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December 31, 2015 
 
 
Mr. Dennis Shockley, Executive Director 
Oklahoma Housing Finance Agency 
100 NW 63rd Street, Ste. 200 
Oklahoma City, OK 73116 
 
SUBJECT: Housing Needs Assessment 
  Mayes County 
  IRR - Tulsa/OKC File No. 140-2015-0059 
 
Dear Mr. Shockley: 

As per our Agreement with Oklahoma Housing Finance Agency (OHFA), we have completed 
a residential housing market analysis (the “Analysis”) for use by OHFA and the Oklahoma 
Department of Commerce (ODOC). Per our Agreement, OHFA and ODOC shall have 
unrestricted authority to publish, disclose, distribute and otherwise use, in whole or in part, 
the study and reports, data or other materials included in the Analysis or otherwise 
prepared pursuant to the Agreement and no materials produced in whole, or in part, under 
the Agreement shall be subject to copyright in the United States or any other country. 
Integra Realty Resources – Tulsa/OKC will cause the Analysis (or any part thereof) and any 
other publications or materials produced as a result of the Agreement to include 
substantially the following statement on the first page of said document: 

This “Statewide Affordable Housing Market Study” was financed in whole or in 
part by funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development as 
administered by the Oklahoma Department of Commerce and Oklahoma 
Housing Finance Agency. 

Attached hereto, please find the Mayes County Residential Housing Market Analysis.  
Analyst Salma Al Nairab personally inspected the Mayes County area during the month of 
July 2015 to collect the data used in the preparation of the Mayes County Market Analysis. 
The University of Oklahoma College of Architecture Division of Regional and City Planning 
provided consultation, assemblage and analysis of the data for IRR-Tulsa/OKC. 
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This market study is true and correct to the best of the professional’s knowledge and belief, 
and there is no identity of interest between Owen S. Ard, MAI, David A. Puckett, or Integra 
Realty Resources – Tulsa/OKC and any applicant, developer, owner or developer. 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact the undersigned. Thank you for the 
opportunity to be of service. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Integra Realty Resources - Tulsa/OKC 
 

  
Owen S. Ard, MAI 
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser 
Oklahoma Certificate #11245CGA 
Telephone: 918-492-4844, x103 
Email: oard@irr.com 

David A. Puckett 
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser 
Oklahoma Certificate #12795CGA  
Telephone: 918-492-4844, x104 
Email: dpuckett@irr.com 

  
Salma Al Nairab 
Market Analyst 
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Mayes County 

Introduction and Executive Summary 

This report is part of a Statewide Affordable Housing Market Study commissioned by the Oklahoma 
Department of Commerce (ODOC) in partnership with the Oklahoma Housing Finance Agency (OHFA), 
as an outgrowth of the 2013 tornado outbreak in Oklahoma. It was funded by the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (USHUD) through the Community Development Block Grant – 
Disaster Recovery program (CDBG-DR). This study was conducted by a public/private partnership 
between Integra Realty Resources – Tulsa/OKC, the University of Oklahoma College of Architecture, 
Division of Regional and City Planning, and DeBruler Inc. IRR-Tulsa/OKC, The University of Oklahoma, 
and DeBruler Inc. also prepared a prior statewide study in 2001, also commissioned by ODOC in 
partnership with OHFA. 

This study is a value-added product derived from the original 2001 statewide housing study that 
incorporates additional topics and datasets not included in the 2001 study, which impact affordable 
housing throughout the state. These topic areas include: 

 Disaster Resiliency 

 Homelessness 

 Assessment of Fair Housing 

 Evaluation of Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazards 

These topics are interrelated in terms of affordable housing policy, housing development, and disaster 
resiliency and recovery. Homeless populations are more vulnerable in the event of a disaster, as are 
many of the protected classes under the Fair Housing Act. Lead-based paint is typically more likely to 
be present in housing units occupied by low-to-moderate income persons, and can also present an 
environmental hazard in the wake of a disaster. Effective affordable housing policy can mitigate the 
impact of natural and manmade disasters by encouraging the development and preservation of safe, 
secure, and disaster-resilient housing for Oklahoma’s most vulnerable populations. 

Housing Market Analysis Specific Findings: 

1. The population of Mayes County is projected to grow by 0.22% per year over the next five 
years, underperforming the State of Oklahoma. 

2. Mayes County is projected to need a total of 141 housing units for ownership and 47 housing 
units for rent over the next five years. 

3. Median Household Income in Mayes County is estimated to be $43,614 in 2015, compared 
with $47,049 estimated for the State of Oklahoma. The poverty rate in Mayes County is 
estimated to be 18.63%, compared with 16.85% for Oklahoma. 

4. Homeowner and rental vacancy rates in Mayes County are slightly higher than the state 
averages. 

5. Home values and rental rates in Caddo County are lower than the state averages. 

6. Median sale price for homes in Pryor Creek was $112,000 in 2015, with a median price per 
square foot of $67.73. The median sale price to list price ratio was 97.3%, with median days 
on market of 47 days. 
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7. Approximately 30.86% of renters and 17.73% of owners are housing cost overburdened. 

Disaster Resiliency Specific Findings: 

1. Tornadoes (1959-2014): Number: 60 Injuries: 145 Fatalities: 3 Damages (1996-2014): 
$1,390,000.00 

2. Social Vulnerability: Similar to overall state level at county level; at the census tract level, the 
Pryor area and a corridor running from southwest to northeast portion of the county have 
elevated scores 

3. Floodplain: Mayes County experienced 29 flood events between 1995 and 2010 that resulted 
in 1 death, 2 injuries, and $1,018,000 in property damage. 

Homelessness Specific Findings 

1. Mayes County is located in the Northeast Oklahoma Continuum of Care. 

2. There are an estimated 383 homeless individuals in this area, 300 of which are identified as 
sheltered. 

3. There is a disproportionately high number of homeless households comprised of children in 
this CoC (24 out of 300). 

4. This area also has a high incidence of homeless victims of domestic violence (168). 

5. The majority of homeless veterans are unsheltered. 

Fair Housing Specific Findings 

1. Units at risk for poverty: 382 

2. Units in mostly non-white enclaves: 218 

3. Units nearer elevated number of disabled persons: 382 

Lead-Based Paint Specific Findings 

1. We estimate there are 2,344 occupied housing units in Mayes County with lead-based paint 
hazards.  

2. 1,040 of those housing units are estimated to be occupied by low-to-moderate income 
households. 

3. We estimate that 367 of those low-to-moderate income households have children under the 
age of 6 present. 

Report Format and Organization 

The first section of this report comprises the housing market analysis for Mayes County. This section is 
divided into general area information, followed by population, household and income trends and 
analysis, then followed by area economic conditions. The next area of analysis concerns the housing 
stock of Mayes County, including vacancy rates, construction activity and trends, and analyses of the 
homeowner and rental markets. This section is followed by five-year forecasts of housing need for 
owners and renters, as well as specific populations such as low-to-moderate income households, the 
elderly, and working families. 

The next section of this report addresses special topics of concern: 
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 Disaster Resiliency 

 Homelessness 

 Fair Housing 

 Lead-Based Paint Hazards 

This last section is followed by a summary of the conclusions of this report for Mayes County. 

 



General Information 4 

Mayes County 

General Information 

Purpose and Function of the Market Study 

The purpose of this market study is to evaluate the need for affordable housing units in Mayes County, 
Oklahoma. The analysis will consider existing supply and projected demand and overall market trends 
in the Mayes County area. 

Effective Date of Consultation 

The Mayes County area was inspected and research was performed during July, 2015. The effective 
date of this analysis is July 30, 2015. The date of this report is December 31, 2015. The market study is 
valid only as of the stated effective date or dates. 

Scope of the Assignment 

1. The Mayes County area was inspected during July, 2015. The inspection included visits to all 
significant population centers in the county and portions of the rural county areas. 

2. Regional, city and neighborhood data is based on information retained from national, state, 
and local government entities; various Chambers of Commerce, news publications, and other 
sources of economic indicators. 

3. Specific economic data was collected from all available public agencies. Population and 
household information was collected from national demographic data services as well as 
available local governments. Much data was gathered regarding market specific items from 
personal interviews. 

4. Development of the applicable analysis involved the collection and interpretation of verified 
data from local property owners/managers, realtors, and other individuals active within the 
area real estate market. 

5. The analyst's assemblage and analysis of the defined data provided a basis from which 
conclusions as to the supply of and demand for residential housing were made. 

Data Sources 

Specific data sources used in this analysis include but are not limited to: 

1. The 2000 and 2010 Decennial Censuses of Population and Housing 

2. The 2009-2013 American Community Survey (ACS) 

3. U.S. Census Bureau Residential Construction Branch, Manufacturing and Construction Division 

4. The United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, including the Local Area 
Unemployment Statistics and the Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages programs 

5. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, including the Comprehensive 
Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS), and the 2013 Picture of Subsidized Households 

6. Continuum of Care Assistance Programs 
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7. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

8. Nielsen SiteReports (formerly known as Claritas) 

9. The Oklahoma State Department of Health 

10. The Oklahoma Department of Human Services 

11. The Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City, Oklahoma City Branch 

12. The Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
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Mayes County Analysis 

Area Information 
The purpose of this section of the report is to provide a basis for analyzing and estimating trends 
relating to Mayes County. The primary emphasis is concentrated on those factors that are of 
significance to residential development users. Residential and commercial development in the 
community is influenced by the following factors: 

1. Population and economic growth trends. 

2.  Existing commercial supply and activity. 

3. Natural physical elements. 

4. Political policy and attitudes toward community development. 

Location 

Mayes County is located in northeastern Oklahoma. The county is bordered on the north by Craig 
County, on the west by Rogers County, on the south by Wagoner and Cherokee counties, and on the 
east by Delaware County. The Mayes County Seat is Pryor Creek (more commonly known as Pryor), 
which is located in the central part of the county. This location is approximately 44.4 miles northeast 
of Tulsa and 149 miles northeast of Oklahoma City. 

Mayes County has a total area of 684 square miles (655 square miles of land, and 28 square miles of 
water), ranking 57th out of Oklahoma’s 77 counties in terms of total area. The total population of 
Mayes County as of the 2010 Census was 41,259 persons, for a population density of 63 persons per 
square mile of land. 

Access and Linkages 

The county has average accessibility to state and national highway systems. Multiple major national 
highway and state highway systems intersect through Mayes County. These are I-412 (the Cherokee 
Turnpike east of the Neosho River), US-69, OK-28, OK-20, and OK-82. The nearest interstate highway is 
I-412, which runs through the northern corner of Mayes County. The county also has an intricate 
network of county roadways. 

Public transportation is provided by Pelivan Transit, which is owned and operated by Grand Gateway 
Economic Development Association. Pelivan provides curb-to-curb demand response service, deviated 
fixed employment routes, and a trolley loop in Miami. Pelivan services the counties of Craig, Delaware, 
Mayes, northern Tulsa, Ottawa and Rogers, along with tribal transit services. The local market 
perceives public transportation as average compared to other communities in the region of similar 
size. However, the primary mode of transportation in this area is private automobiles by far. 
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Mid-America Industrial Park Airport is located just south of Pryor. It has a single asphalt runway 
approximately 5,000 feet in length, and averages approximately 98 aircraft operations per week. The 
nearest full-service commercial airport is Tulsa International Airport, located approximately 35 miles 
west of Pryor.  

Educational Facilities 

All of the county communities have public school facilities. Pryor Creek is served by Pryor Public 
Schools. Pryor Public Schools is comprised of three elementary schools, one middle school and high 
school, and an early childhood learning center. Higher education offerings in Pryor Creek include the 
Rogers State University Pryor campus, the Oklahoma State University Institute of Technology at the 
MidAmerica Industrial Park, and Northeast Technology Center – Pryor Campus.  

Medical Facilities 

Medical services are provided by Integris Mayes County Medical Center, a 52-bed acute-care hospital, 
offering an emergency unit, in and outpatient procedures, and many other medical practices. 
Additionally, the Claremore Regional Hospital is located a short distance from Pryor and offers a 
variety of medical services to residents of the area. The smaller county communities typically have 
either small outpatient medical services or doctor’s officing in the community. 
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Mayes County Area Map 

 



Area Information 9 

Mayes County 

Pryor Creek Area Map 
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Demographic Analysis 

Population and Households 

The following table presents population levels and annualized changes in Mayes County and 
Oklahoma. This data is presented as of the 2000 Census, the 2010 Census, with 2015 and 2020 
estimates and forecasts provided by Nielsen SiteReports (for Pryor), and by Esri Business Analyst (for 
Mayes County). Although Nielsen SiteReports and Esri Business Analyst have similar estimates and 
forecasts for Pryor, the estimates and forecasts by Esri appear more reasonable for Mayes County 
compared with Nielsen SiteReports in light of recent and ongoing economic development in Mayes 
County. 

2000 2010 Annual 2015 Annual 2020 Annual

Census Census Change Estimate Change Forecast Change

Pryor Creek 8,659 9,539 0.97% 9,394 -0.31% 9,363 -0.07%

Mayes County 38,369 41,259 0.73% 41,783 0.25% 42,241 0.22%

State of Oklahoma 3,450,654 3,751,351 0.84% 3,898,675 0.77% 4,059,399 0.81%

Population Levels and Annual Changes

Sources: 2000 and 2010 Decennial Censuses, Nielsen SiteReports, Esri Business Analyst (Mayes County)
 

The population of Mayes County was 41,259 persons as of the 2010 Census, a 0.73% annualized rate 
of change from the 2000 Census. As of 2015, Esri Business Analyst estimates the population of Mayes 
County to be 41,783 persons, and projects that the population will show 0.22% annualized growth 
over the next five years. 

The population of Pryor Creek (commonly known as Pryor) was 9,539 persons as of the 2010 Census, a 
0.97% annualized rate of change from the 2000 Census. As of 2015, Nielsen SiteReports estimates the 
population of Pryor Creek to be 9,394 persons, and projects that the population will show -0.07% 
annualized decline over the next five years. 

The next table presents data regarding household levels in Mayes County over the same periods of 
time. This data is presented both for all households (family and non-family) as well as family 
households alone.  

2000 2010 Annual 2015 Annual 2020 Annual

Census Census Change Estimate Change Forecast Change

Pryor Creek 3,567 3,822 0.69% 3,761 -0.32% 3,755 -0.03%

Mayes County 14,823 16,008 0.77% 16,237 0.28% 16,425 0.23%

State of Oklahoma 1,342,293 1,460,450 0.85% 1,520,327 0.81% 1,585,130 0.84%

2000 2010 Annual 2015 Annual 2020 Annual

Census Census Change Estimate Change Forecast Change

Pryor Creek 2,342 2,458 0.48% 2,426 -0.26% 2,422 -0.03%

Mayes County 10,818 11,342 0.47% 11,418 0.13% 11,498 0.14%

State of Oklahoma 921,750 975,267 0.57% 1,016,508 0.83% 1,060,736 0.86%

Sources: 2000 and 2010 Decennial Censuses, Nielsen SiteReports, Esri Business Analyst (Mayes County)

Households Levels and Annual Changes

Total Households

Family Households
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As of 2010, Mayes County had a total of 16,008 households, representing a 0.77% annualized rate of 
change since the 2000 Census. As of 2015, Esri Business Analyst estimates Mayes County to have 
16,237 households. This number is expected to experience a 0.23% annualized rate of decline over the 
next five years. 

As of 2010, Pryor Creek had a total of 3,822 households, representing a 0.69% annualized rate of 
change since the 2000 Census. As of 2015, Nielsen SiteReports estimates Pryor Creek to have 3,761 
households. This number is expected to experience a -0.03% annualized rate of decline over the next 
five years. 

Population by Race and Ethnicity 

The next table presents data regarding the racial and ethnic composition of Mayes County based on 
the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey. 

No. Percent No. Percent

Total Population 9,529 41,110

White Alone 6,907 72.48% 28,065 68.27%

Black or African American Alone 65 0.68% 139 0.34%

Amer. Indian or Alaska Native Alone 757 7.94% 3,423 8.33%

Asian Alone 14 0.15% 171 0.42%

Native Hawaiian and Other Pac. Isl. Alone 11 0.12% 26 0.06%

Some Other Race Alone 0 0.00% 15 0.04%

Two or More Races 1,775 18.63% 9,271 22.55%

No. Percent No. Percent

Total Population 9,529 41,110

Hispanic or Latino 568 5.96% 1,195 2.91%

Hispanic or Latino, White Alone 450 79.23% 735 61.51%

Hispanic or Latino, All Other Races 118 20.77% 460 38.49%

Not Hispanic or Latino 8,961 94.04% 39,915 97.09%

Not Hispanic or Latino, White Alone 6,457 72.06% 27,330 68.47%

Not Hispanic or Latino, All Other Races 2,504 27.94% 12,585 31.53%

Population by Hispanic or Latino Origin

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Tables B02001 & B03002

Pryor Creek Mayes County

Pryor Creek Mayes County

2013 Population by Race and Ethnicity

Single-Classification Race

 

In Mayes County, racial and ethnic minorities comprise 33.52% of the total population. Within Pryor 
Creek, racial and ethnic minorities represent 32.24% of the population.  

Population by Age 

The next tables present data regarding the age distribution of the population of Mayes County. This 
data is provided as of the 2010 Census, with estimates and forecasts provided by Nielsen SiteReports. 
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2010 Percent 2015 Percent 2020 Percent 2000 - 2015 2015 - 2020

Census of Total Estimate of Total Forecast of Total Ann. Chng. Ann. Chng.

Population by Age 41,259 40,466 40,243

        Age 0 - 4 2,877 6.97% 2,696 6.66% 2,698 6.70% -1.29% 0.01%

        Age 5 - 9 2,777 6.73% 2,702 6.68% 2,617 6.50% -0.55% -0.64%

        Age 10 - 14 2,971 7.20% 2,840 7.02% 2,628 6.53% -0.90% -1.54%

        Age 15 - 17 1,889 4.58% 1,811 4.48% 1,786 4.44% -0.84% -0.28%

        Age 18 - 20 1,565 3.79% 1,616 3.99% 1,644 4.09% 0.64% 0.34%

        Age 21 - 24 1,682 4.08% 2,021 4.99% 2,193 5.45% 3.74% 1.65%

        Age 25 - 34 4,714 11.43% 4,568 11.29% 4,653 11.56% -0.63% 0.37%

        Age 35 - 44 4,962 12.03% 4,655 11.50% 4,463 11.09% -1.27% -0.84%

        Age 45 - 54 6,032 14.62% 5,157 12.74% 4,576 11.37% -3.09% -2.36%

        Age 55 - 64 5,319 12.89% 5,419 13.39% 5,203 12.93% 0.37% -0.81%

        Age 65 - 74 3,820 9.26% 4,235 10.47% 4,857 12.07% 2.08% 2.78%

        Age 75 - 84 2,010 4.87% 2,051 5.07% 2,144 5.33% 0.40% 0.89%

        Age 85 and over 641 1.55% 695 1.72% 781 1.94% 1.63% 2.36%

Age 55 and over 11,790 28.58% 12,400 30.64% 12,985 32.27% 1.01% 0.93%

Age 62 and over 7,426 18.00% 7,912 19.55% 8,562 21.28% 1.28% 1.59%

Median Age 0.00% 0.00%

Source: Nielsen SiteReports

Mayes County Population By Age

39.3 39.3 39.3

 

As of 2015, Nielsen estimates that the median age of Mayes County is 39.3 years. This compares with 
the statewide figure of 36.6 years. Approximately 6.66% of the population is below the age of 5, while 
19.55% is over the age of 62. Over the next five years, the population age 62 and above is forecasted 
to grow by 1.59% per year. 



Demographic Analysis 13 

Mayes County 

2010 Percent 2015 Percent 2020 Percent 2000 - 2015 2015 - 2020

Census of Total Estimate of Total Forecast of Total Ann. Chng. Ann. Chng.

Population by Age 9,539 9,394 9,363

        Age 0 - 4 765 8.02% 696 7.41% 701 7.49% -1.87% 0.14%

        Age 5 - 9 651 6.82% 696 7.41% 670 7.16% 1.35% -0.76%

        Age 10 - 14 634 6.65% 665 7.08% 669 7.15% 0.96% 0.12%

        Age 15 - 17 472 4.95% 445 4.74% 462 4.93% -1.17% 0.75%

        Age 18 - 20 402 4.21% 405 4.31% 419 4.48% 0.15% 0.68%

        Age 21 - 24 490 5.14% 461 4.91% 496 5.30% -1.21% 1.47%

        Age 25 - 34 1,268 13.29% 1,281 13.64% 1,174 12.54% 0.20% -1.73%

        Age 35 - 44 1,130 11.85% 1,122 11.94% 1,171 12.51% -0.14% 0.86%

        Age 45 - 54 1,168 12.24% 1,042 11.09% 1,007 10.76% -2.26% -0.68%

        Age 55 - 64 962 10.08% 990 10.54% 945 10.09% 0.58% -0.93%

        Age 65 - 74 798 8.37% 829 8.82% 885 9.45% 0.77% 1.32%

        Age 75 - 84 547 5.73% 513 5.46% 509 5.44% -1.28% -0.16%

        Age 85 and over 252 2.64% 249 2.65% 255 2.72% -0.24% 0.48%

Age 55 and over 2,559 26.83% 2,581 27.47% 2,594 27.70% 0.17% 0.10%

Age 62 and over 1,634 17.13% 1,639 17.45% 1,678 17.92% 0.07% 0.47%

Median Age -0.22% 0.22%

Pryor Creek Population By Age

35.8 35.4 35.8

Source: Nielsen SiteReports
 

As of 2015, Nielsen estimates that the median age of Pryor Creek is 35.4 years. This compares with the 
statewide figure of 36.6 years. Approximately 7.41% of the population is below the age of 5, while 
17.45% is over the age of 62. Over the next five years, the population age 62 and above is forecasted 
to grow by 0.47% per year. 

Families by Presence of Children 

The next table presents data for Mayes County regarding families by the presence of children. 
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No. Percent No. Percent

Total Families: 2,467 11,336

Married-Couple Family: 1,863 75.52% 8,840 77.98%

With Children Under 18 Years 746 30.24% 3,244 28.62%

No Children Under 18 Years 1,117 45.28% 5,596 49.36%

Other Family: 604 24.48% 2,496 22.02%

Male Householder, No Wife Present 188 7.62% 771 6.80%

With Children Under 18 Years 80 3.24% 341 3.01%

No Children Under 18 Years 108 4.38% 430 3.79%

Female Householder, No Husband Present 416 16.86% 1,725 15.22%

With Children Under 18 Years 201 8.15% 979 8.64%

No Children Under 18 Years 215 8.72% 746 6.58%

Total Single Parent Families 281 1,320

Male Householder 80 28.47% 341 25.83%

Female Householder 201 71.53% 979 74.17%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table B11003

2013 Family Type by Presence of Children Under 18 Years
Pryor Creek Mayes County

 

As shown, within Mayes County, among all families 11.64% are single-parent families, while in Pryor 
Creek, the percentage is 11.39%.  

Population by Presence of Disabilities 

The following table compiles data regarding the non-institutionalized population of Mayes County by 
presence of one or more disabilities. 
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No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Civilian Non-Institutionalized Population: 9,246 40,667 3,702,515

Under 18 Years: 2,263 10,366 933,738

With One Type of Disability 102 4.51% 514 4.96% 33,744 3.61%

With Two or More Disabilities 49 2.17% 161 1.55% 11,082 1.19%

No Disabilities 2,112 93.33% 9,691 93.49% 888,912 95.20%

18 to 64 Years: 5,397 23,930 2,265,702

With One Type of Disability 446 8.26% 2,158 9.02% 169,697 7.49%

With Two or More Disabilities 449 8.32% 2,088 8.73% 149,960 6.62%

No Disabilities 4,502 83.42% 19,684 82.26% 1,946,045 85.89%

65 Years and Over: 1,586 6,371 503,075

With One Type of Disability 351 22.13% 1,312 20.59% 95,633 19.01%

With Two or More Disabilities 360 22.70% 1,426 22.38% 117,044 23.27%

No Disabilities 875 55.17% 3,633 57.02% 290,398 57.72%

Total Number of Persons with Disabilities: 1,757 19.00% 7,659 18.83% 577,160 15.59%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table C18108

2013 Age by Number of Disabilities
State of OklahomaPryor Creek Mayes County

 

Within Mayes County, 18.83% of the civilian non-institutionalized population has one or more 
disabilities, compared with 15.59% of Oklahomans as a whole. In Pryor Creek the percentage is 
19.00%. Compared with the rest of the state, the populations of Pryor and Mayes County are more 
likely to have one or more disabilities. 

