

Data in Table 6 9 suggests that indians that are served by public housing tend to be those
most In need In almost all cases, the shares of aill AIAN households in public housing that are
female headed, below the poverty line, and without assets, are substantially above the
comparable shares for non-Indian tenants.

According to several interview respondents, the underrepresentation of indians in public
housing may be at least parhally self-mposed For example, many Indians, as well as other
ethnic groups, may prefer not to ive In public housing because their units usually cannot
accommodate extended families Also, some interview respondents stated that Indians are
generally reluctant to do business with the federal government and prefer to seek help from family
members or the Indian community

Respondenis suggested several reasons why federal housing programs do not work, both
for the general population and, specifically, for urban Indians First, waiting lists are often so long
that people are discouraged from even applying Even when the waiting list 1s not so long, there
1s the belief that there 1s "too much red tape" associated with government housing For example,
some interview respondents said that inspection and occupancy rules are too strict and credit and
rental history venficattons do not accommodaie the expenence of people comung from Tribal
Areas.

Interview respondents were asked how the federal government could improve i1is delivery
of housing programs to urban Indians. Several suggesied that more assisied housing be builf,
especially iarger units with three or more bedrooms. However, with the move away from public
housing towards increased use of certificates and vouchers, other approaches might be used to
achieve the same ends. For example, Indian community centers could provide housing mobility
programs to assist participants in finding apariments in neighborhoods which may have more
adequate and desirable housing 1t was also suggested that non-profits (like Indian community
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Table6 8

AlLAN HOUSEHOLDS SERVED BY PUBLIC HOUSING—-15 MSAs
Pct of Eligible Pct Very Low Income
Pct AIAN Households AIAN Households AIAN Households
MSA Very Low Income in Public Housing i Public Housing
Albuguerque 36 35 97
Chicago 27 00 01
Dallas 26 00 00
Denver 35 t2 34
Detront 29 00 00
Los Angeles 26 01 04
Minneapolis 44 27 62
New York 38 01 03
Qakland 23 03 12
Cklahoma City 27 38 140
Phoerix 39 33 85
Sacramento 27 11 40
Seattle 30 24 78
Tucson 50 28 58
Tulsa 26 14 55

centers) could act as haisons between PHAS and the Indian community to disseminate information
about assisted-housing opportunities, process applications, conduct onentafion sessions, and
assist in finding and matntaining assisted housing.

Second, 1t was suggested that more flexibility 1s needed on certain rules, such as
occupancy standards and credit and rental history venfication Occupancy rules could be more
flexible to accommodate larger famihes. it was noted that rules such as "one person per
bedroom" were culturally biased, not taking into account the traditional living situation of many
Indian famihes To expedite housing references, It was suggested that notanzed statements from
IHAs or tnbal housing staff be accepted as rental history venfication when no conventional
documentation 1s available In addition, stricter enforcement of other rules was also seen as
necessary, such as addressing fair housing laws and enforcing local bullding codes

On the homeownership side, several respondents suggested that a federal
homeownership program, like Mutual Help, would be beneficial and should be avaitable to urban
Indians. Inchian community centers could work directly with IHAs, or IHA-lIke entities could be
created in urban communities
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Table 69
AIAN AND NON-AIAN PUBLIC HOUSING TENANTS--15 MSAs
Percent of Tenants n Each Group
Pct of Total
Pub Hsg Tenants Fernale-Headed Below Poverty No Assets

PHA AIAN  Non-AlAN AIAN  Mon-AlAN AIAN  Non-AlAN AIAN  Non-AlAN
Albuguerque 35 965 862 794 793 791 100 0 930
Chicago 00 1000 NA 788 NA 1000 NA 1000
Dallas 00 1000 NA 869 NA 851 NA 1000
Denver 12 988 826 667 828 747 957 926
Delrod 00 1000 NA 751 NA 735 NA 989
Los Angeles 01 999 600 681 400 695 300 886
Minneapolis 27 973 556 549 711 529 959 639
New York 01 999 743 726 386 421 14 19
Oakland c3 997 889 7386 867 524 1000 998
Oklahoma Cit 38 962 579 702 875 757 1000 985
Phoenix 33 987 841 748 875 824 886 827
Sacramento 11 989 579 v 263 168 632 752
Seattle 24 976 669 46 3 712 638 928 739
Tulsa 14 98 6 725 298 950 46 1 1000 974
Tucson 29 971 850 775 900 784 750 508

