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Population and Demographic Analysis and Change Over Time 
The North End neighborhood, located in north-central Saint Paul, is a community that has experienced dramatic 
shifts in the demographic profile since the 1990 US Census. The percentage of the population identifying as a 
person of color and the total foreign-born population living in the neighborhood have increased steadily over time, 
which now total 64.35% of the population POC and 28.90% of the population foreign-born. The Asian population is 
the demographic group experiencing the largest population growth from 3,417 in 1990 to 7,604 as of the 2015 
ACS census, though in relative terms the growth in the African American population has outpaced all other 
demographics from 1,193 in 1990 to 5,254 as of the 2015 ACS census. A decrease of the 1990 Caucasian 
population from a total of 14,004 in 1990 to 8,145 as of the 2015 ACS census, amounting to a total decrease of 
41.84% of the total Caucasian population from 1990 totals.  
 
The total population, number of households and number of housing units have remained relatively stable over time, 
with slight growth occurring decade-by-decade over time. Decrease in 1-person households has occurred decade-
by-decade, which had been the largest household-type in the neighborhood until the most recent 2015 ACS census, 
in which 2-person households are now the household-type with the largest population, totaling 2,129. Growth in the 
number 3, 4 and 5-person households occurred between 1990 and 2015, while the number of 2-person 
households declined over time from 1990 to 2010, but increased as of the 2015 ACS census and are close to 1990 
totals of 2,266 at 2,129 2-person households in 2015. Growth is beginning to occur more rapidly (from 2010-
2015) in the number 2, 3, 4 and 5-person households. Growth in households of this nature are also reflected in age 
breakdown of the North End, with a total 31.7% of the population 17 years and younger and just 6.3% 65 years 
and older in 2015, both total rates different from that of the Saint Paul city-wide averages of 25.1% and 9.3% 
respectively. The total educational attainment levels in the neighborhood since 1990 have consistently been a 
population with a high school diploma or less (Fig. 4). 
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Changes in the educational attainment levels in the neighborhood over time can be observed in Figure 3 (following 
page). The total number of high school graduates have remained relatively stable over time, while growth in the total 
population with a Bachelors degree or more has increased from 1,427 in 1990 to 2,114 in 2015, an approximate 
increase of 50% of the total population in 1990 with a Bachelors or more. Population trends and totals for the 
population with less than a high school diploma and an Associates or less were on the decline from 1990 to 2000 
to 2010 decade-by-decade, though both of these populations observed recent growth from 2010 to 2015 
according to 2015 ACS census totals. Figure on the following page (pg. XX) shows the share of the population with 
a high school diploma, a rate which was on the decline from a high of 64% in 1990 to a low of 50% in 2010. 
Between 2010 and 2015, a 10% growth occurred in the share of the population with a high school diploma or less. 
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The following figures compare the median income of all occupied, owner-occupied and renter-occupied median 
incomes in the North End with both the median income for Saint Paul city-wide, along with the AMI for the 
Minneapolis-Saint Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI Metro Area. The visual clearly illustrates the degree in which both the 
city and Metro economically outperform the North End neighborhood. The three ‘peaks’ are the owner-occupied 
median incomes for the years 2000, 2010 and 2015, while the major ‘dips’ are the renter-occupied median 
incomes for the same corresponding years.   
 