We have also compiled data for the veteran population of Mayes County by presence of disabilities, 
shown in the following table: 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Civilian Population Age 18+ For Whom 

Poverty Status is Determined 6,983 30,301 2,738,788

Veteran: 853 12.22% 3,600 11.88% 305,899 11.17%

With a Disability 255 29.89% 1,254 34.83% 100,518 32.86%

No Disability 598 70.11% 2,346 65.17% 205,381 67.14%

Non-veteran: 6,130 87.78% 26,701 88.12% 2,432,889 88.83%

With a Disability 1,351 22.04% 5,730 21.46% 430,610 17.70%

No Disability 4,779 77.96% 20,971 78.54% 2,002,279 82.30%

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table C21007

2013 Population by Veteran and Disability Status
Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma

 

Within Mayes County, the Census Bureau estimates there are 3,600 veterans, 34.83% of which have 
one or more disabilities (compared with 32.86% at a statewide level). In Pryor Creek, there are an 
estimated 853 veterans, 29.89% of which are estimated to have a disability.  

Group Quarters Population 

The next table presents data regarding the population of Mayes County living in group quarters, such 
as correctional facilities, skilled-nursing facilities, student housing and military quarters. 
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No. Percent No. Percent

Total Population 9,539 41,259

Group Quarters Population 337 3.53% 567 1.37%

Institutionalized Population 334 3.50% 429 1.04%

Correctional facilities for adults 128 1.34% 128 0.31%

Juvenile facilities 112 1.17% 112 0.27%

Nursing facilities/Skilled-nursing facilities 94 0.99% 189 0.46%

Other institutional facilities 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Noninstitutionalized population 3 0.03% 138 0.33%

College/University student housing 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Military quarters 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Other noninstitutional facilities 3 0.03% 138 0.33%

Source: 2010 Decennial Census, Table P42

2010 Group Quarters Population
Pryor Creek Mayes County

 

The percentage of the Mayes County population in group quarters is significantly lower than the 
statewide figure, which was 2.99% in 2010. 
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Household Income Levels 
Data in the following chart shows the distribution of household income in Mayes County, as well as 
median and average household income. Data for Oklahoma is included as a basis of comparison. This 
data is provided by Nielsen SiteReports for 2015. 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Households by HH Income 3,761 15,719 1,520,327

< $15,000 729 19.38% 2,611 16.61% 213,623 14.05%

$15,000 - $24,999 457 12.15% 1,999 12.72% 184,613 12.14%

$25,000 - $34,999 432 11.49% 1,931 12.28% 177,481 11.67%

$35,000 - $49,999 513 13.64% 2,296 14.61% 229,628 15.10%

$50,000 - $74,999 751 19.97% 3,280 20.87% 280,845 18.47%

$75,000 - $99,999 461 12.26% 1,850 11.77% 173,963 11.44%

$100,000 - $124,999 204 5.42% 894 5.69% 106,912 7.03%

$125,000 - $149,999 143 3.80% 523 3.33% 57,804 3.80%

$150,000 - $199,999 56 1.49% 244 1.55% 48,856 3.21%

$200,000 - $249,999 12 0.32% 57 0.36% 18,661 1.23%

$250,000 - $499,999 3 0.08% 31 0.20% 20,487 1.35%

$500,000+ 0 0.00% 3 0.02% 7,454 0.49%

Median Household Income

Average Household Income

Source: Nielsen SiteReports

2015 Household Income Distribution
Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma

$42,675

$51,650

$43,614

$52,248

$47,049

$63,390

 

As shown, median household income for Mayes County is estimated to be $43,614 in 2015. By way of 
comparison, the median household income of Oklahoma is estimated to be $47,049. For Pryor Creek, 
median household income is estimated to be $42,675. Compared with the rest of the state, incomes 
levels in Pryor and Mayes County are generally similar to the state, but with slightly higher 
concentrations in the under $15,000 income bracket, and the $50,000 to $75,000 income bracket. The 
income distribution can be better visualized by the following chart. 
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Household Income Trend 

Next we examine the long-term growth of incomes in Mayes County, from the results of the 2000 
Census (representing calendar year 1999), through the current 2015 estimates provided by Nielsen 
SiteReports. This data is then annualized into a compounded annual growth rate to estimate nominal 
annual household income growth over this period of time. We then compare the rate of annual 
growth with the rate of inflation over the same period of time (measured using the Consumer Price 
Index for all urban consumers, South Region, Size Class D, from May 1999 through May 2015). 
Subtracting the annual rate of inflation from the nominal rate of annual income growth yields a “real” 
rate of income growth which takes into account the effect of increasing prices of goods and services. 

1999 Median 2015 Median Nominal Inflation Real

HH Income HH Income Growth Rate Growth

Pryor Creek $29,424 $42,675 2.35% 2.40% -0.05%

Mayes County $31,125 $43,614 2.13% 2.40% -0.27%

State of Oklahoma $33,400 $47,049 2.16% 2.40% -0.23%

Sources: 2000 Decennial Census, Summary File 3, Table P53; Nielsen SiteReports; CPI All Urban Consumers, South Region, Size Class D

Household Income Trend

   

As shown, both Mayes County and the State of Oklahoma as a whole saw negative growth in “real” 
median household income, once inflation is taken into account. It should be noted that this trend is 
not unique to Oklahoma or Mayes County, but rather a national trend. Over the same period, the 
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national median household income increased from $41,994 to $53,706 (for a nominal annualized 
growth rate of 1.55%) while the Consumer Price Index increased at an annualized rate of 2.26%, for a 
“real” growth rate of -0.72%. 

Poverty Rates 

Overall rates of poverty in Mayes County and Oklahoma are shown in the following table. This data is 
included from the 2013 American Community Survey, as well as the 2000 Census to show how these 
rates have changed over the last decade. We also include poverty rates for single-parent families by 
gender of householder. 

2000 2013 Change

Census ACS (Basis Points)

Pryor Creek 13.61% 18.63% 502

Mayes County 14.26% 19.72% 546

State of Oklahoma 14.72% 16.85% 213

Poverty Rates

61.25%

Sources: 2000 Decennial Census Table P87, 2009-2013 American Community Survey Tables B17001 & B17023

2013 Poverty Rates for Single-Parent Families

Male Householder Female Householder

44.87%

22.26%

59.45%

47.60%

61.69%

 

The poverty rate in Mayes County is estimated to be 19.72% by the American Community Survey. This 
is an increase of 546 basis points since the 2000 Census. Within Pryor Creek, the poverty rate is 
estimated to be 18.63%. It should be noted that increasing poverty rates over this period of time is a 
national trend: between the 2000 Census and the 2013 American Community Survey, the poverty rate 
of the United States increased from 12.38% to 15.37%, an increase of 299 basis points.
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Economic Conditions 

Employment and Unemployment 
The following table presents total employment figures and unemployment rates for Mayes County, 
with figures for Oklahoma and the United States for comparison. This data is as of May 2015. 

May-2010 May-2015 Annual May-2010 May-2015 Change

Employment Employment Growth Unemp. Rate Unemp. Rate (bp)

Mayes County 16,657 19,007 2.67% 8.5% 4.1% -440

State of Oklahoma 1,650,748 1,776,187 1.48% 6.8% 4.4% -240

United States (thsds) 139,497 149,349 1.37% 9.3% 5.3% -400

Employment and Unemployment

Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics and Current Population Survey
 

As of May 2015, total employment in Mayes County was 19,007 persons. Compared with figures from 
May 2010, this represents annualized employment growth of 2.67% per year. The unemployment rate 
in May was 4.1%, a decrease of -440 basis points from May 2010, which was 8.5%. Over the last five 
years, both the statewide and national trends have been improving employment levels and declining 
unemployment rates, and Mayes County has outperformed both the state and nation in these 
statistics. 

Employment Level Trends 

The following chart shows total employment and unemployment levels in Mayes County from January 
2000 through May 2015, as reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment 
Statistics program. 
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Employment and Unemployment in Mayes County
January 2000 through May 2015

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics
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As shown, total employment levels have gone through several cycles over the last 15 years, with 
improving employment figures from 2003 through 2008, when the effects of the national economic 
downturn where felt. Employment growth resumed in early 2011, and has continued to grow to its 
current level of 19,007 persons. The number of unemployed persons in May 2015 was 820, out of a 
total labor force of 19,827 persons.  

Unemployment Rate Trends 

The next chart shows historic unemployment rates for Mayes County, as well as Oklahoma and the 
United States for comparison. This data covers the time period of January 2000 through May 2015, 
and has not been seasonally adjusted. 
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Sources: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Local Area Unemployment Statistics and Current Population Survey

Unemployment Rates in Mayes County, Oklahoma and the United States
January 2000 through May 2015
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As shown, unemployment rates in Mayes County increased moderately from 2000 through 2003, and 
then generally declined until the 4th quarter of 2008 as the effects of the national economic recession 
were felt. Unemployment rates began to decline again in 2011, to their current level of 4.1%. On the 
whole, unemployment rates in Mayes County have been relatively volatile over the last 15 years. 
Compared with the United States, unemployment rates in Mayes County and Oklahoma are and have 
historically been below the national average.  

Employment and Wages by Industrial Supersector 
The next table presents data regarding employment in Mayes County by industry, including total 
number of establishments, average number of employees in 2014, average annual pay, and location 
quotients for each industry compared with the United States. This data is furnished by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages program. 
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Supersector Establishments

Avg. No. of 

Employees

Percent of 

Total

Avg. Annual 

Pay

Location 

Quotient

Federal Government 13 64 0.52% $46,074 0.26

State Government 27 720 5.88% $61,667 1.77

Local Government 45 1,651 13.48% $35,015 1.34

Natural Resources and Mining 13 568 4.64% $45,075 3.06

Construction 112 1,018 8.31% $55,149 1.86

Manufacturing 69 2,645 21.60% $52,848 2.43

Trade, Transportation, and Utilities 221 2,099 17.14% $32,197 0.90

Information 10 162 1.32% $76,448 0.66

Financial Activities 62 310 2.53% $36,949 0.45

Professional and Business Services 87 933 7.62% $27,304 0.55

Education and Health Services 74 885 7.23% $28,023 0.48

Leisure and Hospitality 86 1,053 8.60% $11,966 0.80

Other Services 54 141 1.15% $22,953 0.37

Total 873 12,248 $39,534 1.00

Employees and Wages by Supersector - 2014

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
 

Employment Sectors - 2014

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
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Among private employers, the largest percentage of persons (21.60%) are employed in 
Manufacturing. The average annual pay in this sector is $52,848 per year. The industry with the 
highest annual pay is Information, with average annual pay of $76,448 per year. 

The rightmost column of the previous table provides location quotients for each industry for Mayes 
County, as compared with the United States. Location quotients (LQs) are ratios used to compare the 
concentration of employment in a given industry to a larger reference, in this case the United States. 
They are calculated by dividing the percentage of employment in a given industry in a given geography 
(Mayes County in this instance), by the percentage of employment in the same industry in the United 
States. For example, if manufacturing in a certain county comprised 10% of total employment, while in 
the United States manufacturing comprised 5% of total employment, the location quotient would be 
2.0: 

10% (county manufacturing %) / 5% (U.S. manufacturing %) = 2.0 

Location quotients greater than 1.0 indicate a higher concentration of employment compared with 
the nation, and suggest that the industry in question is an important contributor to the local economic 
base. Quotients less than 1.0 indicate that the industry makes up a smaller share of the local economy 
than the rest of the nation. 

Within Mayes County, among all industries the largest location quotient is in Natural Resources and 
Mining, with a quotient of 3.06. This sector includes agricultural employment as well as employment 
related to the oil and gas industry. The second highest is manufacturing at 2.43, which is influenced in 
large part by MidAmerica Industrial Park. 

The next table presents average annual pay in Mayes County by industry, in comparison with 
Oklahoma as a whole and the United States. 
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Supersector Mayes County

State of 

Oklahoma

United 

States

Percent of 

State

Percent of 

Nation

Federal Government $46,074 $66,411 $75,784 69.4% 60.8%

State Government $61,667 $44,721 $54,184 137.9% 113.8%

Local Government $35,015 $36,300 $46,146 96.5% 75.9%

Natural Resources and Mining $45,075 $87,445 $59,666 51.5% 75.5%

Construction $55,149 $47,127 $55,041 117.0% 100.2%

Manufacturing $52,848 $53,614 $62,977 98.6% 83.9%

Trade, Transportation, and Utilities $32,197 $40,563 $42,988 79.4% 74.9%

Information $76,448 $54,513 $90,804 140.2% 84.2%

Financial Activities $36,949 $53,212 $85,261 69.4% 43.3%

Professional and Business Services $27,304 $47,890 $66,657 57.0% 41.0%

Education and Health Services $28,023 $41,536 $45,951 67.5% 61.0%

Leisure and Hospitality $11,966 $16,568 $20,993 72.2% 57.0%

Other Services $22,953 $31,669 $33,935 72.5% 67.6%

Total $39,534 $43,774 $51,361 90.3% 77.0%

Comparison of 2014 Average Annual Pay by Supersector

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
 

Average Annual Pay - 2014

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages
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In comparison with the rest of Oklahoma, Mayes County has higher average wages in construction, 
state government and information, and lower average wages in the other employment supersectors. 

Working Families 
The following table presents data on families by employment status, and presence of children. 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Total Families 2,467 11,336 961,468

With Children <18 Years: 1,027 41.63% 4,564 40.26% 425,517 44.26%

Married Couple: 746 72.64% 3,244 71.08% 281,418 66.14%

Both Parents Employed 409 54.83% 1,807 55.70% 166,700 59.24%

One Parent Employed 280 37.53% 1,246 38.41% 104,817 37.25%

Neither Parent Employed 57 7.64% 191 5.89% 9,901 3.52%

Other Family: 281 27.36% 1,320 28.92% 144,099 33.86%

Male Householder: 80 28.47% 341 25.83% 36,996 25.67%

Employed 80 100.00% 271 79.47% 31,044 83.91%

Not Employed 0 0.00% 70 20.53% 5,952 16.09%

Female Householder: 201 71.53% 979 74.17% 107,103 74.33%

Employed 58 28.86% 562 57.41% 75,631 70.62%

Not Employed 143 71.14% 417 42.59% 31,472 29.38%

Without Children <18 Years: 1,440 58.37% 6,772 59.74% 535,951 55.74%

Married Couple: 1,117 77.57% 5,596 82.63% 431,868 80.58%

Both Spouses Employed 342 30.62% 1,888 33.74% 167,589 38.81%

One Spouse Employed 356 31.87% 1,978 35.35% 138,214 32.00%

Neither Spouse Employed 419 37.51% 1,730 30.91% 126,065 29.19%

Other Family: 323 22.43% 1,176 17.37% 104,083 19.42%

Male Householder: 108 25.78% 430 24.86% 32,243 25.58%

Employed 62 57.41% 240 55.81% 19,437 60.28%

Not Employed 46 42.59% 190 44.19% 12,806 39.72%

Female Householder: 215 66.56% 746 63.44% 71,840 69.02%

Employed 110 51.16% 304 40.75% 36,601 50.95%

Not Employed 105 48.84% 442 59.25% 35,239 49.05%

Total Working Families: 1,697 68.79% 8,296 73.18% 740,033 76.97%

With Children <18 Years: 827 48.73% 3,886 46.84% 378,192 51.10%

Without Children <18 Years: 870 51.27% 4,410 53.16% 361,841 48.90%

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table B23007

Families by Employment Status and Presence of Children
Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma

 

Within Mayes County, there are 8,296 working families, 46.84% of which have children under the age 
of 18 present. This compares with 51.10% in Oklahoma as a whole. 

Major Employers 
Major employers in the Mayes County area are presented in the following table, as reported by the 
Mayes County 2013 Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
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Company Location Industry / Description No. Employees

Pryor Public Schools Pryor Education 300-350

Wal-Mart Pryor Retail 300-350

Orchids Paper Products Co. Mid-America Industrial Park Sanitary Paper Products 310

Locust Grove Public Schools Locust Grove Education 250-300

Chevron Phillips Chemical Co. Mid-America Industrial Park Polyethylene Pipe & Tubing 260

RAE Corporation Mid-America Industrial Park Refrigeration Equipment 259

Grand River Dam Authority Chouteau Utility 200-250

Mayes County Medical Center Pryor Health Care 200-250

Northeast Technology Center Mid-America Industrial Park Education 200-250

Chouteau-Mazie Public Schools Chouteau Education 150-200

Express Metal Fabricators Locust Grove Steel Fabricators 190

Express Temporary Services Pryor Human Resources Services 100-150

Whitaker Education & Training 

Center

Pryor Education 100-150

Sygma Mid-America Industrial Park Food Products Distributor 100-150

Salina Public Schools Salina Education 100-150

Adair Public Schools Adair Education 100-150

Mayes County Pryor Government 100-150

Peoplelink, LLC Pryor Human Resources Services 100-150

Reasor's Langley Retail 100-150

H E M Inc. Mid-America Industrial Park Metal Cutting Machine Tools 135

Berry Plastics Corp. Mid-America Industrial Park Polyethylene Film, etc. 120

Lone Star Industries Pryor Portland Cement 112

Major Employers in Mayes County

Source: Mayes County 2013 Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan
 

As can be seen, MidAmerica Industrial Park is a major employment center with number of the largest 
employers in Mayes County.  

Commuting Patterns 

Travel Time to Work 

The next table presents data regarding travel time to work in Mayes County.  

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Commuting Workers: 3,529 15,579 1,613,364

Less than 15 minutes 1,838 52.08% 5,293 33.98% 581,194 36.02%

15 to 30 minutes 1,074 30.43% 4,891 31.39% 625,885 38.79%

30 to 45 minutes 272 7.71% 2,439 15.66% 260,192 16.13%

45 to 60 minutes 283 8.02% 1,751 11.24% 74,625 4.63%

60 or more minutes 62 1.76% 1,205 7.73% 71,468 4.43%

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table B08303

Workers 16 Years and Over by Commuting Time to Work
Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma
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Within Mayes County, the largest percentage of workers (33.98%) travel Less than 15 minutes to 
work. Although Mayes County has an active labor market, it appears some persons living in the area 
commute to other labor markets. 

Means of Transportation 

Data in the following table presents data regarding means of transportation for employed persons in 
Mayes County. 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Total Workers Age 16+ 3,634 16,235 1,673,026

Car, Truck or Van: 3,486 95.93% 15,087 92.93% 1,551,461 92.73%

Drove Alone 3,195 91.65% 13,555 89.85% 1,373,407 88.52%

Carpooled 291 8.35% 1,532 10.15% 178,054 11.48%

Public Transportation 0 0.00% 29 0.18% 8,092 0.48%

Taxicab 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 984 0.06%

Motorcycle 0 0.00% 21 0.13% 3,757 0.22%

Bicycle 0 0.00% 9 0.06% 4,227 0.25%

Walked 43 1.18% 295 1.82% 30,401 1.82%

Other Means 0 0.00% 138 0.85% 14,442 0.86%

Worked at Home 105 2.89% 656 4.04% 59,662 3.57%

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table B08301

Workers 16 Years and Over by Means of Transportation to Work
Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma

 

As shown, the vast majority of persons in Mayes County commute to work by private vehicle, with a 
small percentage of persons working from home.
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Housing Stock Analysis 

Existing Housing Units 
The following table presents data regarding the total number of housing units in Mayes County. This 
data is provided as of the 2000 Census, the 2010 Census, with a 2015 estimate furnished by Nielsen 
SiteReports. 

2000 2010 Annual 2015 Annual

Census Census Change Estimate Change

Pryor Creek 3,887 4,286 0.98% 4,285 0.00%

Mayes County 17,423 19,239 1.00% 19,189 -0.05%

State of Oklahoma 1,514,400 1,664,378 0.95% 1,732,484 0.81%

Total Housing Units

Sources: 2000 and 2010 Decennial Censuses, Nielsen SiteReports
 

Since the 2010 Census, Nielsen estimates that the number of housing units in Mayes County declined 
by -0.05% per year, to a total of 19,189 housing units in 2015. In terms of new housing unit 
construction, Mayes County underperformed Oklahoma as a whole between 2010 and 2015. 

Housing by Units in Structure 

The next table separates housing units in Mayes County by units in structure, based on data from the 
Census Bureau’s American Community Survey. 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Total Housing Units 4,531 19,175 1,669,828

1 Unit, Detached 3,323 73.34% 13,794 71.94% 1,219,987 73.06%

1 Unit, Attached 123 2.71% 187 0.98% 34,434 2.06%

Duplex Units 178 3.93% 309 1.61% 34,207 2.05%

3-4 Units 263 5.80% 422 2.20% 42,069 2.52%

5-9 Units 149 3.29% 302 1.57% 59,977 3.59%

10-19 Units 172 3.80% 202 1.05% 57,594 3.45%

20-49 Units 94 2.07% 122 0.64% 29,602 1.77%

50 or More Units 31 0.68% 34 0.18% 30,240 1.81%

Mobile Homes 161 3.55% 3,747 19.54% 159,559 9.56%

Boat, RV, Van, etc. 37 0.82% 56 0.29% 2,159 0.13%

Total Multifamily Units 887 19.58% 1,391 7.25% 253,689 15.19%

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table B25024

2013 Housing Units by Units in Structure
Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma
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Within Mayes County, 71.94% of housing units are single-family, detached. 7.25% of housing units are 
multifamily in structure (two or more units per building), while 19.83% of housing units comprise 
mobile homes, RVs, etc. 

Within Pryor Creek, 73.34% of housing units are single-family, detached. 19.58% of housing units are 
multifamily in structure, while 4.37% of housing units comprise mobile homes, RVs, etc. 

Compared with the rest of the state, Mayes County has relatively few multifamily housing units, and a 
much higher percentage of mobile homes, while Pryor has a higher percentage of multifamily housing 
units and comparatively few mobile homes. 

Housing Units Number of Bedrooms and Tenure 

Data in the following table presents housing units in Mayes County by tenure (owner/renter), and by 
number of bedrooms.  

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Total Occupied Housing Units 3,865 15,896 1,444,081

Owner Occupied: 2,356 60.96% 11,960 75.24% 968,736 67.08%

No Bedroom 6 0.25% 19 0.16% 2,580 0.27%

1 Bedroom 89 3.78% 407 3.40% 16,837 1.74%

2 Bedrooms 402 17.06% 2,689 22.48% 166,446 17.18%

3 Bedrooms 1,478 62.73% 6,608 55.25% 579,135 59.78%

4 Bedrooms 381 16.17% 1,952 16.32% 177,151 18.29%

5 or More Bedrooms 0 0.00% 285 2.38% 26,587 2.74%

Renter Occupied: 1,509 39.04% 3,936 24.76% 475,345 32.92%

No Bedroom 18 1.19% 61 1.55% 13,948 2.93%

1 Bedroom 304 20.15% 557 14.15% 101,850 21.43%

2 Bedrooms 636 42.15% 1,735 44.08% 179,121 37.68%

3 Bedrooms 540 35.79% 1,408 35.77% 152,358 32.05%

4 Bedrooms 0 0.00% 164 4.17% 24,968 5.25%

5 or More Bedrooms 11 0.73% 11 0.28% 3,100 0.65%

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table B25042

2013 Housing Units by Tenure and Number of Bedrooms
Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma

 

The overall homeownership rate in Mayes County is 75.24%, while 24.76% of housing units are renter 
occupied. In Pryor Creek, the homeownership rate is 60.96%, while 39.04% of households are renters.  

Housing Units Tenure and Household Income 

The next series of tables analyze housing units by tenure, and by household income. 
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Household Income
Total 

Households Total Owners Total Renters % Owners % Renters

Total 15,896 11,960 3,936 75.24% 24.76%

Less than $5,000 442 273 169 61.76% 38.24%

$5,000 - $9,999 845 373 472 44.14% 55.86%

$10,000-$14,999 1,275 741 534 58.12% 41.88%

$15,000-$19,999 1,101 718 383 65.21% 34.79%

$20,000-$24,999 1,026 636 390 61.99% 38.01%

$25,000-$34,999 1,949 1,443 506 74.04% 25.96%

$35,000-$49,999 2,402 1,867 535 77.73% 22.27%

$50,000-$74,999 3,257 2,696 561 82.78% 17.22%

$75,000-$99,999 1,904 1,621 283 85.14% 14.86%

$100,000-$149,999 1,432 1,337 95 93.37% 6.63%

$150,000 or more 263 255 8 96.96% 3.04%

Income Less Than $25,000 4,689 2,741 1,948 58.46% 41.54%

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table B25118

Mayes County Owner/Renter Percentages by Income Band in 2013

 

Within Mayes County as a whole, 41.54% of households with incomes less than $25,000 are estimated 
to be renters, while 58.46% are estimated to be homeowners. 