in making recommendations on how the federal government could be more responsive
to the needs of urban Indians, respondents suggested that HUD work more closely with Indian-
serving agencies, provide education to non-profits on how programs work, and let these
organizations know about openings, both in housing and employment. They also suggested that
Indians be more involved n the planning or policy and deciston making process of the Public
Housing Authonty, for example, by being asked to serve on PHA boards

Case study interviews provide anecdotal information about the experience of urban indians
with federal housing programs In the San Francisco Bay area, for example, we were told that
the relationship between local HUD staff and some sectors of the Native Amencan population 1s
strained In San Francisco, the problem stems primanly from recent takeovers of HUD properties
by the Native Amencan homeless community Informanis related a bnef history of their
expenence with HUD and the company that manages the Geneva Towers public housing facility
(now called Red Balloon Il by Native American activists) in the Visitacion Valley area in the
southemn part of the city

In 1989, about 70 families were removed from the City Center Hotel Shelter in San
Francisco and relocated to Geneva Towers In the two years that a certan
company had been managing the place, over 200 families and individuals have
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been 'displaced and evicted.” Of those 70 families relocated to Geneva Towers
in 1989, only 5 remam today. Many of the evictions were illegal and the
Department of Social Services colluded with HUD and the management company
in these wrongdomngs

In addition to the belief that the government has not been dealing fairly with the Native
American community, the informants also believe that increased secunty at Geneva Towers, such
as lock-down fences and surveillance cameras, were not installed to protect tenants, but to harass
them They stated that evictions and harassment by police were targeted to those tenants who
"were Involved with any political organizing to change therr situation at Red Balloon 1. Such
organizing activiies included Geneva Towers Tenants Assoclation meetings, candlelight vigils,
and displays of protest banners out of windows The informant group further alleged that the
management company does not hire minonties. The racial composition of the building, according
to informants, 1s 85 percent Black, and the rest Samoan, East Indian, Asian, Hispanic, White, and
Amernican Indian Data from the San Francisco Public Housing Authonty indicate that of the total
8,776 households in public housing as of July, 1993, 13 were Amencan Indian or Alaska Native.

In Qakland, 9 of the 3,317 households in public housing are Amencan Indan or Alaska
Natwve. Several informants noted that the elderly are actively recruited by public housing
authornities for subsidized housing When units become available, for example, elderly residents
are often asked to refer their elderly fnends, and vacancies are generally not adveriised to the
public The Indian community here suggests that there 1s a great need for "clean and sober"
public housing apartments for recovenng alcoho! and drug users, in addition to "drug free zones"
around public housing complexes And while Section 8 seems to be preferred by Indian families
in Oakland, it 1s often difficult to work with because "many indians have no steady jobs and are
highly mobile.” Informants noted that if Indian families have problems with therr landlord, they
would rather just leave than work them out, thus creating poor housing references for the future

Housing Choice and Homeownership

Urban American Indians and Alaska Natives are not unilke the general population in terms
of housing preferences Most would ke to be homeowners and live in a single-tamily detached
home Two-thirds of the Indian community center directors that we interviewed indicated that
indians in thewr commumity would typically rather live in a single-family home than any other type
of dwelling {(e.g., townhouse, apariment, mobile home} And three-fourths said that Indians in
their community typically prefer to own rather than rent.

