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Divide County, North Dakota Housing Demand Analysis  
2010τ2025  

Executive Summary 
 

Divide CountyΣ bƻǊǘƘ 5ŀƪƻǘŀΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ including transient workers at December, 2010 is нΣрфр ŀƴŘ /ǊƻǎōȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ мΣоом. 
Ongoing population growth and decline will be led by oil and gas development in the Bakken/Three Forks region. However, expected 
potash extraction and refining installations will give Divide County and Crosby more population stability than those counties and cities 
without potash developments. This ongoing stability should position Divide County and Crosby favorably with real estate developers.  
 
! ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƛƳǇŜŘƛƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŀƴŘ /ǊƻǎōȅΩǎ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŀōƭŜ ƭŀƴŘΦ Crosby has a 
tract of land north of the courthouse, a new development of 17 acres, and a scattering of open lots within the city. Only a minimal 
ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜƭȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŀōƭŜ ƭƻǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΦ Thus, the problem of developable land must be 
solved. 
 
As readers of this document know, the Bakken/Three Forks oil and gas play is impacting most of western North Dakota. So much demand 
for housing is stressing all cities and counties in and adjacent to this region. While it is difficult to express the exact population that will 
be captured by Divide County, given the population growth and demand for housing, Divide County, based on its existing population and 
infrastructure could proportionately host a peak population of 4,500 (4,508) at 2025 and a population of just under 4,000 at 2034 
(3,932). 
 
Divide CountyΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜd to nearly $50,000 at the present time. In addition, the percentage of households in 
poverty has declined since 2000 and will continue to decline in the future. Overall Divide County will become a more prosperous place in 
future years.  
 
If Divide County can provide housing the county will green. Population cohorts by age will grow for pre-school and school-aged children. 
This bodes well for Divide CountyΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀȅ ƭŜŀŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ educational facilities. Those householders over the age 
of 65 will increase in number but not percentage. A solid and growing core of working-age people will change the habits and demands of 
the city. 
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IƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ŀƴ ƛǎǎǳŜ ŦƻǊ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŎƻǊŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ !ƭƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ŀōǎƻǊōŜŘ ŀƴŘ new construction 
commands/demands rents of well over $1000.00 per month.  
 
Divide County should look to the model provided by Watford City and McKenzie County, ND. Here the city and county have aggressively 
promoted development of mobile home/temporary housing parks to capture new residents as a first step. With population capture 
permanent development becomes more sustainable. 
 
Existing Divide County residents were surveyed. The results revealed that the incumbents have a strong demand for remodeling (20.0 
percent), making major repairs (14.4 percent), and making miscellaneous repairs (3.2 percent). Incumbents had some interest in buying 
and building homes, but little interest in renting. Building a home and buying a home only garnered 5.6 percent of survey responses each 
while renting an apartment received a 1.6 percent response rate.  
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Part One 
Divide County, North Dakota Housing Demand Analysis Benchmark:  

December, 2010 
 
 
Introduction  
Divide County, North Dakota Housing Demand Analysis Benchmark provides a point of beginning for Divide CountyΣ bƻǊǘƘ 5ŀƪƻǘŀΩǎ 
housing future by describing key demographic and housing conditions at the end of 2010. From this benchmark, projections are made for 
demographic and housing demand features at five year increments to 2025. Again, in order to proceed with projections recognizing the 
impact of mineral extraction, Divide CountyΩǎ ōŀǎƛŎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴs at December, 2010 need to be understood.  
 
Divide County, North Dakota at 2000 
Tables One and Two recap baseline 2000 census findings. Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǘƘŜ нллл ŎŜƴǎǳǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ нΣнуо 
of which 90 people reside in group homes and that the county has 1,469 housing units. Table Two shows the mixture of housing units at 
2000, 86.69 percent single family housing, 8.77 percent multi-family units, and 4.54 percent mobile homes. In addition, household size 
for each housing type is developed. From the 2000 census basis adjustments are made to reflect 2010 conditions.  
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Part One Table One: Key 2000 Census Data for Divide County 
Validating Key 2000 Census Data Divide County

Directly From 2000 Census Data

Population 2283

Household pop. 2193

Group quarters pop. 90

Total housing units 1469

180 Renter occupied units 182

825 Owner occupied units 823

464 Vacant housing units

Avg. houshold size 2.18

Avg. household size owner-occupied 2.24

Avg. household size renter-occupied 1.93

Percentage renter units 17.9

Percentage owner units 82.1

Single family units 1264

96 Renter-occupied 11.14%

766 Owner-cccupied 88.86%

402 Vacant 

Multi-family units 139

75 Renter-occupied 77.32%

22 Owner-cccupied 22.68%

42 Vacant 

Mobile homes 66

11 Renter-occupied 23.91%

35 Owner-cccupied 76.09%

20 Vacant 
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Part One Table Two: Key 2000 Census Data Population Validation 
Divide County 2000 Census

Calculated and Validated 2000 Population

Total Occupied housing units 1005 = (total housing units) - (Vacant Units)

Actual Occupied Household Avg 2.182089552=(household population) / (occupied housing units)

Actual % Renter Occupied Units 0.179104478=(renter occupied units) / (total occupied housing units)

Actual % Owner Occupied Units 0.820895522=(owner occupied units) / (total occupied housing units)

Owner Occupied Population 1848=(owner occupied units) * (Avg household size owner occupied)

Renter Occupied Population 347.4=(renter occupied units) * (Avg household size renter occupied)

Grand Total Population 2195.4=(owner occupied population) + (renter occupied population)

How many people are living in houses vs. apartments vs. mobile homes?

% of all Owner Occupied that are houses 0.930741191

Total population living in an owned  house 1720.0097=(owner occ. Pop.) * (% that are owned houses)

% of all renter occupied that are in houses 0.527472527

Total population living in a rented house 183.24396 = (renter occ. Pop.) * (% that are rented houses)

Total population living in a house 1903.2537

% of entire population living in a house 86.69%

% of all Owner Occupied that are multi fam 0.02673147

Total population living in an owned  multi fam 49.399757

% of all renter occupied that are in multi fam0.412087912

Total population living in a rented multi fam 143.15934

Total population living in a multi fam 192.5591

% of entire population living in a multi fam 8.77%

% of all Owner Occupied that are MH 0.042527339

Total population living in an owned  MH 78.590522

% of all renter occupied that are in MH 0.06043956

Total population living in a rented MH 20.996703

Total population living in a MH 99.587226

% of entire population living in a MH 4.54%

Totals: 2195.4 100.00%

Avg size per house 2.207950901

Avg size per apartment 1.985145337

Avg size per MH 2.164939691  
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In order to determine the population at the end of2010 new housing units added since 2000 were counted. In addition, efforts were 
made to count additional people living in motels, skid shacks, and RVs, and an estimate of double ups was made. Table Three reports 
building permits since 2000 and Table Four is a count of transients and transient housing. 
 
Part One Table Three: Divide County, ND Building Permits 2000--2010  
Unit Type Number Corrections from other sources

2010 single family 0

2010 multiple unit 0 6  (St. Luke's Assisted Living Units)

2009 single family 2

2009 multiple unit 0

2008 single family 0

2008 multiple unit 0

2007 single family 1

2007 multiple unit 0

2006 single family 0

2006 multiple unit 4

2005 single family 0

2005 multiple unit 0

2004 single family 0

2004 multiple unit 0

2003 single family 0

2003 multiple unit 0

2002 single family 1

2002 multiple unit 0

2001 single family 0

2001 multiple unit 0

2000 single family 0

2000 multiple unit 0

source: http://socds.huduser.org/permits/index.html  
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Part One Table Four: Divide County, ND Transients and Units December 2010 
Crosby Unit Type Units Occupancy Per Units Total Transients Total RVsTotal Motels Total Skid Shacks

Skid Shacks 3 6 18 18

RVs 10 1.2 12 12

M/Hotels (1 bed) 20 1 20 20

M/Hotels (2 bed) 20 2 40 40

B&B (4 rooms) 1 1 1 1

Noonan

Skid Shacks 6 6 36 36

RVs 20 1.2 24 24

Crash Pad Bunkhouse 18 2 36 36

Ambrose No Known Transients

Fortuna No Known Transients

187 36 97 54

 
¢ŀōƭŜ CƛǾŜ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǊƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŜƴŘ ƻŦ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмл ǇƻǇulation (2,595). This represents a significant increase from 
both the 2000 census (2,283) and the 2010 census (2,071). The discrepancy with the 2010 census is understandable since the 2010 
census was counted in spring before the population build-up, counted those permanently living in Divide County, and may have missed 
some Divide County snow birds. Therefore, the baseline populations of 2,596 and 1,331 for Divide County and Crosby will be used as the 
ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘan the 2010 census counts.  
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Part One Table Five: Divide County, ND Population December 2010  
2000 Census Data Additions Since 2000 Census

Type Units Household Size 2000 Population 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Single Family 1264 Added Units 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0

Owner Occupied 766 2.245443499 1720.009721Avg Size Per Unit (2) 2.207951 2.186806 2.165864 2.145122 2.124579 2.104233 2.084081 2.064123 2.044355 2.024777 2.005387

Renter Occupied 96 1.908791209 183.243956Add population 0 0 2.165864 0 0 0 0 2.064123 0 4.049554 0

Vacant 402 Pop Rate of Decay (3):0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623

Multi Family 139 Added Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 8 0 0 St Luke's units not occupied

Owner Occupied 22 2.245443499 49.39975699Avg Size Per Unit (2) 1.985145 1.966134 1.947305 1.928657 1.910187 1.891893 1.873775 1.855831 1.838058 1.820456 1.803022

Renter Occupied 75 1.908791209 143.1593407Add population 0 0 0 0 0 0 7.495101 0 14.70447 0 0

Vacant 42 Pop Rate of Decay (3):0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623

Mobile Home 66 Added Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Owner Occupied 35 2.245443499 78.59052248Avg Size Per Unit (2) 2.16494 2.144207 2.123672 2.103335 2.083192 2.063242 2.043483 2.023913 2.004531 1.985334 1.966321

Renter Occupied 11 1.908791209 20.9967033Add population 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Vacant 20 Pop Rate of Decay (3):0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623 0.009623

Total population in housing 2195.4

Group Quarters 90

Totals 2285.4 2285.4 2285.4 2287.566 2287.566 2287.566 2287.566 2295.061 2297.125 2311.83 2315.879 2315.879

% Change from previous year 0 0 0.000948 0 0 0 0.003276 0.000899 0.006401 0.001752 0

Cumulative % change from 2010 0 0 0.000948 0.000948 0.000948 0.000948 0.004227 0.00513 0.011565 0.013336 0.013336

Additional Adjustments:

"Double Up" At 4.0% 0.04 23.15879 92.63516

Informal RV Parking (units) 0 0

Informal RV Parking population 0 0

RV Park Population in City (2010 only) 36

Motel Dwellers (2010 only). 97

Skid Shacks 54

Total population: 2285.4 2285.4 2287.566 2287.566 2287.566 2287.566 2295.061 2297.125 2311.83 2339.038 2595.514

% Change from previous year 0 0 0.000948 0 0 0 0.003276 0.000899 0.006401 0.011769 0.10965

Cumulative % change from 2010 0 0 0.000948 0.000948 0.000948 0.000948 0.004227 0.00513 0.011565 0.02347 0.135694
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Part One: Table Six: Crosby and Divide County, ND Population 
Year Crosby population Percent changeDivide County populationPercent change

1910 Census 206 τ 6,015 τ

1920 Census 1,147 456.80% 9,637 60.20%

1930 Census 1,271 10.80% 9,636 0%

1940 Census 1,404 10.50% 7,086 ҍнсΦр҈

1950 Census 1,689 20.30% 5,967 ҍмрΦу҈

1960 Census 1,759 4.10% 5,566 ҍсΦт҈

1970 Census 1,545 ҍмнΦн҈ 4,564 ҍмуΦл҈

1980 Census 1,469 ҍпΦф҈ 3,494 ҍноΦп҈

1990 Census 1,312 ҍмлΦт҈ 2,899 ҍмтΦл҈

2000 Census 1,089 ҍмтΦл҈ 2,283 ҍнмΦн҈

2005 Census Estimate 1,017 -6.61% 2,149 -5.87%

2010 Census 1,062 4.42% 2,071 -3.63%

Dec., 2010 KW & Associates population with transients 1,331 2,595

Dec., 2010 KW & Associates permanent population 1,188 2,315
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Part Two 
Derivation of Mineral Driven Population and Housing Needs  

For Divide County, North Dakota  
 
¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŘǊƛǾŜǊ ƻŦ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛǎ mineral development. The models that follow were established from data collected from 
industry informants and Mr. Lynn Helms, 5ƛǊŜŎǘƻǊ ƻŦ bƻǊǘƘ 5ŀƪƻǘŀΩǎ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ aƛƴŜǊŀƭ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦ  The following section addresses oil 
and gas related concerns.  
 