Household Income
Total 

Households Total Owners Total Renters % Owners % Renters

Total 3,865 2,356 1,509 60.96% 39.04%

Less than $5,000 114 64 50 56.14% 43.86%

$5,000 - $9,999 303 98 205 32.34% 67.66%

$10,000-$14,999 325 123 202 37.85% 62.15%

$15,000-$19,999 240 101 139 42.08% 57.92%

$20,000-$24,999 291 106 185 36.43% 63.57%

$25,000-$34,999 431 175 256 40.60% 59.40%

$35,000-$49,999 554 361 193 65.16% 34.84%

$50,000-$74,999 755 619 136 81.99% 18.01%

$75,000-$99,999 420 317 103 75.48% 24.52%

$100,000-$149,999 390 350 40 89.74% 10.26%

$150,000 or more 42 42 0 100.00% 0.00%

Income Less Than $25,000 1,273 492 781 38.65% 61.35%

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table B25118

Pryor Creek Owner/Renter Percentages by Income Band in 2013

 

Within Pryor Creek, 61.35% of households with incomes less than $25,000 are estimated to be 
renters, while 38.65% are estimated to be homeowners. 

Housing Units by Year of Construction and Tenure 

The following table provides a breakdown of housing units by year of construction, and by 
owner/renter (tenure), as well as median year of construction.  
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No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Total Occupied Housing Units 3,865 15,896 1,444,081

Owner Occupied: 2,356 60.96% 11,960 75.24% 968,736 67.08%

Built 2010 or Later 10 0.42% 103 0.86% 10,443 1.08%

Built 2000 to 2009 301 12.78% 1,782 14.90% 153,492 15.84%

Built 1990 to 1999 185 7.85% 1,812 15.15% 125,431 12.95%

Built 1980 to 1989 345 14.64% 2,076 17.36% 148,643 15.34%

Built 1970 to 1979 546 23.17% 2,731 22.83% 184,378 19.03%

Built 1960 to 1969 253 10.74% 1,241 10.38% 114,425 11.81%

Built 1950 to 1959 411 17.44% 1,178 9.85% 106,544 11.00%

Built 1940 to 1949 193 8.19% 512 4.28% 50,143 5.18%

Built 1939 or Earlier 112 4.75% 525 4.39% 75,237 7.77%

Median Year Built:

Renter Occupied: 1,509 39.04% 3,936 24.76% 475,345 32.92%

Built 2010 or Later 0 0.00% 34 0.86% 5,019 1.06%

Built 2000 to 2009 160 10.60% 435 11.05% 50,883 10.70%

Built 1990 to 1999 103 6.83% 540 13.72% 47,860 10.07%

Built 1980 to 1989 137 9.08% 615 15.63% 77,521 16.31%

Built 1970 to 1979 325 21.54% 767 19.49% 104,609 22.01%

Built 1960 to 1969 194 12.86% 451 11.46% 64,546 13.58%

Built 1950 to 1959 324 21.47% 537 13.64% 54,601 11.49%

Built 1940 to 1949 190 12.59% 291 7.39% 31,217 6.57%

Built 1939 or Earlier 76 5.04% 266 6.76% 39,089 8.22%

Median Year Built:

Overall Median Year Built:

Sources: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Tables B25035, B25036 & B25037

197619781974

1974 1979 1977

197519761968

2013 Housing Units by Tenure and Year of Construction
Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma

 

Within Mayes County, 14.81% of housing units were built after the year 2000. This compares with 
15.22% statewide. Within Pryor Creek the percentage is 12.19%.  

70.40% of housing units in Mayes County were built prior to 1990, while in Pryor Creek the percentage 
is 80.36%. These figures compare with the statewide figure of 72.78%.  

Substandard Housing 

The next table presents data regarding substandard housing in Mayes County. The two most 
commonly cited figures for substandard housing are a lack of complete plumbing, and/or a lack of a 
complete kitchen. We have also included statistics regarding homes heated by wood, although this is a 
less frequently cited indicator of substandard housing since some homes (particularly homes for 
seasonal occupancy) are heated by wood but otherwise not considered substandard.  

The Census Bureau definition of inadequate plumbing is any housing unit lacking any one (or more) of 
the following three items: 

1. Hot and cold running water 
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2. A flush toilet 

3. A bathtub or shower 

Inadequate kitchens are defined by the Census Bureau as housing units lacking any of the three 
following items: 

1. A sink with a faucet 

2. A stove or range 

3. A refrigerator 

Occupied

Units Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Pryor Creek 3,865 18 0.47% 45 1.16% 64 1.66%

Mayes County 15,896 295 1.86% 287 1.81% 1,510 9.50%

State of Oklahoma 1,444,081 7,035 0.49% 13,026 0.90% 28,675 1.99%

2013 Substandard Housing Units

Sources: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Tables B25040, B25048 & B25052

Inadequate Plumbing Inadequate Kitchen Uses Wood for Fuel

 

Within Mayes County, 1.86% of occupied housing units have inadequate plumbing (compared with 
0.49% at a statewide level), while 1.81% have inadequate kitchen facilities (compared with 0.90% at a 
statewide level). It is likely that there is at least some overlap between these two figures, among units 
lacking both complete plumbing and kitchen facilities. 

Vacancy Rates 
The next table details housing units in Mayes County by vacancy and type. This data is provided by the 
American Community Survey. 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Total Housing Units 4,531 19,175 1,669,828

Total Vacant Units 666 14.70% 3,279 17.10% 225,747 13.52%

For rent 247 37.09% 446 13.60% 43,477 19.26%

Rented, not occupied 13 1.95% 86 2.62% 9,127 4.04%

For sale only 146 21.92% 323 9.85% 23,149 10.25%

Sold, not occupied 20 3.00% 156 4.76% 8,618 3.82%

For seasonal, recreational, or 

occasional use 39 5.86% 1,213 36.99% 39,475 17.49%

For migrant workers 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 746 0.33%

Other vacant 201 30.18% 1,055 32.17% 101,155 44.81%

Homeowner Vacancy Rate

Rental Vacancy Rate

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Tables B25001, B25003 & B25004

State of Oklahoma

5.79% 2.60% 2.31%

13.96% 9.98% 8.24%

2013 Housing Units by Vacancy
Pryor Creek Mayes County
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Within Mayes County, the overall housing vacancy rate is estimated to be 17.10%. The homeowner 
vacancy rate is estimated to be 2.60%, while the rental vacancy rate is estimated to be 9.98%. A large 
number of the total vacant units in Mayes County is attributable to units for seasonal or recreational 
occupancy, and units listed as “other vacant” which are units that are vacant but not listed as available 
for purchase or for rent. Nonetheless, the homeowner and rental vacancy rates (which do not include 
seasonal units, or “other vacant” units) are slightly higher than the state average. 

In Pryor Creek, the overall housing vacancy rate is estimated to be 14.70%. The homeowner vacancy 
rate is estimated to be 5.79%, while the rental vacancy rate is estimated to be 13.96%. 

Building Permits 
The next series of tables present data regarding new residential building permits issued in Pryor Creek. 
This data is furnished by the U.S. Census Bureau Residential Construction Branch, Manufacturing and 
Construction Division. Please note that average costs reported only represent physical construction 
costs for the housing units, and do not include land prices, most soft costs (such as finance fees), or 
builder’s profit.  
 

Year

Single Family 

Units

Avg. Construction 

Cost

Multifamily 

Units

Avg. Multifamily 

Construction Cost

2004 28 $101,882 0 N/A

2005 25 $111,344 0 N/A

2006 14 $117,071 0 N/A

2007 3 $145,000 0 N/A

2008 0 N/A 0 N/A

2009 0 N/A 0 N/A

2010 0 N/A 0 N/A

2011 0 N/A 0 N/A

2012 0 N/A 0 N/A

2013 0 N/A 0 N/A

2014 2 $130,000 0 N/A

Pryor Creek 

New Residential Building Permits Issued, 2004-2014

Source: United States Census Bureau Building Permits Survey
 

 
The Census Bureau did not receive building permit data starting in 2007, through most of 2014. 
Therefore this data is not considered complete; however the available data for 2004-2006 suggests 
that 10-30 units per year may be a likely figure for new construction within Pryor’s city limits. Much of 
the new construction in Mayes County may be occurring outside of Pryor’s city limits, however. 
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New Construction Activity 

For Ownership: 

There has been significant new construction in Mayes County over the last fifteen years, though most 
new homes have been constructed outside of the city limits of Pryor. Many of these homes consist of 
larger homes on unplatted acreages, though there have also been construction in platted subdivisions: 
homes in the Summerfield Place IV addition typically sell in the range of $110,000 to $160,000, while 
homes in the Tall Grass Addition appear to start at $140,000. However, most homes are priced above 
what could be afforded by households earning at or less than median household income: the average 
sale price for homes in Mayes County constructed after 2005 (for sales after January 2014) is $247,418 
or $119.02 per square foot. This is well above what could be afforded by a household earning $43,614 
per year, which is the estimated median household income for Mayes County for 2015. 

For Rent: 

The most recent and notable new rental construction in Pryor was Pryor Creek Apartments, a market 
rate garden apartment facility constructed in 2003 (with a second phase added in 2009). Three 
affordable housing developments have recently been proposed in Mayes County; Harvest Creek Villas 
in Pryor would add 44 new affordable rental units for seniors age 62 and up. Ciestalla Homes would 
add 72 affordable rental housing units for families (also in Pryor), and finally Chouteau Glen would add 
28 affordable rental housing units for families in Chouteau. If constructed, these facilities would go far 
in meeting the affordable housing needs of families and seniors in Mayes County. 
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Homeownership Market 
This section will address the market for housing units for purchase in Mayes County, using data 
collected from both local and national sources. 

Housing Units by Home Value 

The following table presents housing units in Mayes County by value, as well as median home value, 
as reported by the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey. 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Total Owner-Occupied Units: 2,356 11,960 968,736

Less than $10,000 91 3.86% 520 4.35% 20,980 2.17%

$10,000 to $14,999 22 0.93% 269 2.25% 15,427 1.59%

$15,000 to $19,999 35 1.49% 148 1.24% 13,813 1.43%

$20,000 to $24,999 0 0.00% 141 1.18% 16,705 1.72%

$25,000 to $29,999 19 0.81% 221 1.85% 16,060 1.66%

$30,000 to $34,999 59 2.50% 344 2.88% 19,146 1.98%

$35,000 to $39,999 51 2.16% 172 1.44% 14,899 1.54%

$40,000 to $49,999 76 3.23% 613 5.13% 39,618 4.09%

$50,000 to $59,999 161 6.83% 675 5.64% 45,292 4.68%

$60,000 to $69,999 237 10.06% 846 7.07% 52,304 5.40%

$70,000 to $79,999 193 8.19% 885 7.40% 55,612 5.74%

$80,000 to $89,999 214 9.08% 733 6.13% 61,981 6.40%

$90,000 to $99,999 185 7.85% 665 5.56% 51,518 5.32%

$100,000 to $124,999 340 14.43% 1,521 12.72% 119,416 12.33%

$125,000 to $149,999 243 10.31% 1,038 8.68% 96,769 9.99%

$150,000 to $174,999 65 2.76% 767 6.41% 91,779 9.47%

$175,000 to $199,999 159 6.75% 653 5.46% 53,304 5.50%

$200,000 to $249,999 78 3.31% 578 4.83% 69,754 7.20%

$250,000 to $299,999 81 3.44% 482 4.03% 41,779 4.31%

$300,000 to $399,999 21 0.89% 365 3.05% 37,680 3.89%

$400,000 to $499,999 0 0.00% 141 1.18% 13,334 1.38%

$500,000 to $749,999 0 0.00% 73 0.61% 12,784 1.32%

$750,000 to $999,999 12 0.51% 58 0.48% 3,764 0.39%

$1,000,000 or more 14 0.59% 52 0.43% 5,018 0.52%

Median Home Value:

Sources: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Tables B25075 and B25077

$91,100 $96,200 $112,800

2013 Housing Units by Home Value
Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma

 

The median value of owner-occupied homes in Mayes County is $96,200. This is -14.7% lower than the 
statewide median, which is $112,800. The median home value in Pryor Creek is estimated to be 
$91,100. 

The geographic distribution of home values in Mayes County can be visualized by the following map. 
As can be seen, the highest home values are in the central areas of the county, outside of Pryor, while 
the lowest home values are in northern Pryor, and the northeastern quadrant of the county.
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Mayes County Median Home Values by Census Tract 
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Home Values by Year of Construction 

The next table presents median home values in Mayes County by year of construction. Note that 
missing data fields indicate the Census Bureau had inadequate data to estimate a median value that 
age bracket. 

Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma

Median Value Median Value Median Value

Total Owner-Occupied Units:

Built 2010 or Later - $261,400 $188,900

Built 2000 to 2009 $87,200 $121,000 $178,000

Built 1990 to 1999 $176,800 $108,800 $147,300

Built 1980 to 1989 $105,500 $110,900 $118,300

Built 1970 to 1979 $107,700 $93,400 $111,900

Built 1960 to 1969 $93,200 $89,000 $97,100

Built 1950 to 1959 $71,900 $74,700 $80,300

Built 1940 to 1949 $64,200 $65,100 $67,900

Built 1939 or Earlier $63,200 $69,100 $74,400

2013 Median Home Value by Year of Construction

Note: Dashes indicate the Census Bureau had insufficient data to estimate a median value.

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table 25107
 

Pryor Creek Single Family Sales Activity 

The following tables show single family sales data for Pryor, separated between two, three and four 
bedroom units, as well as all housing units as a whole. 

Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 YTD 2015
# of Units Sold 19 17 24 24 19
Median List Price $67,000 $64,900 $55,630 $42,950 $49,900
Median Sale Price $64,000 $63,000 $47,250 $41,285 $42,000
Sale/List Price Ratio 96.3% 97.1% 97.0% 94.6% 94.6%
Median Square Feet 1,144 840 1,036 1,010 1,064
Median Price/SF $50.34 $63.87 $45.28 $48.54 $42.01
Med. Days on Market 18 43 52 48 40

Two Bedroom Units

Pryor Creek Single Family Sales Activity

Source:
 



Homeownership Market 39 

Mayes County 

Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 YTD 2015
# of Units Sold 85 92 105 110 82
Median List Price $111,360 $107,500 $105,000 $106,500 $121,250
Median Sale Price $105,000 $99,000 $100,000 $99,750 $116,674
Sale/List Price Ratio 96.3% 96.8% 96.5% 96.1% 98.1%
Median Square Feet 1,485 1,562 1,549 1,546 1,552
Median Price/SF $64.66 $63.16 $69.81 $68.14 $69.95
Med. Days on Market 66 51 65 50 52

Pryor Creek Single Family Sales Activity

Three Bedroom Units

Source:
 

Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 YTD 2015
# of Units Sold 18 28 26 29 23
Median List Price $144,950 $134,750 $124,750 $199,900 $191,500
Median Sale Price $137,000 $130,000 $124,500 $202,500 $195,000
Sale/List Price Ratio 94.1% 97.8% 97.5% 97.6% 98.1%
Median Square Feet 2,310 2,106 1,965 2,488 2,086
Median Price/SF $59.41 $51.21 $70.88 $78.17 $80.79
Med. Days on Market 61 42 40 39 47

Pryor Creek Single Family Sales Activity

Four Bedroom Units

Source:
 

Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 YTD 2015
# of Units Sold 126 140 155 167 127
Median List Price $103,700 $101,750 $99,900 $105,000 $114,900
Median Sale Price $101,356 $99,000 $95,000 $100,000 $112,000
Sale/List Price Ratio 95.9% 97.0% 96.8% 96.2% 97.3%
Median Square Feet 1,485 1,566 1,536 1,568 1,512
Median Price/SF $61.52 $61.95 $65.66 $68.13 $67.73
Med. Days on Market 57 50 60 47 47
Source:

Pryor Creek Single Family Sales Activity

All Bedroom Types

 

Between 2011 and year-end 2014, the median list price grew by 0.31% per year. The median sale price 
was $112,000 in 2015, for a median price per square foot of $67.73. The median sale price to list price 
ratio was 97.3%, with median days on market of 47 days. This data suggests a steadily improving 
market, and year-to-date figures for 2015 show a marked improvement over the previous four year 
with a high sale/list price ratio and declining days on market. 

Foreclosure Rates 

The next table presents foreclosure rate data for Mayes County, compiled by the Federal Reserve 
Bank of New York. This data is effective as of May 2014. 
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Geography

Mayes County 3.3%

State of Oklahoma 2.1%

United States 2.1%

Rank among Counties in 8

Oklahoma*:

* Rank among the 64 counties for which foreclosure rates are available

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of New York, Community Credit Profiles

Foreclosure Rates
% of Outstanding Mortgages in Foreclosure, May 2014

 

According to the data provided, the foreclosure rate in Mayes County was 3.3% in May 2014. The 
county ranked 8 out of 64 counties in terms of highest foreclosure rates in Oklahoma. This rate 
compares with the statewide and nationwide foreclosure rates, both of which were 2.1%. With one of 
the highest foreclosure rates in the state, it is likely that Mayes County housing market has seen some 
impact from foreclosures. Relatively high rates of foreclosure can have a depressing effect on home 
values, and it can be more difficult to secure financing for home purchases in neighborhoods that have 
been impacted by foreclosures. 
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Rental Market 
This section will discuss supply and demand factors for the rental market in Mayes County, based on 
publicly available sources as well as our own surveys of landlords and rental properties in the area. 

Gross Rent Levels 

The following table presents data regarding gross rental rates in Mayes County. Gross rent is the sum 
of contract rent, plus all utilities such as electricity, gas, water, sewer and trash, as applicable 
(telephone, cable, and/or internet expenses are not included in these figures). 

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Total Rental Units: 1,509 3,936 475,345

With cash rent: 1,444 3,138 432,109

Less than $100 11 0.73% 11 0.28% 2,025 0.43%

$100 to $149 10 0.66% 17 0.43% 2,109 0.44%

$150 to $199 19 1.26% 54 1.37% 4,268 0.90%

$200 to $249 57 3.78% 92 2.34% 8,784 1.85%

$250 to $299 19 1.26% 84 2.13% 8,413 1.77%

$300 to $349 0 0.00% 53 1.35% 9,107 1.92%

$350 to $399 71 4.71% 133 3.38% 10,932 2.30%

$400 to $449 87 5.77% 187 4.75% 15,636 3.29%

$450 to $499 98 6.49% 223 5.67% 24,055 5.06%

$500 to $549 145 9.61% 387 9.83% 31,527 6.63%

$550 to $599 131 8.68% 305 7.75% 33,032 6.95%

$600 to $649 167 11.07% 314 7.98% 34,832 7.33%

$650 to $699 147 9.74% 313 7.95% 32,267 6.79%

$700 to $749 142 9.41% 244 6.20% 30,340 6.38%

$750 to $799 62 4.11% 100 2.54% 27,956 5.88%

$800 to $899 136 9.01% 299 7.60% 45,824 9.64%

$900 to $999 50 3.31% 101 2.57% 34,153 7.18%

$1,000 to $1,249 92 6.10% 155 3.94% 46,884 9.86%

$1,250 to $1,499 0 0.00% 6 0.15% 14,699 3.09%

$1,500 to $1,999 0 0.00% 46 1.17% 10,145 2.13%

$2,000 or more 0 0.00% 14 0.36% 5,121 1.08%

No cash rent 65 4.31% 798 20.27% 43,236 9.10%

Median Gross Rent

Sources: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Tables B25063 and B25064

$622 $604 $699

2013 Rental Units by Gross Rent
Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma

 

Median gross rent in Mayes County is estimated to be $604, which is -13.6% less than Oklahoma’s 
median gross rent of $699/month. Median gross rent in Pryor Creek is estimated to be $622.  



Pryor Creek Rental Survey Data 42 

Mayes County 

Median Gross Rent by Year of Construction 

The next table presents data from the American Community Survey regarding median gross rent by 
year of housing unit construction. Note that dashes in the table indicate the Census Bureau had 
insufficient data to provide a median rent figure for that specific data field. 

Pryor Creek Mayes County State of Oklahoma

Median Rent Median Rent Median Rent

Total Rental Units:

Built 2010 or Later - - $933

Built 2000 to 2009 $663 $677 $841

Built 1990 to 1999 $411 $520 $715

Built 1980 to 1989 $556 $524 $693

Built 1970 to 1979 $672 $630 $662

Built 1960 to 1969 $675 $661 $689

Built 1950 to 1959 $575 $628 $714

Built 1940 to 1949 $640 $630 $673

Built 1939 or Earlier $607 $552 $651

2013 Median Gross Rent by Year of Construction

Note: Dashes indicate the Census Bureau had insufficient data to estimate a median gross rent.

Source: 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table 25111
 

The highest median gross rent in Mayes County is among housing units constructed after 2000, which 
is $677 per month. In order to be affordable, a household would need to earn at least $27,080 per 
year to afford such a unit.  

Pryor Creek Rental Survey Data 
The next two tables show the results of our rental survey of Pryor Creek. The data is divided between 
market rate properties, and affordable properties of all types (project-based Section 8, Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credit, USDA Rural Development, etc.) 

Name Type Year Built Bedrooms Bathrooms Size (SF) Rate Rate/SF Vacancy
Kendrick Apartments Market Rate 1980 1 1 600 $425 $0.708 12.00%
Kendrick Apartments Market Rate 1980 2 1 800 $450 $0.563 12.00%
Meadow Trace Market Rate 1979 2 1 947 $600 $0.634 N/A
Meadow Trace Market Rate 1979 2 1 1,000 $640 $0.640 N/A
Prairie Village Market Rate N/A 1 1 667 $600 $0.900 2.00%
Prairie Village Market Rate N/A 2 1 839 $665 $0.793 2.00%
Prairie Village Market Rate N/A 3 2 998 $750 $0.752 2.00%
Country Club Villas Market Rate 2001 2 1 858 $699 $0.815 0.00%
Pryor Creek Apartments Market Rate 2003 1 1 740 $780 $1.054 1.00%
Pryor Creek Apartments Market Rate 2003 1 1 740 $930 $1.257 1.00%
Pryor Creek Apartments Market Rate 2003 2 2 1,000 $880 $0.880 1.00%
Pryor Creek Apartments Market Rate 2003 2 2 1,000 $930 $0.930 1.00%
Gardens at Pryor Creek LIHTC 2001 1 1 657 N/A N/A N/A
Gardens at Pryor Creek LIHTC 2001 2 1 830 N/A N/A N/A
Gardens at Pryor Creek LIHTC 2001 3 2 1,132 N/A N/A N/A

Pryor Creek Rental Properties
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The previous rent surveys encompass over five hundred rental units in six complexes. These properties 
are located throughout the community and provide a good indication of the availability and rental 
structure of multifamily property. Concessions such as free rent or no deposit were not evident in the 
competitive market survey. Review of historical rental data indicates the comparable rental rates have 
increased in a predominant range of $10 per unit per month annually over the past several years. 
Occupancy levels in the Pryor area have continued to increase to its present level in the upper 90% 
range. Rental rates also increased during this same period. The area should continue to show good 
rental rate and occupancy support due to proximity to the employment centers and limited number of 
new available units. 

Based on the number of units identified as rentals by the 2010 Census, it is reasonable to assume that 
a significant number of single family residences are rentals as well as smaller complexes (under 20 
units) not surveyed by this analyst.  

Increasing occupancy and rental rates during the early 2000s supports the demand for new 
apartments in Pryor.  Based on the success of the available units, well diversified economy, and 
continued growth of the business base, it is apparent that additional supply will be needed in the 
future. 

Rental Market Vacancy – Pryor Creek 

The developments outlined previously report occupancy levels typically above 95%. These occupancy 
levels are typical of well-maintained and poorly maintained properties alike. The ability of older, 
physically deteriorating facilities to maintain high occupancy levels reflects the lack of superior 
alternatives in the Pryor market. The overall market vacancy of rental housing units was reported at 
13.96% by the Census Bureau as of the most recent American Community Survey.  This rate appears 
somewhat high based on our own survey. 
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Rent Survey 1 
Gardens at Pryor Creek 

Rent Survey 2 
Pryor Creek Apartments 

Rent Survey 3 
Country Club Villas 

Rent Survey 4 
Prairie Village 
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Meadow Trace 

Rent Survey 6 
Kendrick Apartments 



Summary of HUD Subsidized Properties 45 

Mayes County 

Summary of HUD Subsidized Properties 
The following tables present data for housing units and households subsidized by the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, for Mayes County, the State of Oklahoma, and the 
United States. This data is taken from HUD’s “Picture of Subsidized Households” data for 2013, the 
most recent year available. 