Homeownership for many urban Indian families 1s not an impossible dream Census data
indicate that homeownership rates for Indian households in our 15 MSAs are substantial
Nonetheless, they are lower than those for non-Indian households on average (51 percent vs. 56
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percent), although Indian households have higher homeownership rates than both btacks and
Hispanics In addition, a large share of Indian renter households in our 15 MSAs are above 95
percent of area median income, which should make them candidates for homeownership (Table
6 10) In Chicago, for example, 75 percent of the Indian renter households in the suburbs have
incomes above 95 percent of area median, a perceniage higher than that for the non-indian
population

Interview information from surveys and case studies indicaie thai, although they have the
financial means to buy a home, many Indian families stili face barrers to homeownership. Many
are wary of or have hiile expenence with traditional housing financing systems Like other
disadvantaged groups, they may not have adequate savings for downpayment, or other up front
costs, or may not have an established or spofless credit history Others lack information
regarding the responsibilities of homeownership. Still others are reluctant to approach traditional
financial iInshitutions, such as banks and mortgage companies

Interestingly, in three ciies--Chicago, San Francisco, and Omaha--community directors
noted a preference by their service population for reniing rather than owning. In part, this
preference I1s due to home prices, especially in high housing cost areas such as San Francisco,
but this may also arnse because, for many urban indians, owning a home is a relatively new
concept The Indian community, however, recognizes the potential and desire for
homeownership One-third of the community centers we surveyed already provide some kind of
housing assistance, several of which focus on homeownership opportunity.

Addressing the Housing Needs of Indians in Urban Areas
The housing needs of Indians Iiving in urban areas seem to focus on three major 1ISsues:

The need for better service provision through federally-assisied housing programs;
The need for decent and affordable rental units that would accommodate extended
families; and - .

" The need for homeownership opportunities

' Access to Federal Programs could be improved through better outreach and education
provided by Indian communily centers. Our survey data indicate that Indians are often reluctant
to ask for assistance from government agencies. Indian community centers could act as hatsons
between PHAs and the Indian community to disseminate information about assisted-housing
opportunities, process applications, conduct onentation sessions, and assist in finding and
mamtaining assisted housing In addition, certain regulations, such as occupancy rules, could be
made more flexible to accommodate the experienice of famiies coming from Indian country.

y

1



Housing Problems and Needs of Amenican Indians and Alaska Natives 150
Table 6 10
PERCENT OF AJAN AND NON-INDIAN RENTERS, INCOME ABOVE 95 PERCENT OF MEDIAN
AIAN Non-Indian
Total Cent Sub- Total Cent Sub-
Metro City urb Metro City urb
Albuquerque 51 67 32 60 63 47
Chicago 66 51 75 64 52 70
Dallas 64 47 68 66 59 7¢
Denver 58 44 64 65 55 68
Detroit 58 30 63 61 40 65
Los Angeles 66 68 65 65 66 65
Minneapolis 58 42 64 64 54 66
New York 63 62 63 69 66 67
Qakland 69 60 71 71 59 73
Oklahoma City 56 58 55 63 63 64
Phoenix 48 58 42 63 62 64
Sacramento 66 63 67 66 61 68
Seattie 57 53 59 66 62 68
Tucson 30 61 20 62 56 68
Tulsa 55 62 61 v 62 64 60

Access to decent and affordable larger rental units could be improved through more
flexible Indian block grants Census and survey data suggest that many Indians prefer to live in
extended family situations, but that they are unable to find affordable and decent housing untis
to accommodate them Block grant funds (under the Community Development Block Grant or
HOME programs) could be extended to urban Indian CDCs 1o develop and manage housing uniis
suitable for the Indian community These funds could be channeled through state or local
govemments to established Indian housing organizations or could be used to improve the
capacity of existing Indian organizations to develop housing expertise.

Access to homeownership opportunities could be improved with homebuying assistance
to eligible Indian households. Our interviews suggest that many Indian households are not
participating in homebuying opportunities, despite the fact that they are financtally able. Some,
hke other minonties, do not have adequaie savings for a downpayment or acceptable credit
history. Others lack information regarding the responsibilities of homeownership. Still others are
reluctant to approach traditional financial institutions, such as banks and mortgage companies.