Two drilling phases are necessary to secure Bakken/Three Forks (BTF) oil leases in the potential North Dakota BTF production region and 
ǘƻ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ǘŀǇ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀǎŜǎΩ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŘǊƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƛǎ ŦƻǊŜŎŀǎǘ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƭƻȅ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ нмн ǊƛƎǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘǊee years time to 
secure oil and gas leases ending at the end of 2013. As oil and gas leases are secured a second drilling phase will employ approximately 
135 rigs annually until ending at 2025. Phase one will see 7,000 wells drilled; phase two will see 21,000 wells drilled for a total of 28,000 
wells.  
 
Drilling is labor intensive but production is not. According to North Dakota Division of Mineral Resources Director Helms, almost 50 direct 
workers are needed for each well as it is drilled. As wells are completed the number of direct workers necessary to service the wells 
begins at a one to one ratio of workers to wells but declines rapidly as gas and fluid production declines. By the time wells reach the end 
of their lives as few as one direct worker per four wells may be needed.  
 
However, the population impact is magnified by economic multipliers for secondary oil and gas workers, tertiary workers, and by 
household size. Such magnitude is decreased by the fact a proportion of oil and gas drilling workers are transients, living at the jobsite 
and commuting to homes elsewhere.  
 
The BTF region is large as is the population associated with oil and gas drilling and extraction. If Divide County can capture its 
proportionate share of direct oil and gas workers, secondary oil and gas related employees, tertiary workers, and dependents, the 
ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǇŜŀƪ ŀǘ нлнр ǿƛǘƘ 4,326 (including transients).  Table One shows the total population for Divide County and 
Crosby with and without transient generated population.  
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Part Two: Table One: Crosby and Divide County, ND Population as Determined by BTF Oil and Gas Activity 

Year 2000 2005 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Divide County 2283 2149 2316 3190 3404 3595 3381 3461 3537 3610 3681 3750 3817 3883 3948 4012 4076 4138 3677 3739 3668 3591 3529 3478 3438 3405 3378

Divide County with transients2283 2149 2596 3485 3699 3890 3569 3649 3725 3798 3869 3938 4005 4071 4136 4200 4264 4326 3677 3739 3668 3591 3529 3478 3438 3405 3378

Crosby 1089 1017 1188 1636 1746 1843 1734 1775 1814 1851 1888 1923 1958 1991 2025 2057 2090 2122 1885 1917 1881 1842 1810 1784 1763 1746 1732

Crosby with transients 1089 1017 1331 1787 1897 1995 1830 1871 1910 1948 1984 2019 2054 2088 2121 2154 2186 2219 1885 1917 1881 1842 1810 1784 1763 1746 1732
 
Graph One shows the total population for Divide County and Crosby with and without transient generated population. At the end of 
ǇƘŀǎŜ ǘǿƻΩǎ ŘǊƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎƛŜƴǘǎ ƭŜŀǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀǇƘŜŘ ƭƛƴŜǎ ŎƻƴǾŜǊƎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘ ōǳǘ ŘŜŎƭƛƴƛƴƎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ /ǊƻǎōȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 
is assumed to remain at the same proportion ǘƻ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ нлмлΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ 
5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ŎƻƴƎǊŜƎŀǘŜ ƛƴǎƛŘŜ /ǊƻǎōȅΩǎ Ŏƛty limits and around Crosby on county lands.  
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Part Two: Graph One: Crosby and Divide County, ND Population as Determined by BTF Oil and Gas Activity  
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The following table and graph models Divide CountyΩs population in response to potash development. Director Helms expects to see a 
series of potash developments with the first beginning in five years and subsequent developments spaced apart at five year intervals.  
Certainly Divide County and Crosby will capture potash-ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƻƴΩǎ ǎƘŀǊe.  
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Part Two: Table Two: Crosby and Divide County, ND Population as Determined by Potash Development  

2000 2005 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Potash Facilities Facility one Facility two Facility three

Timing in years 1 2 3 4 5 Facility one 1 2 3 4 5 Facility two 1 2 3 4 5 Facility three 1 2 3 4 5 6

Employment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 200 200 200 200 200 200 400 400 400 400 400 400 600 600 600 600 600 600 600

Mulitplier 0.40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 280 280 280 280 280 280 560 560 560 560 560 560 840 840 840 840 840 840 840

Household size multiplier 2.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 560 560 560 560 560 560 1120 1120 1120 1120 1120 1120 1680 1680 1680 1680 1680 1680 1680

Total impact 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 560 560 560 560 560 560 1120 1120 1120 1120 1120 1120 1680 1680 1680 1680 1680 1680 1680

Capturable by Divide County 33.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 185 185 185 185 185 185 370 370 370 370 370 370 554 554 554 554 554 554 554

Capturable by Crosby 51.28% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 95 95 95 95 95 95 190 190 190 190 190 190 284 284 284 284 284 284 284

 
Part Two: Graph Two: Crosby and Divide County, ND Population as Determined by Potash Development 
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Table and Graph Three show Divide County and Crosby with oil and gas and potash derived populations. Graph Three shows the 
population line attributable to transient oil and gas workers and a baseline population. After phase two the graphed lines converge.  
 
Part Two: Table Three: Crosby and Divide County, ND Population as Determined by BTF Oil and Gas, and Potash Development  

Year 2000 2005 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034

Divide County with Potash 2283 2149 2316 3190 3404 3595 3381 3461 3722 3795 3866 3935 4002 4068 4318 4382 4445 4508 4046 4108 4223 4146 4083 4033 3992 3959 3932

Divide County with transients and potash2283 2149 2596 3485 3699 3890 3569 3649 3910 3983 4054 4123 4190 4256 4506 4570 4633 4696 4046 4108 4223 4146 4083 4033 3992 3959 3932

Crosby with Potash 1089 1017 1188 1636 1746 1843 1734 1775 1909 1946 1983 2018 2052 2086 2214 2247 2279 2312 2075 2107 2165 2126 2094 2068 2047 2030 2016

Crosby with transients and potash 1089 1017 1331 1787 1897 1995 1830 1871 2005 2043 2079 2114 2149 2182 2311 2343 2376 2408 2075 2107 2165 2126 2094 2068 2047 2030 2016
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Part Two: Graph Three: Crosby and Divide County, ND Population as Determined by BTF Oil and Gas, and Potash Development 
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DǊŀǇƘ CƻǳǊ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǇƻǘŀǎƘ ƻƴ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŀƴŘ /ǊƻǎōȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻƛƭ ŀƴŘ Ǝŀǎ ŘǊƛƭƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ potash 
extraction coincide as modeled the peak population will be exaggerated. However, potash development will give the county and city a 
more sustainable population after oil and gas drilling ends. Thus, for developers who seek investment stability, (e.g., developers of 
mobile home courts and multi-family units) Divide County offers a better long-term population outlook than do many other BTF-
impacted communities. 
 
Part Two: Graph Four: Crosby and Divide County, ND Permanent Population as Determined by BTF Oil and Gas Development with and 
without Potash Development 
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Part Three 
Population Demographics and Housing Needs  

For Divide County, North Dakota at 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2025 
 

Table One develops housing unit needs through time and the ƳƛȄ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘ ǘȅǇŜΦ !ǘ ǘƘŜ нллл ŎŜƴǎǳǎ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƳƛȄ 
consisted of 86.69 percent single family housing, 8.77 percent multi-family units, and 4.54 percent mobile homes. This is an 
unsustainable housing mix and will change over time. By 2030 it is assumed that single family housing will comprise 65 percent of 
housing units while multifamily units will comprise 20 percent, and mobile home/temporary units will comprise 15 percent.  
 
Part Three: Table One: Divide County, ND Housing Unit Mix Through Time 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Population: 2596 3485 3699 3890 3569 3649 3910 3983 4054 4123 4190 4256 4506 4570 4633 4696 4046 4108 4223 4146 4083

2010 2030Chg in Housing Needed: 508 122 109 -184 46 149 42 40 39 38 38 143 37 36 36 -371 35 65 -44 -36

85.39% 65.00%Single Family Units 1268 1682 1763 1831 1659 1675 1772 1782 1790 1797 1802 1805 1885 1885 1884 1882 1598 1599 1619 1565 1518

88.86% 88.86%    SF Owned 1127 1494 1567 1627 1475 1489 1575 1584 1591 1597 1601 1604 1675 1675 1674 1672 1420 1421 1438 1391 1349

11.14% 11.14%    SF Rented 141 187 196 204 185 187 197 198 199 200 201 201 210 210 210 210 178 178 180 174 169

10.17% 20.00%Multi Family Units 151 212 236 259 248 263 293 310 327 344 361 379 414 433 452 471 417 435 459 462 467

22.68% 22.68%    MF Owned 34 48 53 59 56 60 67 70 74 78 82 86 94 98 102 107 95 99 104 105 106

77.32% 77.32%    MF Rented 117 164 182 200 191 204 227 240 253 266 279 293 320 335 349 364 323 336 355 358 361

4.44% 15.00%Mobile Home Units / Temporary 66 99 116 134 134 148 170 185 201 217 233 249 278 295 313 332 298 315 337 343 350

76.09% 76.09%    MH Owned 50 75 89 102 102 112 129 141 153 165 177 190 211 225 239 253 227 240 256 261 266

23.91% 23.91%    MH Rented 16 24 28 32 32 35 41 44 48 52 56 60 66 71 75 79 71 75 81 82 84

Total Units 1485 1993 2115 2224 2041 2087 2236 2278 2318 2357 2396 2434 2576 2613 2649 2685 2314 2349 2415 2370 2335

% SF Units 85.39% 84.37% 83.35% 82.33% 81.31% 80.29% 79.27% 78.25% 77.23% 76.21% 75.19% 74.17% 73.15% 72.14% 71.12% 70.10% 69.08% 68.06% 67.04% 66.02% 65.00%

% MF Units 10.17% 10.66% 11.15% 11.64% 12.13% 12.63% 13.12% 13.61% 14.10% 14.59% 15.08% 15.58% 16.07% 16.56% 17.05% 17.54% 18.03% 18.53% 19.02% 19.51% 20.00%

% MH Units/Temporary 4.44% 4.97% 5.50% 6.03% 6.56% 7.08% 7.61% 8.14% 8.67% 9.19% 9.72% 10.25% 10.78% 11.31% 11.83% 12.36% 12.89% 13.42% 13.94% 14.47% 15.00%

SF Change 414 81 68 -172 16 97 10 8 6 5 4 80 0 -1 -2 -284 1 20 -54 -47

MF Change 61 23 23 -11 16 30 17 17 17 17 18 35 19 19 19 -54 18 24 3 5

MH/Temporary Change 33 17 18 0 14 22 15 16 16 16 17 28 18 18 18 -34 17 22 6 7

Total Units Change 508 122 109 -184 46 149 42 40 39 38 38 143 37 36 36 -371 35 65 -44 -36

 
Graph One shows the trajectory of single family units in blue, multi-family units in red, and mobile homes in green. In order to house 
5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ м,600 total single family units are sustainable through time. Peak populations should 
be housed in mobile home/temporary housing developments.  
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Part Three: Graph One: Divide County, ND Housing Unit Mix Through Time 
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Table Two reports Divide County Age cohorts at 2000, 2010, 2015, and 2025. These are based on the 2000 census and Divide /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
population potential for 2010 through 2025. 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ŀƎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ Ŧŀƭƭ ŦǊƻƳ пл ǘƻ пп ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀǘ нллл ǘƻ ор ǘƻ оф ȅŜŀǊǎ ŀǘ нлмл 
to plateau at 30 to 34 years out to 2025. 
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Part Three: Table Two: Divide County, ND Age Cohortsτ2000, 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2025 
2000 2010 2015 2020 2025

Age Cohorts 2283Percent Cum Per. 2596Percent Cum Per. 3649Percent Cum Per. 4190Percent Cum Per. 4696Percent Cum Per.