HUD Programs in Mayes County

Mayes County # Units

Occupancy 

Rate

Avg. 

Household 

Income

Tenant 

Contribution

Federal 

Contribution

% of Total 

Rent

Public Housing 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Housing Choice Vouchers 45 95% $10,297 $303 $328 47.99%

Mod Rehab 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Section 8 NC/SR 161 95% $8,993 $206 $436 32.14%

Section 236 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Multi-Family Other 24 96% $12,487 $273 $45 85.82%

Summary of All HUD Programs 230 95% $9,941 $236 $336 41.23%

State of Oklahoma

Public Housing 13,088 96% $11,328 $215 $371 36.71%

Housing Choice Vouchers 24,651 93% $10,766 $283 $470 37.57%

Mod Rehab 158 89% $7,272 $129 $509 20.17%

Section 8 NC/SR 4,756 93% $10,730 $242 $465 34.24%

Section 236 428 89% $8,360 $192 $344 35.82%

Multi-Family Other 7,518 91% $7,691 $176 $448 28.18%

Summary of All HUD Programs 50,599 94% $10,360 $242 $440 35.49%

United States

Public Housing 1,150,867 94% $13,724 $275 $512 34.91%

Housing Choice Vouchers 2,386,237 92% $13,138 $346 $701 33.04%

Mod Rehab 19,148 87% $8,876 $153 $664 18.78%

Section 8 NC/SR 840,900 96% $12,172 $274 $677 28.80%

Section 236 126,859 93% $14,347 $211 $578 26.74%

Multi-Family Other 656,456 95% $11,135 $255 $572 30.80%

Summary of All HUD Programs 5,180,467 94% $12,892 $304 $637 32.30%

Source: U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, Picture of Subsidized Households - 2013
 

Among all HUD programs, there are 230 housing units located within Mayes County, with an overall 
occupancy rate of 95%. The average household income among households living in these units is 
$9,941. Total monthly rent for these units averages $572, with the federal contribution averaging 
$336 (58.77%) and the tenant’s contribution averaging $236 (41.23%). 
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Percentage of Total Rent Paid by Tenant - HUD Subsidized Properties

Source: 2013 HUD Picture of Subsidized Households
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The following table presents select demographic variables among the households living in units 
subsidized by HUD. 
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Demographics of Persons in HUD Programs in Mayes County

Mayes County # Units

% Single 

Mothers

% w/ 

Disability % Age 62+

% Age 62+ 

w/ Disability % Minority

Public Housing 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Housing Choice Vouchers 45 30% 46% 30% 85% 32%

Mod Rehab 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Section 8 NC/SR 161 26% 25% 35% 52% 22%

Section 236 0 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Multi-Family Other 24 0% 15% 100% 15% 6%

Summary of All HUD Programs 230 21% 27% 48% 39% 20%

State of Oklahoma

Public Housing 13,088 33% 22% 28% 63% 44%

Housing Choice Vouchers 24,651 46% 25% 17% 77% 60%

Mod Rehab 158 46% 17% 13% 67% 42%

Section 8 NC/SR 4,756 14% 32% 52% 28% 25%

Section 236 428 32% 22% 24% 32% 33%

Multi-Family Other 7,518 42% 12% 22% 25% 47%

Summary of All HUD Programs 50,599 38% 23% 25% 53% 50%

United States

Public Housing 1,150,867 36% 20% 31% 48% 71%

Housing Choice Vouchers 2,386,237 44% 22% 22% 68% 67%

Mod Rehab 19,148 28% 27% 24% 69% 71%

Section 8 NC/SR 840,900 18% 21% 56% 19% 45%

Section 236 126,859 25% 13% 47% 16% 59%

Multi-Family Other 656,456 31% 13% 44% 16% 63%

Summary of All HUD Programs 5,180,467 36% 20% 33% 40% 64%

Source: U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, Picture of Subsidized Households - 2013
 

21% of housing units are occupied by single parents with female heads of household. 27% of 
households have at least one person with a disability. 48% of households have either a householder or 
spouse age 62 or above. Of the households age 62 or above, 39% have one or more disabilities. 
Finally, 20% of households are designated as racial or ethnic minorities. 
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Percentage of Households with Disabilities - HUD Subsidized Properties

Source: 2013 HUD Picture of Subsidized Households
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Percentage of Households Age 62+ - HUD Subsidized Properties

Source: 2013 HUD Picture of Subsidized Households
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Percentage of Minority Households - HUD Subsidized Properties

Source: 2013 HUD Picture of Subsidized Households
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Projected Housing Need 

Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) 
This section will analyze data from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s 
Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) dataset for Mayes County. This data is typically 
separated into household income thresholds, defined by HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI). 
HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) is equivalent to Area Median Income (AMI) for the purposes 
of this report. This data is considered the best indicator of housing need available which separates 
need into household income thresholds as defined by HUD. 

Cost Burden by Income Threshold 

The next table presents CHAS data for Mayes County regarding housing cost burden as a percentage 
of household income. Renter costs are considered to be the sum of contract rent and any utilities not 
paid by the landlord (such as electricity, natural gas, and water, but not including telephone service, 
cable service, internet service, etc.). Homeowner costs include mortgage debt service (or similar debts 
such as deeds of trust or contracts for deed), utilities, property taxes and property insurance. 

Households are considered to be cost overburdened if their housing costs (renter or owner) are 
greater than 30% of their gross household income. A household is “severely” overburdened if their 
housing costs are greater than 50% of their gross household income. 
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Household Income / Cost Burden Number Percent Number Percent

Income < 30% HAMFI 875 970

Cost Burden Less Than 30% 150 17.14% 300 30.93%

Cost Burden Between 30%-50% 180 20.57% 85 8.76%

Cost Burden Greater Than 50% 395 45.14% 535 55.15%

Not Computed (no/negative income) 155 17.71% 50 5.15%

Income 30%-50% HAMFI 1,220 1,010

Cost Burden Less Than 30% 745 61.07% 485 48.02%

Cost Burden Between 30%-50% 240 19.67% 320 31.68%

Cost Burden Greater Than 50% 235 19.26% 210 20.79%

Not Computed (no/negative income) 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Income 50%-80% HAMFI 1,835 790

Cost Burden Less Than 30% 1,245 67.85% 595 75.32%

Cost Burden Between 30%-50% 430 23.43% 190 24.05%

Cost Burden Greater Than 50% 160 8.72% 4 0.51%

Not Computed (no/negative income) 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Income 80%-100% HAMFI 1,325 520

Cost Burden Less Than 30% 1,180 89.06% 500 96.15%

Cost Burden Between 30%-50% 140 10.57% 10 1.92%

Cost Burden Greater Than 50% 4 0.30% 10 1.92%

Not Computed (no/negative income) 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

All Incomes 11,780 4,420

Cost Burden Less Than 30% 9,540 80.98% 3,010 68.10%

Cost Burden Between 30%-50% 1,250 10.61% 605 13.69%

Cost Burden Greater Than 50% 839 7.12% 759 17.17%

Not Computed (no/negative income) 155 1.32% 50 1.13%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 8

Mayes County : CHAS - Housing Cost Burden by HAMFI
Owners Renters

 

The next table summarizes the data from the previous table for households with cost burden greater 
than 30% of gross income, followed by a chart comparing these figures for Mayes County with the 
State of Oklahoma as a whole, and the United States. 

Household Income Threshold Total

% w/ Cost > 

30% Income Total

% w/ Cost > 

30% Income

Income < 30% HAMFI 875 65.71% 970 63.92%

Income 30%-50% HAMFI 1,220 38.93% 1,010 52.48%

Income 50%-80% HAMFI 1,835 32.15% 790 24.56%

Income 80%-100% HAMFI 1,325 10.87% 520 3.85%

All Incomes 11,780 17.73% 4,420 30.86%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 8

Mayes County : Households by Income by Cost Burden
Owners Renters
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Households by Income Threshold: Percentage with Housing Cost Over 30% of Income

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 6
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Substandard Conditions / Overcrowding by Income Threshold 

The following table summarizes data regarding substandard housing conditions and overcrowding, 
separated by owner/renter and HAMFI income threshold. Substandard housing conditions are defined 
by HUD as any housing unit lacking either complete plumbing or a complete kitchen. 

A housing unit without “complete plumbing” is any housing unit lacking one or more of the following 
features (they do not need to all be present in the same room): 

1. Hot and cold running water 

2. A flush toilet 

3. A bathtub or shower 

A lack of a complete kitchen is any housing unit lacking any one or more of the three following items: 

1. A sink with a faucet 

2. A stove or range 

3. A refrigerator 

Households are considered to be “overcrowded” if the household has more than 1.0 persons per room 
(note that this definition is “room” including bedrooms, living rooms and kitchens, as opposed to only 
“bedrooms”), and is “severely overcrowded” if the household has more than 1.5 persons per room. 
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Household Income / Housing Problem Number Percent Number Percent

Income < 30% HAMFI 875 970

Between 1.0 and 1.5 Persons per Room 25 2.86% 15 1.55%

More than 1.5 Persons per Room 4 0.46% 25 2.58%

Lacks Complete Kitchen or Plumbing 10 1.14% 20 2.06%

Income 30%-50% HAMFI 1,220 1,010

Between 1.0 and 1.5 Persons per Room 35 2.87% 25 2.48%

More than 1.5 Persons per Room 4 0.33% 10 0.99%

Lacks Complete Kitchen or Plumbing 25 2.05% 15 1.49%

Income 50%-80% HAMFI 1,835 790

Between 1.0 and 1.5 Persons per Room 10 0.54% 75 9.49%

More than 1.5 Persons per Room 0 0.00% 4 0.51%

Lacks Complete Kitchen or Plumbing 35 1.91% 0 0.00%

Income 80%-100% HAMFI 1,325 520

Between 1.0 and 1.5 Persons per Room 40 3.02% 65 12.50%

More than 1.5 Persons per Room 4 0.30% 0 0.00%

Lacks Complete Kitchen or Plumbing 20 1.51% 0 0.00%

All Incomes 11,780 4,420

Between 1.0 and 1.5 Persons per Room 200 1.70% 195 4.41%

More than 1.5 Persons per Room 16 0.14% 39 0.88%

Lacks Complete Kitchen or Plumbing 165 1.40% 175 3.96%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 3

Mayes County : CHAS - HAMFI by Substandard Conditions / Overcrowding
Owners Renters

 

The next table summarizes this data for overcrowding (i.e. all households with greater than 1.0 
persons per room), with a chart comparing this data between Mayes County, Oklahoma and the 
nation. 

Household Income Threshold Total

% > 1.0 

Persons per 

Room Total

% > 1.0 

Persons per 

Room

Income < 30% HAMFI 875 3.31% 970 4.12%

Income 30%-50% HAMFI 1,220 3.20% 1,010 3.47%

Income 50%-80% HAMFI 1,835 0.54% 790 10.00%

Income 80%-100% HAMFI 1,325 3.32% 520 12.50%

All Incomes 11,780 1.83% 4,420 5.29%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 3

Mayes County : Households by Income by Overcrowding
Owners Renters

 



Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) 54 

Mayes County 

Households by Income Threshold: Percentage with More than 1.0 Persons per Room

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 3
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The table following summarizes this data for substandard housing conditions, with a comparison chart 
between Mayes County, the state and the nation. 

Household Size/Type Total

% Lacking 

Kitchen or 

Plumbing Total

% Lacking

Kitchen or

Plumbing

Income < 30% HAMFI 875 1.14% 970 2.06%

Income 30%-50% HAMFI 1,220 2.05% 1,010 1.49%

Income 50%-80% HAMFI 1,835 1.91% 790 0.00%

Income 80%-100% HAMFI 1,325 1.51% 520 0.00%

All Incomes 11,780 1.40% 4,420 3.96%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 3

Mayes County : Households by Income by Substandard Conditions
Owners Renters
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Households by Income Threshold: Percentage Lacking Complete Plumbing and/or Kitchen

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 3
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Cost Burden by Household Type 

The following table provides a breakdown of households by HAMFI, and by household type and size, 
and by housing cost burden. The categories of household type provided by HUD are: 

 Elderly Family: Households with two persons, either or both age 62 or over. 

 Small Family: 2 persons, neither age 62 or over, or families with 3 or 4 persons of any age. 

 Large Family: families with 5 or more persons. 

 Elderly Non-Family (single persons age 62 or over, or unrelated elderly individuals) 

 Non-Elderly, Non-Family: all other households. 
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Income, Household Size/Type Total

No. w/ Cost 

> 30% 

Income

Pct. w/ Cost 

> 30% 

Income Total

No. w/ Cost 

> 30% 

Income

Pct. w/ Cost 

> 30% 

Income

Income < 30% HAMFI 875 573 65.49% 970 623 64.23%

Elderly Family 35 14 40.00% 25 8 32.00%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 235 180 76.60% 405 340 83.95%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 75 59 78.67% 110 80 72.73%

Elderly Non-Family 345 220 63.77% 200 55 27.50%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 190 100 52.63% 230 140 60.87%

Income 30%-50% HAMFI 1,220 479 39.26% 1,010 529 52.38%

Elderly Family 175 55 31.43% 45 34 75.56%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 275 120 43.64% 455 245 53.85%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 165 85 51.52% 85 45 52.94%

Elderly Non-Family 375 84 22.40% 170 75 44.12%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 230 135 58.70% 255 130 50.98%

Income 50%-80% HAMFI 1,835 595 32.43% 790 203 25.70%

Elderly Family 455 80 17.58% 125 15 12.00%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 665 300 45.11% 275 94 34.18%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 95 30 31.58% 75 4 5.33%

Elderly Non-Family 400 75 18.75% 130 50 38.46%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 215 110 51.16% 180 40 22.22%

Income 80%-100% HAMFI 1,325 149 11.25% 520 20 3.85%

Elderly Family 340 15 4.41% 15 0 0.00%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 530 64 12.08% 200 20 10.00%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 185 25 13.51% 60 0 0.00%

Elderly Non-Family 180 20 11.11% 50 0 0.00%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 90 25 27.78% 195 0 0.00%

All Incomes 11,780 2,100 17.83% 4,420 1,375 31.11%

Elderly Family 2,410 209 8.67% 295 57 19.32%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 5,450 814 14.94% 1,980 699 35.30%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 1,075 224 20.84% 410 129 31.46%

Elderly Non-Family 1,560 409 26.22% 554 180 32.49%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 1,285 444 34.55% 1,180 310 26.27%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 7

Mayes County : CHAS - Housing Cost Burden by Household Type / HAMFI
Owners Renters
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Household Size/Type Total

No. w/ Cost 

> 30% 

Income

Pct. w/ Cost 

> 30% 

Income Total

No. w/ Cost 

> 30% 

Income

Pct. w/ Cost 

> 30% 

Income

Income < 80% HAMFI 3,930 1,647 41.91% 2,770 1,355 48.92%

Elderly Family 665 149 22.41% 195 57 29.23%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 1,175 600 51.06% 1,135 679 59.82%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 335 174 51.94% 270 129 47.78%

Elderly Non-Family 1,120 379 33.84% 500 180 36.00%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 635 345 54.33% 665 310 46.62%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 7

Mayes County : Households under 80% AMI by Cost Burden
Owners Renters

 

Households Under 80% of AMI: Percentage Housing Cost Overburdened

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 7
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Housing Problems by Household Type 

The next set of tables presents data by household type and whether or not the household is 
experiencing any housing problems. Housing problems are defined by HUD as any household meeting 
any of the three following criteria: 

1. Housing costs greater than 30% of income (cost-overburdened). 

2. Living in a housing unit lacking complete plumbing or a complete kitchen (substandard 
housing unit). 

3. Living in a housing unit with more than 1.0 persons per room (overcrowding). 
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Income, Household Size/Type Total

No. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Pct. w/ 

Housing 

Problems Total

No. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Pct. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Income < 30% HAMFI 875 585 66.86% 970 640 65.98%

Elderly Family 35 15 42.86% 25 15 60.00%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 235 180 76.60% 405 340 83.95%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 75 60 80.00% 110 80 72.73%

Elderly Non-Family 345 225 65.22% 200 50 25.00%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 190 105 55.26% 230 155 67.39%

Income 30%-50% HAMFI 1,220 515 42.21% 1,010 550 54.46%

Elderly Family 175 55 31.43% 45 35 77.78%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 275 135 49.09% 455 245 53.85%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 165 100 60.61% 85 70 82.35%

Elderly Non-Family 375 85 22.67% 170 70 41.18%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 230 140 60.87% 255 130 50.98%

Income 50%-80% HAMFI 1,835 625 34.06% 790 260 32.91%

Elderly Family 455 85 18.68% 125 15 12.00%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 665 305 45.86% 275 115 41.82%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 95 35 36.84% 75 40 53.33%

Elderly Non-Family 400 90 22.50% 130 50 38.46%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 215 110 51.16% 180 40 22.22%

Income Greater than 80% of HAMFI 7,850 725 9.24% 1,650 240 14.55%

Elderly Family 1,745 110 6.30% 100 0 0.00%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 4,270 275 6.44% 840 165 19.64%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 740 190 25.68% 140 20 14.29%

Elderly Non-Family 440 40 9.09% 50 0 0.00%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 655 110 16.79% 515 55 10.68%

All Incomes 11,780 2,450 20.80% 4,420 1,690 38.24%

Elderly Family 2,410 265 11.00% 295 65 22.03%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 5,445 895 16.44% 1,975 865 43.80%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 1,075 385 35.81% 410 210 51.22%

Elderly Non-Family 1,560 440 28.21% 550 170 30.91%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 1,290 465 36.05% 1,180 380 32.20%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 16

Mayes County : CHAS - Housing Problems by Household Type and HAMFI
Owners Renters
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Household Size/Type Total

No. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Pct. w/ 

Housing 

Problems Total

No. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Pct. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Income < 80% HAMFI 3,930 1,725 43.89% 2,770 1,450 52.35%

Elderly Family 665 155 23.31% 195 65 33.33%

Small Family (2-4 persons) 1,175 620 52.77% 1,135 700 61.67%

Large Family (5 or more persons) 335 195 58.21% 270 190 70.37%

Elderly Non-Family 1,120 400 35.71% 500 170 34.00%

Non-Family, Non-Elderly 635 355 55.91% 665 325 48.87%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 7

Mayes County : Households under 80% AMI by Housing Problems
Owners Renters

 

Households Under 80% of AMI: Percentage with Housing Problems

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 7
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Housing Problems by Race / Ethnicity 

Data presented in the following tables summarizes housing problems (as previously defined), by 
HAMFI threshold, and by race/ethnicity, for Mayes County. Under CFR 91.305(b)(1)(ii)(2), racial or 
ethnic groups have disproportionate need if “the percentage of persons in a category of need who are 
members of a particular racial or ethnic group in a category of need is at least 10 percentage points 
higher than the percentage of persons in the category as a whole.” 
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Income, Race / Ethnicity Total

No. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Pct. w/ 

Housing 

Problems Total

No. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Pct. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Income < 30% HAMFI 875 585 66.9% 970 645 66.5%

White alone, non-Hispanic 605 370 61.2% 580 400 69.0%

Black or African-American alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Asian alone 4 4 100.0% 0 0 N/A

American Indian alone 80 70 87.5% 159 60 37.7%

Pacific Islander alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Hispanic, any race 25 15 60.0% 29 4 13.8%

Other (including multiple races) 165 130 78.8% 200 180 90.0%

Income 30%-50% HAMFI 1,220 515 42.2% 1,010 550 54.5%

White alone, non-Hispanic 810 365 45.1% 730 405 55.5%

Black or African-American alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Asian alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

American Indian alone 180 65 36.1% 75 40 53.3%

Pacific Islander alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Hispanic, any race 4 4 100.0% 15 15 100.0%

Other (including multiple races) 225 80 35.6% 190 90 47.4%

Income 50%-80% HAMFI 1,835 625 34.1% 785 255 32.5%

White alone, non-Hispanic 1,400 435 31.1% 555 135 24.3%

Black or African-American alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Asian alone 0 0 N/A 4 4 100.0%

American Indian alone 90 35 38.9% 45 15 33.3%

Pacific Islander alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Hispanic, any race 19 4 21.1% 40 30 75.0%

Other (including multiple races) 325 150 46.2% 150 75 50.0%

Income 80%-100% HAMFI 1,325 210 15.8% 515 80 15.5%

White alone, non-Hispanic 995 150 15.1% 395 60 15.2%

Black or African-American alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Asian alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

American Indian alone 70 10 14.3% 4 4 100.0%

Pacific Islander alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Hispanic, any race 8 4 50.0% 10 0 0.0%

Other (including multiple races) 260 50 19.2% 110 20 18.2%

All Incomes 11,780 2,450 20.8% 4,410 1,685 38.2%

White alone, non-Hispanic 8,640 1,715 19.8% 3,120 1,140 36.5%

Black or African-American alone 4 0 0.0% 10 0 0.0%

Asian alone 49 29 59.2% 8 4 50.0%

American Indian alone 875 210 24.0% 313 119 38.0%

Pacific Islander alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Hispanic, any race 216 27 12.5% 109 49 45.0%

Other (including multiple races) 2,005 475 23.7% 855 380 44.4%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 1

Owners Renters

Mayes County : CHAS - Housing Problems by Race / Ethnicity and HAMFI

 



Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) 61 

Mayes County 

Household Size/Type Total

No. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Pct. w/ 

Housing 

Problems Total

No. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Pct. w/ 

Housing 

Problems

Income < 80% HAMFI 3,930 1,725 43.89% 2,765 1,450 52.44%

White alone, non-Hispanic 2,815 1,170 41.56% 1,865 940 50.40%

Black or African-American alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Asian alone 4 4 100.00% 4 4 100.00%

American Indian alone 350 170 48.57% 279 115 41.22%

Pacific Islander alone 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A

Hispanic, any race 48 23 47.92% 84 49 58.33%

Other (including multiple races) 715 360 50.35% 540 345 63.89%

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 7

Mayes County : Households under 80% AMI by Race/Ethnicity
Owners Renters

 

Households Under 80% of AMI: Percentage with Housing Problems by Race

Source: 2008-2012 HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, Table 7
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CHAS Conclusions 

The previous data notes many areas of need (and severe need) among the existing population of 
Mayes County. The greatest needs are among households with incomes less than 30% of Area Median 
Income. Several other areas of note: 

 Among households with incomes less than 50% of Area Median Income, there are 1,150 
renter households that are cost overburdened, and 1,050 homeowners that are cost 
overburdened. 

 Among elderly households with incomes less than 50% of Area Median Income, there are 172 
renter households that are cost overburdened, and 373 homeowners that are cost 
overburdened. 
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Overall Anticipated Housing Demand 
Future demand for housing units in Mayes County can be estimated from population and household 
growth. Population estimates are based on known factors such as noted increases in the city 
employment base and indications from demographic services. In this case we have considered data 
from both the U.S. Census Bureau and Nielsen SiteReports. The estimates of changes in households 
and population were presented in a previous section of this report.  The anticipated future demand is 
estimated for Pryor Creek, as well as Mayes County as a whole. The calculations are shown in the 
following tables. 

Pryor Creek Anticipated Demand 

Households in Pryor Creek grew at an annually compounded rate of 0.69% from 2000 to 2010. Nielsen 
SiteReports estimates households have declined -0.32% per year since that time, and that households 
will decline -0.03% per year through 2020 (effectively stable). Much of the housing growth in Mayes 
County has been in areas outside of the city limits of Pryor, and therefore our forecast of housing need 
will concern the county as a whole. 

Mayes County Anticipated Demand 

Households in Mayes County grew at an annually compounded rate of 0.77% from 2000 to 2010. Esri 
Business Analyst estimates households have grown 0.28% per year since that time, and that 
households will grow 0.23% per year through 2020.  

For these reasons we will rely on the Esri forecast of 0.23% per year in forecasting future household 
growth for Mayes County. 

The percentage of owner households was estimated at 75.24% with renter households estimated at 
24.76%, based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau. The estimated number of additional units needed 
to service increasing demand can be estimated by applying this percentage to the anticipated growth 
in households. It should be noted that this is an estimate of rental and owner requirements and 
should be relied upon only as a guideline for possible new demand. The calculations are shown below. 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
16,237 16,274 16,312 16,350 16,387 16,425

Owner %: 75.24% 12,217 12,245 12,273 12,301 12,330 12,358
Renter %: 24.76% 4,020 4,030 4,039 4,048 4,058 4,067

141
47

Future Housing Demand Estimates for Mayes County

Household Estimates
Year

Total New Owner Households
Total New Renter Households

 

Based on an estimated household growth rate of 0.23% per year, Mayes County would require 141 
new housing units for ownership, and 47 units for rent, over the next five years. Annually this equates 
to 28 units for ownership per year, and 9 units for rent per year. This forecast is based solely on 
projected population and household growth over the next five years. 
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Housing Demand – Population Subsets 
This section will address 5-year forecasted needs and trends for population special population subsets 
for Mayes County. These forecasts are based on the previously forecasted overall trends for the next 
five years.  