Homebuying assistance could be provided through Indian community centers and could
mclude government or privately-funded grants or low-interest loans for down payments and
closing costs. In addition, community centers could also provide homebuying counseling to assist
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potential homeowners through the homebuying process. However, it would seem exiremely
important that traditional private financial institutions play a key role in providing homeownership
opportunities for American Indians and Alaska Natives, as they do for other Amencans, in order
to prevent the further "ghettoizing" of the housing experience of urban Indians.
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Annex 6B

Multiple Regression Analysis
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Chapter 7

FUTURE PROSPECTS AND
POLICY IMPLICATIONS

This chapter does two things First, it considers the future prospects for the housing
problems of Amernican Indians and Alaska Natives during the rest of this decade If current trends
continue. This requires some speculation about the magnitude of growth in the number of AIAN
households as well as their housing problems Second, the chapter considers the implhcations
of these future expectations, as well as the findings of the earlier chapters in this report, for
national housing policy

FUTURE PROSPECTS FOR AIAN HOUSING
IN LIGHT OF RECENT TRENDS

AIAN Household Formation in the 1990s

One area that must be understood to gain some sense of future potentials 1s how rapidly
AlAN households are likely fo grow i different paris of this country, 1 e , where are the pressures
for new housing likely to be greatest and by how much? The resources available for this study
did not support a sernous "forecast” of these changes and, given the complexity and uncertainties
associated with the determinants of population growth by location as reviewed in Chapter 2, it
would have been a difficult task to develop truly reliable estimates even if they had

For illustrative purposes, however, It should be helpful to construct a rough approximation.
This can be done using three simple assumptions:
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1 That the national AIAN population will grow at a rate of 1.8 percent per year. Over
the 1980s, the AIAN population grew at a rate of 2 9 percent (2 2 due to natural iIncrease and the
rest due to the Increase n self-identification as discussed in Chapter 2) The absolute Increase
due to self-identification was 56 percent of the Increase due to natural increase. Dunng the
1990s, the Bureau of the Census (1993) estimates that the AIAN natural increase rate will be
much lower (14 percent), but makes no estimate of any addiional growth due to seli-
identification We assume that the self-identification component will be iower too (about on third
of the absolute growth due to natural increase). With this assumption. the aggregate AIAN growth
rate works out to 1.8 percent per annum

2 That each geographic area will capture the same share of the net national AIAN
population increase in the 1990s that it did in the 1980s In other words, If an area’s population
grew (or dechined) by an amount equal to two percent of the net national Increase in the 1980s,
it will grow (or decline) by two percent of the net national increase 1n the 1990s

3. That the rate of decline in the ratio of total AIAN population to AIAN households
observed in the 1980s, will continue in the 19905 Base data for these calculations are given In
Table 3.3. The decline in the ratio for Tribal Areas in the 1980s was applied to Trnibal Areas in
the 1990s The decline observed for all Indians living elsewhere 1n the 1980s was applied to the
ratios for all other areas in the 1290s

The estimates resulting from these assumptions are presented in Table 7.1 They show
the national AIAN population growing from 2 0 mullion in 1990 to 2.15 miliion in 1894 and to 2 4
million at the end of the century By that time, there would be only modest shifts in the spatial
distribution The Tribal Area share would have increased from 80 percent to 63 percent, and the
Surrounding County share, from 37 percent to 38 percent The shares in the rest of the U S
would have dechned (from 31 percent to 30 percent for other Metropolitan Areas and from 10
percent to 8 percent for other Nonmetropolitan Areas)

The total AIAN population would increase by an average of 38,000 per year, considerably
below the 48,000 annual growth expenenced over the 1980s. All areas that were growing in the
1980s, would have to accommodate smaller absolute Increments mn the 1980s than they did over
the preceding decade

Tnbal Areas, however, would exhibit a more substantial growth in total households (both
because they continue 1o receive a large share of all natonal AIAN population growth and
because their average household size 1s dechning more rapidly) Tribal Areas in total would have
to accommodate about 10,000 new households per year over the decade, compared to 5,400 in
the Surrounding Counties and 4,800 in other Metropolitan Areas Other Nonmetropolitan Areas
would continue to suffer a declne in households (by about 400 per year)




Housing Problems and Needs of American Indians and Alaska Natives

156

Table 71

ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES—AIAN POPULATION GROWTH THROUGH 2000

AIAN COUNTIES RESTOFUS
Total Tnbal Surr Non-
, us Total  Areas .Co Total | Metro Metro
' POPULATION (000) ! .