0-4 years 70 3.07% 3.07% 118 4.55% 4.55% 304 8.28% 8.28% 319 7.54% 7.54% 341 7.13% 7.13%

5- 9 years 119 5.21% 8.28% 116 4.47% 9.01% 181 4.93% 13.21% 335 7.92% 15.45% 365 7.63% 14.76%

10-14 years 160 7.01% 15.29% 81 3.12% 12.13% 160 4.36% 17.57% 209 4.93% 20.39% 364 7.61% 22.37%

15-19 years 154 6.75% 22.03% 193 7.43% 19.57% 185 5.05% 22.62% 192 4.53% 24.92% 234 4.90% 27.27%

20-24 years 41 1.80% 23.83% 181 6.96% 26.53% 290 7.91% 30.52% 235 5.56% 30.47% 223 4.67% 31.93%

25-29 years 58 2.54% 26.37% 183 7.04% 33.57% 279 7.59% 38.12% 337 7.97% 38.44% 280 5.86% 37.79%

30-34 years 78 3.42% 29.79% 105 4.04% 37.62% 238 6.50% 44.62% 319 7.53% 45.97% 379 7.92% 45.71%

35-39 years 159 6.96% 36.75% 187 7.19% 44.81% 205 5.59% 50.21% 273 6.44% 52.41% 353 7.40% 53.11%

40-44 years 163 7.14% 43.89% 156 6.01% 50.82% 269 7.35% 57.55% 251 5.92% 58.32% 305 6.37% 59.48%

45-49 years 157 6.88% 50.77% 159 6.12% 56.95% 205 5.59% 63.14% 293 6.92% 65.24% 279 5.84% 65.33%

50-54 years 179 7.84% 58.61% 163 6.28% 63.22% 209 5.70% 68.85% 230 5.44% 70.68% 314 6.57% 71.90%

55-59 years 132 5.78% 64.39% 157 6.05% 69.27% 207 5.66% 74.50% 230 5.43% 76.11% 248 5.18% 77.08%

60-64 years 139 6.09% 70.48% 179 6.90% 76.17% 209 5.69% 80.19% 228 5.40% 81.50% 247 5.18% 82.26%

65-69 years 131 5.74% 76.22% 132 5.08% 81.25% 203 5.53% 85.72% 216 5.10% 86.60% 231 4.83% 87.09%

70-74 years 148 6.48% 82.70% 127 4.88% 86.13% 158 4.32% 90.04% 205 4.84% 91.44% 218 4.57% 91.65%

75-79 years 139 6.09% 88.79% 105 4.03% 90.16% 129 3.51% 93.55% 141 3.32% 94.77% 176 3.69% 95.35%

80-84 years 126 5.52% 94.31% 118 4.55% 94.71% 115 3.12% 96.67% 115 2.73% 97.49% 123 2.57% 97.92%

85-89 years 91 3.99% 98.29% 72 2.77% 97.48% 74 2.00% 98.68% 65 1.53% 99.02% 64 1.33% 99.25%

90 years and older 39 1.71% 100.00% 65 2.52% 100.00% 48 1.32% 100.00% 42 0.98% 100.00% 36 0.75% 100.00%

2283 2596 3668 4235 4780

Median 40-44 years 35-39 years 30-34 years 30-34 years 30-34 years

 
Table Three represents the same data as Table Two but highlights the greening of Divide County if it can capture its population potential. 
¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘƛǎ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ŀƴŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ нллл ŎŜƴǎǳǎ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ pre-school population would increase by four times and its school-
aged population would double by 2025. 
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Part Three: Table Three: Divide County, ND Pre-School and School- Age Cohortsτ2000, 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2025 
2000 2010 2015 2020 2025

Age Cohorts 2283Percent Number 2596Percent Number 3649Percent Number 4190Percent Number 4696Percent Number

0-4 years 70 3.07% 70 118 4.55% 118 304 8.28% 304 319 7.54% 319 341 7.13% 341

5- 9 years 119 116 181 335 365

10-14 years 160 81 160 209 364

15-19 years 154 18.97% 433 193 15.02% 390 185 14.33% 526 192 17.38% 863 234 20.14% 963

20-24 years 41 181 290 235 223

25-29 years 58 183 279 337 280

30-34 years 78 105 238 319 379

35-39 years 159 187 205 273 353

40-44 years 163 156 269 251 305

45-49 years 157 159 205 293 279

50-54 years 179 163 209 230 314

55-59 years 132 157 207 230 248

60-64 years 139 179 209 228 247

65-69 years 131 132 203 216 231

70-74 years 148 127 158 205 218

75-79 years 139 105 129 141 176

80-84 years 126 118 115 115 123

85-89 years 91 72 74 65 64

90 years and older 39 65 48 42 36

 
The following table highlights the percentage composition and numbers of three adult cohorts--15 through 29 years, 30 through 64 
years, and 65 years and older. If it could capture its population potential Divide County would see its 65 and older cohort increase in 
numbers but decline relatively as those in the middle cohort, 30 to 64 years, retain their prominence and increase in number.  
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Part Three: Table Three: Divide County, ND Adult Cohorts (15 Years and Older)τ2000, 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2025 
2000 2010 2015 2020 2025

Age Cohorts 2283Percent Number 2596Percent Number 3649Percent Number 4190Percent Number 4696Percent Number

0-4 years 70 118 304 319 341

5- 9 years 119 116 181 335 365

10-14 years 160 81 160 209 364

15-19 years 154 193 185 192 234

20-24 years 41 181 290 235 223

25-29 years 58 11.08% 253 183 16.78% 436 279 20.55% 754 337 18.05% 764 280 15.42% 737

30-34 years 78 105 238 319 379

35-39 years 159 187 205 273 353

40-44 years 163 156 269 251 305

45-49 years 157 159 205 293 279

50-54 years 179 163 209 230 314

55-59 years 132 157 207 230 248

60-64 years 139 44.11% 1007 179 42.59% 1106 209 42.07% 1543 228 43.06% 1824 247 44.47% 2126

65-69 years 131 132 203 216 231

70-74 years 148 127 158 205 218

75-79 years 139 105 129 141 176

80-84 years 126 118 115 115 123

85-89 years 91 72 74 65 64

90 years and older 39 29.52% 674 65 23.83% 619 48 19.80% 726 42 18.50% 783 36 17.74% 848

 
The following two tables are of households (householders) by age. As would be expected in 2000 Divide County had few young 
householders. Table Four collapses the age categories into owner and renter householders by three age cohorts (15 through 29 years, 30 
through 64 years, and 65 years and older).  
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Part Three: Table Four: Divide County, ND Households by Age τ2000 
2000 Census All Householder by Age 2000Percent of Total

15-24 years 10 1.00%

25-34 years 64 6.37%

35-44 years 178 17.71%

45-54 years 186 18.51%

55-64 years 153 15.22%

65-74 years 168 16.72%

75-84 years 178 17.71%

85 years and older 68 6.77%

1005

2000 Census Owner Householder by Age

15-24 years 2 0.24%

25-34 years 36 4.36%

35-44 years 140 16.97%

45-54 years 162 19.64%

55-64 years 138 16.73%

65-74 years 145 17.58%

75-84 years 146 17.70%

85 years and older 56 6.79%

2000 Census Renter Householder by Age

15-24 years 8 4.44%

25-34 years 28 15.56%

35-44 years 38 21.11%

45-54 years 24 13.33%

55-64 years 15 8.33%

65-74 years 23 12.78%

75-84 years 32 17.78%

85 years and older 12 6.67% 
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Part Three: Table Four: Divide County, ND Households by Age τ2010, 2015, 2020, and 2025 
2010 2015 2020 2025

Population 2596 3648.76 4190.099 4695.904

Householder 15-39 years 552 826 964 1063

Householder 40-64 years 530 759 876 1008

Householder 65 years and older 403 501 557 614

Total All Household Units 1485 2086 2397 2685

Owner Households

15-39 years 450 658 748 805

40-64 years 432 604 680 763

65 years and older 328 399 432 464

Total Owner Household Units 1210 1661 1860 2032

15-39 years 102 169 215 259

40-64 years 98 155 196 245

65 years and older 74 102 124 149

Total Renter Household Units 274 426 535 653

Total Owner and Renter Units 1484 2087 2395 2685 
 
Tables Five and Six show the run-ǳǇ ƛƴ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŜŀǊƴƛƴƎǎ ŦǊƻƳ нллл ǘƻ нлмлΦ .ȅ нлмл 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜŘ 
$50,000 and its rate of poverty was halved. 
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Part Three: Table Five: Divide County, ND Household Income by Percent 2000 and 2010 
2000Cum 2000 2010Cum 2010

Below Poverty 2000 20.64% 20.64%NA NA

Below Poverty 2010 NA NA 9.90% 9.90%

2000 Poverty to 14,999 5.47% 26.11%NA NA

2010 Poverty to 14,999NA NA 1.15% 11.05%

$15,000-$19,999 8.41% 34.52% 6.19% 17.24%

$20,000-$24,999 10.88% 45.40% 8.01% 25.25%

$25,000-$29,999 4.45% 49.85% 3.28% 28.52%

$30,000-$34,999 7.32% 57.17% 5.39% 33.91%

$35,000-$39,9999 7.72% 64.88% 5.68% 39.59%

$40,000-$44,999 7.72% 72.60% 5.68% 45.27%

$45,000-$49,999 6.43% 79.03% 4.73% 50.00%

$50,000-$59,999 7.12% 86.15%16.98% 66.98%

$60,000-$74,999 4.65% 90.80%11.08% 78.07%

$75,000-$99,999 5.84% 96.63%13.92% 91.98%

$100,000-$124,999 2.08% 98.71% 4.95% 96.93%

$125,000-$149,999 0.79% 99.50% 1.89% 98.82%

$150,000-$199,999 0.20% 99.70% 0.47% 99.29%

$200,000 or more 0.30% 100.00% 0.71% 100.00% 
 
Tables Six and Seven project Divide County household incomes to 2025. In general after 2010 all incomes will increase modestly and the 
percentage of those living in poverty will decline. 
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Part Three: Table Six: Divide County, ND Household Income by Percent 2000, 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2025 
2000 2010 2015 2020 2025

Population: 2283 2596 3649 4190 4696

Indexed Poverty Level*: 12,263$       14,424$       15,311$       16,252$       17,251$       

Indexed Median*: 23,993$       48,892$       51,897$       55,086$       58,472$       

Below Poverty 20.64% 9.90% 9.23% 8.55% 7.87%

Poverty to $19,999 13.88% 7.34% 6.17% 4.93% 3.62%

$20,000-$24,999 10.88% 8.01% 8.19% 8.37% 8.56%

$25,000-$29,999 4.45% 3.28% 3.35% 3.42% 3.50%

$30,000-$34999 7.32% 5.39% 5.51% 5.63% 5.76%

$35,000-$39,9999 7.72% 5.68% 5.81% 5.94% 6.07%

$40,000-$44,999 7.72% 5.68% 5.81% 5.94% 6.07%

$45,000-$49,999 6.43% 4.73% 4.84% 4.95% 5.06%

$50,000-$54,999 7.12% 16.98% 17.36% 17.75% 18.16%

$55,000-$74,999 4.65% 11.08% 11.33% 11.59% 11.85%

$75,000-$99,999 5.84% 13.92% 14.22% 14.55% 14.88%

$100,000-$124,999 2.08% 4.95% 5.06% 5.18% 5.30%

$125,000-$149,999 0.79% 1.89% 1.93% 1.97% 2.02%

$150,000-$199,999 0.20% 0.47% 0.48% 0.49% 0.50%

$200,000 or more 0.30% 0.71% 0.72% 0.74% 0.76%

Total Percent 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 
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Part Three: Table Seven: Divide County, ND Household Income by Number of Households 2000, 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2025 
2000 2010 2015 2020 2025

