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Approach and Methodology
Community, Culture and Heritage, Inc. is a private, non-profit organization whose mission is to help foster

revitalization of communities, particularly communities where disadvantaged citizens are many, and in a way that

is respectful of community culture and character. Because housing is such a strong reflection of community

culture and character, it is very much a component of the organization’s work.

Nowhere is community culture and character more prominently displayed in its buildings than in Butte,

Montana. At the same time, economic hardship and poverty are also visually notable. CCH, Inc. recognizes that

where there is poverty, there is a need for responsible planning that ensures people without means are provided

with safe, decent and affordable housing. In addition, CCH, Inc. recognizes that where there is the potential for

economic growth, a community must be able to accommodate it. Therefore, this planning process attempts to

account for the needs of the local demographic while looking to future opportunities presented by growth for

revitalizing decaying neighborhoods.

The CCH, Inc. planning approach involved two levels of work. The first was to study local demographic

and housing conditions in order to determine how well the housing stock is serving current needs of the

community and then to project needs into the year 2015. This was accomplished using quantitative analysis of

Census Bureau data, Montana Department of Commerce data, Department of Labor data, as well as new raw

data, particularly for the purposes of examining market conditions. The second level was to develop a plan for

addressing deficits and needs in a way that is respectful of the community’s cultural and historical character.

The process began utilizing the following premises and assumptions:

Premises:

Housing is a fundamental component of community living. It is representative of
private lives lead by individuals and families. Collectively, it helps form a
community.

Housing stock has both functional and aesthetic value for a community

Improving housing conditions in neighborhoods improves the aesthetic quality and
livability of neighborhoods. Improving aesthetic quality and livability of
neighborhoods is desirable and good for the overall community.

Housing improvements are necessary to neighborhood revitalization in poverty
stricken areas, but not sufficient. Revitalization requires preservation where possible,
new construction, economic development and social integration (mixed income
development and social support services)

Every community member deserves to live in safe, decent and affordable housing

Housing should be a part of community planning and development at the government
level and in partnership with the private sector

Assumptions:
Housing in large portions of Butte-Silver Bow’s urban cluster is in serious decay

Entrenched poverty is prevalent in decaying neighborhoods

The urban cluster, including the business district in uptown Butte, and neighborhoods within Census
Tracts 1, 2 and 3 have historical character worthy of preservation
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There are potentially many partners in the revitalization process that may embark on
discrete projects that all ultimately help achieve the same goal

The study phase of the process has confirmed and quantified some initial assumptions. It has yielded an

understanding of the housing landscape with regard to affordability, condition and distribution of housing units in

the community as well as an understanding of housing needs. Results appear in Section 1 of this document

entitled “Housing Report”. The information contained in Section 1 served to inform recommendations that appear

in Section 2 of this document.



Section 1: Housing Report

Introduction
History of Housing Development

National Housing Trends
Local Socioeconomic Conditions & Trends
The Local Housing Conditions & Trends
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1.0 Introduction
Housing is a fundamental component of community living. Homes are representative of

the private lives lead by individuals and families, and yet collectively form a community. The ways

in which homes are designed, organized, and maintained help create a community’s character

and aesthetic quality. There is, therefore, a public interest in the way housing is developed and a

need to include it in the community planning process.

This report is intended to provide a knowledge base from which informed planning

decisions about housing development can be made in Butte-Silver Bow. It proceeds from two

basic assumptions; 1) that housing develops in response to the size and characteristics of the

population, and 2) population is impacted by economic conditions.

The information contained in the following sections examines the relationship between

economic conditions, population and housing over time. It places the analysis within the context

of national forces that have impacted and continue to impact local trends. Overall, the

examination allows for an understanding of how the local housing stock has evolved, why it has its

current configuration and how well the contemporary stock meets the needs of the population. For

planning purposes, the report examines future trends in an attempt to depict housing needs into

the year 2015.