Housing Needs by Income Thresholds 

The first table will address future housing needs and trends for households in Mayes County by 
income threshold: households within incomes below 30%, 50%, 60% and 80% of Area Median Income, 
by tenure (owner/renter). These forecasts are primarily based on HUD Consolidated Housing 
Affordability Strategy data presented previously. Households with incomes below 60% of Area Median 
Income (AMI) are estimated at 120% of the households at 50% of AMI. Note that these figures are 
cumulative and should not be added across income thresholds. 

Owner

Subset %

Renter

Subset % Owners Renters Total

Total New Demand: 2015-2020 100.00% 100.00% 141 47 188

Less than 30% AMI 7.43% 21.95% 11 10 21

Less than 50% AMI 17.78% 44.80% 25 21 46

Less than 60% AMI 21.34% 53.76% 30 25 55

Less than 80% AMI 33.36% 62.67% 47 29 76

Mayes County: 2015-2020 Housing Needs by Income Threshold

 

Elderly Housing Needs 

The next table will address future housing needs and trends for households with elderly persons (age 
62 and up). Like the previous table, this data is based on the overall trends previously defined, and the 
2008-2012 CHAS data previously discussed (specifically CHAS Table 16). It is further broken down by 
income threshold and tenure. 

Owner

Subset %

Renter

Subset %

Elderly 

Owners

Elderly 

Renters

Elderly 

Total

Total New Elderly (62+) Demand: 2015-2020 33.70% 19.21% 48 9 57

Elderly less than 30% AMI 3.23% 5.09% 5 2 7

Elderly less than 50% AMI 7.89% 9.95% 11 5 16

Elderly less than 60% AMI 9.47% 11.95% 13 6 19

Elderly less than 80% AMI 15.15% 15.72% 21 7 29

Mayes County: 2015-2020 Housing Needs Age 62 and Up

 

Housing Needs for Persons with Disabilities / Special Needs 

The following table will address future trends and needs for households with at least one household 
member with at least one disability as identified by HUD CHAS Table 6 (hearing or vision impairments, 
ambulatory limitations, cognitive limitations, self-care limitations, or independent living limitations). 
As with the previous tables, this data is also further broken down by income threshold and tenure. 
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Owner

Subset %

Renter

Subset %

Disabled 

Owners

Disabled 

Renters

Disabled 

Total

Total New Disabled Demand (2015-2020) 35.70% 44.57% 50 21 71

Disabled less than 30% AMI 3.95% 13.01% 6 6 12

Disabled less than 50% AMI 8.06% 23.30% 11 11 22

Disabled less than 60% AMI 9.68% 27.96% 14 13 27

Disabled less than 80% AMI 14.77% 31.67% 21 15 36

Mayes County: 2015-2020 Housing Needs for Persons with Disabilities

 

Housing Needs for Veterans 

This section will address housing needs for households with at least one veteran. This data is not 
available through HUD’s Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy, so we have instead relied on 
data from the U.S. Census Bureau, specifically the 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Table 
C21007. This data is further broken down by tenure, poverty status, and disability status. 

Owner

Subset %

Renter

Subset %

Veteran 

Owners

Veteran 

Renters

Veteran 

Total

Total New Demand (2015-2020) 100.00% 100.00% 141 47 188

Total Veteran Demand 11.88% 11.88% 17 6 22

Veterans with Disabilities 4.14% 4.14% 6 2 8

Veterans Below Poverty 1.01% 1.01% 1 0 2

Disabled Veterans Below Poverty 0.52% 0.52% 1 0 1

Mayes County: 2015-2020 Housing Needs for Veterans

 

Housing Needs for Working Families 

The final table addresses housing needs for working families. Working families are in this case defined 
as families (households with at least two members related by blood or marriage) with at least one 
person employed. Like the forecasts for veteran needs, this data cannot be extracted from the HUD 
CHAS tables, so we have again relied on the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (table 
B23007 in this instance). The data is further broken down by the presence of children (below the age 
of 18). 

Owner

Subset %

Renter

Subset % Owners Renters Total

Total New Demand (2015-2020) 100.00% 100.00% 141 47 188

Total Working Families 52.19% 52.19% 74 24 98

Working Families with Children Present 24.45% 24.45% 35 11 46

Mayes County: 2015-2020 Housing Needs for Working Families

 

Population Subset Conclusions 

Based on population and household growth over the next five years, a total of 188 housing units will 
be needed in Mayes County over the next five years. Of those units: 

 55 will be needed by households earning less than 60% of Area Median Income 



Housing Demand – Population Subsets 65 

Mayes County 

 19 will be needed by households age 62 and up, earning less than 60% of Area Median Income 

 27 will be needed by households with disabilities / special needs, earning less than 60% of 
Area Median Income 

 Two will be needed by veterans living below the poverty line 

 46 will be needed by working families with children present 

This data suggests a strong need in Mayes County for housing units that are both affordable and 
accessible to persons with disabilities / special needs, and working families with children present. 
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Special Topics 
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Mayes County Disaster Resiliency Assessment 
The purpose of this section is to assess at the county level key components of disaster resiliency.  
Housing location and quality as well as planning activities can help reduce impacts from disaster 
events and allow for faster recovery.  Disasters can include tornadoes, extreme weather, high winds, 
as well as man-made events.  These events may largely be inevitable, but the ability to reduce damage 
and casualties as well as recovery can be improved with good planning. 

C.0  Comprehensive Plans & Hazard Mitigation Plans 

There are 13 cities and towns within the county.  The City of Pryor Creek is the county seat.  Towns 
include Adair, Chouteau, Disney, Grand Lake Towne, Hoot Owl, Langley, Locust Grove, Pensacola, 
Salina, Spavinaw, Sportsmen Acres and Strang. MidAmerica Industrial Park (MAIP) is also included in 
the Mayes County Hazard Mitigation Plan.  
 
Comprehensive plans are the guiding documents for cities of various sizes to address key aspects of 
their community from land use, transportation, environment, housing, and economic development.   
 
City of Pryor Creek has a Comprehensive Land Use Plan that is in the process of being updated. 
Specific objectives and policies are not outlined in the plan; however, within the discussion on 
transportation, the engineering consultant noted that some arterial roadways flood when Pryor Creek 
overflows, thus, the roadway elevation should be raised so that arterials are passable during flooding 
events.  
 
Langley has a comprehensive plan. The towns of Adair, Choteau, Disney, Grand Lake Towne, Locust 
Grove, Pensacola, Salina, Sportsmen Acres, and Strang do not have a comprehensive plan. MAIP is 
considered an unincorporated territory in Mayes County.  

 

Emergency Operation Plan  

According to Mayes County Emergency Management, Mayes County, as a whole, along with 
several communities in the county, is National Incident Management System (NIMS) compliant 
and has incorporated MIMS/ICS (Incident Command System) into its Emergency Operations Plan 
and other protocols.  

 Emergency Operations Center – During major emergencies, Mayes County’s government will 
be moved to the Emergency Operations Center (EOC) located at 700 E. Graham in Pryor.  The 
backup location is the Mayes County Courthouse at 1 Court Place. .  

 9-1-1 – Mayes Emergency Services Trust Authority (MESTA) has a 911 system and dispatch 
center located at MidAmerica Industrial Park.   

 Mass Telephone Notification – Mayes County has in place a county-wide mass telephone 
notification system that allows emergency managers to call every telephone number in the 
database during emergencies. 

 Warning Siren – The warning siren coverage for the Mayes County includes 26 sirens 
strategically located in incorporated areas inside the county.  
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Emergency Operation Center  

During major emergencies, Mayes County’s government will be moved to the Emergency 
Operation Center (EOC). The backup EOC is at the Mayes County Courthouse. The Mobile EOC van 
is equipped with a backup generator and includes communications equipment, radio, television 
and internet capabilities. The community of Locust Grove built a school gymnasium that is a 
monolithic dome structure that also serves as a storm shelter. The dome structure deflects wind 
and can sustain winds up to 250 mph. A new elementary school in Locust Grove is also built as a 
series of dome structures. 

 
The other key plan for a city to manage, mitigate and plan for recovery related to disasters are county 
or city Hazard Mitigation Plans and/or Emergency Management Plans.   
 
Mayes County has a Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) that provides guidance related to major risks that 
impact the area and methods to address and mitigate those risks. The existing HMP was completed 
with coordination towns and school districts within the county.   
 
City of Pryor Creek also has a Hazard Mitigation Plan.   

C.2.1.1. Historical Data on Natural Disasters and Other Hazards 

The Mayes County Multi-Jurisdictional Multi-Hazard Mitigation 2013 Plan Update has several Goals 
and Objectives. The following specifically addresses storm shelters and safe rooms.  
 
Tornados 

 GOAL: To reduce injuries and loss of life; trauma; damage to property, equipment and 
infrastructure; community disruption; and economic, environmental and other losses caused by 
tornadoes. 

Objective: Structural Projects. Provide safe tornado shelters, Safe Rooms, and fortified 
buildings for vulnerable populations, including children; offer training and incentives to 
encourage people to include shelters and Safe Rooms in new and retrofit building projects. 

 
The following are high priority mitigation measures within the Mayes County HMP: 
 

Prioritized Mitigation Measures 

Rank Lead/Responsible 
Department 

Mitigation Strategy 

1 County, Local and 
Schools Emergency 
Management 

Develop an All-Hazard Public Information, Education, and 
Awareness Program. 

2 City Manager, County 
Emergency 
Management 

Educate the public on the importance of a Family Disaster Plan and 
Supply Kit. 

3 City Manager, County 
Emergency 
Management 

Develop and Distribute a Family Emergency Preparedness Guide to 
all families. 
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4 County Emergency 
Management 

Develop distribution centers in local libraries, government facilities, 
and other public buildings where information and safety guidance 
on natural and manmade hazards can be provided to citizens. 

5 Community, OK DHS, 
County Health 
Department  

Develop an inventory, registry and database of Special Needs 
Populations (elderly, poor, deaf, blind, etc.) that may require special 
assistance, that tie in with 9-1-1, GIS Systems, etc., so that 
vulnerable populations within the community can be checked on, 
notified, or evacuated effectively in the event of 

disasters. 

6 Emergency 
Management 

Evaluate, upgrade and maintain community-wide outdoor omni-
directional voice/siren warning systems. 

7 Emergency 
Management 

Acquire and distribute NOAA Weather Radios to all Critical Facilities 
and the public. 

8 City Manager/ 
Emergency Manager 

Develop a public information program designed to communicate 
the potential severity of a drought, and the appropriate responses 
by the local population, including voluntary water conservation 
measures the public can take. 

9 Parks Department/ 
County Emergency 
Management 

Provide lightning warning systems for Community public outdoor 
sports areas, pools, golf courses, and parks. 

10 Public Schools/ 
Emergency 
Management 

Provide lightning warning systems for Public Schools outdoor sports 
areas and play grounds. 

11 City Manager Provide surge and lightning protection for computer-reliant critical 
facilities (e.g. City Hall, 911 Center, EOC, Police and Fire stations, 
water/wastewater treatment plant and public works buildings). 

12 City Manager Educate the Public, and encourage the Utility Companies to provide 
information to their clients on Whole House Surge and Lightning 
Protection. 

13 City Manager When replaced, install Break/Shatter Resistant Glass in Government 
Offices, and critical facilities. 

14 Superintendent, Public 
Schools 

When replaced, install Break/Shatter Resistant Glass in Schools. 

15 City Manager/ County 
Emergency 
Management/ City 
Engineer 

Provide employee shelters/safe-rooms at critical facilities, such as 
911 Center, fire stations and police stations to protect first 
responders. 

16 Public Schools Perform tornado and high wind and earthquake evaluations of 
schools and retrofit or remodel buildings to make them more 
disaster resistant. 

17 Superintendent, Public 
Schools 

Install Safe-Rooms in Schools and retrofit/construct safe rooms at 
existing Schools. 

18 City Manager/ County Develop an Individual Safe Room Program for vulnerable 
populations that will withstand hazards, including Home owners, 
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Emergency 
Management 

Special Needs Populations, elderly, mobile home residents, etc. 

19 City Manager/ 
Emergency 
Management 

Adopt an ordinance requiring registration of Safe Rooms, and create 
a data base and GIS (lat/long) map to locate Safe Rooms in the 
event of a disaster. 

20 Emergency Manager Obtain grants for storm shelters/safe rooms in mobile home parks. 

21 City Manager Adopt an Ordinance requiring new Mobile Home Parks to provide 
storm shelters/safe rooms for their residents. 

22 City Manager/ Code 
Enforcement 

Educate residents, building professionals and safe room vendors on 
the International Codes Council/National Storm Shelter 
Association’s “Standard for the Design and Construction of Storm 
Shelters” and incorporate this Standard into current regulatory 
ordinances. 

23 Community 
Development 
Departments/ Code 
Enforcement 

Identify and develop public information and education programs 
and provide materials and mitigation measures that protect a 
building’s roof, all outside openings, and the building envelope. Also 
research ways to improve quality of construction related to wind 
resistance. Top priority should be given to protection of the roof 
system, typically the most vulnerable and most expensive 

component to replace. 

24 County Emergency 
Management  

Develop an Emergency Back-up Generator Hazard Mitigation Plan 
Annex to the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan for the community, 
assessing and prioritizing generator needs for critical facilities, both 
public and private. Assessment should include emergency generator 
needs, costs of installation for pads/ transfer panels only, or for 
complete generator assembly installation. 

25 Department of Public 
Works/ School 
Superintendent 

Obtain emergency generators for continuity of government/use 
during disaster power outages for critical facilities including 
Emergency Operations Centers, City Hall, Dispatch, Police, Fire, 
Community Centers used for emergency housing during disasters, 
critical facilities, lift stations, water treatment plants, 
and community medical facilities, as identified in the Emergency 
Back-up Generator Hazard Mitigation Plan Annex. 

26 City Manager Identify and encourage Private Critical Facilities (Financial 
Institutions, Elder Care Facilities, Designated/Potential Community 
Emergency Shelters, etc.) to have generator pad, wiring/transfer 
switches and Emergency Back-Up Generators, or Reliable Contracts 
to provide Back-Up Generators. 

27 Community Manager Adopt an Ordinance requiring generator pad and wiring/transfer 
switches for Elder Care Facilities and Nursing Homes, to 
accommodate Emergency Back-Up Generators in the event of 
prolonged power outages. 

28 Community Manager Identify and/or encourage key important private service facilities 
(gas stations, convenience stores, etc.) to have wiring/transfer 
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switches and emergency backup generators installed, or reliable 
contracts for the provision of back-up generators, in the event of 
disasters or power outages. 

29 Community Manager Develop Memorandums of Understanding (MOUs) with private 
sector gasoline service facilities to provide priority fuel to 
emergency/critical vehicles (government, Police, Fire, ambulance, 
etc.) in times of emergency or power outage. 

30 Community Manager Provide covered shelters for City First Response/government 
vehicles to protect against hail damage. 

31 Community Manager/ 
Public Works Director/ 
Electric Utility 

Provide routine trimming of trees to reduce power outages during 
storms. 

32 Fire Chief/ Emergency 
Manager/ Police Chief 

Develop a contingency plan for evacuating population endangered 
by a wildfire. 

33 Emergency 
Management 

Develop a Heat Emergency Action Plan/Heat Emergency Annex to 
the Emergency Operations Plan for the jurisdiction. 

34 Emergency 
Management/ Fire/ 
Police 

Provide new/retrofit facilities for the 911 Center and the Emergency 
Operations Center. 

35 City Manager/ Code 
Enforcement 

Train/Educate builders, developers, architects and engineers in 
techniques of disaster-resistant homebuilding, such as the Fortified 
Home standards developed by the Institute for Business & Home 
Safety (IBHS), the Blueprint for Safety guidelines developed by the 
Federal Alliance for Safe Homes (FLASH). 

36 City Manager/ Code 
Enforcement/ School 
Superintendent 

Educate builders on appropriate foundation types for soils with 
different degrees of shrink-swell potential. For example, using 
"post-tensioned slab-ongrade" or "drilled pier" vs. standard "slab-
on-grade" or "wall-on-grade" foundations. 

37 City Manager/ Public 
Works Director/ School 
Superintendent 

Implement/enforce an administrative procedure/ordinance to 
require permits for foundation repair. 

38 City Manager/ Code 
Enforcement 

Establish an administrative procedure or change in City codes that 
require builders to check for expansive soils when applying for new 
residential construction permits, and to consider the use of 
foundations that mitigate expansive soil damages when in a 
moderate to high-risk area. 

39 Department of Public 
Works/ Superintendent, 
Public Schools  

Provide and maintain defensible space around structures vulnerable 
to wildfires. 

40 OSU Extension, Mayes 
County/ NRCS/ Public 
Schools 

Implement red cedar eradication program (NRCS to assist) to reduce 
red cedar trees and wild fire potential. 

41 Community Manager/ 
Floodplain Manager 

Continue Compliance with, and Participation in the National Flood 
Insurance Program (NFIP) and the Community Rating System (CRS). 
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42 Department of Public 
Works 

Prepare a comprehensive basin-wide Flood and Drainage Annex to 
the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan for all watersheds within the 
jurisdiction. The Annex should identify all flooding problems within 
the jurisdiction, and recommend the most cost-effective and 
politically acceptable solutions. 

43 Public Works Continue to acquire and remove floodplain and (future) repetitive 
loss properties where the community’s Flood and Drainage Annex 
to the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plans identify acquisition as the most 
cost-effective and desirable mitigation measure. 

44 Community Manager/ 
Public works 

Develop / Review / Update the Debris Management Plan. 

45 Emergency 
Management 

Create and maintain habitat for flora and fauna in flood control 
projects. Maintaining or developing wetlands may be an effective 
area to receive or reduce floodwaters. 

46 Emergency 
Management 

Control erosion during development with vegetation or sediment 
capture, reducing sedimentation which may fill in channels and 
lakes, reducing their ability to carry or store floodwaters. 

47 Emergency 
Management 

Maintain natural and beneficial functions of streams and 
floodplains. 
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City of Pryor Mitigation Measures 
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Historical natural disasters in Mayes County are documented in the Mayes County Multi-Jurisdictional 
Multi-Hazard Mitigation 2013 Plan Update (HMP). Typical hazard disasters in the region include 
flooding, severe storms, wildfires, severe winter storms, and tornadoes. 
 
Dam Failure Risks 
 

Historical Context:  There has not been a historical dam breach in Mayes County.   
 

 
 

Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP:  
No information available. 
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Drought 
Historical Context: Mayes County has experienced 13 drought events since 2005. No loss of 
crops or property damage are reported.  
 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP:  
No information available. 
 

Earthquake 
Historical Context: According to the Oklahoma Geological Survey, Mayes County has 1 
earthquake from 1995 through 2010. No deaths, injuries or property damage was reported.   
 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP: Mayes County does not consider 
earthquakes to be a significant threat. 
 

Expansive Soils 
Historical Context: Damage to structures due to expansive soils can be expected  
following periods of extended drought. Damage from expansive soils is difficult to track. No 
damage information is available.  

 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP: 

 Implement/enforce an administrative procedure/ordinance to require permits for 
foundation repair.  

 Establish an administrative procedure or change in City codes that require builders to 
check for expansive soils when applying for new residential construction permits, and to 
consider the use of foundations that mitigate expansive soil damages when in a moderate 
to high-risk area. 

 Educate builders on appropriate foundation types for soils with different degrees of 
shrink-swell potential. For example, using "post-tensioned slab-ongrade" or "drilled pier" 
vs. standard "slab-on-grade" or "wall-on-grade" foundations. 

 
Extreme Heat 

Historical Context: According to the NCDC, Mayes County experienced 10 extreme heat 
events from 1995 through 2010 resulting in 4 deaths.  
 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP:  

 Develop a Heat Emergency Action Plan/Heat Emergency Annex to the Emergency 
Operations Plan for the jurisdiction. 

 
Flood 

Historical Context:  Mayes County experienced 29 flood events between 1995 and 2010 that 
resulted in 1 death, 2 injuries, and $1,018,000 in property damage.   

 

Date Location General Description of Incident 

November 
6, 1996 

Choteau to 
Pryor 

Severe thunderstorms caused flash flooding. 
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May 11, 
1999 

Choteau A slow moving system of severe thunderstorms caused flash flooding.   

June 20, 
1999 

Adair 4-8 inches of rain in Mayes County caused major flash flooding and 
forced the closing of US Highway 69, 2 mile north of Adair and OK 
Highway 28 near Adair. A 53-year-old man drowned when his car was 
washed away by eight-foot-deep flood waters flowing over OK 28 west 
of Adair.  

June 23, 
2007 

Adair Flash flooding caused road closures on OK 28 and secondary roads.  

May 1-2, 
2009 

Choteau  Flash flooding caused damage to school facilities.  

March 18, 
2008 

Adair Heavy rains resulted in flash flooding and a water rescue.  

May 1, 2009 Pryor 7 inches of rain caused flooding from Adair east to Langley closing 75% 
of county roadways and OK 28.  

September 
9, 2009 

Salina Heavy rain caused creeks to flow out of their banks creating flash 
flooding. Part of OK 28 was closed. Multiple water rescues performed. 
No injuries or fatalities were associated with this event.  

March 25, 
2010 

Adair Heavy rains flooded several roads in and around Adair including US 69.  

July 8, 2010 Pensacola Flood event, no injuries or property damage.  

 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP: 

 Continue Compliance with, and Participation in the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) and the Community Rating System (CRS). 

 Prepare a comprehensive basin-wide Flood and Drainage Annex to the Multi-Hazard 
Mitigation Plan for all watersheds within the jurisdiction. The Annex should identify all 
flooding problems within the jurisdiction, and recommend the most cost-effective and 
politically acceptable solutions. 

 Continue to acquire and remove floodplain and (future) repetitive loss properties where 
the community’s Flood and Drainage Annex to the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plans identify 
acquisition as the most cost-effective and desirable mitigation measure. 

 Create and maintain habitat for flora and fauna in flood control projects. Maintaining or 
developing wetlands may be an effective area to receive or reduce floodwaters. 

 Maintain natural and beneficial functions of streams and floodplains. 
 
Hail 

Historical Context: Mayes County has reported 174 hail events from 1995 through 2010, with 
$100,000 in reported damage.  
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Date Description of Event 

July 26, 
1995 

Two hail events occurred, one with H4 and one with H5. 

August 19, 
1995 

4-inch hail fell in Mayes County.  

July 6, 1996 H2 hail occurred in Pensacola. There were no reported damages. 

July 29, 
1996 

Hail of H2 size fell on the Town. There were no damages reported. 

May 6, 2000 Hail event at Mid America Industrial Park. No damage reported. 

March 11, 
2006 

H3 hail event in Pensacola. No damage reported.  

March 12, 
2006 

H5 hail caused $25,000 in damage. No injuries reported.  

April 7 - 8, 
2008 

H5-H6 diameter hail (2-inch) generated by a series of severe thunderstorms. 
Damage to structures and automobiles estimated at $50,000 

May 7, 2008 H5 hail fell in Strang. No damage or injuries reported.  

May 
10,2008 

H5 hail (1.75-inch) fell in Locust Grove. No injuries reported. Damage estimate 
at $25,000. 

 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP:  

 Provide covered shelters for City First Response/government vehicles to protect against 
hail damage. 
 

Hazardous Materials, Fixed Site (and Transportation Incidents) 
Historical Context: There were 32 fixed-site hazardous materials events in Mayes County 
between 1995 and 2010, most all of them involving petroleum industry products  
such as oil, Butadiene, and natural gas. 1 injury was reported when unloading a tanker truck 
on December 22, 2007, the valve failed causing the release to the ground of 25,020 pounds of 
Maleic Anhydride at the Mid America Industrial Park (MAIP). Remediation of the incident was 
successful.  
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Mayes County also experienced 23 transportation incidents from 1995 through 2010. 4 of 6 
mobile events involved the release of hazardous materials; 6 of 10 railroad incidents were 
non-release railroad incidents; there was one minor aircraft incident and no pipeline incidents.  

 
 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP: 
No information available. 