Population: 2283 2596 3649 4190 4696

Below Poverty 216 147 192 205 211

Poverty to $19,999 145 109 129 118 97

$20,000-$24,999 114 119 171 201 230

$25,000-$29,999 47 49 70 82 94

$30,000-$34999 77 80 115 135 155

$35,000-$39,999 81 84 121 142 163

$40,000-$44,999 81 84 121 142 163

$45,000-$49,999 67 70 101 119 136

$50,000-$54,999 75 252 362 426 488

$55,000-$74,999 49 165 236 278 318

$75,000-$99,999 61 207 297 349 400

$100,000-$124,999 22 74 106 124 142

$125,000-$149,999 8 28 40 47 54

$150,000-$199,999 2 7 10 12 14

$200,000 or more 3 11 15 18 20

Total 1047 1485 2086 2397 2685 
 
Table Eight reports affordable rent and mortgage amounts by number of households. Affordability is assumed to be 30 percent or less of 
ŀ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜΦ Lƴ нллл ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ǊŜƴǘ ƛƴ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǿŀǎ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ Ϸолл (see Table Nine) and only a small number of households 
could not afford rent. By 2010 all housing is absorbed in Divide County to the point that motels are filled (see Table Twelve) and rents are 
increasing as reported in Tables Ten and Eleven.  
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Part Three: Table Eight: Divide County, ND Household Rent/Mortgage Affordability by Number of Households 2000, 2010, 2015, 2020, 
and 2025 

2000 2010 2015 2020 2025

Population: 2283 2596 3649 4190 4696

Affordable Rent/Mortgage (30%):

Less than $500 361 256 321 323 309

$500 to $625 114 119 171 201 230

$625 to $750 47 49 70 82 94

$750 to $875 77 80 115 135 155

$875 to $1000 81 84 121 142 163

$1000 to $1125 81 84 121 142 163

$1125 to $1250 67 70 101 119 136

$1250 to $1375 75 252 362 426 488

$1375 to $1875 49 165 236 278 318

$1875 to $2500 61 207 297 349 400

$2500 to $3125 22 74 106 124 142

$3125 to $3750 8 28 40 47 54

$3750 to $5000 2 7 10 12 14

Greater than $5000 3 11 15 18 20

1047 1485 2086 2397 2685 
 
Part Three: Table Nine: Divide County, ND Median Rent and Home Values in 2000 

Median contract rent нос$ 

Median gross rent  нфо$ 

Median home value омΣллл$ 

Median year rental property built мфсо 

Median year owned property built мфрт 
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Part Three: Table Ten: Divide County, ND Apartment Particulars and Rent as Reported in February, 2011 
Divide County 
identifier  

Contact Units 1-
bed. 
apart. 

2-bed 
apart. 

3-bed 
apart. 

Garage Amenities Paid 
utilities  
 

Current vacancy 
rate 

Historic 
vacancy 
rate 

Rent and  
waiting list 

Opinion  
of  housing 
needs in 
Divide County 

Type 

Crosby              

Crosby Homes 

701-965-5245 

Angie Lokken 

701-641-8647 

8           Subsidized  

Fifth Ave. 

Town-homes 

701-965-5570 

Margaret A. 

Nygaard, 

Manager, 

Crosby 

Housing 

Authority 

8 

 

2  4-plexes 

 

 5 3 6 2-

stall 

 

2 1-

stall 

Kitchen 

appliances 

and washer 

and dryer 

hook-ups 

Tenant 

pays all 

except for 

outside 

watering, 

lawn care, 

and snow 

removal 

0% Very low $710/mo. 2-

bed with 1 

stall; 

$810/mo. 2-

bed with 2-

stall; 

$900/mo. 3-

bed with 2-

stall. Maintain 

6 names on 

list, but always 

receiving calls 

 Below 

market rent 

 

General 

function 

bonding by 

CHA and City 

of Crosby  

 

 

Wallin Manor  

701-965-5570 

Margaret A. 

Nygaard, 

Manager, 

Crosby 

Housing 

Authority 

32 

 

4  8-plexes 

10 22  8 1-

stall on 

first 

come 

basis 

Kitchen 

appliances 

and free 

washer and 

dryer per 

four units 

Heat, 

electricity, 

water, 

sewer, 

and 

garbage 

0% Until 

about 1.5 

years ago 

had 6-7 

units 

vacant or 

approx. 

20%  

30% AGI; 

$45/mo. 5 

maz. rent 1-

bed; $480/mo. 

max. rent 2-

bed 

 

Get calls daily 

from women 

from out of 

state whose 

husbands are 

working in the 

 Subsidized 

 

USDA Rural 

Development 

30% AGI 
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area 

Les Bakken 

Rentals 

701-339-2884 

Les Bakken, 

owner 

5 (6 if an 

additional 

space were 

converted to 

an 

apartment) 

2 3  0 kitchen 

appliances 

and washer 

and dryer 

access 

Heat, 

water, 

sewer, 

and 

garbage 

100% 

Building is being 

sold and new 

owner wanted 

existing tenants 

out; new owner 

should take 

possession in 

mid-March; this 

caused hardship 

for existing 

tenants  

Very low 

 

(full since 

1993) 

NA 

$200-$325was 

the previous 

rent level; 

expect new 

owner will 

double this 

rent 

Housing is 

very short for 

families 

Market 

Lund 

Apartments 

701-965-6877 

Lois Lund, 

owner 

4  4  1 stall 

each 

kitchen 

appliances 

and washer 

and dryer 

access 

Water, 

sewer, 

and 

garbage 

0% Very low $250-$300 ; 

no waiting list; 

word of 

mouth when a 

n opening 

Rent is 

getting out of 

line for older 

people on 

fixed incomes 

and for young 

families 

Market 

Lund 

Apartments 

701-965-6877 

Lois Lund, 

owner 

3 

 

Old Catholic 

rectory 

house   

2 1  0 kitchen 

appliances 

and washer 

and dryer 

access 

Water, 

sewer, 

and 

garbage 

0% Very low $250-$300 ; 

no waiting list; 

word of 

mouth when a 

n opening 

Rent is 

getting out of 

line for older 

people on 

fixed incomes 

and for young 

families 

Market 

Penneys 

Apartments 

701-965-6352 

Sandra 

Simonson, 

owner 

9 8 1  0 Kitchen 

appliance 

and 

common 

washer and 

dryer 

Water, 

sewer, 

garbage, 

heat, 

phone, 

Internet, 

and cable 

TV 

0% 0% 1 bed 

unfurnished-

$450/mo ; 1 

bed furnished 

$650/mo.; 2 

bed 

unfurnished 

$550/mo. 

People want 

change and 

development 

as long as it 

ƛǎƴΩǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

backyard 

Market 
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James Holmes  

406-581-9427 

             

Groser 

Company 

Tom Serie 

507-283-9724 

507-220-0808 

4 

 

 

 4  0 Kitchen 

appliances 

and 

common 

washer and 

dryer in 

basement 

All 

utilities 

are 

provided 

Building 

purchased by 

hospital 

contractors to 

house workers 

ŘǳǊƛƴƎ {ǘΦ [ǳƪŜΩǎ 

Hospital 

construction 

project. Three 

apartments are 

used by 

construction 

workers 

NA $600/week Serie and 

construction 

manager 

share one 

unit; 3 are for 

weekly or 

monthly rent 

to 

construction 

workers. Each 

apartment 

can 

accommodate 

4 people 

Market  

 

 

Rick Aalund 

Rentals 

Clyde Aalund 

701-965-6644 

(suspended 

number) 

6 

1  6-plex 

        Rumored to be 

$2000/mo.(?) 

Apartment 

recently 

purchased an 

existing 

tenants were 

cleared; this 

caused 

hardship for 

existing 

tenants 

Market 

Friesch and 

Schultz 

Jeffry Schultz 

715-499-6946 

12 

 

2  6-plexes 

 

35 years old 

 8 4 0 kitchen 

appliances 

and washers 

and dryers 

Water, 

sewer and 

garbage. 

Some 

tenants 

pay 

electric 

and some 

do not; 

charge 

$100/mo. 

0% Owned 

for 10 

years. In 

last ȅŜŀǊΩǎ 

high 

occupancy 

2-bed units--

$600/mo. 

 

3-bed units--

$700/mo. 

 

Manager, 

Irene Price 

 Market 
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to those 

who do 

not 

maintains a 

waiting list 

Potential 

developments, 

Crosby 

             

12-plex Tom Serie 

507-220-0808 

12           Market 

12-plex (if first 

12-plex is 

successful 

would 

consider a 

second) 

Tom Serie 

507-220-0808 

12           Market 

 
Part Three: Table Eleven: Divide County, ND RV and Trailer Court  Particulars and Rent as Reported in February, 2011 
Divide County 
identifier  

Contact Spaces RV Mobile home Amenities Current 
vacancy 
rate 

Historic 
vacancy 
rate 

Rent and  
waiting list 

Opinion  
of  housing 
needs in 
Divide 
County 

Type 

Crosby           

Divide County 

Fairgrounds 

Carol Lampert, 

Crosby City 

Auditor, 701-965-

6029 

32+ 6 short term 

spaces 

 

20+spaces 

scattered about 

the grounds 

 

6 year-round 

spaces 

0 6-water and 

electric (4-5 

occupied) 

 

20+ electric 

only  

 

 

6-water, 

13% 

 

 

100% 

 

 

 

NA  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 RV Court and 

campground 
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sewer, and 

electric 

0% $300/mo./space (each lot 

has its own electric meter-

tenant pays electric bill) 

Parkway Mobile 

Home Court (city 

owned) 

Carol Lampert, 

Crosby City 

Auditor, 701-965-

6029 

3  3 (skid 

shacks)  

6 to 8 tenants 

per shack or 

18 to 24 

total) 

Water, sewer, 

and electric 

0% NA $400/mo./space (tenant 

reimburses city for electric 

use) 

 Old mobile 

home court 

Noonan           

The Crash Pad 

701-925-3333 

Fredrico 

Leguszamon 

4 4 0 Water, sewer, 

and electricity 

100% Opened 

recently 

  RV Court 

[ƛƻƴΩǎ /ŀƳǇƎǊƻǳƴŘ Doug Clemens 

701-925-3000;  

701-570-1555 

 

17 17 

 

20 parked in 

campground 

0 Water, sewer, 

and electricity 

0% NA $350/mo.  RV Court and 

campground 

Skid shacks Misc. 6 

 (18-24 

workers) 

        

Developments 

contiguous to 

Divide County 

          

Wild Rose Jean Nygaard 

701-965-6384 

15 15 0 Water, sewer, 

and electricity 

100% Opened in 

fall 2010 

  RV Court 
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Part Three: Table Twelve: Divide County, ND Motel and Bed and Breakfast Particulars and Rent as Reported in February, 2011 
Divide County 

identifier  

Contact Units 1-

bed. 

 

2-

bed 

 

Garage Amenities Paid 

utilities  

 

Current vacancy rate Historic 

vacancy 

rate 

Rent and  

waiting list 

Opinion  

of  housing needs in 

Divide County 

Type 

Crosby             

Golden Hub 701-

965-6368 

Motel 

manager 

40 20 20 0  Yes 0% 

 

Now about 60 tenants 

per night. A survey 

company will leave 

mid-March and will 

have vacancies; 2 

long-term residents (1 

lived at the motel for 

about 3 years) 

40% long-

run 

average 

NA Looking to add trailer 

spaces 

Motel 

Prairie View 

Home and 

Rentals 701-965-

6655 

Keith 

Anderson 

4  4 0 3 rooms 

with shared 

bath; 1 

room with 

bath 

 

Yes 75% (one room 

rented) anticipate 

being full soon  

Recently 

opened 

$30/night or 

$900/mo. 

shared bath; 

$40/ night or 

$1,200/mo. 

private bath 

Expect to convert extra 

space into 2 studio 

apartments later; 

concerned about 

overbuilding (new 

motel) 

B&B 

Noonan             

The Crash Pad 

701-925-3333 

Fredrico 

Leguszamon 

18  18 

 

 

0 Sink and 

stool in 

room; 

shower 

room 

Yes 0% 

 

At least 36 tenants 

per night (sometimes 

3 or 4 share a room) 

High 

occupancy 

NA Have 4 RV pads (now 

vacant); desire to build 

onto motel 

Motel 

 

 

Potential 

developments, 
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Crosby 

Motel Tom Serie 

507-220-

0808 

43 total units.  20 

units are extended 

stay units and an 

attached 1600 sq. 