2.0 History of Housing Development

2.1 The National Context

Within an ever-changing urban landscape, housing has historically dominated all aspects

of community development and land use policy. It is the biggest sector of the economy and is the

dominant use of land in almost every community (Hoch 227). Development has typically occurred

in association with industrial growth–manufacturing, mining transportation, etc. This growth

accelerated in the late 19th Century as burgeoning urban centers drew the capital and labor that

made industrial expansion possible. Waves of workers from the nation’s countryside and from

overseas moved to urban areas, found jobs, and lived in neighborhoods in close proximity to the

factories, mills, and transportation centers where they worked. (Hoch 265). Their morning

commute to work consisted of only a short walk or trolley ride. Residential development was, as a

rule, high density and featured multi-family structures, family boarding houses and individual

homes on small lots. Neighborhoods featured a mixture of residential, commercial and industrial

uses and were dotted with small stores and markets that served the area’s population.
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However, starting as early as the mid 19th century, people with means began to move

away from the industrial core. They sought cleaner air, larger lots and a more rural environment.

These early “suburbs” were commonly built just outside the city limits. People traveled to their

places of work via horse and carriage and, eventually, commuter trains and often maintained a

small apartment within the city as well as a home in the suburbs. Many of these early suburbs

were ultimately incorporated into the general city limits but some remained separate with their own

municipal governments.

Residential communities, in both cities and suburbs grew along transportation corridors–

commuter trains, bus lines and ultimately rapid transit systems (elevated and subway train

systems). Each neighborhood developed as a self-contained unit. While workers may have found

employment in other parts of the community, the majority of city life took place within the

neighborhood boundary. People identified themselves as being from a particular neighborhood,

where they shopped and attended school, religious services and social gatherings.

After World War II, federal subsidies for home ownership gave greater impetus to

suburban migration, as families sought newer single-family homes with spacious yards. More

particularly, as a result of federal legislation adopted in 1956, a new network of carefully

engineered expressways laid a smooth path for additional suburban exodus, allowing middle-class

residents to locate far from central cities. Social and economic advancement became

synonymous with a suburban address. (Hoch 265). This legislation, the National Interstate and

Defense Highways Act, also known as Federal Highway Act of 1956, authorized the building of

highways throughout the nation, which would become the biggest public works project in the

nation's history. (Federal Highway Act of 1956)1

Passage of the Federal Highway Act contributed significantly to the demise of urban

residential neighborhoods, as did post-World War II Federal urban renewal programs. Urban

renewal reached its peak in the US between the late 1940s and early 1970s and had a

tremendous impact on the urban landscape. While it was envisioned as a way to redevelop

residential slums and blighted neighborhood and commercial areas, "renewal" often resulted in the

creation of urban sprawl. Vast areas were demolished and replaced by freeways and

expressways, housing projects, and vacant lots, some of which have remained vacant into the

21st century. Even those projects that successfully revitalized decaying urban areas were

1 Source: NARA - Our Documents
Citation: An act to amend and supplement the Federal-Aid Road Act approved July 11, 1916, to authorize
appropriations for continuing the construction of highways; to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
provide additional revenue from the taxes on motor fuel, tires and trucks and buses; and for other purposes;
June 29, 1956; Enrolled Acts and Resolutions of Congress, 1789-1996; General Records of the United
States Government; Record Group 11; National Archives.
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implemented at a high cost to existing communities. In many cases, urban renewal activities

simply resulted in the destruction of deteriorating, but vibrant neighborhoods.

The first public housing projects were made possible by the Public Works Administration,

and the federal Housing Act of 1937. These early projects were built for working and middle class

Americans and were typically low-rise groupings of multi-family dwellings. After World War II, the

Federal government adopted two strategies in addressing the dearth of housing starts during the

Great Depression. The first was the building of public housing for the working class and the

second was to finance mortgages through the Federal Housing Administration (FHA). Initially,

Public Housing Authorities advocated a non-discriminatory, integrationist vision for new housing.

However, the segregationist policies of the FHA combined with public sentiment against minority

groups prevented the construction of public housing projects in middle and upper income

neighborhoods.