 
High winds 

Historical Context: According to the NCDC data, Mayes County experienced 138 wind events 
between that resulted in $295,000 in damage. These events included winds that ranged from 
51 mph to 65 mph.  
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Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP:   

 Identify and develop public information and education programs and provide materials 
and mitigation measures that protect a building’s roof, all outside openings, and the 
building envelope. Also research ways to improve quality of construction related to wind 
resistance. Top priority should be given to protection of the roof system, typically the 
most vulnerable and most expensive component to replace. 

 Train/Educate builders, developers, architects and engineers in techniques of disaster-
resistant homebuilding, such as the Fortified Home standards developed by the Institute 
for Business & Home Safety (IBHS), the Blueprint for Safety guidelines developed by the 
Federal Alliance for Safe Homes (FLASH). 

 
Lightning 

Historical Context: According to the NCDC, Mayes County experienced 6 lightning events 
between 1995 and 2010 that resulted in property damages totaling $190,000.  
 

Date General Description of Event 

September 
19, 1993 

Lightning struck near Locust Grove causing $50,000 in damages. No further detail 
was reported. 

October 5, 
1998 

Lightning hit a bank building in Pryor, leaving a hole the size of a softball in it outside 
wall. The force of the lightning strike sent bricks flying, one of which sailed through 
the bank's sign. Most of the computer terminals at the bank were lost. The event 
caused $40,000 in damages. 

May 4, 1999 Lightning lit fire to and destroyed a new home in the Grand Prairie Estates west of 
Pryor. Damages were estimated at $50,000. 

May 22, 
1999 

 A lightning strike near Locust Grove started a fire that completely gutted a small 
church on OK Hwy 82 causing $60,000 in damages. 

July 4, 2004 Lightning struck a house in Salina. A person in the house was injured due to the 
lightning strike. $5,000 in damage was reported. 

June 4, 2005 Lightning struck and caused a house fire in Pryor. The event caused $10,000 in 
damages. 

September 
21, 2009 

Lightning struck a home in Strang. The home caught on fire and ensued $25,000 in 
damages. 

 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP:  

 Provide lightning warning systems for Community public outdoor sports areas, pools, golf 
courses, and parks. 

 Provide lightning warning systems for Public Schools outdoor sports areas and play 
grounds. 

 Provide surge and lightning protection for computer-reliant critical facilities (e.g. City Hall, 
911 Center, EOC, Police and Fire stations, water/wastewater treatment plant and public 
works buildings). 

 Educate the Public, and encourage the Utility Companies to provide information to their 
clients on Whole House Surge and Lightning Protection. 
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Tornado 
Historical Context: Mayes County has had 54 tornado occurrences between 1995 and 2010 
caused nearly $26,100,000 in damage.  
 

Date General Description of Event 

June 
12, 
1957 

An F1 tornado formed on the east side of Adair and dissipated near 
Pensacola. One person was injured and damage was estimated at $25,000. 

May 9, 
1959 

And F3 tornado touched down southeast of Pensacola and was on the ground for 
7.3 miles. The tornado path paralleled Pensacola Dam and went directly through 
Disney. There were three injuries and $250,000 in damage.  

May 
26, 
1973 

An F1 tornado passed through the southern edge of Town of Choteau. There were 
no injuries or damages. 

May 
26, 
1973 

An F1 tornado created a 10.5 mile path from southeast of Chouteau that 
moved through the southern portion of MAIP before dissipating north of Locust 
Grove. There was one fatality associated with this event and damage was $25,000. 
The location of the fatality and the damage is not reported.  

June 8, 
1974 

A F3 tornado cut through the middle of the Town of Chouteau. There were 
seven injuries and $25 million in damages. 

April 7, 
1986 

A tornado recorded as an F2 north of the Town of Adair. Damage totaled $250,000. 
There were no reported injuries. 

  

May 
13, 
2010 

An EF2 tornado was on the ground for four miles beginning four miles west of Town 
and dissipating one mile northwest of Town of Choteau. The tornado resulted in 
two injuries and caused $300,000 in damage.  

May 
15, 
1990 

An F2 tornado cut an eight mile path from seven miles west of Adair into the Town 
Limits. There were no injuries, but $250,000 in damage was caused.  

 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP: 

 Provide employee shelters/safe-rooms at critical facilities, such as 911 Center, fire stations 
and police stations to protect first responders. 

 Perform tornado and high wind and earthquake evaluations of schools and retrofit or 
remodel buildings to make them more disaster resistant. 

 Install Safe-Rooms in Schools and retrofit/construct safe rooms at existing Schools. 

 Develop an Individual Safe Room Program for vulnerable populations that will withstand 
hazards, including Home owners, Special Needs Populations, elderly, mobile home 
residents, etc 

 Adopt an ordinance requiring registration of Safe Rooms, and create a data base and GIS 
(lat/long) map to locate Safe Rooms in the event of a disaster. 

 Obtain grants for storm shelters/safe rooms in mobile home parks. 

 Adopt an Ordinance requiring new Mobile Home Parks to provide storm shelters/safe 
rooms for their residents. Educate residents, building professionals and safe room vendors 
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on the International Codes Council/National Storm Shelter Association’s “Standard for the 
Design and Construction of Storm Shelters” and incorporate this Standard into current 
regulatory ordinances. 

 
For all the county profiles for this study we are providing maps of the historic tornados mapped over 
the developed social vulnerability index.  This is in addition to the data prepared and summarized from 
the HMP in this section. 
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Urban (Structure) Fires 
Historical Context: Mayes County experienced 35 fires in critical facilities from 2000 to 2010 that 
resulted in the loss of $234,980 in damage and 13 civilian injuries, 15 civilian deaths, and 13 
firefighter injuries. Losses in other structures are outline below.  
 

Location Description of Event 

Adair 21 structure resulted in 5 civilian injuries and 4 civilian deaths. No firefighters 
suffered injury or death. The property damage amounted to $2,208,101.  

Choteau 116 structure fires that resulted in 3 civilian injuries and one firefighter death. 
Property damage was reported at 10,207,863. 

Disney There have been 33 structure fires that resulted in no civilians injured or killed and 
one firefighter injury. Property damage was reported at $374,000. 

Langley  37 structure fires that resulted in 1 civilian death, and no firefighters were injured 
or killed. Property damage was reported at $1,979,121.   

Locust 
Grove 

81 structure fires that resulted in 4 civilian injuries and 4 civilian deaths. 1 
firefighter was injured. Property damages amounted to $787,300. 

Pensacola 21 structure fires that resulted in $388,400 in property damage.  

Salina 125 structure fires that resulted in $3,338,873 in property damage.  

Spavinaw 55 structure fires that resulted in $740,200 in property damage.  

Strang 27 structure fires that resulted in $1,374,700 in property damage.  

 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP:  

 Provide and maintain defensible space around structures vulnerable to wildfires. 
 
Wildfires 

Historical Context: Based on the Oklahoma State Fire Marshall, from 2000 to 2010, Mayes 
County fire departments made a total of 42,327 wildfire runs that burned 11,930 square miles 
and caused $507,373 in damage.   

 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP: 

 Develop a contingency plan for evacuating population endangered by a wildfire. 

 Provide and maintain defensible space around structures vulnerable to wildfires. 

 Implement red cedar eradication program (NRCS to assist) to reduce red cedar trees and 
wild fire potential. 

 
Winter Storms 

Historical Context:  There have been 28 winter storm events in Mayes County from 1995 to 
2010. The Town of Salina reported a winter storm on February 12, 2011 that left roads virtually 
impassable. The Town of Spavinaw received 27 inches of snow in a 24-hour period during the 
same winter storm in 2011. No injuries or deaths resulted. Property damage is estimated at 
$50,021,500.  
 
Mitigation Strategy / Recommendations from HMP: 
No information available. 
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C.2.1.2; C.2.1.6; C.2.1.7;C.2.1.8 Shelters from Disaster Event 

Most jurisdictions have elected to not have public shelters in order to discourage people from leaving 
safe places and ultimately be caught on the road trying to reach a public shelter.   However, Locust 
Grove built a public school facility that also serves as a community shelter. The 24,000-square-foot 
dome-shaped structure is built to withstand winds up to 250 mph and can hold more than 1,500 people.  

Mayes County has a storm shelter program whereby residents can register locations of private shelters. 
Mayes County also received FEMA funding for 55 private storm shelters.  
 
http://www.emergencymgmt.com/disaster/FEMA-funding-55-storm-shelters.html 
 
The City of Pryor HMP includes mitigation measures that support implementing a community storm 
shelter program like other communities have.  

C.2.1.3 Public Policy and Governance to Build Disaster Resiliency 

Mayes County does not enforce a building code. There are no planning or zoning restrictions in the 
unincorporated areas of the county except for floodplain regulations adopted in December 1999.  
 
Mayes County Hazard Mitigation Planning Team includes representation by all towns and school districts 
within the county. City of Pryor has its own Hazard Mitigation Plan.   

C.2.1.4 Local Emergency Response Agency Structure 

Mayes County Emergency Operation Plan clearly identifies that local resilience to risks starts with 
prepared individuals. The EOP for Mayes County has a detailed list of task assignments and 
responsibilities. 

 C.2.1.5 Threat & Hazard Warning Systems 

Warning systems may be activated from any level of government by agencies having responsibility to 

notify the public of imminent danger. At the local level, these warnings are channeled through the 

Emergency Management Director in order to assign responsibility and ensure control of the warning 

process.  

Mayes County Emergency Notification and Warning Systems  

NOAA Weather Radios 

The Mayes County HMP states that the community should consider a NOAA weather 

radio program.  

Warning Systems 

Mayes County outdoor warning system includes 26 sirens.  

http://www.emergencymgmt.com/disaster/FEMA-funding-55-storm-shelters.html
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Social Vulnerability 

Based on the research work done by the Texas A&M University  
 
Hazard Reduction and Recovery Center, an added component is being included in this section.  Social 
vulnerability can place households at a further disadvantage during and after a disaster.  This analysis 
is assessing for the county the levels of social vulnerability based on demographic indicators to 
highlight ‘hotspots’ or counties that have higher social vulnerability.  That combined with Hazard 
Mitigation Plans – or lack thereof – can highlight places where additional work is needed to reduce 
impacts on households. 
 

Social Vulnerability Analysis - Mayes County 
Base Social Vulnerability Indicators (%)   2nd Order 3rd Order 

1.) Single Parent Households 11.64% 0.184 
(Child Care Needs) 

3.327 
Social Vulnerability 
'Hotspot' or Area 

of 
Concern 

2.) Population Under 5 6.76% 

3.) Population 65 or Above 15.88% 
0.265 

(Elder Needs) 
4.) Population 65 or Above & Below  
Poverty Rate 10.66% 

5.) Workers Using Public Transportation 0.18% 0.059 
(Transportation Needs) 6.) Occupied Housing Units w/o Vehicle 5.76% 

7.) Housing Unit Occupancy Rate 82.90% 

2.526 
(Temporary Shelter 

and Housing 
Recovery Needs) 

8.) Rental Occupancy Rate 24.76% 

9.) Non-White Population 33.52% 

10.) Population in Group Quarters 1.45% 

11.) Housing Units Built Prior to 1990 70.40% 

12.) Mobile Homes, RVs, Vans, etc. 19.83% 

13.) Poverty Rate 19.72% 

14.) Housing Units Lacking Telephones 3.81% 

0.292 
(Civic Capacity 

Needs) 

15.) Age 25+ With Less Than High School 
Diploma 15.70% 

16.) Unemployment Rate 8.74% 

17.) Age 5+ Which Cannot Speak English 
Well or Not At All 0.95% 

Sources: Shannon Van Zandt, Texas A&M, Hazard Planning materials, and 2009-2013 American Community Survey, Tables B11003, B01001, 
B17001, B08301, B25044, B25001, B25042, B02001, B03002, B26001, B25036, B17001, B25043, S1501, B23025 & B06007 
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Social vulnerability combined with the devastating impacts of a natural or man-made disaster can 
compound a household’s ability to recover and in fact can place those individuals at an even great gap 
or disadvantage prior to the event (Shannon Van Zandt, Texas A&M, Hazard Planning). 
 
This county has an above average score per this index for social vulnerability when comparing as a 
county to other counties in the state. Looking at the census tract level, the Pryor area and a corridor 
running from southwest to northeast portion of the county have elevated scores for social 
vulnerability.  Combine that with the tornados, as one physical hazard or event that occurs, people in 
these areas may have additional difficulties during an event due to transportation and family needs.  
Additionally recovery for socially vulnerable populations can be slow and may require additional 
outside assistance. 
 
Recommendations for this county: 

 Continue to update and maintain the county HMP and include attention to areas within the 
county that in addition to physical vulnerability may have compounding social vulnerability 
factors. 

 Efforts to strengthen building codes related to tornadoes and natural disasters should be 
considered. 

 Planning for shelters from disaster events for multifamily, HUD and LIHTC units, in addition to 
all housing in the community should be incorporated with any effort to increase housing. 
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Homelessness 

By Continuum of Care 

Oklahoma is comprised of eight Continuums of Care (CoC). These entities manage the provision of 
services to the homeless, among other functions.  By definition, CoCs involve nonprofit homeless 
providers; victim service providers; faith-based organizations; governments; businesses; advocates; 
public housing agencies; school districts; social service providers; mental health agencies; hospitals; 
universities; affordable housing developers; law enforcement and other organizations that serve the 
homeless and those at risk of becoming homeless (Continuum of Care Network pamphlet, 2015). 
These entities are governed by a community plan that helps them deliver services to the homeless 
and/or to prevent a return to the homeless.  CoCs provide a variety of services aimed at outreach, 
engagement and assessment, including emergency shelter, rapid re-housing, transitional housing, and 
permanent housing, among others (Continuum of Care Network pamphlet, 2015).  

The data below describes the characteristics of those receiving or eligible for the CoC in which Mayes 
County is located.  This data is collected by the CoCs on last day of January each year and reported on 
an annual basis.  It is currently the best source of data available at the State level of understanding the 
demographics of these populations.   

OK 505 Northeast Oklahoma 

OK 505 represents the northeast region of Oklahoma, including Craig, Ottawa, Delaware, Cherokee, 
Adair, Sequoyah, Washington, Nowata, Rogers, Mayes, and Wagoner counties. There is a 
disproportionately high number of homeless households comprised of children in this CoC (24 out of 
300).  Eight of these 24 child only households are unsheltered.  This area also has a high incidence of 
homeless victims of domestic violence (168). This group, for the most part, appears to be finding 
shelter.  However, of the homeless veterans (51), the majority are unsheltered (30).  The population of 
homeless substance abusers is also significant in this CoC (122).  They, too, are finding shelter with 
only 10 reported instances of the failure to find shelter.   

This CoC has invested in the creation of a significant number of temporary and permanent units of 
shelter for homeless individuals and family.  There are 449 units of temporary housing available to 
individual and families in this region year around.  An additional 90 units of permanent housing are 
available to homeless families and individuals.  There exists a need for more units of rapid rehousing 
for veterans given the current population of unsheltered vets.
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OK 505 Northeast OK 
Emergency 
Shelter(sheltered) 

Transitional 
Housing(sheltered) Unsheltered Total 

Households without children 155 33 47 235 

Households with at least 1 adult & 1 child 29 3 9 41 

Households with only children 16 0 8 24 

total homeless households 200 36 64 300 

Persons in households without children 156 33 47 236 

persons age 18-24 32 3 19 54 

persons over age 24 124 30 28 182 

Persons in households with at least 1 adult & 1 child 87 8 28 123 

children under age 18 55 4 17 76 

persons age 18-24 6 0 0 6 

persons over 24 26 4 11 41 

persons in households with only 1 children 16 0 8 24 

Total homeless persons 259 41 83 383 

Subpopulations  Sheltered 
 

Unsheltered Total 

Chronically Homeless 81  22 103 

Chronically Homeless Individuals 61 
 

12 73 

Chronically Homeless Persons in Families 20 
 

10 30 

Severely Mentally Ill 33 
 

16 49 

Chronic Substance Abuse 112 
 

10 122 

Veterans 21 
 

30 51 

HIV/AIDS 0 
 

0 0 

Victims of Domestic Violence 159 
 

9 168 
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COC Conclusion 

Each of the CoC’s represents a unique area. It’s important to note that the Point In Time data serves as 
a baseline.  It is likely that the homeless population is much larger than counted.  Generally, the 
State’s homeless population is over the age of 24.  In some areas of the State, there is a 
disproportionately high rate of homeless youth.  More detailed exploration is necessary to understand 
the reasons which led them to this State and the needs of homeless youth.  Domestic violence victims 
comprise a significant portion of the homeless population in the State.  In some areas, the presence of 
social service providers for this subpopulation has reduced homeless rates.  The same is true with 
respect to homeless veterans.  As anticipated, the majority of the homeless population across the 
state can be classified as: mentally ill, chronically homeless, and chronic substance abusers.  The needs 
of these difficult to house homeless must remain a priority across the State.   

A Snap Shot of Homelessness in the State 

Point in Time data was last collected on January 29, 2015 across the State.  On that date, counts 
revealed a homeless populations of more than 3,000 residents.  The majority of those counted  (2,603 
individuals) were classified as households without children.  The majority of this group lives in 
emergency shelters (1,652) or transitional housing (376) with 575 classified as unsheltered. 

The number of households with children is seemingly small totaling 343.  The vast majority of those in 
this classification live at emergency shelters (201) or transitional housing (104) with only 38 classified 
as unsheltered.  Homeless service providers in Oklahoma City and Tulsa emphasized that this group 
was likely undercounted across the State because they are less visible than other categories of 
homeless.  They emphasized that emergency shelters, as presently designed, do not meet the needs 
of families with children in terms of both privacy and safety.   

The Point in Time data reveals less than 100 households comprised of only children.  Of these 74 
counted households, 35 live in emergency shelters and 39 are unsheltered.  This population is likely 
significantly undercounted as youth who are homeless typically seek to avoid identification for fear of 
being returned to their homes.  These young people often have specific needs for supportive services 
that are difficult to deliver because the population remains unseen.  Homeless advocates in the State 
hold up Tulsa as a good example of the State for serving homeless youth.  OKC’s Be the Change is also 
a leader in identifying and providing needed service to homeless youth in the metropolitan region.  
The problem of homeless youth is not just isolated to large urban areas.  Mid-sized and smaller cities 
also look for innovative ways to service.  Cities like El Reno and Enid have their own drop in centers for 
homeless youth.  Social networks in smaller cities fill similar functions.   

 Oklahoma City public schools also tracks homeless students within the district.  There are 
homeless students attending 78 elementary and middle schools in Oklahoma City.   This data suggests 
that the majority of the city’s homeless students are African American or Hispanic. There are 664 
homeless African American students, 724 homeless Hispanic students, and 254 homeless Caucasian 
students. There are ten high schools in OKC that have reported having homeless students. Douglass 
and Capitol Hill high schools have the highest homeless student populations.   Douglass has 50 
homeless African American students. Capitol Hill has 49 homeless Hispanic students.  The majority of 
these students can be classified as “couch homeless” or doubled up, meaning that they are finding 
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shelter with extended family members, friends, and other non-relatives for a brief amount of time due 
to hardship.  

The majority of Oklahoma’s homeless population is over 24 years old.  This classification system is not 
particularly useful in helping to assess the number and needs of the elderly population, which is 
reported to be a substantial subset of this population.  

The Point in Time data categorizes the homeless population into two categories:  Hispanic/Latino and 
Non-Hispanic/Non-Latino.  The lion’s share of homeless in Oklahoma are Non-Hispanic/Non-Latino 
(3,528).  In Oklahoma City, 62% of the homeless served are classified a Caucasian.  Twenty-five 
percent of the homeless population is African American.  Seven percent of the homeless in OKC 
identify as Native American.  Less than one percent of those identified as homeless in OKC are Asian.  
By contrast, a relative small fraction of the State’s homeless population is Hispanic/Latino.  The Point 
in Time data identified a relatively small Hispanic homeless population, including less than 250 
individuals.  This follows OKC counts that identify 7% of the city’s homeless population as Hispanic.  
Homeless advocates in OKC indicate that social networks, including churches and extended families, 
keep the number of homeless in the Hispanic population proportionately lower than their Non-
Hispanic/Non-Latino counterparts.  However, these individual likely classify as “couch homeless” and 
are in a continued state of being vulnerable to becoming homeless.   

The PIC data indicates that are more homeless males (2,237) than females (1,535).  This follows 
national trends. Care should be taken when interpreting this data, as women are less likely to 
participate in Point in Time counts.  There is a growing population of homeless in Oklahoma that 
identifies as transgender.  PIC data identified 5 individuals identifying as transgender.  This population 
is likely much higher and will continue to grow due to family and national attitudes about this 
population.  Transgender populations may require special housing accommodations, especially in the 
emergency shelter context, to provide for their social and emotional needs.   

Another group of homeless individuals that merits special consideration in the distribution of 
resources is those identified as having special needs.  This classification includes persons with 
“physical, mental or behavioral disabilities, persons with HIV/AIS and/or persons with alcohol or drug 
addictions.  The Point in Time data estimates that there are nearly 1300 homeless persons with special 
needs in OKC alone.  

The Point in Time data is coarse and does not do an effectively track homeless populations with 
specific needs, such as those persons who are homeless and living with HIV/AIDS.  This special 
population of homeless is likely growing in Oklahoma.  According to the Oklahoma State Department 
of Health there were an estimated 5,375 cases of persons living with HIV/AIDS by the end of 2013.  
There were a total of 437 newly diagnosed HIV/AIDS cases in 2013 for the state of Oklahoma.  The vast 
majority of populations living with HIV/AIDS  (nearly 72%) reside in urban areas.  In OKC alone, the 
Point in Time data identified at least 25 homeless individuals living with HIV/AIDS.  This is likely an 
undercount.  Based on this information and anecdotal data from homeless service providers, special 
effort must be made to understand the housing, medical, and supportive services needs of homeless 
persons living with HIV/AIDs. 
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Shelter is crucial for homeless persons with HIV/AIDS in the management of this illness. However, 
traditional shelter setting(s) may not be suitable to house this population.  Those with suppressed 
immune systems are vulnerable to the spread of infectious diseases which may be present in open 
shelters.  In addition, shelter personally may not be properly trained in handling AIDS related issues.  
For these reasons, as well as resources made available by the federal government, homeless persons 
living with HIV/AIDs are often given housing choice vouchers, created by HOPWA, so that they secure 
housing on the private market.  This can be challenging in constrained rental markets like Norman, for 
example, where affordable housing options are limited.  It is estimated that more than 60 individuals 
living in OKC with HIV/AIDs are homeless because they have been unable to find a landlord that will 
accept their housing choice voucher.  
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Rural Areas 

Homelessness in the rural areas of the State is much more difficult to calculate.  Given the population 
density of the State, the majority of services that serve the homeless are concentrated in urban and 
semi-urban areas.  Even if beds are available, many rural homeless lack knowledge about the services 
or a means to travel to receive the same.  As a part of this study, OU students were dispatched into 
the 77 counties in the State to, among other issues, attempt to understand the degree to which there 
is rural homelessness in the State.  Their qualitative inquiries yielded very little data, in part, because 
rural homeless is difficult to identify and often ignored.  For the purposes of this report, a literature 
review was prepared on the topic of rural homelessness in the United States.  The goals of this 
academic review is to assist policymakers and service providers in the State in uncovering the 
dimensions of this illusive population. 

In the U.S., the rural homeless population is predominantly Caucasian.  This population is comprised of 
single mothers, widowed wives and husbands, divorced and separated men and women, and young 
people. A study examining rural homelessness in Ohio found that nearly 40% of those who classify as 
homeless were divorced, separated, or widowed (First, Richard J., John C. Rife, and Beverly G. Toomey, 
1994, pg. 101). Ohio’s rural homeless were also relatively young.  Close to 80% of homeless population 
in this study was between the ages of 18 and 39 years old (First et al, 1994, pg. 101). Rural 
homelessness is often less visible than urban homelessness because these populations commonly take 
shelter are at a friend’s house, in their vehicles, or on abandoned properties. These populations can 
also be found on “…campgrounds or in hollows, desert canyons, farmers’ fields, state parks, and 
highway rest areas” (Milbourne and Cloke, 2006, pg. 17).     

 The causes of rural homelessness mirror, in most ways, the plight of the urban homeless.  The 
study of homelessness in rural Ohio revealed family problems and substance abuse issues as primary 
causes of rural homelessness.  The incidence of homelessness resulting from situations of domestic 
violence is high in rural areas  (Cummins et al, 1998). Substance abuse issues are a common cause for 
homelessness in rural America.  The literature reveals that this population tends to be homeless 
because they have isolated themselves from family and people who want to help (First et al, 1994).  In 
the case of both domestic violence and substance abuse, it is often difficult for these individuals to 
find shelter and the supportive services they require in rural areas where options are limited, if 
available at all.  The thought of moving to an urban area to find both shelter and supportive services is 
sometimes not considered at all by these vulnerable populations. 