 
The line graphs on the following page provide the same data in a different visual format, focusing on trends over 
time and the relation of these trends between neighborhood-city-metro area. A slight shrinking of the gap between 
the Metro AMI and North End median income for owner-occupied housing units occurred from 2010 to 2015. In 
sharp contrast, a large widening of the gap occurred between the North End and metro area for renter-occupied 
housing units over the same time between 2010 and 2015.  
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The following graphs illustrate the share of income in which renter-occupied housing units dedicate towards their 
housing costs, along with the total share of cost-burden and severely cost-burden renters living in the North End, 
Cost-burden households are defined as those spending 30% or more of their income on housing, while severely 
cost-burden households are those defined as spending 50% or more of their income on housing. A total of 2,417 
renter-occupied housing units (61.17%) of the 4,707 renter-occupied housing units used to calculate cost to 
income ratio in 2015 were cost-burden, considerably higher than the city-wide average of 52.2% for all renter-
occupied housing units in Saint Paul. A total of 1,791 renter-occupied housing units (39.41%) of the same 4,707 
total renter-occupied housing units were severely cost-burden. 35.7% of North End residents have income below 
the poverty level compared to 22.3% of all residents in city-wide with incomes below the poverty level. The low 
renter-occupied median income, ratio of income to costs for housing and appreciating sales values all exacerbate 
challenges for renter-occupied households to obtain and maintain affordable and quality housing in the 
neighborhood. 
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Housing Stock 
The housing stock of the North End was the area of concentration for much of the data collection and data analysis 
that occurred for this project. Data from the US Census of the type of household occupancy status provides one way 
of examining certain aspects of the housing stock in the neighborhood, particularly the number of owner-occupied, 
renter-occupied and vacant housing units. An analysis of the Ramsey County 2017 Parcel dataset was also 
conducted for a more thorough analysis than that offered from census data only.  
 
The change in vacancies over time resembles that of many communities impacted by the housing crisis in the mid-
2000s, with a large increase occurring between 2000 and 2010 reporting years. Vacancies were highest in 2010 
with 752 total and total 520 as of the 2015 census. The number of owner-occupied units has been on the decline 
since 2000, while the total number of renter-occupied units has been increasing decade-by-decade over all 
reported years in this study (from 1990 to 2015). Beginning in 2000 when data was available for this variable, the 
total population living in both renter-occupied and owner-occupied has followed the same trend as number of units. 
From 2000 to 2015, there has been an increase from 9,894 people living in renter-occupied housing units to 
13,904 in 2015, an increase of just over 4,000 and almost a 40% relative change from the 2000 population levels.  

 
An examination of the map on the following page displays the trends of where homesteaded and non-homesteaded 
properties are positioned within the North End. Note the concentration of non-homestead properties towards the 
south-center to both the east and west sides of Rice Street. Also note the concentration of homesteaded properties, 
or lack of non-homesteaded, in the northwest portion of the neighborhood near Wheelock Pkwy. Both of these 
locations are consistently noted during spatial examination of maps. Of the 4,013 occupied single family residential 
units, around ¼ (1,093) were non-homesteaded properties, while almost ¾ (2,865) were homesteaded properties.  
 
Housing units are categorized and provided by type of unit in both graph and map format. Of the 8,238 housing 
units in the North End as of 2015, 4,240 (over 50% of the total) were 1-unit attached/detached housing units. 
Apartment buildings with 20 or more units accounted for 1,850 (22.5% of the total) of the housing stock total, and 
was the type of unit with the second highest share in the North End.  
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The owner-occupied median value (ACS 5-Year Estimates, 2011-15) and county assessor estimated market value 
(Ramsey County Parcel Dataset, 2017) provide another level of analysis for examining trends in market values and 
the spatial relationship between these trends and others included in the analysis (# of housing units, type of 
housing unit, homestead status, building condition, etc. As with the maps displaying homestead status or building 
conditions, the northwest portion of the neighborhood outperforms all other parts, while results more towards the 
south end and along Rice Street are much less homogenous in terms of market value. Interestingly, the median 
value for owner-occupied housing units increased between 2000 and 2010 substantially even considering the 
housing crash, before dramatically declining from 2010 to 2015 almost back to 2000 levels of $108,797.00. 
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The building conditions in the North End, which are inspected and ranked based on placement within the cycle of 
annual inspections conducted by staff with the City of Saint Paul. Spatial trends identified are similar to the patterns 
that emerge when examining the maps displaying homestead status and estimated market value, in which the 
northwest portion of the neighborhood outperforms all other parts of the neighborhood, and results more towards 
the south end and along Rice Street are much less homogenous when considering the condition of buildings. The 
majority of buildings ranked score somewhere within the 3-7 range, which is anywhere from fair to good condition 
on the ranking scale provided by the City of Saint Paul.  
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Survey Response Analysis 
Using information collected over the summer conducting a survey on the quality of housing and neighborhood 
amenities offered a situation easily misinterpreted. When examining the demographics and characteristics of survey 
respondents, it was clear the survey results were not representative of the true demographic makeup of the 
community, which is 31.7% 17 years and younger, 64% people of color, roughly 25% of the population foreign-
born and a greater total share of the portion living in renter-occupied housing units.  
 