ŦǘΦ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊΩǎ 

house will be 

constructed 

       Motel proposed 

to be 

constructed in 

2011 

Have been in Crosby 5 

years. At that time 40 

vacant houses. Crosby 

should have steady 

growth since it offers 

good amenities 

(school, hospital, 

fitness center, etc.) 

Motel 

 

Since all existing housing is absorbed in Divide County, new housing must be constructed. Since so little new housing has been built in 

the county, people are generally unaware of the levels of rent necessary for new construction to cash flow. The following example is that 

of an eight-plex and is based on northwest ND (Minot, ND) building costs. Such a building commands apartment rents of between $1,134 

and $2,793 per month (payback periods of 25 years and five years respectively). 
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Part Three: Table Thirteen: New Multi-family Construction with Rent Levels and Payback Periods  

Enter APR for building loan: 

(4d) 6.50%

 Maint Fees (4a) Mgmt Fees (4b)

Utility Costs 

(4c) Taxes (4e)

Insurance 

(4f,5)

Grand Total 

Per Unit

5 year payback (2,164.51) 216.45 151.52 67.23 161.33 31.67 $2,792.69

10 year payback (1,256.12) 125.61 87.93 67.23 161.33 31.67 $1,729.89

15 year payback (963.66) 96.37 67.46 67.23 161.33 31.67 $1,387.71

20 year payback (824.79) 82.48 57.74 67.23 161.33 31.67 $1,225.22

25 year payback (746.95) 74.69 52.29 67.23 161.33 31.67 $1,134.15

Lenders do not go beyond 25 years (4d)

Sources:

(1) Wayne Whitty - 852-4850: Construction fees $180 per sq ft with 7% architect fees

(2) Ryan Ackerman - 852-6363

(3) Lon Drevecky - 837-8737 - Left message on 9/27/2010

(4) Bruce Walker - 852-0136: Construction costs (including contractor and architect fees) are about $127.50 per sq ft. 

(4a) Approximate Maintenance Fees: 10% of rents collected

(4b) Approximate Management Fees: 7% of rents collected

(4c) Approximate Fuel Costs: 9% of rents collected

(4d) Terms are running about 6.5% for up to 25 years.

(4e) Taxes are running 1.7% to 1.8% of assessed value

(4f) Examples: $1857 for a 5plex ($371 per unit per year); $14000 for a 36plex ($389 per unit per year)

(5) Insurance is age-dependent (newer=cheaper)

Monthly amortization per unit

Per Unit Monthly (4)
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 The following table highlights housing affordability issues in Divide County. In 2000 less than a third of households had issues with 

housing affordability. By 2010 over 45 percent (45.27 percent) would have trouble affording market-rate rent.  

Part Three: Table Fourteen: New Multi-family Construction Rent Affordability 

2000 2010 2015 2020 2025

Population: 2283 2596 3649 4190 4696

Affordable Rent/Mortgage (30%):Number Percent Number Percent Cumulative Number Percent Cumulative Number Percent Cumulative Number Percent Cumulative

Less than $500 361 34.52% 256 17.24% 17.24% 321 15.40% 15.40% 323 13.48% 13.48% 309 11.49% 11.49%

$500 to $625 114 10.88% 119 8.01% 25.25% 171 8.19% 23.58% 201 8.37% 21.85% 230 8.56% 20.06%

$625 to $750 47 4.45% 49 3.28% 28.52% 70 3.35% 26.93% 82 3.42% 25.28% 94 3.50% 23.56%

$750 to $875 77 7.32% 80 5.39% 33.91% 115 5.51% 32.44% 135 5.63% 30.91% 155 5.76% 29.32%

$875 to $1000 81 7.72% 84 5.68% 39.59% 121 5.81% 38.24% 142 5.94% 36.85% 163 6.07% 35.40%

$1000 to $1125 81 7.72% 84 5.68% 45.27% 121 5.81% 44.05% 142 5.94% 42.78% 163 6.07% 41.47%

$1125 to $1250 67 6.43% 70 4.73% 101 4.84% 119 4.95% 136 5.06%

$1250 to $1375 75 7.12% 252 16.98% 362 17.36% 426 17.75% 488 18.16%

$1375 to $1875 49 4.65% 165 11.08% 236 11.33% 278 11.59% 318 11.85%

$1875 to $2500 61 5.84% 207 13.92% 297 14.22% 349 14.55% 400 14.88%

$2500 to $3125 22 2.08% 74 4.95% 106 5.06% 124 5.18% 142 5.30%

$3125 to $3750 8 0.79% 28 1.89% 40 1.93% 47 1.97% 54 2.02%

$3750 to $5000 2 0.20% 7 0.47% 10 0.48% 12 0.49% 14 0.50%

Greater than $5000 3 0.30% 11 0.71% 15 0.72% 18 0.74% 20 0.76%

1047 100.00% 1485 100.00% 54.73% 2086 100.00% 55.95% 2397 100.00% 57.22% 2685 100.00% 58.53%
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Nonetheless, Divide County needs to embrace growth and new construction. Unfortunately Crosby, Noonan, and the county has little 
land that is immediately developable (that is with roads, water and sewer). The following table is an inventory of projects and potential 
projects most of which will need considerable infrastructure investment to be developed 
 
Part Three: Table Fifteen: Divide County Developments and Potential Developments 
Divide County identifier  Contact Description Use 

Mr. Crosby, Boston, MA Kay Cee Hellmuth, DCJDA 

701-965-6006 

8 lots with paved streets and sewer and water  Single family houses 

Divide County Economic 

Development Council (DCEDC) 

Carol Lampert, Crosby City 

Auditor, 701-965-6029 

17 acres on south side of Crosby (will begin bid process for potential developers on 

Feb. 25, 2011) 

5 acres for motel 

12 acres for housing including multi-

family 

Divide County  Les Urvand, DCEDC 

 701-965-6384 

40-50 acres northwest side of Crosby contiguous to railroad tracks Industrial park and perhaps man camps 

Park Board  Les Urvand, DCEDC 

 701-965-6384 

Long Creek acreage (land flooded and development stopped) 25-30 space RV park (three season use) 

Doreen Schilke  Doreen Schilke 701-965-

5483 

Soo Line right of way behind Divide County Courthouse, Crosby. Doreen and her 

brother plan to purchase land from railroad and sell it to developers with use 

stipulations 

Housing development (affordable 

housing, town homes, multi-family units)  

Crosby Park Board and Crosby Country 

Club 

Les Urvand, DCEDC 

 701-965-6384 

Approx. 5miles north of Crosby contiguous to golf course Housing development next to golf course 

 

Divide County is well positioned to capture its older population given its hospital, nursing home, and assisted living/independent living 

units in Crosby. Further investment in assisted living/independent living is warranted. While the older cohort will decline in percentage 

ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ƛǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ŀōǎƻƭǳǘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ǿƘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀǎǎŜǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀs homes and 

mineral rights will be better able to afford market rent. 
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Part Three: Table Sixteen: Divide County Senior Living Options 
Divide County 

identifier  

Contact Units 1-

bed. 

apart. 

2-bed 

apart. 

Garage Amenities Paid 

utilities  

 

Current 

vacancy rate 

Historic 

vacancy 

rate 

Rent and  

waiting list 

Opinion  

of  housing needs in Divide 

County 

Type 

Crosby             

Good 

Samaritan 

Center 

Nursing 

Home 701-

965-6086 

Elaine 

Heide 

16 

Basic 

care  

 

42 

Skilled 

care 

     Basic care 12 

residents 

(25%) 

 

Skilled care 

38 residents 

(90.5%) 

 

Will have 2 

joining in 

March 

Usually 12-

13 basic 

care and 

39-40 

skilled care 

residents 

Since Noonan 

Good Samaritan 

Center closed in 

2008, Crosby has 

had good 

occupancy rates as 

the 15 Noonan 

residents filled a 

vacant wing at 

Crosby 

Between services offered by 

DƻƻŘ {ŀƳŀǊƛǘŀƴ ŀƴŘ {ǘΦ [ǳƪŜΩǎΣ 

elderly have good housing 

options, however, some without 

resources stay too long in own 

homes. It is difficult to attract 

nurses and administrators given 

the housing crunch. May need 

to provide housing. Staffing (88 

employees) is tight and have 

seen increased turnover 

Nursing home 

St. [ǳƪŜΩǎ 

Hospital 

701-965-6384 

Jean 

Nygaard 

15 

beds 

 

8-10 

swing 

beds 

       Swing beds have 

been full;  get 

requests from 

Williston and 

Minot for swing 

bed patients 

{ǘΦ [ǳƪŜΩǎ ǳƴŘŜǊƎƻƛƴƎ ŀ ϷтΦр 

million dollar renovation that 

will build clinic and renovate ER, 

lab, and X-ray areas 

Hospital 

 

 

{ǘΦ [ǳƪŜΩǎ 

Hospital 

Assisted 

Living 

Apartments 

701-965-6384 

Jean 

Nygaard 

8 4 4 0 1 meal per day; 

housekeeping; 

activities 

Yes 0% Very low 1 bed $1600/mo.; 

2    bed 

$1900/mo.; $500 

per additional 

person 

5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƘŀǎƴΩt seen 

anything yet. Early morning in 

Wild Rose saw 19 trucks running 

with men sleeping in cabs 

Market-rate  

Independent 

living/assisted 

living 
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{ǘΦ [ǳƪŜΩǎ 

Hospital 

Assisted 

Living 

Apartment 

Addition 

701-965-6384 

Jean 

Nygaard 

6  6 0   Under 

construction 

 1 bed $1600/mo.; 

2    bed 

$1900/mo.; $500 

per additional 

person. 

18 (9singles and 9 

couples on waiting 

list) 

Overheard that Hess plans to 

double the number of 

employees working in Divide 

County and that Continental 

plans to quadruple Divide 

County production 

Market-rate  

Independent 

living/assisted 

living.  

 

Will open in 

June, 2011 

Noonan             

Good 

Samaritan 

Center 

Nursing 

Home 

Elaine 

Heide 

701-

965-

6086 

          Closed in 2008 

(now a motel-

The Crash Pad) 

 

 
Infrastructure Discussion 
Divide County and its cities have some infrastructure issues. Crosby appears to have adequate sewage lagoon capacity currently. 
However, NoonanΩs lagoon is limited and will need a third cell. Ambrose does not have a city sewer system.  
 
R&T WaterΩs pipeline is expected to serve Ambrose, Crosby, Fortuna, and Noonan by 2012 alleviating drinking water quality and quantity 
problems. Both Crosby and Noonan have old water lines and old sewer lines. The cities have replaced sections of water and sewer lines 
on an as needed basis.  
 
Recommendations 
 Just a decade ago few in Divide County imagined a bright future with greater prosperity, an abundance of young people, and a growing 
population. If Divide County expects to secure this future it must act. Those who can house the new mineral-induced population will  be 
better siǘǳŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ƛǘΦ 5ƛǾƛŘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǘŀǎƘ ŘŜǇƻǎƛǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƎƛǾŜ ƛǘ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀble population that those counties dependent 
only on oil and gas extraction. This point is of great value to developer of rental properties since Divide County can supply a longer 
payback period. 
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Divide County should seek development of mobile home courts/temporary housing units. These will immediately house workers and will 
allow a buffer while permanent housing can be constructed. In addition, such housing can be removed as peak demand wanes.  
 
Divide County needs land that can be developed. All reasonable efforts need to be expended to ensure that land development can occur.  
  