Rural areas are also more prone to the kind of poverty that puts individuals and families at risk for 
homelessness.  The number of people living at or below the poverty line in rural places is higher than 
anywhere else in the United States (Moore, 2001). The statement “rural homelessness is a microcosm 
of national economic and political developments” cannot be truer for American rural communities 
(Vissing, 1996, pg. 103). The disinvestment of small towns and their inability to attract long-term 
sustainable business development, cripples a small town’s economy. In effect, this is a main 
contributor for why poverty is such a common theme for rural communities.  As a result, the State 
should carefully consider its investments in rural Oklahoma.  While there is a need for shelter in these 
places, the construction of this housing type should be weighed with long term opportunities for 
employment in the area.   



Homelessness 105 

Mayes County 

 It is not surprising that rural areas typically lack both emergency shelters and temporary 
housing options. Services that provide temporary housing and provide relief and support services for 
those who cannot find food are virtually nonexistent in rural communities across the United States 
(Moore, 2001). Sheltering the homeless is undercapitalized in rural areas because communities do not 
see a concentration of homeless individuals (Vissing, 1996, pg. 146).   As a result, the homeless must 
satisfice where they are.  For instance, for families who are homeless, some of them use a friend’s 
house to store clothes or to seek shelter, while some receive assistance from churches (Cummins et al, 
1998).  Others migrate to urban areas where services are available and more accessible  (Rollinson, 
Paul A., and John T. Pardeck, 2006).  

 The absence of affordable housing in rural areas is a root cause of homelessness (Levinson, 
David, and Marcy Ross, 2007).  In fact, it was noticed that many of the people were receiving 
monetary assistance or previously had some money saved up to spend on housing, but these 
measures were not enough to keep them afloat (First et al, 1994, pg. 101).  Housing costs rise in rural 
areas typically rise as a result of competition for a limited amount of housing stock. In some rural 
areas, low income families are spending 70% of their household incomes on housing, sometimes 
substandard housing (Vissing, 1996, pg. 124). As Levinson et al explain, “housing costs are lower but so 
are incomes, with the result of placing a heavier rent burden in the community” (Levinson, David, and 
Marcy Ross, 2007, pg. 45). Renters in rural communities, as a result, are far more susceptible to 
becoming homeless than their urban or suburban counterparts because they do not have the financial 
safety net sometimes associated with homeownership (Fitchen, 1991, pg. 193).  

 While this brief review of the literature describes the state of homelessness across rural 
America, many of the lessons learned are easily translated to an Oklahoma context.  The condition and 
supply of affordable housing units is relatively poor in many rural portions of the State.  Rent burden, 
as more fully characterized in the Consolidated Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) section of this 
report, is high.  This leaves families living and working in relatively weak economies vulnerable to 
homelessness.  Once homeless, supportive services in these areas are relatively limited, especially for 
the chronically homeless, those with substance abuse problems, and victims of domestic violence.  
Services available to these populations in urban areas may not be attractive to individuals and families 
who are accustomed to life in rural communities.  Where practicable, more consideration must be 
given to providing supportive services and temporary and permanent housing to homeless 
populations wishing to remain in rural areas.
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At Risk For Homelessness 

Poverty is the primary factor that places Oklahoma families at risk of being homeless.  There are many 
factors experienced by those living in poverty which leave residents more or less vulnerable to 
homelessness.  For the purposes of this study, a social vulnerability index has been constructed to 
measure the likelihood or risk that residents living in poverty might find themselves homeless.  This 
index includes factors such as single headed households, concentration of young and elderly residents, 
the reliance on public transportation, private vehicle availability, racial composition, housing type, 
presence or absence of a telephone in the household, amongst other factors.  This index is additive 
and seeks to understand the collective impact of these factors in estimating the vulnerability of a local 
population.  While employed in more significant detail in the section of this report focusing on disaster 
resiliency, this tool is useful in identifying areas of the State where populations may be most 
vulnerable to homelessness.  The index utilized in this section is different from the one crafted in the 
Disaster Resiliency chapter of this report in that it estimates social vulnerability at the county level, 
rather than by census tract.  The decision to study vulnerability to homelessness at the county level 
was made to help policymakers understand, more generally, where resources and economic 
interventions are most necessary to stave off the potential effects of homelessness.  This maps 
presents vulnerability to homelessness on the county level, depicting the most vulnerable counties in 
dark green. 
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The Oklahoma families most likely at risk are those living in public and subsidized housing.  They live 
below the poverty line.  Even those who are employed, remain vulnerable to homeless because an 
unexpected expense, like a medical emergency, threatens their ability to pay for their share of rent 
owed or utilities.  A missed payment can easily lead to eviction and homeless.   

Through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Oklahoma service providers have 
been vested with more than 24,000 housing choice vouchers.  Their spatial distribution is outlined 
below.  Of significance is the size of the waiting lists for public housing units and housing choice 
vouchers in cities across the State.  These individuals are the most vulnerable to being homeless. 

  
Authorized 

Vouchers 

Public 
Housing 
Waiting 

List 

Voucher 
waiting 
list 

Ada OK024 110 Unknown Unknown 

Bristow OK033 87 Unknown Unknown 

Broken Bow OK006 217 Unknown Unknown 

Fort Gibson OK118 44 Unknown Unknown 

Henryetta OK142 115 Unknown Unknown 

Hugo OK044 178 14 56 

Lawton OK005 92 Unknown Unknown 

McAlester OK062 73 118 36 

Miami OK027 243 126 179 

Muskogee OK099 843 Unknown 230 

Norman OK139 1,185 Unknown 313 

Oklahoma City OK002 4,219 830 8021 

Oklahoma HFA OK901 10,708 Unknown 11,155 

Ponca City OK111 134 70 148 

Seminole OK032 189 53 44 

Shawnee OK095 497 320 623 

Stillwater OK146 656 550 420 

Stilwell OK067 29 Unknown Unknown 

Tecumseh OK148 31 90 171 

Tulsa OK073 4,808 4951 5859 

Wewoka OK096 154 Unknown 
 Oklahoma   24,612 
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Findings and Recommendations 

The chronically homeless population remains high in Oklahoma and follows national trends.  While 
this population does not appear to be growing, the needs of the chronically homeless merit continued 
attention.  Ample emergency shelters and soup kitchens must be made available for these sizable 
population in both urban and rural contexts.  Social service providers should be clustered, to the 
extent possible, where these groups of homeless populations cluster.  Given the future projections for 
the increase in the number of cold and hot days in the region, social service providers must provide 
places that allow these individuals to seek refuge from the elements.   

Those living with HIV/AIDS tend to underreport their status and needs.  Given the cost of medical care 
these individuals face, the need for permanent and stable housing is critical.  Housing providers must 
work to ensure that there are enough units for this undercounted population.  Working with county 
health care providers, OHFA is much more likely to estimate the size and needs of this population of 
homeless and potentially homeless persons.  Special care must be taken to ascertain the barriers 
these individuals face when using vouchers to secure housing in the marketplace. 

Victims of domestic violence require temporary and transitional housing statewide.  CoCs with high 
supportive services tend to better accommodate the housing needs for these population.  Cleveland 
County provides a good model for the State.  However, many homeless victims of domestic violence 
live in rural areas that are underserved.  Efforts must be undertaken to work with social services 
provides, schools, churches, and the police to help identify these individuals and to lead them to 
available housing and supportive services.   

While not mentioned in the PIC data, estimates must be prepared to calculate the number and needs 
of homeless populations with felonies.  In particular, there has been a rise nationally in the number of 
homeless sex offenders.  Zoning regulations and discrimination from the private market has pushed 
many registered sex offenders to the periphery of many communities.  Given their criminal histories, 
this population of homeless is harder to house but should not be forgotten for health and safety of 
these individuals and the communities they inhabit.   

The size of the homeless veteran population seems to be decreasing as a result of national initiatives 
to end homelessness for veterans in Oklahoma.  The needs of homeless veterans are highest in areas 
of the State near VA facilities.  Temporary and permanent housing should be constructed at a higher 
rate in these areas to meet demand.  Care should be taken to make certain that the housing 
constructed is built to meet the psychological needs of veterans, particularly those suffering from 
PTSD. 

Rural homelessness, in general, is a challenge to assess and characterize.  The rate of homelessness in 
rural areas is most likely much higher than annual counts demonstrate.  The majority of rural 
homeless likely find shelter out of public view.  Some may shelter in their cars, in undeveloped areas 
or in the homes of those who allow them to stay.  They are not likely to find their way to urban areas 
given their lack of transportation options and preferences for rural living.  Programs that are 
developed to provide shelter to the rural homeless must be developed to allow sheltering in place 
where possible.  Sheltering in place should only be allowed, however, in places where individuals are 
likely to be able to find what they need, including opportunities to work. 
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Very little is known about the age distribution of homeless over the age of 24.  It is likely that the 
homeless population, including those who are chronically homeless, is aging.  Elderly homeless 
individuals have special needs.  Counts must be more sensitive to understanding the size and needs of 
this population.  This does not mean arbitrarily building units to house this population unless a need 
can be demonstrated for the same.   

Waiting lists for public housing and section 8 vouchers are high across the State.  This is not 
uncommon to Oklahoma.  However, when we are considering the size of the population that is at risk 
to homelessness, these waiting lists are an important factor to consider.  Resources should be spent in 
a manner which is preventative so that these individuals’ and families’ needs are met before they 
become homeless.   

The absence of affordable housing alternatives across some parts of the State is the largest threat to 
homelessness.  In markets that are constrained by an aging housing stock or those that are rapidly 
growing, individuals and families who live on the economic margins are at risk for becoming homeless.  
Communities must work to ensure that zoning regulations promote the development of housing types 
serving all income levels, including the providing of temporary and permanent housing to meet the 
needs of the presently homeless and those at risk for becoming the same.  Funding distributions 
should be targeted to communities with the highest needs who are willing to do what is necessary to 
meet the needs of the homeless and those at risk for the same.   
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Fair Housing 

Summary 

Fair housing addresses discrimination in the provision of housing as well as discrimination in access to 
opportunities provided by the location of affordable housing. Recent actions by the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the United States Supreme Court focus 
our attention on localized access to opportunity.  

These findings are intended to aid the Oklahoma Housing Finance Agency (OHFA) determine the 
location of new affordable housing in relation to vulnerable populations and explore ways to expand 
the opportunities available to help communities of existing affordable housing achieve self-sufficiency. 

Key Findings: 

 70% of affordable housing units are located in census tracts marked by poverty 

 62% of affordable housing is located in census tracts where a majority of the residents are not 
white 

 13% of affordable housing units have no access to transit services and 56% have access to 
limited service, on-demand transit 

 2.6% of affordable housing units have limited access to a hospital 

 7.8% of affordable housing units are located in food deserts 

Recommendations: 

Continued efforts to improve the quality of life for affordable housing residents and reduce 
discrimination associated with affordable housing will likely need to include strategies that integrate 
new affordable housing as well as support existing communities of affordable housing. This will likely 
include public policies and funding designed to integrate low-income and workforce housing into a 
more diverse set of communities. Additionally, those living existing affordable housing communities 
need increased opportunities to stay in place, become self-sufficient, and participate in determining 
the future of their neighborhood. OHFA may consider partnering with other state, non-profit, and for-
profit agencies to explore strategies for helping communities thrive economically, socially, and 
environmentally. 

What is Fair Housing? 

Fair housing addresses discrimination in the provision of housing as well as discrimination in access to 
opportunities provided by the location of affordable housing. On one hand, this protects the ability of 
individuals to obtain housing regardless of personal characteristics such as race, skin color, national 
origin, gender, familial status, or disability. It also focuses attention on more subtle forms of 
discrimination that cluster low-income housing in ways that inhibit the ability of communities to 
access services and amenities that support self-sufficiency and autonomy. 

Recent actions by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and the 
United States Supreme Court focus our attention on localized access to opportunity. In 2014, HUD 
released the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) rule for public comment. The draft rule 
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“directs HUD’s program participants to take significant actions to overcome historic patterns of 
segregation, achieve truly balanced and integrated living patterns, promote fair housing choice, and 
foster inclusive communities that are free from discrimination” (HUD 2015). In 2015, the United States 
Supreme Court provided legal support for actions taken to remedy patterns that impede the upward 
mobility and opportunity of low-income individuals and communities. In the case of Texas Department 
of Housing and Community Affairs v. The Inclusive Communities Project the court reiterated the need 
to address disparate impacts in considering the location of affordable housing and reinforced the 
importance of AFFH (Bostic 2015). Housing discrimination from this perspective is not only felt by 
individual residents, it can also be the result of actions that work to limit the opportunities to improve 
the quality of life in local communities. 

Approach 

In Oklahoma, a combination of federal and state programs work to support the opportunities provided 
to individuals and families who rest safely and comfortably in an apartment or home. Here we use 
publicly available data for units that are part of the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Program, 
the Rural Rental Housing Loans, or OHFA administered programs such as Oklahoma Affordable 
Housing Tax Credit (AHTC), the HOME investment partnership program, the Section 8 Housing Choice 
Voucher Program, and multi-family bonds.  Collectively, these programs represent state efforts to 
assist individuals who are unable to afford housing. 

Indicators of disparate impact vary but seem to contingent upon the contextual characteristics of a 
particular neighborhood. In an effort to help communities investigate and understand community 
level disparate impacts, HUD created a Fair Housing Assessment Tool 
(http://www.huduser.gov/portal/affht_pt.html#affh). The assessment tool includes measures on 
indicators of disparate impacts based on the clustering of potentially vulnerable populations, 
including: 

 Race/Ethnicity of Residents 

 National Origin of Residents 

 English Proficiency of Residents 

 Job Accessibility 

 Transit Accessibility 

 Level of Poverty 

 Environmental Exposure (e.g. pollution, crime, food, health care, etc.) 

 Disability 

This report uses the Fair Housing Assessment Tool in conjunction with readily available data to initiate 
a more thorough investigation of the potential for disparate impacts in the state. The findings are 
intended to aid the Oklahoma Housing Finance Agency regarding future location of new fair housing in 
relation to vulnerable populations and the future opportunities available to help communities of 
existing affordable housing achieve self-sufficiency. 

http://www.huduser.gov/portal/affht_pt.html#affh
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Data 

Data for this report are compiled from a variety of sources including the United States Census, the 
University of Oklahoma Center for Spatial Analysis, and primary data collected as part of ongoing 
research efforts at the University of Oklahoma. Data are aggregated into census tracts and reported 
statewide as well as by county (see Appendix 1). 

1. Urban/Rural 

A majority of the affordable housing in Oklahoma is situated in rural communities. Urban communities 
including Edmond, Lawton, Norman, Oklahoma City, and Tulsa are home to just over 1/3 of the 
affordable housing units in the state. 

 Total 
Affordable Housing 

Units 

 Situated an 
Urban Setting 

 Situated in a  
Rural Setting 

OHFA 35,292  11,699 
(33.1%) 

 23,593 
(66.9%) 

      

515 5,384  0  5,384 
(100%) 

      

LIHTC 23,537  8,255 
(35.1%) 

 15,282 
(64.9%) 

      

Total 64,213  19,954 
(31.1%) 

 44,259  
(68.9%) 
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2. Poverty 

Approximately 70% of affordable housing units in Oklahoma are located in census tracts where the 
number of residents living in poverty is above the state average. About half of these units are located 
in areas of extreme poverty, where the number of individuals who are economically vulnerable 
exceeds 994, more than one standard deviation (411) from the mean (583). 

 

 Total 
Affordable Housing 

Units 

 Situated in Poverty  Situated in Extreme 
Poverty 

OHFA 35,292  12,295 
(34.8%) 

 12,464 
(35.3%) 

      

515 5,384  2,093 
(38.9%) 

 1,839 
(34.2%) 

      

LIHTC 23,537  7,483 
(31.8%) 

 8,924 
(38.0%) 

      

Total 64,213  21,796 
(33.9%) 

 23,227 
(36.2%) 
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3. Non-white Enclaves 

Just over 60% of affordable housing units in Oklahoma are located in census tracts where a majority of 
the residents are non-white. With just fewer than 24% of the total affordable housing units in census 
tracts heavily populated with residents who are not white – identified as census tracts where the 
number of non-white residents is more than 1,595 - one standard deviation (653) greater than the 
mean (542). 

 

 Total 
Affordable Housing 

Units 

 Situated in Majority 
Non-White Community 

 Situated in Heavily 
Non-White Community 

OHFA 35,292  12,814 
(36.3%) 

 7,907 
(22.4%) 

      

515 5,384  2,229 
(41.4%) 

 1,288 
(23.9%) 

      

LIHTC 23,537  10,285 
(43.7%) 

 5,677 
(24.1%) 

      

Total 64,213  25,328 
(39.4%) 

 14,872 
(23.2%) 
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4. Immigrant Enclaves 

One-third of affordable housing units in Oklahoma are located in census tracts where more than the 
average number of residents are immigrants. About half of these units are located in areas dense with 
immigrants, where the number of individuals who are not citizen exceeds 349, more than one 
standard deviation (219) from the mean (130). 

 

 

 Total 
Affordable Housing 

Units 

 Situated in Immigrant 
Enclave 

  Situated in Heavily 
Immigrant Enclave 

OHFA 35,292  8,114 
(23.0%) 

 3,358 
(9.5%) 

      

515 5,384  1,017 
(18.9%) 

 159 
(3.0%) 

      

LIHTC 23,537  5,457 
(23.2%) 

 3,364 
(14.3%) 

      

Total 64,213  14,588 
(22.7%) 

 6,881 
(10.7%) 



Fair Housing 117 

Mayes County 

5. Limited English Proficiency 

Almost 17,000 existing affordable housing units in Oklahoma are located in census tracts where more 
residents than average do not speak English very well. A little more than half of these units are located 
in areas dense with individuals with limited English proficiency, where the number of individuals who 
speak English less than very well exceeds 380, more than one standard deviation (240) from the mean 
(140). 

 

 Total 
Affordable Housing 

Units 

 Community with more 
than average number 

of Limited English 
Speakers 

  Community dense with 
limited English 

Speakers 

OHFA 35,292  6,250 
(17.7%) 

 3,122 
(8.8%) 

      

515 5,384  799 
(14.8%) 

 240 
(4.5%) 

      

LIHTC 23,537  4,034 
(17.1%) 

 3,475 
(14.8%) 

      

Total 64,213  11,083 
(17.3%) 

 6,837 
(10.6%) 



Fair Housing 118 

Mayes County 

6. Disability 

Almost 60% of existing affordable housing units in Oklahoma are located in census tracts where more 
residents than average have a disability. A little more than half of these units are located in areas 
dense with individuals with a disability, where the number of individuals who are disabled is greater 
than 831, more than one standard deviation (289) from the mean (542). 

 

 Total 
Affordable Housing 

Units 

 Community with more 
than average number 
of Disabled Residents 

  Community dense with 
Disabled Residents 

OHFA 35,292  10,098 
(28.6%) 

 10,722 
(30.4%) 

      

515 5,384  1,686 
(31.3%) 

 2,594 
(48.8%) 

      

LIHTC 23,537  7,074 
(30.1%) 

 6,289 
(26.7%) 

      

Total 64,213  18,858 
(29.4%) 

 19,605 
(30.5%) 
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7. Hospitals 

There are no affordable housing units more than 30 miles from a hospital. Approximately 2.6% of 
affordable housing units are farther than 15 miles from the nearest hospital. As indicated by the larger 
percentage of Rural Rental Housing Loan units, most of these are located in rural areas. 

 

 Total 
Affordable Housing 

Units 

 More than 15 miles to 
nearest hospital 

  More than 30 miles to 
nearest hospital 

OHFA 35,292  628 
(1.8%) 

 0 

      

515 5,384  500 
(9.3%) 

 0 

      

LIHTC 23,537  532 
(2.3%) 

 0 

      

Total 64,213  1,660 
(2.6%) 

 0 
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8. Grocery Stores 

Approximately 7.8% of affordable housing units are in areas that are classified as food deserts. 
According to the United States Department of Agriculture, food deserts exist in urban environments 
further than 1 mile from a grocery store and in rural environments further than 10 miles from a 
grocery store (https://apps.ams.usda.gov/fooddeserts/foodDeserts.aspx). 

 

 Total 
Affordable Housing 

Units 

 Urban 
> 1 Mile from nearest 

Grocer 

 Rural 
> 10 miles to nearest 

Grocer 

OHFA 35,292  1,493 
(4.2%) 

 1,097 
(3.1%) 

      

515 5,384  0  466 
(8.7%) 

      

LIHTC 23,537  1,175 
(5.0%) 

 769 
(3.3%) 

      

Total 64,213  2,668 
(4.2%) 

 2,332 
(3.6%) 

https://apps.ams.usda.gov/fooddeserts/foodDeserts.aspx
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9. Transit 

A little over 69% of affordable housing in Oklahoma is located in a census tract with limited or no 
access to transit services. This includes 8,367 affordable housing units in areas that lack public transit 
services all together as well as 36,363 units that are situated in areas that have on-demand 
transportation services that often have limited operation times and may only serve elderly and 
disabled populations or those going to a medical appointment. 

 

 Total 
Affordabl
e Housing 

Units 

 No Transit  Urban Transit   On-Demand 
Transit 

OHFA 35,292  4,035  
(11.4%) 

 11,265 
(31.9%) 

 19,992 
(56.6%) 

        

515 5,384  767 
(14.2%) 

 0  4,617 
(85.8%) 

        

LIHTC 23,537  3,565 
(15.1%) 

 8,217 
(34.9%) 

 11,755 
(49.9%) 

        

Total 64,213  8,367 
(13.0%) 

 19,482 
(30.3%) 

 36,363 
(56.6%) 
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What does this mean for Oklahoma? 

This report suggests a number of possible ways forward for the Oklahoma Housing Finance Agency as 
it continues to support quality low-income and workforce housing for residents of the state. Across a 
number of indicators of opportunity, affordable housing in the state clusters in ways that raise 
concerns about the opportunities available to affordable housing residents in comparison to other 
residents.  

Continued efforts to improve the quality of life for affordable housing residents and reduce 
discrimination associated with affordable housing will likely need to include strategies that integrate 
new affordable housing as well as support existing communities of affordable housing. This will likely 
include public policies and funding designed to integrate low-income and workforce housing into a 
more diverse set of communities. Additionally, those living existing affordable housing communities 
need increased opportunities to stay in place, become self-sufficient, and participate in determining 
the future of their neighborhood. OHFA may consider partnering with other state, non-profit, and for-
profit agencies to explore strategies for helping communities thrive economically, socially, and 
environmentally. 

Moving ahead, Oklahoma should be wary of a narrowly focused vision focused solely on the problems 
of existing affordable housing and the integration of these residents into other communities. The 
relocation of residents harkens back to the physical and social destruction brought about by urban 
renewal. Such an approach pits efforts to enhance existing affordable housing through community 
development against efforts to build a more integrated and diverse society (Goetz 2015). Rather, 
Oklahoma has the opportunity to work closely with local municipalities to improve the conditions of 
current affordable housing communities while simultaneously advancing integration of low-income 
and workforce housing through the construction in new settings. 

For future new development, a number of case studies and emerging scholarship on the importance 
of neighborhood effects provide guidance on possible ways forward for Oklahoma. For instance, in El 
Paso, Texas a public private partnership between the Housing Authority of the City of El Paso and 
private developers led to the development of a mixed income housing development. Eastside 
Crossings (http://www.hacep.org/about-us/eastside-crossings) provides 74 traditional affordable 
housing units, 79 affordable housing units, and 45 market rate units in partnership with the Texas 
Department of Housing and Community Affairs (Housing Authority of El Paso 2015). In Sacramento, 
partnership between private developers and the Capital Area Redevelopment Authority resulted in 
the adaptive reuse of a building listed on the National Register of Historic Buildings into affordable 
Housing (Vellinga 2015). Located in a dense, walkable, transit-oriented community, the Warehouse 
Artist Lofts (http://www.rstreetwal.com) are home to 116 units, 86 of which are affordable and 
13,000 square feet of ground floor retail.  