The makeup of the survey respondents (included in Fig. XX below) was roughly 70% female, 90% between the ages 
of 25-64, 76% Caucasian, 85% homeowners and 56% having lived in the neighborhood for 10 or more years. The 
respondents provided useful and insightful information regarding their current housing situation and challenges, 
along with particularly useful feedback on issues concerning neighborhood amenities and quality.  
 

 
 
Further outreach to a more diverse group of survey respondents may provide a much different outlook and feedback 
regarding their concerns and challenges dealing with issues concerning housing quality, affordability, rights, etc. As 
visioning, outreach and engagement occur as part of community efforts in updating the housing component of the 
North End Small Area Plan, it is important that folks involved in these efforts actively reach out to networks/ 
 
Survey results indicate a much greater level of satisfaction with the quality of their own housing situation than they 
are with the satisfaction of the neighborhood they live. While just 1% of respondents identified as being Not at all 
satisfied with the quality of house/apartment they live, 12% of respondents were Not at all satisfied with the 
neighborhood they live. In total, almost 80% were either Very Satisfied or just below (4) in terms of housing 
satisfaction, while only 34% expressed the similar satisfaction with neighborhood quality. When examining those who 
responded Not at all satisfied using the same threshold, 6% were dissatisfied with their housing compared to 40% 
dissatisfied with their neighborhood.  
 
Respondents were provided a map and asked where in the neighborhood they would most and least like to live 
using the City of Saint Paul Police grid. Responses for Most like to live, listed in descending order from most to last 
were 5, 1, 9, 6, 10. Response for Least like to live, listed in descending order from least to most were 10, 15, 16, 
11, 17. Even with the small sample size, a few trends emerged: 

• Respondents in general across both questions liked #5 the most followed by #1, both areas which had no 
respondents identify as places they would least like to live 



• Respondents in general across both questions disliked #15, #16 and #17, as they were all high for the 
totals in which people would least like to live and relatively low with responses identifying these areas as 
places people would most like to live 

• Area #10, the place which received the highest total number of least like to live responses also made the 
top 5 for most like to live 

 
Those participating in the survey were asked numerous questions regarding the quality of the housing and 
neighborhood services and amenities. The following questions were used to collect data and prompt respondents to 
provide feedback, with one open-ended question that over 2/3rd’s of the survey respondents replied: 
 

• Please check all the barriers that apply for accessing quality housing: 
• If you don’t own a home in this neighborhood, what is the main reason you haven’t yet bought one?  
• Please rank the services/amenities/qualities that would most improve the housing quality and 

neighborhood conditions? 
• If you own a home in this neighborhood, what are the homeownership challenges you’ve experienced? 
• Please identify which issue to achieving quality housing you believe to be the greatest challenge for the 

District 6 Planning Council and why? 
 
In general, existing barriers and types of conditions identified as needing improvements were related to 
neighborhood conditions such as crime & safety, poor aesthetics/cleanliness of neighborhood and a greater range 
of amenities. Affordability of housing was another barrier in which a large number of respondents selected.  
Interestingly, a greater range of quality housing options and parks/open spaces both ranked towards the bottom 
when weighted averages applied in regards to what would most improve the housing quality and neighborhood 
conditions, as it is in contrast from findings and feedback given during focus groups. Ongoing maintenance, 
exterior/structural issues and access to funding for home improvements or refinancing were the main 
homeownership challenges that have been experienced and were identified by the survey respondents. Income 
constraints, finding home in price range and money for a down-payment were most selected constraints chosen for 
those who answered in relation to what the reason why they haven’t yet bought a home in this neighborhood.  
 