Divide County and Crosby needs paid professionals to take up the work now being shouldered by unpaid volunteers. This might include 
city/county managers, engineers, inspectors, etc.  
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Appendix A:  Divide County Housing Needs Survey 
 
 Data Collection and Analysis 

 In addition to other forms of primary data, a survey of opinions concerning Divide County housing issues was collected in early 
2011 and analyzed.  A total of 125 surveys were collected. This represents approximately twelve percent (12.0 percent) of Divide County 
households. The surveys were analyzed with SPSS statistical software. Response frequencies and crosstabs are found in the following 
tables.  Crosstabs are a data presentation tool that juxtaposes categories of responses to categories of respondents. For example, ages of 
respondents can be juxtaposed or cross referenced with levels of household income. 
            Lƴ ŀƭƭ ǘŀōƭŜǎΣ άǾŀƭƛŘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎέ ŀǊŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ŀƴǎǿŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΦ Lƴ Ƴŀny 
cases, people filling out the survey chose to answer some questions and ignore others. The column labeƭŜŘ άǇŜǊŎŜƴǘέ ǎƘƻǿǎ ǘƘŜ 
percentage calculated from the total number of people that completed the survey. 

 
Housing-related Frequency Tables 
Approximately eighty-two percent (82.4%) of the respondents to the survey indicated they resided in a city. Ninety-nine (99.0) 

respondents indicated a city in Divide County while four (4) respondents indicated cities outside of Divide County.  There were twenty-
two (22) rural responses. 
 
Table A1: City Currently Reside 

 Frequency Percent Cumulative percent  

Crosby 81 64.8 64.8 

Noonan 15 12.0 76.8 

Ambrose 2 1.6 78.4 

Alamo -Williams 1 0.8 79.2 

Columbus - Burke 1 0.8 80.0 

Fortuna 1 0.8 80.8 

Ray - Williams 1 0.8 81.6 

Williston - Williams 1 0.8 82.4 

  Rural 22 17.6 100.0 

  Total 125 100.0  
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       The mean household size was 2.14 individuals. Almost 52 percent (51.6 percent) of the respondents indicate that two (2) people 
reside in the home. The number of households having one (1), three (3), four (4), five (5) and six (6) individuals was 27.0 percent, 10.7 
percent, 4.9 percent, 2.5 percent and 3.3 percent respectively. The median response was 2.0 household size. Three respondents to the 
survey did not answer this question. 
 
Table A2: Household Size 

         Household size 
All 

respondents 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

percent 

 1 33 27.0 27.0 

  2 63 51.6 78.7 

  3 13 10.7 89.3 

  4 6 4.9 94.3 

  5 3 2.5 96.7 

 6 4 3.3 100.0 

 Total 122 100.0   

       
         Sixty-seven percent (66.7 percent) of the Divide County homes have two (2) adults. Approximately twenty-nine percent (29.3 
percent) are single adult homes and 4.1 percent have more than two (2) adults living in the home. The mean was 1.75 adults overall with 
a median of 2.0 adults.  
 
Table A3: Adults in Households      

  
Adults 

All 
respondents Percent 

Cumulative 
percent 

 1 36 29.3 29.3 

  2 82 66.7 95.9 

  3 4 3.3 99.2 

 4 1 0.8 100.0 

  Total 123 100   

        
          
 



45 

 

      Approximately twenty-three percent (22.8 percent) of the homes have children with 12.2 percent having one (1) child, 4.9 percent 
having two (2) children, and 3.3 percent having three (3) children living in the home. The mean for all households was 0.41 children; for 
households with children it was 1.82 children. 
 
Table A4: Children in Households 

 Children 
All 

respondents 
Valid 

Percent Cumulative 

                     0 95 77.2 77.2 

  1 15 12.2 89.4 

  2 6 4.9 94.3 

  3 4 3.3 97.6 

 4 3 2.4 100 

Total 
respondents 

123    

 
        Approximately ninety-one percent (91.2 percent) of the survey respondents own their residence. The remainder rent. 
 
 Table A5: Own / Rent Residence 

 Tenure 
All 

respondents 
Valid 

percent 

 Own 
residence 

114 91.2 

  Rent 
residence 

11 8.8 

  Total 125 100 

 
          The predominant type of residence was a single family house as reported by approximately ninety-three percent (92.7 percent) of 
the respondents.  Totaling the apartment responses, four (4) respondents reported living in either an apartment or senior apartment, 
representing  3.2 percent of the respondents. Two respondents (2) reported living in a condo. 
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Table A6: Type of Residence 

 Type of residence 
All 

respondents 
Valid 

percent 

 Single family 
house 

115 92.7 

  Apartment 2 1.6 

                     Senior apartment 2 1.6 

                     Mobile home 2 1.6 

 Condo/townhouse 2 1.6 

 Rent basement 
room 

1 0.8 

    Total   124 100.0 

 
            Of those respondents answering the satisfaction with housing question, approximately seventy-nine percent (79.3 percent) were 
satisfied with their current housing. Approximately twenty-one percent (20.7 percent) indicated they were not satisfied.  
 
Table A7: Satisfied with Housing 

 Housing satisfaction 
All 

respondents 
Valid 

percent 

 Am satisfied with 
housing 

92 79.3 

  Not satisfied with 
housing 

24 20.7 

 Total respondents 100 124 

   

 
       Looking at satisfaction as related to age categories, the most dissatisfied were younger people. The 20 to 29 years age cohort 
reported dissatisfaction of 75.0 percent. The next highest level of dissatisfaction was the 30 to 39 years age cohort with 36.4 percent 
expressing dissatisfaction. The 40 to 49 years, 50 to 59 years, and the 60 to 69 years cohorts expressed dissatisfaction with housing at 
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20.0 percent, 35.7 percent, and 7.1 percent respectively. One hundred-eleven (111) respondents answered both the age and satisfaction 
questions on the survey form. 
 
Table A8: Age and Housing Satisfaction 

Age in years Am satisfied with housing 
 (number) - percentage 

Not satisfied with housing 
 (number) - percentage 

Total respondents 

20-29 (1) 25.0% (3) 75.0% 4 

30-39 (7) 63.6% (4) 36.4% 11 

40-49 (8) 80.0% (2) 20.0% 10 

50-59 (18)64.3% (10) 35.7% 28 

60-69 (26)92.9% (2) 7.1% 28 

70-79 (16) 94.1% (1) 5.9% 17 

80-89 (11) 91.7% (1) 8.3% 12 

90- (1)100.0% 0 1 

 
          Survey results indicated that 44.6 percent of those individuals responding to a question about housing desires would like to 
remodel, 32.1 percent desire to make major repairs, 12.5 percent desire to buy a home,  12.5 percent desire to build a home, 5.4 percent 
desire to sell a home, and 5.4 percent desire to make roofing repairs. Fifty-six (56) people responded to this question.  
        
       Overall, 20.0 percent desire to remodel and 14.4 percent desire to make major repairs while those desiring to buy a home or build a 
home each garnered 3.6 percent of the responses. Only 2.4 percent expressed a desire to sell their home. There were multiple answers 
to this question, so percentages total more than 100 percent. 
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¢ŀōƭŜ !фΥ άL ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻΦΧέ 

 L ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻΧ 
All 

respondents 

 
Percent 

Valid 
percent 

  Remodel 25 20.0 44.6 

  Make major  repairs 18 14.4 32.1 

 Buy a home 7 5.6 12.5 

  Build a home 7 5.6 12.5 

 Roof/related repairs 3 2.4 5.4 

 Sell home 3 2.4 5.4 

 Rent an apartment 2 1.6 3.6 

 Live in assisted living 1 0.8 1.8 

 Build a garage/shop 1 0.8 1.8 

 Buy condo 1 0.8 1.8 

 Senior housing 1 0.8 1.8 

 Lot for modular home 1 0.8 1.8 

 Basement repairs 1 0.8 1.8 

Total survey respondents to 
ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴΧ 

56 
 

 

           
   ²ƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ άōǳȅ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎέ ƻƴƭȅ ƻƴŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿŀǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ άǇƭŀƴ ǘƻ Ǉǳǘ ŀ ƳƻŘǳƭŀǊ ƘƻƳŜ ƻƴ ƻǳǊ ŦŀǊƳΦέ 
wŜƴǘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ǘǿƻ όнύ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎΤ άн-о ōŜŘǊƻƻƳ ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎέ ŀƴŘ  άōǳƛƭŘ ŀǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ н ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦέ .ǳƛƭŘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ άŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƭƻǘǎ ƛƴ ŘŜŎŜƴǘ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴέΣ άƎƻƻŘ ƭƻǘ ŀƴŘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛƴƎέΣ ŀƴŘ άƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ н ōŜŘǊƻƻƳ ŀƴŘ м ōŀǘƘ ƴŜŜŘŜŘΦέ 
 
   Of those dissatisfied with housing, 30.6 percent need more room, 13.9 percent desire modern amenities, 13.9 percent desire more 
affordable housing, and 12.1 percent desire less upkeep.  Twenty-nine percent (28.8 percent) of the total respondents answered this 
question.  
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Table A10: Reasons for Housing Dissatisfaction 

Not satisfied ς why 
All 

respondents Percent Valid percent 

 Need more room 11 8.8 30.6 

 Desire modern 
amenities 

5 4.0 13.9 

 Desire affordable 
housing 

5 4.0 13.9 

  Desire less upkeep 4 3.2 11.1 

 Roof 4 3.2 11.1 

 Update utilities/circuits 3 2.4 8.3 

 Windows 3 2.4 8.3 

 Siding 2 1.6 5.6 

 Kitchen 2 1.6 5.6 

 Insulate 2 1.6 5.6 

 Furnace 1 0.8 2.8 

  Need carpenters 1 0.8 2.8 

 Too old of home 1 0.8 2.8 

 Carpets 2 1.6 5.6 

 Desire less room 1 0.8 2.8 

 Foundation 1 0.8 2.8 

 Update Bathroom 1 0.8 2.8 

 Main floor laundry           1 0.8 2.8 

 Want to build equity 1 0.8 2.8 

 5ƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƭŜŀƪ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀȅǎ 
warm 

1 0.8 2.8 

 Finished basement 1 0.8 2.8 

Total number of respondents 36   
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       Forty individuals or 32.0 percent of the total respondents responded to a question asking what prevented them from meeting their 
housing needs. Of these respondents, lack of money was expressed by 50.0 percent of the respondents, lack of financing was mentioned 
by 27.5 percent, housing availability was mentioned by 30.0 percent, lack of carpenters/contractors was mentioned by 10.0 percent of 
the respondents while availability of desired lot and timing were mentioned by 5.0 percent and 2.5 percent of the respondents 
respectively. Together lack of financing and lack of money totaled 77.5 percent.  
 
 ¢ŀōƭŜ !ммΥ ά²Ƙŀǘ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘǎ ȅƻǳ ŦǊƻƳ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ȅƻǳǊ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎΚέ 

 What prevents you 
All 

respondents Valid percent 

 Lack of money 20 50.0 

  Lack of financing 11 27.5 

 Availability of desired 
housing 

12 30.0 

  Lack of 
carpenters/contractors 

4 10.0 

  Availability of desired lot 2 5.0 

 Timing issues 1 2.5 

Total number of respondents 40  

 
       While prior questions addressed individual needs, a question about community housing needs was also posed. Of the 114 people 
that responded to this question, 15.8 percent indicated there were no community housing needs. Apartments were mentioned by 35.1 
percent of the respondents and more housing was mentioned by 31.5 percent of the respondents. Affordable housing was mentioned by 
28.9 percent while motel/short term housing was mentioned by 10.5 percent of the residents. This question elicited multiple answers. 
        
