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District 6 Housing Condition Study 
Prepared by Gretchen Buechler, Graduate Research Assistant, Center for Urban and Regional Affairs 
Prepared for the St. Paul District 6 Planning Council 

This study was commissioned by the District 6 Planning Council to learn more about the housing 
conditions in District 6, particularly in an area considered to be on a “tipping point.” The Planning 
Council was interested in gathering information to help inform their housing plan. This study includes an 
analysis of housing condition survey data, an analysis of property values and sales, and a demographic 
profile. Also provided are the materials used to perform the housing condition survey, which should be 
used to inform the findings presented. These materials can also be used by the Planning Council to 
gather more information through additional surveying if desired. 

The remainder of this report outlines the findings of this analysis. Overall, the housing condition in the 
study area appears to be very good, although the study area fares worse than greater District 6 and St. 
Paul on a number of indicators. Additional details, including data tables and maps, are provided as 
appendices.  

This report would not have been possible without the 15 volunteers who helped perform the housing 
condition survey on October 21, 2017. Thank you all. 

Study Area 
The study area for this research includes 15 contiguous square blocks in the southern and eastern halves 
of District 6. These blocks fall between Rice Street to the west and Sylvan Street to the east, and 
between Maryland Avenue to the north and Front Avenue to the south. See Maps 1 and 2. 

Map 1: St. Paul, District 6, and the Study Area 

 



2 
 

  December 2017 

Map 2: Parcels in the District 6 Study Area 
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Housing Condition Survey Findings 
Several features of residential buildings in the study area were assessed on a 1-3 scale, where 1 is 
considered excellent condition and 3 is considered poor condition. These features include exterior, roof, 
windows, doors, porch/stairs/railing, and vegetation. Certain issues were indicated based on their 
presence, including danger/nuisance indicators, boarded or unsecured windows and doors, foundation 
issues, and drainage issues. 300 residential properties were surveyed. 199 
of these properties are homesteaded (including partial homestead), and 
97 are not homesteaded. It is assumed that homesteaded properties are 
owner occupied, and non-homesteaded properties are not owner 
occupied. 

Based on the survey results, the condition of the housing stock in 
the study area is very good, with an overall average score of 1.25. 
For almost every feature, 80% or more of the properties surveyed 
were considered in excellent condition. Detailed tables are provided 
as an appendix, but the major findings are outlined below. 

Porch, stairs, and railings have the lowest average score, but this may not be a red flag. 

With an average score of 1.54, the average condition of porch/stairs/railings in the study area is 
between okay and excellent, but this feature has the lowest average score of all features surveyed. It 
should be noted that the criteria for this feature was strict in assigning a score of 3 to any stairs without 
a railing present. However, railings may not always be necessary (e.g. if the grade increases with the 
stairs) so this may not be a pressing concern. 

Roofs, sidewalks, and vegetation show room for improvement. 

Beyond porch/stairs/railings, roofs, sidewalks, and vegetation have the worst average score, each at 
1.24. Like porch/stairs/railings, this average condition is still between okay and excellent, but 20% or 
more of properties surveyed showed that the roof, sidewalk, and/or vegetation conditions were only 
okay or poor. This is a larger percentage than other features.  

Drainage issues and foundation issues are a relatively frequent 
problem. 

For issues that were identified based on their presence instead 
of their condition, the most pervasive were drainage and 
foundation. 16% of properties had drainage issues, and 7% of 
properties had foundation issues. 

There is no significant difference in the condition of homesteaded and non-homesteaded 
properties. 

While we might expect that owner-occupied buildings are better maintained than buildings that are not 
owner-occupied, that does not seem to be the case in the study area. In fact, for features that are not 
considered in excellent condition, it is more likely for that feature to be considered in poor condition for 
homesteaded properties that it is for non-homesteaded properties. 