The following graphs provide an overview of the survey results for the results of the eight questions just discussed 
above. 
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Focus Groups 
Two focus group sessions were hosted during the summer in an effort to reach out in an attempt to follow up with 
survey respondents who expressed an interest in participating and to connect with other residents using the network 
of local organizations. A large number of respondents expressed an interest in participating in a follow-up focus 
group session (over 50%) and provided contact information that will be useful for following up in the future to 
continue the conversation around housing and neighborhood quality. Three survey respondents participated in the 
first focus group session, held on August 9th and hosted at the District 6 Planning office.  
 
The participants in the first focus group session provided very informative and local knowledge regarding many of 
the challenges existing, as well as offering information regarding the positive qualities of the neighborhood and 
community. Insight was shared regarding particular properties, and perhaps more powerful, stories and experiences 
of people living in the neighborhood that had dealt with housing challenges or issues.  
 
Perception of changes over time provided insight into the challenges such a large urban district faces in creating 
plans and vision with neighborhood consensus. One respondent mentioned not have noticed much change in the 
neighborhood over time, though has heard of homeownership rate decreasing over time. This respondent also 
noted that though levels of crime seem to be on the rise, they are not quite if they believe that is true and believe 
factors regarding crime and safety have not changed much over time since the 90s. Another respondent mentioned 
feeling as though they lived somewhat “removed” from much of the activity in the North End and the changes over 
time they noticed had less to do with large land use changes, but more with the increase of pre- and school-aged 
children now living in the neighborhood. Again, this respondent noted feel very safe in their home and 
neighborhood. Finally, responses from the final respondent provided great insight into changes over time and how 
the community was impacted by recent housing crash. This respondent noted their block being hit hard with 
foreclosures and losing five neighborhoods in the process. Some have since remained vacant, while others have 
housed new tenants in somewhat ‘dilapidated’ conditions including warped floors, rodent problems, and open 
patches in the roof/roof-line, though these rentals still capture high-value rent while not meeting city code. This 
respondent also noted the exterior blight from these properties carry over to other areas in the neighborhood, 
which can having last effects on the aesthetics and perception of the neighborhood and community. 
 
Attendees felt the overall condition of the exterior of houses and/or apartments were generally below average in 
comparison to the rest of Saint Paul. The process as to how neighborhood blight is addressed in that the city only 
responds to complaints and not actively ensuring quality and well-maintained housing in a more active approach. 
Most participating also mentioned or agreed on the need to more adequately address the upkeep or larger rental 
units and single family rental properties in general, along with the need to provided assistance to elderly residents in 
the neighborhood with general maintenance and upkeep as well. The overall neighborhood aesthetics were 
discussed along with housing quality, with overgrown trees/unkempt yards with weeds and trash were briefly 
discussed as ongoing challenges.   
 
Participants at this session were very satisfied with the quality and quantity of housing in the neighborhood meeting 
their needs. When asked to consider the larger community concerns regarding quality housing meeting the needs of 
all people living in the North End, a mismatch between size and number of available bedrooms for families, better 
quality apartments, and concerns associated with low vacancy rates for rentals, exacerbating the challenges in 
finding affordable and quality rental housing in the neighborhood. One attendee mentioned a concern with 
affordable housing on Rice Street and not seen improvements in the neighborhood after a recent apartment 
development.  
 



The services and amenities participants believed would most improve the housing and neighborhood quality were 
generally associated with a need for additional businesses in the neighborhood that included more selections, a 
grocery store and more nutritional food options. Other businesses were discussed as not meeting community needs 
or having departed from the neighborhood after being places of ‘trouble’ and ‘concern.’ The participants also 
discussed the public transportation services, noting the routes and stops seemed adequate in spacing and timing, 
though no bus shelters or ways to escape the natural elements were available. This was discussed as a large 
concern due to the large number of people in the neighborhood that use public transportation and the chilling 
winters experienced in Minnesota. Walking around the neighborhood was also discussed as a challenge to the large 
number of barriers (rails, busy roads, fences) that limit and prohibit the movements of pedestrians. An idea was 
well-received that involved a walking trail of some type running through the neighborhood and connecting different 
important landmarks (parks, elementary schools, crossings at busy intersections, etc.). While most participants 
believed more greening was needed in many parts and pockets of the neighborhood, a participant discussed 
believing there were lots of parks and open spaces in the neighborhood, but they were not providing the needed 
services. Participants mentioned having known residents in the neighborhood who drive to Como Park to feel as 
though they are able to safely walk in a large park free from interactions with the built environment. More 
involvement and recognition from city council in the  neighborhood, along with a recognition from the community 
that everyone is in this together were two additional comments provided.  
 