For existing affordable housing, strategies exist to help enhance localized opportunities and build a 
culture of community participation around housing. Across the nation, there is a need to refocus the 
discussion away from the deficits found in many communities to look for closely at opportunities (Lens 
2015) and to think about the consequences of physical, social, and economic isolation (Clarke, 
Morenoff, Debbink, Golberstein, Elliott, & Lantz, 2014.). 

http://www.hacep.org/about-us/eastside-crossings
http://www.rstreetwal.com/
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The Oklahoma Housing Finance Agency may need to collaborate more closely with other 
governmental agencies to develop comprehensive strategies that not only improve existing housing 
but also work toward enhancing access to food, recreation, amenities, jobs, and quality schools. By 
doing so, OHFA could help build the social and physical resiliency of these communities so that 
residents would be empowered to choose for themselves whether or not they want to stay and be 
part of their existing community or move elsewhere in search of a better quality of life. A set of tools 
for doing some of this work is available through Policy Link (http://www.policylink.org/equity-
tools/equitable-development-toolkit/about-toolkit). For those who are relocated due to 
circumstances that make staying in place impossible, intensive case management may be required to 
ensure that these residents avoid pitfalls and thrive in a new environment (Theodos, Popkin, 
Guernsey, & Getsinger, 2010). But evidence continues to suggest that stability, particularly in the lives 
of children, is an essential part of ensuring that everyone has the opportunity to succeed and thrive 
(HUD 2014). 

http://www.policylink.org/equity-tools/equitable-development-toolkit/about-toolkit
http://www.policylink.org/equity-tools/equitable-development-toolkit/about-toolkit
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Data Sources 

2014 American Community Survey Estimates 

 Poverty: ACS_13_5YR_S1701 > HC02_EST_VC01 > Below poverty level; Estimate; Population 
for whom poverty status is determined 

 Non-white enclaves:  ACS_13_5YR_BO2001 > HD01_VD02 > [Total Population] - Estimate; 
Total: - White alone 

 Immigrant enclaves: ACS_13_5YR_BO5001 > HD01_VD06 > Estimate; Total: - Not a U.S. citizen 

 Limited English Proficiency:  ACS_13_5YR_S1601 > HC03_EST_VC01 > Percent of specified 
language speakers  - Speak English less than "very well"; Estimate; Population 5 years and over 

 Disability: ACS_13_5YR_S1810 > HC02_EST_VC01 > with a disability; estimate; total civilian 
noninstitutionalized population 

University of Oklahoma Center for Spatial Analysis: Data Warehouse 

 Hospital locations as of 2008 derived from Oklahoma State Department of Health, Health Care 
Information Division. 

University of Oklahoma Division of Regional and City Planning 

 Grocery store locations retrieved from Internet search conducted by faculty and student 
research assistants at the University of Oklahoma. 

 Transit locations retrieved from Oklahoma Department of Transportation 
(http://www.okladot.state.ok.us/transit/pubtrans.htm) and geocoded by faculty and student 
research assistants at the University of Oklahoma. 

http://www.okladot.state.ok.us/transit/pubtrans.htm
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Appendix 1: County affordable housing Summaries 

County Total 
Units 

Units at 
Risk for 
Poverty 

Units in mostly 
Non-white 
Enclaves 

Units in 
Community of 

Immigrants 

Units in Limited 
English 

Neighborhood 

Units 
nearer 

Elevated 
Number of 

Disabled 

Units farther 
than 15 
miles to 
Hospital 

Units located 
in a Food 

Desert 

Units that 
lack readily 

available 
Transit 

Adair 676 676 676 0 0 177 0 0 0 

Alfalfa 93 0 0 0 0 0 93 0 23 

Atoka 145 121 0 0 0 0 24 145 24 

Beaver 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Beckham 343 87 228 0 228 315 0 28 0 

Blaine 169 0 0 127 127 0 24 0 42 

Bryan 1,005 538 501 0 0 501 0 0 0 

Caddo 658 292 387 0 0 292 95 0 0 

Canadian 1,655 0 248 0 0 0 48 24 0 

Carter 1,040 373 938 189 0 972 24 24 24 

Cherokee 1,359 986 412 0 0 436 0 13 0 

Choctaw 433 312 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cimarron 69 0 0 0 0 0 8 69 69 

Cleveland 2,389 1,080 194 758 648 601 0 214 718 

Coal 71 0 0 0 0 71 0 0 0 

Comanche 1,214 200 182 0 0 225 123 151 24 

Cotton 114 0 0 0 0 0 114 0 0 

Craig 290 0 0 0 0 157 0 72 0 

Creek 1,359 163 163 0 0 670 0 0 0 

Custer 255 78 0 0 0 172 0 0 0 

Delaware 712 695 285 0 0 712 28 0 0 

Dewey 75 0 0 0 0 0 16 0 0 

Ellis 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Garfield 824 683 127 0 0 0 0 52 50 
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County Total 
Units 

Units at 
Risk for 
Poverty 

Units in mostly 
Non-white 
Enclaves 

Units in 
Immigrant 
Enclaves 

Units in Limited 
English 

Neighborhood 

Units 
nearer 

Elevated 
Number of 

Disabled 

Units farther 
than 15 
miles to 
Hospital 

Units located 
in a Food 

Desert 

Units that 
lack readily 

available 
Transit 

Garvin 557 0 0 0 0 265 0 0 0 

Grady 758 71 0 0 0 621 71 0 0 

Grant 8 0 0 0 0 0 8 8 8 

Greer 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Harmon 62 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 

Harper 50 0 0 0 0 0 14 36 50 

Haskell 63 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Hughes 341 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 0 

Jackson 322 18 18 0 18 0 30 30 0 

Jefferson 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Johnston 517 493 0 0 0 493 0 0 0 

Kay 1,001 196 168 0 0 344 0 0 0 

Kingfisher 153 0 0 8 8 0 8 8 40 

Kiowa 143 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Latimer 220 0 0 0 0 220 0 0 0 

Le Flore 1,050 204 0 0 0 573 166 0 0 

Lincoln 705 143 0 0 0 705 42 0 705 

Logan 629 0 0 0 0 300 0 0 158 

Love 62 0 0 62 0 0 0 0 0 

Major 76 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 76 

Marshall 134 0 109 109 109 109 0 0 0 

Mayes 546 382 218 0 0 382 0 0 0 

McClain 346 55 0 0 47 299 0 0 0 

McCurtain 767 767 746 0 0 767 57 315 0 

McIntosh 488 0 0 0 0 169 0 0 488 
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County Total 
Units 

Units at 
Risk for 
Poverty 

Units in mostly 
Non-white 
Enclaves 

Units in 
Community of 

Immigrants 

Units in Limited 
English 

Neighborhood 

Units 
nearer 

Elevated 
Number of 

Disabled 

Units farther 
than 15 
miles to 
Hospital 

Units located 
in a Food 

Desert 

Units that 
lack readily 

available 
Transit 

Murray 224 95 0 0 0 224 0 0 224 

Muskogee 1,572 642 59 0 0 44 48 0 0 

Noble 387 0 0 0 0 0 42 30 345 

Nowata 229 0 0 0 0 185 0 0 229 

Okfuskee 214 169 0 0 0 213 0 1 0 

Oklahoma 11,497 3,920 3,518 2,445 2,641 456 0 1,202 25 

Okmulgee 663 303 227 0 0 127 0 0 0 

Osage 1,544 538 700 0 0 1,391 42 0 0 

Ottawa 409 0 0 0 0 96 0 84 0 

Pawnee 65 0 0 0 0 0 37 20 0 

Payne 1,797 1,209 0 120 120 648 0 0 971 

Pittsburg 1,268 0 50 0 0 284 16 16 0 

Pontotoc 810 311 286 0 0 336 0 0 0 

Pottawatomi 1,715 1,009 587 0 0 954 0 284 0 

Pushmataha 381 234 0 0 0 381 147 381 0 

Roger Mills 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 

Rogers 973 0 0 0 0 0 36 0 0 

Seminole 426 76 75 0 0 75 0 123 0 

Sequoyah 1,449 922 922 0 0 726 243 0 0 

Stephens 841 0 0 0 0 310 12 0 0 

Texas 816 0 372 782 782 372 60 6 75 

Tillman 114 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Tulsa 9,868 4,750 1,807 2,281 2,109 1,419 0 1,441 2,220 

Wagoner 1,094 691 461 0 0 701 0 0 0 

Washington 1,262 0 108 0 0 108 0 0 1,262 

Washita 189 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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County Total 
Units 

Units at 
Risk for 
Poverty 

Units in mostly 
Non-white 
Enclaves 

Units in 
Community of 

Immigrants 

Units in Limited 
English 

Neighborhood 

Units 
nearer 

Elevated 
Number of 

Disabled 

Units farther 
than 15 
miles to 
Hospital 

Units located 
in a Food 

Desert 

Units that 
lack readily 

available 
Transit 

Woods 65 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 65 

Woodward 161 0 0 0 0 0 0 60 0 
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Lead-Based Paint Hazards 

Findings / Health and Well-being 

Lead is known to be highly toxic particularly to young children 5 years of age and under. Excessive 
exposure results in reduced intelligence, impaired hearing, reduced stature and a host of other 
negative health effects. It is well documented that a common source of lead exposure for children is 
lead-based paint in older housing along with the dust and soil it generates. Children are exposed to 
lead-based paint most commonly by directly eating paint chips or indirectly by ingesting lead-
contaminated house dust or soil through normal hand-to-mouth contact. 

For purposes of this analysis, the federal definition of “lead-based paint hazard” at 24 CFR Part 35.86 
was applied. Under this definition, lead-based paint hazard is defined as, “…any condition that causes 
exposure to lead from lead-contaminated dust, lead-contaminated soil, or lead-contaminated paint 
that is deteriorated or present in accessible surfaces, friction surfaces, or impact surfaces that would 
result in adverse human health effects as established by the appropriate Federal agency.” 

It is noteworthy estimates presented can only be stated as dwellings that “potentially” have LBP 
hazards because there are no real-time surveys or studies of residential structures built prior to 1978. 
However, there have been previous estimations provided in the state’s Consolidated Plan. 

Statewide Findings 

Using methodology which will be discussed later in this section, we have estimated the number of 
housing units in Oklahoma with lead-based paint hazards as defined in 24 CFR Part 35.86. Our 
estimates are shown in the following table. 

 

As shown, we estimate that there are 240,229 housing units in Oklahoma containing lead-based paint 
hazards, representing 16.8% of Oklahoma’s total housing stock. 66.5% of those units are owner-
occupied, while 33.5% are renter-occupied. Of the 240,229 housing units containing lead-based paint 
hazards, 113,931 units, or 47.4%, are occupied by households with low-to-moderate incomes as 
defined by HUD. Among all housing units with lead-based paint hazards, 37,426 units have children 
under the age of six present, and 52.8% of those units, or 19,761 units total, are households with low-
to-moderate incomes. Exhibits 2 through 6, found at the end of this section, graphically summarize 
our statewide findings at a county level. 
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Disaster Resiliency/ Economy and Society, Infrastructure and Environment 

While communities strive to address lead-based paint hazards through education and removal when 
detected in connection with federally funded local housing rehabilitation initiatives, hazard detection 
and mitigation may have special considerations in terms of disaster resiliency. 

Many disasters are accompanied by widespread damage to residential structures often times 
scattering building material debris across the landscape necessitating removal by heavy equipment 
and disposal in landfills. When building materials contaminated with lead-based paint become part of 
non-contaminated debris disposal, it presents an environmental hazard that can span well beyond 
recovery and rebuilding efforts. 

Leadership and Strategy 

Given the albeit large but finite number of potential housing units with lead hazards, the state and 
local communities may wish to consider initiatives aimed at reducing and/or eventually eliminating 
residential lead-based paint hazards, particularly in housing occupied by low and moderate income 
households with young children present. One such initiative could be the use of the state’s various 
federal and state housing programs’ competitive funding selection criteria. By designing rating criteria 
that specifically awards points to applicants that purposefully seek out properties within counties 
known to have higher percentages of lead hazards, housing developers along with those engaged in 
rehabilitation may be incentivized to engage in hazard mitigation.  

State and local governments may wish to capitalize on the results of this study by using the data to 
support competitive applications to the Federal Home Loan Bank Topeka’s Affordable Housing 
Program funding for owner occupied rehabilitation which, among other competitive rating criteria, 
awards points for the “Abatement of Hazardous Environmental Conditions”. Similarly, this report’s 
data may be used to document hazards and need in applications for competitive health care grants 
offered at the federal level. 

Similar to initiatives undertaken by USHUD, the state may want to consider undertaking a real-time 
sample survey of homes built prior to 1978 across the state’s community sizes and counties to more 
accurately ascertain the extent of the hazard and/or conducting real-time surveys of LBP Risk 
Assessors licensed by the ODEQ. 

Survey of Previous Lead-based Paint Studies 

Using a combination of US Census Bureau and US Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy data and age of housing stock built prior to 1980, the 
Oklahoma Department of Commerce’s, “State of Oklahoma Five-Year E-Consolidated Plan FY 2014 – 
2018” estimated 59% of the owner occupied and 65% of the renter occupied housing had the 
potential of containing lead-based paint. To address lead paint hazards, the Consolidated Plan 
recommended assessment of hazard presence be conducted at the point dwelling rehabilitation is 
undertaken and that nonprofits advise persons receiving federal rehabilitating assistance regarding 
the dangers of lead exposure.   

At the national level, between 1998 and 2000, USHUD Office of Health Homes and Lead Hazard 
Control staff and the National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences conducted a real-time 
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random sampling of 831 permanently occupied housing units (multifamily, single family and mobile 
homes) taken from all 50 states and the District of Columbia. The results indicated an estimated 38 
million (39% of the 96 million total housing units) of the nation’s housing units had lead-based paint 
hazards. Of that total, 24 million had significant lead hazards with 1.2 million of those units occupied 
by low income families. It was further estimate that 35% of all low income housing had lead-based 
paint hazards. The study also noted the prevalence of lead-based paint increases with age of housing. 
However, most painted surfaces, even in older homes don’t have lead paint. Geography was found to 
be related to the incidence of lead-based paint with the Northeast and Midwest having 2 times the 
prevalence of lead paint than the South and West. Finally, the study recommends “public-private 
sector resources be directed units posing the greatest risk” as a preventive measure to avoid lead 
poisoning.  

In April 2011, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Healthy Homes and 
Lead Hazard Control updated its 1998-2000 nationwide report in its publication, “American Healthy 
Homes Survey, Lead and Arsenic Findings”. This report, conducted from June 2005 through March 
2006, estimated 37.1 million homes (34.9%) out of a total of 106 million total housing units have lead-
based paint somewhere in the building. Of the 65.6 million homes built before 1978, 34.4 million 
(52%) have lead-based paint. The study reaffirmed the previous finding that the prevalence of lead-
based paint is higher in the Northeast and Midwest parts of the United States than South and West. It 
also confirmed earlier finding that the incidence of lead-based paint increases with age of housing 
with 86% of the homes built prior to 1940 containing lead. An estimated 3.6 million homes with 
children less than 6 years of age have lead-based paint hazards of which 1.1 million are low income 
households. Of the 16.8 million homes with children under the age of 6, 5.7 million (34%) have lead-
based paint, about the same incidence of lead-based paint in all homes.  

In June 2006, the Oklahoma State Department of Health’s Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention 
Program (OCLPPP) received a 5-year project grant “Oklahoma Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention 
Program Focusing in High Risk Groups".  That program focused on communities evidencing high 
numbers of children 6-72 months of age who are at high risk for lead poisoning. 

In order to more effectively target high-risk areas and populations, the OCLPPP identified 21 high-risk 
target area (HRTA) zip codes (see Exhibit #1) located within Oklahoma, Tulsa, Muskogee, Jackson, 
Okmulgee, Ottawa, Kay, Garfield, and Hughes counties. These 21 zip codes were narrowed from a list 
of 57 zip codes out of the state’s approximately 700 zip codes that with populations of 5,000 or more 
persons; greater than or equal to 22% of housing stock built prior to 1950; and, greater than or equal 
to 18% of children under the age of 6 years living below the poverty level.  

The 57 zip codes were further compared and evaluated based on selected characteristics such as EBLL 
cases and proportion of minority population. Zip codes with higher EBLL prevalence and/or minority 
populations (Hispanic/African American/American Indian) were ranked higher and given the 
designation as HRTA zip codes. 

Mayes County Findings 

The number of housing units in Mayes County containing lead-based paint hazards can be estimated 
by applying the percentages of housing units with such hazards reported by the American Healthy 
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Homes Survey, to the number of occupied homes in Mayes County, by year of construction. The 
following table presents the percentage of housing units in the Census Bureau South Region based on 
the AHHS findings. 

Year of Construction

No. of Housing 

Units (000s)

Units w/ LBP 

Hazards (000s)

Percent of Units 

w/ LBP Hazards
1978-2005 18,625 664 3.6%
1960-1977 11,724 1,311 11.2%
1940-1959 5,575 2,145 38.5%
1939 or Earlier 3,072 1,947 63.4%
Total 38,996 6,067 15.6%

Housing Units in the South Census Region with Lead-Based Paint Hazards by Year of Construction

Source: U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, American Healthy Homes Survey, Table 5-1
 

These percentages can then be applied to the number of housing units in Mayes County, by year of 
construction and by tenure (owner-occupied versus renter-occupied), as reported by HUD’s 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data for Mayes County. 

Total Owner-Occupied Housing 

Units

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 5,644 3.57% 201
1960-1977 3,767 11.18% 421
1940-1959 1,840 38.48% 708
1939 or Earlier 580 63.38% 368
Total 11,830 14.35% 1,698

Total Renter-Occupied Housing 

Units

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 1,997 3.57% 71
1960-1977 1,274 11.18% 142
1940-1959 770 38.48% 296
1939 or Earlier 215 63.38% 136
Total 4,255 15.18% 646

Total Housing Units

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 7,640 3.57% 272
1960-1977 5,040 11.18% 564
1940-1959 2,610 38.48% 1,004
1939 or Earlier 795 63.38% 504
Total 16,085 14.57% 2,344

Total Housing Units in Mayes County with Lead-Based Paint Hazards by Tenure

Sources: American Healthy Homes Survey Table 5-1 & CHAS Table 12
 

Finally, we can use the same methodology to estimate the number of housing units in Mayes County 
with lead-based paint hazards, occupied by households with low-to-moderate incomes, by tenure: 
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Owner-Occupied Housing Units 

< 50% AMI

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 853 3.57% 30
1960-1977 833 11.18% 93
1940-1959 305 38.48% 117
1939 or Earlier 195 63.38% 124
Total 2,185 16.68% 364

Renter-Occupied Housing Units 

< 50% AMI

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 964 3.57% 34
1960-1977 437 11.18% 49
1940-1959 345 38.48% 133
1939 or Earlier 125 63.38% 79
Total 1,870 15.78% 295

Total Housing Units 

< 50% AMI

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 1,816 3.57% 65
1960-1977 1,269 11.18% 142
1940-1959 650 38.48% 250
1939 or Earlier 320 63.38% 203
Total 4,055 16.27% 660

Housing Units in Mayes County with Lead-Based Paint Hazards by Tenure, 

Occupied by Low-Income Families

Sources: American Healthy Homes Survey Table 5-1 & CHAS Table 12
 

Owner-Occupied Housing Units 

50%-80% AMI

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 804 3.57% 29
1960-1977 486 11.18% 54
1940-1959 310 38.48% 119
1939 or Earlier 125 63.38% 79
Total 1,725 16.32% 282

Renter-Occupied Housing Units 

50%-80% AMI

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 396 3.57% 14
1960-1977 234 11.18% 26
1940-1959 135 38.48% 52
1939 or Earlier 10 63.38% 6
Total 775 12.72% 99

Total Housing Units 

50%-80% AMI

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 1,200 3.57% 43
1960-1977 720 11.18% 81
1940-1959 445 38.48% 171
1939 or Earlier 135 63.38% 86
Total 2,500 15.20% 380

Housing Units in Mayes County with Lead-Based Paint Hazards by Tenure, 

Occupied by Moderate-Income Families

Sources: American Healthy Homes Survey Table 5-1 & CHAS Table 12
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To conclude, we estimate that there are a total of 2,344 homes in Mayes County containing lead-
based paint hazards, 1,698 owner-occupied and 646 renter-occupied. Of the 2,344 homes in the 
county estimated to have lead-based paint hazards, 660 are estimated to be occupied by households 
with low-incomes (incomes less than 50% of Area Median Income), and 380 are estimated to be 
occupied by households with moderate incomes (between 50% and 80% of Area Median Income), for 
a total of 1,040 housing units in Mayes County with lead-based paint hazards occupied by households 
with low or moderate incomes. 

Lead-Based Paint Hazards in Homes with Children Present 

Using the same methodology, we can estimate the number of housing units in Mayes County occupied 
by households with children under the age of six present. For this analysis we apply the lead-based 
paint hazards percentages from the American Healthy Homes Survey to the data in HUD CHAS Table 
13, which details housing units by year of construction, household income, and presence of children 
under the age of six. The data is presented in the following table: 

Housing Units < 50% AMI w/ 

Children under 6 Present

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 322 3.57% 11
1940-1977 318 19.98% 64
1939 or Earlier 49 63.38% 31
Total 689 15.40% 106

Housing Units 50%-80% AMI 

w/ Children under 6 Present

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 283 3.57% 10
1940-1977 143 19.98% 28
1939 or Earlier 8 63.38% 5
Total 433 10.07% 44

Total LMI Housing Units 

w/ Children Present

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 604 3.57% 22
1940-1977 461 19.98% 92
1939 or Earlier 57 63.38% 36
Total 1,122 13.34% 150

Total Housing Units 

w/ Children Present

Total Housing 

Units

Percent w/LBP 

Hazards

Number w/LBP 

Hazards
1978 or Later 1,332 3.57% 47
1940-1977 1,278 19.98% 255
1939 or Earlier 101 63.38% 64
Total 2,711 13.53% 367

Housing Units in Mayes County with Lead-Based Paint Hazards

with Children under Age 6 Present Occupied by Low or Moderate-Income Families

Sources: American Healthy Homes Survey Table 5-1 & CHAS Table 13
 

As shown, we estimate there are 367 housing units in Mayes County with lead-based paint hazards 
and children under the age of six present, and that 150 of those housing units are occupied by families 
with low to moderate incomes. 
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Conclusions 

The previous analysis has attempted to describe the state of the residential housing market in Mayes 
County, Oklahoma. Where possible, information regarding the population centers of the county was 
included to assess need on a community level. Much of the information is based on demographic 
information from local authorities and national information services. However, personal interviews 
were performed with property owners and managers, real estate professionals, and community 
officials in an effort to substantiate information from the national organizations and understand 
current market conditions. Several important issues regarding housing have become apparent through 
this analysis and are identified below. 

Mayes County has undergone steady growth over the last fifteen years, in terms of population, 
households and employment levels. The Mid-America Industrial Park is a major driver of this growth. 
There has been new construction of single family homes for ownership, and although some of this 
construction appears reasonably affordable (priced under $150,000) the average price of homes 
constructed since 2005 is estimated to be $247,418, which is well above what could be afforded by a 
household earning at or less than median household income for Mayes County ($43,614 in 2015). 

Mayes County has a relatively moderate rate of renters with high rent costs (30.86%) as well as 
homeowners with high ownership costs (17.73%). The county’s poverty rate is also above the state, at 
19.72% compared with 16.85% statewide. 

In terms of disaster resiliency we note that 60 tornadoes have impacted the county between 1959 and 
2014, with 145 injuries and three fatalities combined, and that Mayes County has experienced 29 
flood events between 1995 and 2010 resulting in over one million dollars in cumulative property 
damage. 

Mayes County is located within the Northeast Oklahoma Continuum of Care (CoC), which provides 
services to the area’s homeless populations among other functions. Throughout the entire Northeast 
Oklahoma CoC, there are an estimated 383 homeless persons, 300 of which are estimated to be 
sheltered. This Continuum of Care has a disproportionately high number of homeless households 
entirely comprised of children under the age of 18, and a high incidence of homeless victims of 
domestic violence. We also note that the majority of homeless veterans in this region are unsheltered.  

In terms of fair housing issues, many affordable housing units are located in areas at risk for poverty, 
in primarily non-white enclaves, and in areas with high numbers of persons with one or more 
disabilities. 

Due to the age of the county’s housing stock, lead-based paint hazards are an issue, with an estimated 
2,344 occupied housing units with such hazards, and 367 of those units occupied by low-to-moderate 
income households with children under the age of 6 present. 

In summary, it is apparent that new housing in several categories is required in Mayes County. While 
the upper end of the market is being satisfied, the lower end of the population that requires rental 
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and moderate cost ownership property has a more limited product available. As the population 
continues to grow in Mayes County as a whole, this demand will continue to increase. We estimate 
the county will need 141 housing units for ownership and 47 housing units for rent over the next five 
years, in order to accommodate projected population and household growth. These units should 
include a mixture of both market rate rental units, affordable housing units, and housing for 
ownership affordable to a range of incomes. 
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