Doors 1.10 
Windows 1.18 

Exterior 1.20 
Roof 1.24 

Sidewalk 1.24 
Vegetation 1.24 

Porch/stairs/railings 1.54 
Overall average 1.25 

Unsecure doors 1% 
Unsecure windows 1% 

Vacant building 3% 
Danger/nuisance indicators 5% 

Foundation issues 7% 
Drainage issues 16% 

Table 1: Average Condition 
Score by Feature 

Table 2: Percentage of 
Properties with Particular Issues 
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Comparing the Study Area to District 6 and St. Paul 
To understand the housing stock in the study area, it must be considered in the context of District 6 and 
St. Paul as a whole. County assessed values and sales information can be used as a proxy measure for 
the condition of housing in these larger areas and can be compared to these values in the study area. 
Data tables, sourced from Ramsey County, are provided in-line to detail the findings outlined below.  

Assessed values are significantly lower in the study area than in greater District 6 and St. Paul.  

The median land value in the study area is 14% lower than the median 
land value in District 6 and 61% lower than the median land value in St. 
Paul. The median building value in the study area is 21% lower than the 
median building value in District 6 and 48% lower than the median building 
value in St. Paul. Land values in the study area hold up better than building 
values when compared to District 6 and St. Paul. This suggests that the difference in assessed values is 
not completely defined by location (land value) but also condition (building value). The square footage 
of houses are similar across all areas and likely does not have a significant effect on this finding.  

Properties in the study area are more burdened by special assessments. 

While the property tax burden seems to be spread equally across these areas, the median special 
assessment in the study area is greater than the median in District 6 and almost double the median in St. 
Paul. There are a number of reasons this could be the case, and it might not be the case every year. 
However, if this a consistent pattern across time, it is problematic. 

Table 4: Median Residential Property and Tax Values by Area (2016) 

  
Assessed 
Land Value 

Assessed 
Building Value 

Total Assessed 
Value 

Property Tax 
Amount 

Special Assessment 
Amount 

Study Area $10,900 $61,900 $73,700 $1,225 $312 
District 6 $12,600 $78,800 $94,500 $1,558 $262 
St. Paul $27,000 $118,800 $152,100 $2,538 $172 

 
Sales data indicate that something notable is going on in District 6. 

Properties in the study area were more likely to have sold in 2016, but something more interesting is 
happening in greater District 6. Based on the ratio of median sale price to median assessed value, one of 
two things can be gleaned: 1) properties in District 6 are in higher demand, as the ratio demonstrates 
that buyers are willing to pay a relatively greater amount than the assessed value, or 2) properties in 
District 6 are relatively under-assessed compared to the study area and St. Paul. These findings rely on 
the assumption that sales are a representative sample of an area. 

Table 5: Residential Sale Statistics by Area (2016) 

  
Count of 
Good Sales 

% of Residential 
Properties Sold 

Median 
Sale Price 

Median Sale Price: 
Median Value 

Study Area 20 6.7% $89,500 1.21 
District 6 265 6.1% $136,900 1.44 
St. Paul 3,750 5.6% $179,900 1.18 

Study Area 1,133 
District 6 1,124 

St. Paul 1,291 

Table 3: Median Finished 
Square Footage by Area 
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Demographics of the Study Area, District 6, and St. Paul 
The following demographic information is provided to build context around the findings of the housing 
condition survey and the property value/sale analysis. This demographic data for the study area come 
from the 2016 5-year estimates of the American Community Survey, and the demographic data for 
District 6 and St. Paul come from the 2015 5-year estimates of the American Community Survey. Some 
information is not available at the study area level. This data was compiled from Minnesota Compass 
and the Metropolitan Council. 

It is apparent in this data that, in many ways, the population of District 6 fares worse and faces more 
challenges than the population of St. Paul as a whole. Further, the population of the study area fares 
worse and faces more challenges than the population of District 6 as a whole.  

Table 6: Demographics by Area (2015/2016) 