Participants believed the greatest strengths of the neighborhood were associated the diversity of the neighborhood 
in regards to the people living, and types of businesses available, in the neighborhood. The affordability of the 
housing stock and the opportunity for future development on vacant land and in industrial areas were also seen as 
key strengths. Additional investment from local organizations into the community were also mentioned, though many 
of these new services and activities still fall behind in comparison to others in the city.  
 
When asked which three aspects of the neighborhood they would like to see changed, participants each provided 
answers with similar themes (housing, business, transit) but slightly different views. Better housing stock, business 
development on Rice & Maryland and better transportation was provided as one participants choices. Better cared 
for housing stock (existing), businesses on Rice Street and more food choices, all of which the city can help to push 
along were options provided by another participant. Fewer bars, slower traffic and keeping housing in good shape 
while being cautious of displacement were the final choices provided. Infill development on vacant lots in the 
community, rehab/renovating blighted properties and maintaining the existing character of the neighborhood were 
other options discussed amongst the larger group. Certain multifamily properties were discussed as being blighted 
and having residents who reside in them who will generally not call the city and complain regarding problems and 
issues for a variety of different reasons.  
 
Focus group participants were given a final opportunity to voice any final ongoing challenges or concerns associated 
with the quality of housing and neighborhood conditions. The geography of the neighborhood, which is a large and 
spread out community with many physical barriers results in a ‘non-cohesive’ feel in connectedness compared to 
other parts of the city. A large population of residents who are under 17 years and another large population of 
residents who are non-native English speakers were also briefly discussed as being two groups in which concerted 
efforts should be focused. Rice Street feeling like a ‘light freeway’ and unsafe to cross for children and the business 
activity along this corridor were also mentioned as two areas in which improvements could be directed.  
 
 
	
 



A second focus group session was hosted on by the Karen Organization of Minnesota (KOM) on 8/22/17. 
Participants included staff members at KOM working in the North End and the Karen community in the Twin Cities 
region. Over 15 staff members were present, which resulted in a session with more generalized feedback and 
comments to allow all those interested the ability and time to participate.  
 
When discussing the quality of the neighborhood and housing, most of those who commented noted the housing as 
being older and more worn than other areas within close proximity, particularly the southern portion of the 
neighborhood. Another respondent noted the area as being safe and quiet, while agreement was reached regarding 
the centralized location of the neighborhood as desirable for local small businesses offering food and services. While 
housing was noted as being affordable, one participant discussed the experience they had while previewing homes 
in the neighborhood and the substantial investments some properties would have required to make a more livable 
and comfortable space.  
 
When discussing the types of services/amenities which would most improve the housing and neighborhood quality, 
staff members spent a majority of the discussion on activities for youth that involved local community and rec 
centers and other indoor/outdoor places for kids to go with lots of space to play, particularly in winter. The 
discussion also focused on ways to bring more activity to the neighborhood through new developments and 
improvements such as supporting businesses that bring in reoccurring traffic such as restaurants and salons; more 
community events that provide spaces and the ability for people to come together and get to know each other, 
particularly over food; annual tournaments and events sponsored by neighborhood businesses (soccer tournaments 
was noted as being the desired option for the type of event); and building off the pride those living in the community 
have for their neighborhood. Addressing neighborhood challenges such as the vacant land and trash (more 
prevalent in the southern portion of the neighborhood) was also mentioned as an important component that would 
help change the perception of the overall condition of the North End neighborhood. Prevention services for both 
drinking and drugs were also discussed as being critical components for a helping to develop a healthier 
neighborhood, as were the need for better housing and employment options.  
	