Table A12: Community Housing Needs 

 Community housing needs 
All 

respondents 
Valid 

percent 

 None 18 15.8 

  Apartments 40 35.1 

 More housing 36 31.5 

 Affordable housing 33 28.9 
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 Motel/short term 12 10.5 

 Trailer courts 5 4.4 

  Single family housing 5 4.4 

  Clean up trashy homes 3 2.6 

 Restoration and 
rehabilitation 

3 2.6 

  Alzheimer/assisted 
living 

2 2.6 

 Mid price 3 bed homes 1 0.9 

  Retirement housing 1 0.9 

 Low income housing 1 0.9 

 No-step apartment 1 0.9 

 Senior housing ς no 
step 

1 0.9 

 New housing 1 0.9 

 Curb cuts for wheel 
chairs 

1 0.9 

 Laundry facilities 1 0.9 

 Man camps 1 0.9 

 Lots with sewer / water 1 0.9 

Total respondents 114  

 
      A question was posed about intention to relocate. Approximately 79.8 percent of the respondents to this question do not intend to 
relocate; 20.2 percent intend to relocate. Of all survey respondents 16.8 percent desire to relocate. 
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¢ŀōƭŜ !моΥ άL ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘŜΦέ 

 Intend to relocate 
All 

respondents 

 
Percent 

Valid 
percent 

 Never 83 66.4 79.8 

 Yes 21 16.8 20.2 

       Total survey 104 83.2  

            
          Of those individuals that intend to relocate, 18.2 percent intend to do so within one (1) year, 27.3 percent within two (2) years, 
63.6 percent within five (5) years, and 95.4 percent within ten years. Overall (of  all survey respondents), 3.2 percent intend to relocate 
within one (1) year, 4.8 percent within two (2) years, 11.2 percent within five (5) years, and 16.8 percent within ten (10) years.  
 
Table A14: Relocation Timing 

Relocate  within 
άȄέ  ȅŜŀǊǎ 

All 
respondents Percent Valid percent 

Cumulative 
percent 

 1 4 3.2 18.2 18.2 

  2 2 1.6 9.1 27.3 

 3 3 2.4 13.6 40.9 

  5 5 4.0 22.7 63.6 

  10 7 5.6 31.8 95.4 

  15 1 0.8 4.5 100.0 

       Total survey 22      

 
         Twenty-three respondents answered as to where they would relocate. Thirteen individuals indicated relocating in the same 
community. Eight residents, representing 6.4 percent of all individuals completing the survey said they would relocate in a different 
community. Thirty-five percent (34.7 percent) of the respondents answering this question indicated they wished to relocate in a different 
community.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



53 

 

Table A15: Relocation Destination 

 Where relocate 
All 

respondents Percent Valid percent 

  In same community 
 

13 10.4 56.5 

  Different 
community  

8 6.4 34.7 

 Undecided 2 1.6 8.7 

  Total 23 18.4  

  Total survey respondents 111    

 
       Desired locations for relocation were queried. Preferred locations are listed below. 
 
Table A16: Preferred Locations 

Location All respondents 

Bismarck 1 

Undecided 2 

 
    There was one reason offered for relocation. The reason is listed in the table below. 
 
Table A17: Explain Relocation 

Reason All respondents 

Move to town and 4 months each year to Arizona 1 

       
      A question was posed about needed businesses that could be profitably offered in Divide County. One hundred-ten (110) individuals 
responded to this question.  Of these respondents, 19.0 percent indicated no businesses were needed.  A clothing store was mentioned 
by 19.0 percent of the respondents while a restaurant and a grocery store were each was mentioned by 14.3 percent of the respondents. 
A motel and farm equipment /dealership were each mentioned by 9.5 percent of the respondents. 
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¢ŀōƭŜ !муΥ ά²Ƙŀǘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴŜŜŘŜŘΚέ 

 Businesses needed 
All 

respondents Percent Valid percent 

 None 20 16.0 19.0 

  Clothing store 20 16.0 19.0 

  Restaurant 15 12.0 14.3 

 Grocery store 15 12.0 14.3 

  Motel 10 8.0 9.5 

  Farm 
equipment/dealership 

10 8.0 9.5 

  Pamida/Wal-Mart/Alco 8 6.4 7.6 

 Variety/dollar store 6 4.8 5.7 

  Laundry facility 6 4.8 5.7 

  Auto truck repair 7 5.6 6.7 

  Electrical/heating/plumbi
ng 

5 4.0 4.8 

  Daycare 5 4.0 4.8 

 Truck stop 4 3.2 3.8 

  Department store 3 2.4 2.9 

  Health club 2 1.6 1.9 

  Shoe store/repair 2 1.6 1.9 

  Hardware 2 1.6 1.9 

  Convenience store 1 0.8 1.0 

  Dealerships 1 0.8 1.0 

  Coffee shop 1 0.8 1.0 

  Retail 1 0.8 1.0 

  Assisted living 1 0.8 1.0 

  Kids recreation center 1 0.8 1.0 

 Conference center 1 0.8 1.0 

 RV campsite 1 0.8 1.0 

 Manufacturing/Energy 1 0.8 1.0 
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 Second-hand store 1 0.8 1.0 

 Bank 1 0.8 1.0 

 Home aid for elderly 1 0.8 1.0 

 Vet store 1 0.8 1.0 

 Lumber yard 1 0.8 1.0 

 Bowling alley 1 0.8 1.0 

 Bar 1 0.8 1.0 

  Total 110   

      
         A question was posed about needed tax-supported services in Divide County. Fourteen (14) individuals responded to this question.  
Of these respondents, 67.6 percent indicated none were needed.  Better roads and public transportation each were mentioned by 4.1 
percent of the respondents.  
 
Table A19: Services Desired 

Services desired Frequency Percent Valid percent 

None 50 40.0 67.6 

Public transportation 3 2.4 4.1 

Roads 3 2.4 4.1 

Mental health 2 1.6 2.7 

Water and sewer 2 1.6 2.7 

Head Start 2 1.6 2.7 

Aid to elderly 2 1.6 2.7 

 Child care 1 0.8 1.4 

Utilities too high 1 0.8 1.4 

Drivers license site 2 1.6 2.7 

Indoor pool 1 0.8 1.4 

Professional law enforcement 1 0.8 1.4 

City and property tax 1 0.8 1.4 

Senior housing 1 0.8 1.4 

Community recreation center 1 0.8 1.4 

Adult education 1 0.8 1.4 
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Develop tourism 1 0.8 1.4 

Mail delivery to all 1 0.8 1.4 

Alternative TV service 1 0.8 1.4 

City /county work together 1 0.8 1.4 

Extended post office hours 1 0.8 1.4 

City and property tax 1 0.8 1.4 

Yard waste hauling 1 0.8 1.4 

Total 74 59.2  

 
          Eighty-seven individuals responded to a question about things in the community they liked. Of those that responded, 21.8 percent 
ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ άŦǊƛŜƴŘƭȅΣέ нмΦу ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ά ǎƳŀƭƭέΣ мпΦф ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ǎŀƛŘ άǎŀŦŜǘȅέΣ ммΦр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘέ ŎƭƛƴƛŎǎέΣ ŀƴŘ фΦн ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ 
ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ άƘƻǎǇƛǘŀƭΦέ  !ƭƭ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǊŜ ǘŀōǳƭŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘŀōƭŜΦ  
  
Table A20: Community Likes 

Community likes All 
respondents Percent Valid percent 

 Friendly 27 21.6 31.0 

 People 19 15.2 21.8 

 Small 19 15.2 21.8 

 Safety 13 10.4 14.9 

 Great school 12 9.6 13.8 

 Clinics 10 8.0 11.5 

 Community / 
atmosphere 

9 7.2 10.3 

 Quiet 9 7.2 10.3 

 Hospital 8 6.4 9.2 

 Church 6 4.8 6.9 

 Clean 6 4.8 6.9 

 Local business 6 4.8 6.9 

 Café/restaurant 2 1.6 2.3 

 Everything 2 1.6 2.3 
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 Low cost of living 2 1.6 2.3 

 Mail delivery 1 0.8 1.1 

 Easy access to services 1 0.8 1.1 

 NW transit 1 0.8 1.1 

 Agriculture 1 0.8 1.1 

 Home 1 0.8 1.1 

 Nice place 1 0.8 1.1 

 Wanting to rebuild 1 0.8 1.1 

 Family  1 0.8 1.1 

 Movies 1 0.8 1.1 

 Hardware store 1 0.8 1.1 

 Nice park 1 0.8 1.1 

  Total 87 73.0 
 

 
         Fifty-four (54) survey respondents addressed their community dislikes. Of those that answered this question, 11.1 percent identified 
άŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ǳǊōŀƴ ŀǊŜŀǎκǊŜƳƻǘŜƴŜǎǎέ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ άƳƻǊŜ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ƎŀǊƴŜǊŜŘ тΦп ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘΦέ DǊƻŎŜǊȅ ǎǘƻǊŜΣ ǎƴƻǿ ǇƭƻǿǎΣ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƻǇŜƴ 
evenings, road conditions, lack of civic involvement and high utility/high mill rates each garnered three responses or 5.6 percent of those 
answering this question. There were multiple other responses to this question. 
 
Table A21: Community Dislikes 

 Community dislikes 
All 

respondents Percent Valid percent 

 Distance to urban 
areas/remoteness 

6 4.8 11.1 

  More shopping 5 4.0 9.3 

 Changes due to oil industry 4 3.2 7.4 

 Grocery store 3 2.4 5.6 

  Snow plows 3 2.4 5.6 

 Business not open evening 3 2.4 5.6 

 Road conditions 3 2.4 5.6 

 Lack of civic involvement 3 2.4 5.6 
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 High utility / high mill levy 3 2.4 5.7 

 High utility / high mill levy 3 2.4 5.7 

 No activities 2 1.6 3.7 

 Limited facilities 2 1.6 3.7 

 Sour gas smell 2 1.6 3.7 

  High Costs 2 1.8 5.7 

  No housing/housing shortage 2 1.8 5.7 

 Insufficient law enforcement 2 1.8 5 

 Small town attitudes 1 .9 2.9 

 Some try to run everything 1 .9 2.9 

 Lack of progress on wind power 1 .9 2.9 

 Businesses cannot find help 1 .9 2.9 

  Roaming  pets 1 .9 2.9 

  Vandalism 1 .9 2.9 

  Poor water 1 .9 2.9 

  Current hotel 1 .9 2.9 

 Lack of transportation out of town 1 .9 2.9 

 Resistance to health care 1 .9 2.9 

  Little positive affirmation 1 .9 2.9 

 Barking dogs 1 .9 2.9 

 Old boy network 1 .9 2.9 

 Borders between neighboring 
towns 

1 .9 2.9 

 Lack of city leadership 1 .9 2.9 

 Friendly but not accepting 
outsiders 

1 .9 2.9 

 Lack of people 1 .9 2.9 

 Increased traffic due to oil 1 .9 2.9 

 Resistance to change 1 .9 2.9 

 Limited internet 1 .9 2.9 
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 Scrap cars 1 .9 2.9 

 Unkempt buildings / yards 1 .9 2.9 

 Winter 1 .9 2.9 

 Borders between neighboring 
towns 

1 .9 2.9 

 Health care 1 .9 2.9 

Total respondents 54   

                    
          Survey Demographics 
          The most populous age interval were those from 50 to 59 years and 60 to 69years  age brackets each with twenty-five percent 
(25.2 percent), followed by the 70 to 79 years age bracket with 15.1 percent. The mean age of the respondents was 59.6 and the median 
age was 60 years.  
 
Table A22: Age Intervals 

 Age intervals 
Total 

respondents Valid percent 

 20 to 29 4 3.4 

 30 to 39 11 9.2 

 40 to 49 11 9.2 

  50 to 59 30 25.2 

  60 to 69 30 25.2 

 70 to 79 18 15.1 

 80 to 89 14 11.8 

 90 + 1 0.8 

Surveys 121   

 
         Forty-five percent (45.0 percent) of the survey respondents were male. Fifty-five percent (55.0 percent) were female.  
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Table A23: Gender 

 Gender 
Total 

respondents Valid percent 

 Male 54 45.0 

  Female 66 55.0 

Total 120   

 
       Forty-four percent (43.5 percent) of the respondents indicated they work full time. Over a third (36.3 percent) indicated they were 
retired.  
 