  Study Area (2016)* District 6 (2015) St. Paul (2015) 
Total Population 3,059 22,848 295,043 
Race/Ethnicity       
White Alone, not Hispanic/Latino 24.0% 29.7% 54.2% 
Of Color, not Hispanic/Latino 67.9% 59.0% 36.3% 
…Black or African American 33.8% 22.5% 15.1% 
…Asian or Pacific Islander 30.3% 33.3% 16.5% 
…Other Race 3.8% 3.1% 4.6% 
Hispanic or Latino 8.1% 11.3% 9.5% 
Household Statistics       
Average Household Size 2.79 2.94 2.53 
Renter Occupied Housing 54.7% 61.0% 50.6% 
Cost Burdened Households 54.6% 47.0% 38.3% 
…Cost Burdened Renters …73.1% …61.2% …52.2% 
…Cost Burdened Owners …32.2% …25.3% …24.6% 
Households with Children (<18) 47.7% 43.4% 30.8% 
Lived in Same Residence Last Year N/A 78.6% 77.8% 
Other Demographics       
Foreign Born N/A 28.9% 18.5% 
Limited English Speaking Ability 21.2% 25.3% 13.8% 
Median Household Income $29,232 $32,339 $51,405 
Living in Poverty 44.4% 35.7% 22.3% 
Unemployment Rate N/A 12.8% 8.5% 
Population with a high school 
degree or higher 

75.2% 74.2% 86.5% 

 

*Due to the sample size, the American Community Survey does not release data at the level necessary 
to determine the demographic make-up of the housing condition survey’s study area. The study area for 
demographic purposes includes several additional blocks. See appendix for a map demonstrating the 
demographic study area.  
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Recommendations 
The primary recommendation of this report is to use the information provided to inform the District 6 
housing plan. Beyond this, there are several other things that the District 6 Planning Council can do with 
this information. Many of these recommendations are centered around gathering more information to 
build on this research. The survey materials provided in the appendix of this report should equip the 
planning council with the tools necessary to gather additional information.  

Gather more specific information on the issues identified in the housing condition survey.  

The findings from the housing condition survey identified several housing features that could warrant 
attention by the Planning Council, including porch/stairs/railings, drainage, and sidewalks. In order to 
determine the specific needs of these features, additional research should be performed. For example, if 
the Planning Council is interested in addressing issues with drainage, then the drainage should be 
surveyed again to identify what the actual issues are. Are gutters clogged? Or are downspouts draining 
into pooling areas? Or is drainage missing completely? This type of information could only be 
determined through additional research. 

Assess the condition of retaining walls and fences. 

The poor condition of retaining walls and fences were identified many times on the “Other Notes” 
section of the survey. These items were not captured within the survey itself. The Planning Council may 
be interested in further exploring these issues. 

Review special assessments on properties over time. 

This study identified a potential issue of unequal burden of special assessments on property in the study 
area compared to property in District 6 and St. Paul. Considering the demographic make-up of the study 
area, this is problematic if it is always the case across assessment years. This should be further explored. 

Consult residents to learn more about their housing needs. 

This study was limited to the exterior condition of housing in the study area. Additionally, the nature of 
this study assumes that the housing feature in the worst condition requires the most attention. 
Residents of the district may have different ideas about which of their physical housing needs require 
the most attention. This information may not come through an exterior housing condition survey.   

 

  



7 
 

  December 2017 

Appendix A: District 6 Housing Condition Survey Results 
Table 1: Exterior Condition Survey Results 

  
All Residential 
Properties 

Homestead 
Properties 

Non-homestead 
Properties 

Count of Responses 294 193 98 
Average Score 1.20 1.20 1.21 
Distribution of Scores       

1 82% 82% 80% 
2 16% 15% 19% 
3 2% 3% 1% 

 
Table 2: Roof Condition Survey Results 

  
All Residential 
Properties 

Homestead 
Properties 

Non-homestead 
Properties 

Count of Responses 296 196 97 
Average Score 1.24 1.23 1.24 
Distribution of Scores       

1 78% 78% 77% 
2 21% 20% 22% 
3 1% 2% 1% 

 
Table 3: Window Condition Survey Results 

  
All Residential 
Properties 

Homestead 
Properties 

Non-homestead 
Properties 

Count of Responses 290 192 95 
Average Score 1.18 1.17 1.19 
Distribution of Scores       

1 82% 83% 81% 
2 18% 17% 19% 

*Window results do not included boarded or unsecure windows. Windows assessed on a scale of 1-2. 