Housing challenges discussed included the need for quality housing for new immigrants, who are 
often prone to living in housing with many different problems as a result of their recent 
immigration into the country and often new & temporary employment status. The housing stock 
in the neighborhood was identified by participants as being not conducive to multi-family living, 
as the housing stock consisted of older and “tall” houses, which limited options for many 
families who sought multifamily living units. Increasing rents limiting the availability of quality 
affordable units combined with rental units in need of renovation resulted in a suggestion of a 
rent-to-own program that would allow people the ability to have a wider selection of homes 
available for purchasing and building equity through basic home improvements and renovations. 
Credit issues and down-payment requirements were noted as barrier to homeownership. Other 
comments provided were to offer a space for people to come and ask questions about housing 
challenges or questions, along with classes on credit and landlord issues for new tenants 
(particularly recent immigrants) to better understand their rights when occupying rental units.  
 
Participants believed components of a healthy neighborhood should include making 
improvements that should be easily visible and that address the vacant and unused spaces in the 
neighborhood. Many suggestions were provided as to the types of neighborhood improvements 
that would results in a more quality living environment, with many suggestions having to do with 
connecting people and nature. Other suggestions included: health clinics, a nice soccer field, 



flowers/beautification, caneball courts, library, exercise amenities, indoor fitness and/or community space, shared 
spaces for service providers, daycares and educational workshops for renters to better understand their rights and 
responsibilities as tenants and apartments with units containing 3br and 4br. One respondent also noted the spatial 
mismatch between the location of apartment units and parks/open spaces, often resulting in children forced in 
playing halls and parking lots.  
 
Moving Forward 
The North End neighborhood includes a variety of opportunities and challenges to consider as the housing 
component of the small area plan is updated in the upcoming future. These challenges include the spatial challenges 
and diversity that exist in such a large geographic area and population, which will make building consensus around 
particular visions more difficult, as will be connecting with people in the neighborhood representative of all the 
different and diverse populations residing in the neighborhood. As engagement and visioning sessions occur, it 
should be of particular focus to connect with existing service providers and organizations in the neighborhood to 
better connect and network with the populations they serve. The District 6 planning office should continue its work 
engaging with the community and using monthly meetings and neighborhood committees to ensure all voices are 
being heard and considered during planning and visioning sessions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



QUESTION #5 SURVEY COMMENT RESPONSES: 
Not enough business shops and restaurants  
Homeowners are facing unexpected taxation.  Very difficult for those on fixed incomes. 
n/a 
too many poor condition houses 
cost for renters; good relations with tenants; ebbs & flows in the neighborhood over time, 
seem to be on the "up slope" last few years 
6. (below) additional responses- credit problems, not sure how to start, can't find a quality 
home within my budget, don't have enough for down-payment 
walkability and bikability near/over railroad tracks 
Noise 
poor management and upkeep of rental properties 
Ability to bring house to ADA code to use CADI waivers 
Not a safe neighborhood. Too many drug problems. 
I have a dog and many places don't allow them 
To much low income and rental properties in the area. 
Cost of down payment 
low income housing North End has way to much 
School 
Lack of accessible housing, lack of 2+ car garages and attached garages 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

QUESTION 6 SURVEY COMMENT RESPONSES: 
to much low income rental property in the area and crime 
Have already bought a home 
Crime/Safety 
Crime riddled, no grocery store for miles, have to drive up to cub on b and rice.  
Crime/safety issues 
crime needs to clear up 
Way too much crime & too busy. I want to live somewhere PEACEFUL . 
I own my home 
To poor low income and welfare  has taken over the North End 
I own my home 



 
QUESTION #7 SURVEY COMMENT RESPONSES: 

low income people bring property value down and crime 
Guidance and direction for first time buyers 
I don't even know what is available 
We use to have Sparc that was a great outgoing group.  Don't 
even know what is our there now. 
Grants for seniors have been discontinued to upkeep property. 
Volunteers to assist elderly with yard work, etc. 
lead mitigation 
Low income help for exterior up keep 
Expensive maintenance problems 
Crime, breaking and entering 
do not own one yet 
To many low income and rental properties in the area 
My taxes will be going up and my assessments for the grand 
rounds 
Mortgage has been underwater because of crash in housing 
prices. Also, city permitting. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question #9 Survey Comment Responses 

POSITIVE 
• Sidewalks, biking, and public transportation 
• Affordable housing for lower income residents 
• our neighborhood is GREAT 
• high quality units; people buy homes where there is similar units 
• Community pride or spirit. The North End is full of assets but it’s in a crisis of confidence. Let’s be willing to dream big! 