1980 (Apr) 5284 8262 5312 2950 7021 50056 201 8

1990 (Apr) 2,0085 12013 7398 461 5 808 2 6176 1906

1994 (Jan } 21500, 13108 8006 5102 8392 6518 187 4

2000 (Apr ) 24000 15057 9080 5967 894 3 7126 1817
PERCENT OFU S POP

1980 {(Apr) 1000 541 348 193 459 327 132

1990 (Apr) 10090 598 %8 230 402 307 95

1994 {Jan ) 1000 810 372 237 390 303 a7

2000 (Apr) 1000 627 379 249 373 297 78
POP GROWTH PER YEAR (000)

1980-1890 481 375 209 167 106 17 -1t

1890-1994 375 292 162 130 83 g1 -09

1994-2000 385 300 167 133 856 94 -09
PERCENT OF U $ NET INCREASE

1980-1990 100 0 780 434 346 221 243 23

1990-1994 100 0 779 433 347 221 243 23

1994-2000 1000 780 434 346 220 243 23
TOTAL POPULATION PER HOUSEHOLD

1990 (Apr) 247 284 318 246 207 207 206

1994 (Jan } 244 275 298 245 206 207 206

2000 (Apr) 236 259 270 245 205 206 205
NO. OF HOUSEHCLDS (000}

1990 (Apr) 8124 4223 234 4 1879 3902 2977 925

1994 {Jan ) 8827 476 3 2686 2077 4084 3153 911

2000 (Apr) 10158 5806 3373 2433 4352 346 6 886
HOUSEHOLD GROWTH PER YEAR (000}

1990-1994 87 144 g1 53 43 47 -04

1994-2000 205 160 106 55 44 48 04
PERCENT OF US NET INCREASE

1990-1994 1000 768 486 282 230 250 20

1994-2000 1000 784 516 267 2186 235 -19

4
.

Back up calculations at the regional level, based or; these assumptions, are pro\nded n

Tables 7A 1 and 7A 2 at the end of this chapter. They show, as we would expect, substantial
varnations in growth by reg;on The annual number of new households that would have {o be
accommodated would be highest in the Eastern region (5,000}, followed by Okiahoma (4 500) and
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Anzona-New Mexico (2,900) All other regions could expect household growth increments of less
than 2,000 per year

Housing Prospects

In Tribal Areas In 1990, 62 percent of all households were low-income and the data show
that about 60 percent of them were overcrowded or lived in units with serious physical
deficiencies even as defined by Census measures. A perpetuation of those shares through the
1990s would imply that the number of low-income households In Tnibal Areas would be growing
on average by 6,200 per year, and the number overcrowded and with facility problems would be
growing by about 3,700 per year Yet from 1990 to 1994, the number of HUD units in Tribal
Areas occupied by AIAN households grew by only about 1,700 per year. We cannot be sure the
same proportions will hold throughout this decade, but it does seem very likely that HUD
assistance 1s falling very short of what 1s needed even to keep up with the growth of housing
problems in Trnibal Areas.

For low-mcome AIAN households outside of Tnbal Areas, it 1s extremely difficult to
speculate on how their housing problems are likely to change over this decade under current
policies. In general, U.S housing problems in.the mid-1920s are similar to those discussed in
Chapter 5 (Table 5 3) Affordability probiems continue to dominate The percent of units with
physical housing deficiencies still remains at a low level, and while vacancy rates are unusually
high in many markets, rents and home values continue at high levels as well We see no reasons
to believe that the housing problems of AIAN households living in metropolitan environments are
improving through the natural evolutton of the private housing market. Federal housing
assistance grew somewhat during earlier parts of the decade, but not by enough to have much
effect on the sizeable gap between the number provided for and the number eligible.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY

Housing in Tribal Areas

Given that the housing problems of low-income famiies in Tnbal Areas are both deeper
and more pervasive than those for Indians living elsewhere, these Areas should justifiably remain
the focus for national Indran housing policy From the numbers presented above, 1t seems quite
likely that the problems of these areas are getting worse in the 1990s. The production rate of
HUD housing for Tnbal Areas appears considerably below than what would be needed to keep
up with the growth, let alone begin to address the enormous backlog of deficient units that existed
when the decade began.
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A natural response, of course, would be to call a higher rate of HUD funding for these
programs so that their production rates could be expanded, and the numbers in this report
certainly justify that. However, 1t 1s difficult to advocate simply proportioning up the total budget
enough to address the full need using the present mix of programs Even without full analysis
of the existing programs (which 1s presented n the study’s final repori--Kingsley, Spencer and
Simonson, 1995), the analysis in this report suggests there are reasons to guestion the efficiency
of these programs

Perhaps the most dramatic conirast presented in this review 1s that between those who
are and are not served by HUD housing assistance at this point Over forty percent of the
households In need In Tnbal Areas are receiving very substantial subsidies {government
produchon programs for the poor are all very expensive per household served). The remaming
60 percent, many with extremely serious housing deficiencies, get no assistance whatsoever It
would seem that there should be some way to use whatever level of HUD funding 15 provided
more equitably, to reduce the annual expense per household served so that a larger share of the
total would get some assistance.

This report offers evidence that it should be possible o accomplish this in a substantial
number of Tnbal Areas Data from the fypology in Chapter 6 showed that 44 percent of all
households in Tribal Areas live in Areas thai are within 50 miles of a large urban center Another
17 percent live in Areas that are more remote, but are Large and Open as we have defined those
terms.

Generally, Tribal Areas that are located closer to urban centers should be able 1o benefit
from nearby private housing market mstitutions as they do from access to nearby private
employment opportunities Large Trbal Areas with a large number of non-indians hiving within
their boundanes should be more likely to have what amounts to a private housing market
intemnally In these areas, there should be more opportunities to rely on tenant-based assistance
(subsidies that cover the gap between what a low-income household can reasonably afford and
the market rent for a modest unit of their choice In the private housing stock) and tenant based
assistance typically provides housing for much less subsidy per family than govemment
production programs It should also be possible 1o take advantage of other market-onented
techniques. using public dollars to stimulate effective actions by private and nonprofit housing
providers o rehabilitate and manage housing for low-income groups n need

It 1s recognized that in smaller and more remote Trbal Areas {given their locations and
constraints associated with trust land and other factors), market mechanisms are not as likely to
be workable and a stronger direct government production role will continue o be required Even
here, however, there should be ways to accommodate more households 1n need for a given
amount of funding provided. For example, by government subsidy funds to leverage private
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investment at a reasonable rate of return, by relying on rehabilitation rather than new construction
where possible, and by bullding new housing at lower cost (for example, by developing more
modest "starter homes", that provide decent basic shelter now, but could be added to and
improved at the households nihative as its income Increases).

Perhaps most important, however, 1s the evidence in this report that Tnbal Areas differ
from each other along a number of dmenstons. The best way to promote housing strategies that
are both efficient and workable should be to develop many different ones as needed to fit the
exact circumstances of each Tribal Area An Area next to a large city will have different
opportunities for housing delivery than a remote reservation Even two Trnbal Areas in similar
locations are likely to have a different mix of housing needs and opportuniies--programs that
provide highly efficient and effective incentives for housing improvement in one, may not work in
another because of cultural, political, or economic reasons. Strategies that are truly sensitive to
local circumstances cannot be designed from Washington. They need to be developed carefully
by local stakeholders who, having designed them and feeling "ownership" of them, wili have
strong iIncentives to implement them effectively

AlAN Housing Outside of Tribal Areas

It should be possible to address unmet housing needs of low-income AIAN households
outside of Tribal Areas primarily through market oriented housing strategies: 1 e, relying heavily
on tenant based assistance to address affordabiity problems, and using other substdy funds
mostly to motivate enhanced stock improvements by private and non-profit providers, rather than
emphasizing government production programs.