Table 4: Door Condition Survey Results 

  
All Residential 
Properties 

Homestead 
Properties 

Non-homestead 
Properties 

Count of Responses 293 195 95 
Average Score 1.10 1.11 1.07 
Distribution of Scores       

1 90% 89% 93% 
2 10% 11% 7% 

*Door results do not include boarded or unsecure doors. Doors assessed on a scale of 1-2. 
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Table 5: Porch/Stairs/Railing Condition Survey Results 

  
All Residential 
Properties 

Homestead 
Properties 

Non-homestead 
Properties 

Count of Responses 292 192 103 
Average Score 1.54 1.58 1.46 
Distribution of Scores       

1 59% 56% 67% 
2 28% 31% 22% 
3 13% 14% 11% 

 
Table 6: Sidewalk Condition Survey Results 

  
All Residential 
Properties 

Homestead 
Properties 

Non-homestead 
Properties 

Count of Responses 298 197 98 
Average Score 1.24 1.26 1.19 
Distribution of Scores       

1 80% 80% 82% 
2 15% 14% 17% 
3 5% 6% 1% 

 
Table 7: Vegetation Condition Survey Results 

  
All Residential 
Properties 

Homestead 
Properties 

Non-homestead 
Properties 

Count of Responses 298 197 98 
Average Score 1.24 1.24 1.22 
Distribution of Scores       

1 79% 79% 79% 
2 18% 17% 20% 
3 3% 4% 1% 

 
Table 8: Percentage of Properties with Particular Issues 

  
All Residential 
Properties 

Homestead 
Properties 

Non-homestead 
Properties 

Count of Responses 300 199 97 
Foundation Issues 7% 6% 8% 
Unsecure Windows 1% 0% 2% 
Unsecure Doors 1% 0% 2% 
Danger/nuisance Indicators 5% 5% 3% 

Litter or dumping 2% 2% 1% 
Peeling paint 2% 3% 2% 

Unlicensed vehicle 0% 1% 0% 
Risk of falling materials 0% 1% 0% 
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Appendix B: Additional Comments from the District 6 Housing 
Condition Survey 
The following is a list of the comments that were made on the surveys with information that was not 
captured by the survey itself. Additional comments were not required but were allowed if the surveyor 
wanted to provide detail on a particular issue. These comments have been cleaned to present only the 
comments which provide additional information on the condition of the property, and the number of 
times the comment was made is provided in parentheses. 

• No house number (3) 
• Peeling paint on exterior (4) 
• Plants growing in the gutter (3) 
• No sidewalk (3) 
• Fence needs attention (4) 
• Retaining wall needs repair (5) 
• No gutters (20) 
• No railing (15) 
• Possible home of a person with a mobility handicap 
• Foundation issues for the porch 
• Rain garden 
• Water pooling on sidewalk (2) 
• Bricks missing from foundation 
• ½ inch gap in sidewalk 
• Crooked porch steps 
• Crumbling foundation at corner 
• Drainage onto sidewalk 
• No sidewalk from street to house 
• Clogged gutters 
• Tree causing uneven sidewalk 
• Some loose roof shingles 

 

  



1
0 

 

  December 2017 

Appendix C: Housing Condition Survey Materials 
The housing condition survey materials provided include a blank survey template and the instructions 
that surveyors were provided with. Attached to this report is a slide deck that was presented to the 
surveyors before surveying.  

 

Address: Land Use:  
Surveyor name: 

Vacancy: □ *Vacant land □ Vacant building □ Occupied building □ Unsure 

*Danger or nuisance 
indicators (select all 
that apply): 

□ Unsecured 
ground floor 

□ Standing 
water 

□ Litter or 
dumping 

□ Risk of falling 
building materials 

□ Pests 

□ Unlicensed 
vehicle 

□ Peeling 
paint 

□ Animal waste 
accumulation 

□ Fire damage  □ Graffiti 

Foundation issues: □ Yes □ No Exterior/siding: □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 

Roof: □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 Windows: □ 1 □ 2 
□ Boarded 

□ Unsecured 

Porch, steps, and 
railing: □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 Doors: □ 1 □ 2 

□ Boarded 

□ Unsecured 

*Sidewalk: □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 *Vegetation: □ 1 □ 2 □ 3 

Drainage issues: □ Yes □ No Other notes:   

Data entered into Google Form: □ 
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District 6 Housing Survey Reference Guide 

• Each property should take 2-3 minutes. Do not spend more than 5 minutes on one property. 
• Be objective. Even if a property doesn’t “look good,” it may not be in bad condition. If you are unsure, 

check with your partner. 
• Assess only what you can see. Do not make any assumptions. 
• Do not go onto the property. Stay in public right-of-ways.  