NEUTRAL 

• Of those listed, I would say community pride/spirit, because if we truly acted as a community, the other issues would be able to 
be addressed and solved. As long as there is no true community spirit in North End, we will continue to suffer. 

• Crime and safety.  Increased crime, or a perception of increased crime. And the neighborhood seems very divided into factions 
with at least some white residents expressing racist and anti immigrant mentalities and an unwillingness to acknowledge that for 
many relying on police does not feel safe.    

• Neighborhood amenities. Homeowners pay a great deal to remain in the neighborhood. Taxed for streets and alley upkeep, yet 
sidewalks, streets and alleys still need repair. 

• The biggest challenge for District 6 to tackle would probably be the "nearness to work" quality. For me, that's a combination of 
physical distance from my job, lack of rapid/efficient public transit routes, and lack of jobs in my area that I am qualified 
for/would pay a living wage for me. 

• How can we continue to improve the North End and make it appealing to younger families, without pushing out low-income 
individuals/families? How do we create a positive sense of community? How do we get young people to buy and stay in our 
neighborhood? 

• Not enough single detached family dwellings with adequate bedrooms & bathrooms 
• Different modes of transportation 
• Affordability Gaps, development of current housing stock, housing stock suiting family's needs 
• Perception this is a high crime area. 
• Access to home buying and down payment funds 
• Tear down older homes and replace with larger homes. 
• We need a co op or quick shop grocery store 
• we have a lot more multi-generation families moving into homes that are far too small 
• Better housing stock; structural as well as financial limits greatly limit improvement options. 

NEGATIVE 

• Gangs and Crime 
• Gettin out the low income renters  
• Reducing the number of poorly kept up rental homes 
• Crime/Safety; Crime and safety 
• Cleaning up the neighborhood and crime in the area.  
• Ridding of bad renters/landlords 
• I think with ownership comes pride.  I believe we are already inundated with enough Section 8 housing and the issue it brings 

with it.  I don't believe that every person in this type of housing is a problem,  but they do bring it in and we already have 
ourselves and the Police Department overwhelmed.   We really need additional, I don't think so 

• Crime/Safety--until more job opportunities available for individuals, crime will always be rampant.  If it isn't here, it will just be 
somewhere else until better education and jobs are available.  

• Growing reports of shots fired in 2017; access to funds for major home repairs after housing market crisis. Unable to obtain 
home equity loans as values of homes have dropped so much 

• high crime; not enough support for low income people 
• Biggest deterrent is not feeling safe enough to let my kids walk 2 blocks to play at park or 3 blocks to visit library; Hearing 

constant gunshots and sirens is not ok!; landlords who don't live in neighborhood and don't check on property or do repairs; 
Crime!; elderly neighbors who are physically unable to do repairs and younger ones who lack the skills/money for regular upkeep 
and maintenance  

• crime and quality/maintenance of housing available 
• * Private housing (owned) for upkeep and inspection. several privately owned homes have MOLD where children/infants reside 

and no downspout connections 
• Rental properties! Many are in GREAT disrepair. This leads to renters not caring about community? 
• "lower class rental units," landlord neglect; $ talks, some apartments have undergone improvements on the interior 
• waiting list for ppl who have lived in the [6mm.] Housing is given to new residents 
• too many renters; methods to easily convert renters into owners 
• walkability; noise/crime; nice place to walk to like coffee/cafe; absentee landlords; more home ownership  
• Yard care. No wants to take cate of property line over growth.  
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