An array of Federal housing assistance programs are avallable across the United States,
more and more giving design mitiative to focal governments and community leaders It seems
unlikely that a totally separate set of programs for urban Indians, for example, would be
administratively justifiable. However, as supported by the findings i the last sechion of Chapter
B, strong efforts need to be made (through improved outreach and other techniques) to assure
that AIAN populations outside of Tribal Areas will be given fair access to such housing assistance
resources in the localities in which they do reside

Opportunities to Expand AIAN Homeownership

Increasing homeownership among AIAN households does appear to be a realistic prospect
that warrants more attention at the national level; 48 percent of all AIAN households nationally
are n the moderate and higher income ranges (incomes above 80 percent of the local median)
and ownership rates for these groups are significantly below those of non-Indians at similar
income levels in most parts of the country
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= fn counties surrounding Tnbal Areas, only 67 percent of AIAN households at
moderate and higher income levels are owners (compared to 77 percent for non-
Indians in the same income groups); n 1990, there were 31,300 AIAN renter
households in these counties with incomes above 80 percent of the local median

" In metropolitan areas elsewhere, the moderate and higher income ownership rate
1s 66 percent for AIAN households vs. 75 percent for non-indians, 54,900 AIAN
renters in these meome groups lived In these areas in 19290.

. In other non-metropohtan areas, ownership rates are higher for both groups but,
again, the AIAN rate 1s below that for non-Indians (73 percent vs 83 percent);
another 12,700 AIAN renters with incomes above 80 perceni of median lived in
these areas in 1920

L Only in Tnbal Areas themselves does the AIAN ownership rate parallel that for
non-Indians at these income levels (68 percent for both groups) *® Still, there
were 20,300 AIAN renters with ncomes above 80 percent in 1990 that could be
candidates for ownership.
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Table 7A 1
IELUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES--AIAN POPULATION 1980-2000
Reg1 Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Reg5 Reg6 Reg7 Reg8 Reg9
Total  North- South- Anz-  Gahf- Pacd
U8 Central Eastem Okla Central Plams N Mex Nev NoWest Alaska
POPULATION (000)
1990 Population
Tnbal Areas-1980 def 7398 277 548 2064 134 954 2338 200 399 485
Surrounding Countres 4615 300 542 435 44 285 1035 106 6 639 270
Subtotal 1,2013 577 1090 2499 178 1238 33738 1265 1038 755
Metropolitan 617 6 711 2428 12 242 491 11 1877 204 00
Nonmetropolitan 1906 i88 736 14 393 225 37 56 152 1086
Total 2,0085 147 6 4253 2625 1513 19656 3421 2698 139 3 851
1994 Population (Jan }
Tnbal Areas-1980 def 8006 205 B50 2313 164 994 2449 209 425 507
Surrounding Cotnttes 5102 338 643 421 53 319 1166 1143 721 307
Subtotal 1,3108 632 1294 2734 217 1313 3605 1362 1146 814
Metropolitan 6518 754 264 9 13 897 532 12 13657 204 00
Nonmetropolitan 187 4 198 681 14 417 227 39 43 145 111
Total 2,150 0 158 4 4623 2762 1632 2072 3656 2752 1496 925
2000 Populatton (Jul )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def e08 0 3286 833 2758 216 1066 2646 226 47 2 548
Surrounding Counties 5967 40 4 824 397 70 381 1372 1280 867 372
Subtotal 1,5057 731 1657 3153 287 1447 401 8 15086 133 9 919
Metropolitan 7126 830 3042 16 1096 604 14 1320 204 00
Nonmetropelitan 1817 215 583 15 460 230 41 22 134 119
Total 2,4000 1776 5282 3184 1843 2281 4073 2848 1677 1038
POPULATION PER HOUSEHOLD
1890 Pop./Household
Trbal Areas-19%0 def 316 322 311 238 278 376 403 283 303 368
Surrounding Counties 246 254 243 225 219 296 316 210 218 274
Subtotal 285 283 273 236 260 354 372 219 244 328
Metropolitan 207 234 200 189 190 248 188 208 211 NA
Nonmetropolitan 206 218 1959 219 186 245 215 197 189 281
Total 247 249 215 235 185 305 368 213 233 321
1994 Pop Household (Jan }
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 298 306 286 227 264 358 384 283 288 350
Surrounding Counties 246 253 243 224 218 295 3156 208 217 273
Subtolal 275 276 267 226 251 340 359 216 239 316
Metropolitan 207 233 200 188 189 2 47 187 209 210 000
Nonmetropolitan 208 218 1989 218 185 2 45 214 1498 199 280
Total 244 248 215 226 195 298 3556 212 230 312
2000 Pop /Household (Jul )
Tnbal Areas-1990 def 269 279 270 207 241 326 350 248 283 319
Surrounding Counties 245 252 241 223 217 293 314 208 218 272
Subtotal 259 264 255 209 235 317 337 213 230 298
Metropolitan 208 232 199 187 188 246 186 208 200 000
Nonmetropolitan 205 217 198 217 184 243 213 195 198 279
Total 236 242 213 209 193 286 334 210 225 2496
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Table TA 2
ILLUSTRATIVE ESTIMATES--A!AN HOUSEHOLDS 1990-2000