Table A24: Employment Status 

 Employment status 
Total 

respondents Valid percent 

 Full time 54 43.5 

 Retired 45 36.3 

  Part time 11 8.9 

  Multiple part 
time 

4 3.2 

 Seasonal 3 2.4 

 Disabled 3 2.4 

 Self-employed 1 0.8 

 Farming 1 0.8 

 Homemaker 1 0.8 

 Student 1 0.8 

Total respondents 124   

 
          Work-related Frequency Tables  
          Approximately seventy-nine percent (78.9 percent) of the respondents who answered the work location question work in Crosby 
while six percent (5.6 percent) indicated Noonan. 
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Table A25: Work Location 

 City where work 
Total 

respondents 
Valid 

percent 

 Crosby 56 78.9 

  Noonan 4 5.6 

  Portal 2 2.8 

  Williston 2 2.8 

 Ambrose 1 1.4 

 Border 1 1.4 

 Moose 1 1.4 

 Ray 1 1.4 

 Stanley 1 1.4 

  Twin Butte 1 1.4 

                 Williston/Crosby 1 1.4 

Total  71  

 
       When asked about commuting to work, a total of 65 people responded. Twenty-six percent (26.2 percent) of the respondents 
indicated their commute distance was less than one (1) mile each day. Sixty percent (60.0 percent) of the respondents to this question 
indicated a commute of 2.0 or less miles each day. Four (4) individuals indicated a commute of 50 to 100 miles each day and one (1) 
individual reported a commute of over 100 miles each day..  
 
Table A26: Miles to Work Round Trip Each Day 

Miles Total residents Valid percent Cumulative 
percent 

Less than 1 17 26.2 26.2 

1 to 2 26 33.8 60.0 

3 to 5 4 6.2 66.2 

6 to 10 4 6.2 72.3 

11 to 20 5 7.7 80.0 

21 to 30 5 7.7 87.7 

31 to 40 3 4.6 92.3 
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41 to 50 0 0 0 

51 to 75 2 3.0 95.4 

76 to 100 2 3.0 98.5 

Over 100 1 1.5 100.0 

Total 65 52.0  

 
          A question was posed about the percent of household purchases that were made in Divide County. The mean of the responses was 
67.4 percent. The largest response category was 71 to 80 percentage bracket with 31.0 percent of the respondents. 
 
Table A27: Household Purchases in Divide County 

Percentage purchases Total respondents Valid percent Cumulative 
percent 

0 to 10 10 8.8 8.8 

11 to 20 2 1.8 10.6 

21 to 30 3 2.7 13.3 

31 to 40 3 2.7 15.9 

41 to 50 13 11.5 27.4 

51 to 60 4 3,5 31.0 

61 to 70 10 8.9 39.8 

71 to 80 35 31.0 70.8 

81 to 90 19 16.9 87.6 

91+ 14 12.4 100 

Total respondents 113 90.4  

          
           Income questions tend to be sensitive. Therefore, questions about income were asked at the end of the survey. However, 103 
respondents did answer.  
 
        The income intervals that received the largest number of responses were the income intervals $50,001 to $60,000 and $100,100 
plus with approximately fourteen percent (13.6 percent) and thirteen percent (12.6 percent) respectively. This was followed by both the  
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$10,001 to $20.00 interval with 11.7 percent and the $60,001 to $70,000 and $90,001 to $100,000 intervals each with 9.7 percent of the 
respondents. Forty-four percent (43.7) of the respondents indicated $50,000 or less of household income. 
 
Table A28: Total Household Income 
 Total household income 
 in dollars 

Total 
responses 

Valid 
percent 

Cumulative 
percent 

 Under 10000 6 5.8 5.8 

 10,001 to 
20,000 

12 11.7 17.5 

  20,001 to 
30,000 

9 8.7 26.2 

  30,001 to 
40,000 

9 8.7 35.0 

  40,001 to 
50,000 

9 8.7 43.7 

  50,001 to 
60,000 

14 13.6 57.3 

  60,001 to 
70,000 

10 9.7 67.0 

  70,001 to 
80,000 

7 6.8 73.8 

 80,001 to 
90,000 

4 3.9 77.7 

 90,001 to 
100,000 

10 9.7 87.4 

 100,001 plus 13 12.6 100.0 

Total respondents 103 82.4   
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Crosstabs Tables 
Crosstabs are a data presentation tool that juxtapose categories of responses to categories of respondents. For example ages of 

respondents can be juxtaposed with levels of household income. The following crosstab tables report about categories of Divide County 
residents and housing-related issues. 
 
             Age versus Household Income. One hundred percent (100.0 percent) of the respondents in the age intervals of 20 to 29 years 
and over 90 years had incomes over $50,000, while 64.3 percent of the 50 to 59 age interval, 61.5 percent of the age interval 60 to 69 
years, 60.0 percent of the age interval 30 to 39 years, and 50.0 percent of the 40 to 49 age interval had incomes over $50,000. All age 
intervals reported household incomes of over $50,000. 
 
Table A29: Age versus Household Income 

Age Total household income in dollars 

 

Under 
$10000 

$10,001 to 
$20,000 

$20,001 to 
$30,000 

$30,001 to 
$40,000 

$40,001 to 
$50,000 

$50,001 to 
$60,000 

$60,001 to 
$70,000 

$70,001 to 
$80,000 

 
$80,001 to 

90,000 

 
$90,000 to 
$100,000 

 
Over 

$100,000 

 
Number 

over 
$100,000 

 
Over 

$50,000 

20 to 29 0 0 0 0 0 1-25.0% 2-50% 0 0 1-25.0% 0 0 4-100% 

30 to 39 1-10.0% 0 1-10.0% 0 1-10.0% 1-10.0% 0 0 1-10.0% 4-40.0% 0 0 6-60.0% 

40 to 49 0 1-12.5% 1-12.5% 1-12.5% 1-12.5% 2-25.0% 0 0 1-12.5% 1-12.5% 0 0 4-50.0% 

50 to 59 
1-2.6% 3-10.7% 2-7.1% 1-3.6% 3-10.7% 2-7.1% 5-17.9% 0 

2-7.1% 1-3.6% 8-
28.5% 

8 18-
64.3% 

60 to 69 
0 3-11.5% 4-15.4% 1-3.8% 2-7.7% 5-19.2% 2-7.7% 5-19.2% 

0 2-7.7% 2-7.6% 2 16-
61.5% 

70 to 79 
3-18.8% 1-6.3% 0 5-31.3% 2-12.5% 0 1-6.3% 2-12.5% 

0 0 2-
12.6% 

2 5-31.3% 

80 to 89 1-16.7% 3-50.0% 00 1-16.7% 0 1-16.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0 1-16.7% 

90+ 
0 

0 0 
0 0 

1-
100.0% 

0 0 
0 0 0 0 1-

100.0% 

Total 
6 11 8 9 9 13 10 7 

4 9 12 12 55-
56.1% 
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  Age versus Housing Needs. Of those that answered this question, the most pressing housing needs across all the age groups were to 
remodel or to make major repairs followed by a desire to buy a home. 

  
      ¢ŀōƭŜ !олΥ !ƎŜ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ άL ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻΧΦέ         

 
Desire 20 to 29 30 to 39 40 to 49 50 to 59 60 to 69 

 
 
70 to 79 

 
 

80 to 89 

Remodel 2 5 4 5 5 2  

Make major repairs   1 2 6 3 2 2 

Buy a home  1 1 3 2   

Build a home  2 2  2 1   

Roof related repairs     1   

Sell home  
 

     

Rent an apartment     1   

Roof  
 

   1  

Buy a condo  
 

   1  

              
             !ƎŜ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ άL ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘŜΦέ Relocation intentions are highest among the 60 to 69 years age bracket with 26.1 percent 
indicating a desire to relocate. Closely following were the 60 to 69, 40 to 49, and 30 to 39 age brackets with 25.9 percent, 20.0 percent 
and 20.0 percent respectively. 
 
¢ŀōƭŜ !омΥ !ƎŜ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ άL ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘŜΦέ 

Age Never Yes 

20 to 29 4 0 

 100% 
 

30 to 39 8 2 

 80.0% 20.0% 

40 to 49 8 2 

 80.0% 20.0% 

50 to 59 20 7 

 74.1% 25.9% 
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        ²ƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ άƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘŜΣέ ǘƘŜ ŀƎŜ ōǊŀŎƪŜǘǎ ƻŦ рл ǘƻ рф ŀƴŘ ол ǘƻ оф ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴts 
indicating relocating to a different community. 
 
¢ŀōƭŜ !онΥ !ƎŜ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ά²ƘŜǊŜ wŜƭƻŎŀǘŜέ 

 
        
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

60 to 69 17 6 

 73.9% 26.1% 

70 to 79 12 3 

 80.0% 20.0% 

80 to 89 10 0 

 100.0%  

90+ 1 0 

 100.0%  

Age  
Same 
community 

Different 
community 

20 to 29  
  

  
  

30 to 39  1 1 

  50.0% 50.0% 

40 to 49  2 0 

  100.0% 
 

50 to 59  2 3 

  40.0% 60.0% 

60 to 69  4 1 

  80.0% 20.0% 

70 to 79  2 1 

  66.7% 33.3% 

80 to 89  1 0 

  100.0%  

90+    
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Total Household Income versus Housing Satisfaction. Those who have incomes in the under $10,000 and the $80,001 to $90,000 
bracket are the least satisfied with their housing.  
 
Table A33: Total Household Income versus Housing Satisfaction 

  
  
 Total household income  

Satisfied with housing Total 

Am 
satisfied 

with 
housing 

Not satisfied 
with 

housing   

 Under 10,000 Count 3 3 6 

  % within Total 
household income 

50.0% 50.0% 
 

  10,001 to 
20,000 

Count 
6 3 9 

    % within Total 
household income 

66.7% 33.3%  

  20,001 to 
30,000 

Count 
6 1 7 

    % within Total 
household income 

85.7% 14.3%  

  30,001 to 
40,000 

Count 
6 2 8 

    % within Total 
household income 

75.0% 25.0%  

  40,001 to 
50,000 

Count 
8 0 8 

    % within Total 
household income 

100.0% 22.2%  

  50,001 to 
60,000 

Count 
10 4 14 
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    % within Total 
household income 

71.4% 28.6%  

  60,001 to 
70,000 

Count 
7 3 10 

    % within Total 
household income 

70.0% 30.0%  

  70,001 to 
80,000 

Count 
7 0 7 

    % within Total 
household income 

100%   

 80,001 to 
90,000 Count 2 2 4 

   % within Total 
household income 

50.0% 50.0%  

   
 
90,001 to 
100,000                                                           

                                                                         
Count 
 9 1 10 

                            % within Total 
household income 

90.0% 10.0%  

 Over 100,001 Count 8 4  

  % within Total 
household income 

66.7% 33.3%  

 
             ¢ƻǘŀƭ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ LƴŎƻƳŜ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ άL ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘŜΦέ Those with incomes over $100,001, between $60,001 and $70,000, and 
between $40,001 and $50,000 expressed the strongest intent to relocate. 
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¢ŀōƭŜ !опΥ ¢ƻǘŀƭ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ LƴŎƻƳŜ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ άL ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘŜΦέ  

Total Household Income  

  

Never Yes 

 Under $10,000 Count 3 1 

  % within Total 
household 
income 

75.0% 25.0% 

  10,001 to 
20,000 

Count 
8 1 

    % within Total 
household 
income 

88.9% 11.1% 

  20,001 to 
30,000 

Count 
5 2 

    % within Total 
household 
income 

71.4% 28.6% 

  30,001 to 
40,000 

Count 
7 0 

    % within Total 
household 
income 

100.0% 
 

  40,001 to 
50,000 

Count 
4 3 

    % within Total 
household 
income 

57.1% 42.9% 

  50,001 to 
60,000 

Count 
12 2 
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    % within Total 
household 
income 

85.7% 14.3% 

  60,001 to 
70,000 

Count 
5 4 

    % within Total 
household 
income 

55.6% 44.4% 

  70,001 to 
80,000 

Count 
4 1 

  % within Total 
household 
income 

80.0% 20.0% 

 80,001 to 
90,000 

Count 
4 0 

    % within Total 
household 
income 

100.0%  

 90,001 to 
100,000 

Count 
9 0 

   % within Total 
household 
income 

100%  

 Over 100,001 
Count 6 5 

  % within 
household 
income 

54.5% 45.5% 
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Graphs of Selected Survey Results  
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