• After surveying, go to z.umn.edu/D6survey to enter the data. 

Land use Make a note if the land use on the survey card seems incorrect. Your language does 
not have to be precise. 

Vacancy Select only one option. If vacant land, only respond to the starred (*) measures. 
Vacant building indicators include: 
• Boarded or unsecured windows or doors 
• Phone book, newspaper accumulation 
• Vegetation overgrowth 

• Disconnected utility meters 
• Resident knowledge 
• Uninhabitable 

*Danger or 
nuisance 
indicators 

Select all that apply.  

Foundation 
issues 

Select only one option. Foundation issues include: 
• Cracks 
• Holes 

• Gaps 
• Missing materials   

Exterior/siding Select only one option. 
1 Excellent 
No loose or missing 
materials, rot, cracks, 
holes, or warping. 

2 Okay 
Some loose or missing 
materials. Minor damage 
acceptable. 

3 Poor 
Large areas missing 
materials or damaged.  

Roof Select only one option. 
1 Excellent 
Excellent condition, 
minimal wear, no missing 
materials. 

2 Okay 
Displays some wear, 
missing shingles, moss, or 
other small damage. Roof 
may be sagging. 

3 Poor 
Contains holes or large 
patches of missing 
shingles. Water likely to 
enter with rain or snow. 

Windows Select either 1 or 2, or select boarded and/or unsecured. Base rating on the window 
in the poorest condition. 
1 Excellent 
Excellent, operable 
condition. No missing or 
cracked glass, rot, or gaps. 

2 Okay 
Damaged but secure. 
Cracked glass, some rot, 
or small gaps acceptable. 
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Porch, steps, 
and/or railings 

Select only one option. Base rating on the item in the poorest condition. 
1 Excellent 
Porch in excellent 
condition. Steps are level 
and in excellent 
condition. Railing is 
present and secure. 

2 Okay 
Porch is structurally sound 
but shows wear. Steps 
show wear or minor 
tripping hazard. Railing is 
present and secure.  

3 Poor 
Porch is structurally 
unsound. Steps are 
missing or show excessive 
damage. Railing is not 
present or unsecure. 

Doors Select either 1 or 2, or select boarded and/or unsecured. Base rating on the door in 
the poorest condition. 
1 Excellent 
Excellent, operable 
condition. No missing 
hardware, cracked 
panes, rot, or gaps. 

2 Okay  
Damaged but secure. 
Damaged hardware, 
cracked panes, some rot, or 
small gaps acceptable. 

 

*Sidewalk Select only one option. 
1 Excellent 
Excellent condition with 
only minor cracks or 
wear. Does not present a 
tripping hazard (more 
than ½ inch offset) and 
would drain properly. 

2 Okay 
Good condition but shows 
some cracks and wear. May 
be difficult to pass for those 
with mobility limitations 
(less than 2 inch offset) and 
water may pool. 

3 Poor 
Sidewalk is incomplete or 
shows excessive damage. 
Impassable for those with 
mobility limitations (more 
than 2 inch offset) and 
water will pool. 

*Vegetation Select only one option. 
1 Excellent 
Yard appears 
maintained. 
Maintenance needs do 
not exceed what can be 
done with a lawnmower. 

2 Okay 
Yard does not seem 
recently maintained. 
Maintenance needs do not 
exceed what can be done 
with a lawnmower and 
hand pruners. 

3 Poor 
Yard is unmaintained and 
overgrown. Maintenance 
exceeds what can be 
done with a lawnmower 
and hand pruners. 

Drainage 
issues 
 

Select only one option. Drainage issues include: 
• Missing gutters or downspouts 
• Clogged gutters 

• Improperly anchored gutters 
• Discharge into public right-of-way 

Other notes Make notes about any items you were unsure about. Note any issues not captured 
by the survey. 
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Appendix D: Assessed Residential Values in St. Paul (2016)
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Appendix E: Assessed Residential Values in District 6 (2016)
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Appendix F: Demographic Study Area 
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