Regi Reg2 Reg3 Reg4 Reg5 HReg6 Reg7 Reg8 Reg$
Total  North- South- Anz - Calif - Paci
US Central Eastem Qkla  Central Plans N Mex Mev NoWest Alaska

NO OF HOUSEHOLDS (003)

1980 Households

Tribal Areas-1980 def 2344 86 176 866 48 254 579 71 132 132
Surrounding Countres 1879 118 223 193 20 96 327 508 294 99

Subtotal 4222 204 398 106 0 68 350 907 578 426 231
Metropolitan 2977 304 1213 06 496 198 08 657 97 00
Nonmelropolitan 925 86 369 06 212 92 17 28 76 38

Total 8124 594 1980 1072 77T 640 8930 1265 598 268

1994 Households {Jan )

Trbal Areas-1990 def 2686 96 220 1021 62 278 638 78 148 145
Surrounding Counties 2077 133 265 188 24 108 367 547 333 112

Subtotal 476 3 229 485 1209 86 3886 10056 624 480 257
Metropolitan 3153 323 1327 o7 527 215 086 850 97 00
Monmetropolitan 911 91 343 o7 225 93 18 22 73 39

Total B8B2 6 643 2154 122 2 839 69 4 1030 1296 650 297

2000 Households (Jul )

Tnbal Areas-1990 det 3373 17 308 1333 90 327 756 92 180 171
Surrounding Counties 2433 160 341 178 32 130 438 616 402 137

Subtotal 5806 277 64 8 1511 122 457 1193 707 581 308
Metropolitan 3466 357 1532 08 582 246 o7 636 97 Q0
Nonmetropolitan 886 99 295 o7 249 94 19 11 68 43

Total 1,016 8 734 2476 1526 954 797 1220 1354 747 351

ANNUAL CHANGE (000/YEAR)

Apr 1990-Jan 1994

Tnbal Areas-1990 def 91 03 12 41 04 07 16 02 04 04
Surrounding Counties 53 04 11 -01 01 03 11 10 10 04

Subtatal 144 a7 23 40 05 10 26 12 15 07
Metropolitan 47 05 30 oo 08 05 00 02 a0 00
Nonmetropolitan 04 01 07 0o 04 00 00 02 -01 ao

Total 187 13 46 40 17 16 26 08 14 08

Jan 1994-Jul 2000

Tnbal Areas-1990 def 1086 03 14 48 04 a7 18 02 05 04
Surrounding Counties 55 04 12 02 [t} 03 11 11 11 04

Subtatal 161 o7 25 46 05 11 29 13 16 08
Metropolitan 48 05 31 co 08 05 00 -02 0o 00
Nonmetropolftan -04 01 07 00 04 GO 00 02 01 o0

Total 205 14 49 47 18 16 29 09 1% 08
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