“The Housing Act of 1949 marked a major move towards the wholesale
demolition of urban slums. It provided a large amount of funding for slum
clearance. Entire neighborhoods were torn down in anticipation of new, tax-
generating development coming in its place. It extended the provisions of previous
housing acts by underwriting additional loans, but further restricted the types of
loans that the government would guarantee. Loans for new housing would be
made only for a single owner, effectively pricing those of more moderate means
who could only afford to live in multifamily buildings out of the market, and most
banks now practiced redlining. Appraisal manuals from the FHA instructed loan
originators to avoid neighborhoods with ‘inharmonious racial groups’—
recommending that cities and towns enact zoning ordinances that restricted areas
to Whites, and to enact covenants prohibiting African-American owners. Homes
(and neighborhoods and entire cities) were now legally restricted to ‘individuals of
the Caucasian race.’ Discrimination in the housing was now the norm in all parts
of the country—and housing values declined rapidly in minority neighborhoods.
(The Housing Act of 1949)”

Most of the high-rise projects of the 1950s and 1960s took one basic form. They were

larger than the earlier developments, ranging from 150 to 4,415 apartments (averaging about

1,027). The structures were high-rise apartment buildings with elevators, many reaching 15 to 19

stories. The buildings were modern but “without frills”. (The Chicago Housing Authority). Most

were built in “superblocks” The streets that had previously traversed the redeveloped areas were

ripped up and replaced by what were supposed to be grassy areas. Commercial establishments,

single family homes and two and three-story apartment buildings were eliminated, creating a “no

man’s land” where once lively mixed retail, manufacturing and residential neighborhoods had

thrived. Jane Jacobs in her book, The Death and Life of Great American Cities, notes that the

bleak architecture of massive high-rise public housing projects also isolated their residents,
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blocking the informal, social interactions that help prevent crime, keep children out of trouble and

keep the elderly and infirm connected to social support.

Federal housing policy became a primary target of the Civil Rights Movement, particularly

under the leader ship of Dr. Martin Luther King. As the 1960s drew to a close, the segregationist

housing policies of the U.S. Government were largely eliminated. The Fair Housing Act, contained

in Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, prohibits discrimination in the sale, financing or rental of

housing because of race, color, religion, sex, handicap, familial status, or national origin. (Civil

Rights – Law/History Housing). Regrettably, most communities remained economically and

racially segregated throughout out much of the late 20th Century. The infrastructure and housing

built to sustain the industrial revolution remained, but in many cities the capital and jobs moved

away or disappeared. Economic and social change – often aided by government polices,

combined to push urban growth out of aging industrial cities and into the outlying suburbs. (Hoch

265)

In recent years, the flight to the suburbs has slowed and Americans are moving back to

the cities and towns they left behind in the previous century. Advocates of sound urban and

regional planning point to the fact that community revitalization conserves energy, gives new life to

historic buildings and lowers the cost of government services. People are often choosing to live in

close proximity to public transportation corridors and other support services, as did the city

dwellers of more than 100 years ago. Movements such as “New Urbanism” have rallied for a new

age of community development to re-create once vibrant neighborhoods while addressing the

economic and social needs of a diverse populace.

Sadly, the movement to revitalize our cities has not always adequately addressed

the needs of middle and lower income residents. Renewed interest in living within cities

has resulted in increasing urban property values, reduction of inner city crime and creation

of new and lively neighborhoods. However, this process of “gentrification” has often

resulted in the loss of some or all of the affordable housing stock within the area where

the revitalization occurred. While many local governments work to maintain and develop

affordable housing alternatives in the context of revitalization programs, many low and

moderate income residents are displaced as neighborhoods are redeveloped.

2.2 The Local Context
Butte, Montana was incorporated in 1879 as a center for mining gold, silver and ultimately

copper, which became the community’s economic mainstay throughout most of the 20th Century.

The pattern of housing development in Butte over the past century was similar to industrial cities

elsewhere in the United States. Growth was associated with industrial development and homes
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were constructed in close proximity to the work place, creating a high-density environment.

However, unlike many of America’s larger industrial cities, Butte was not significantly impacted by

either massive urban renewal efforts following the Second World War or construction of the

national highway system. Instead, flight of Butte residents to areas outside the urban corridor was

a result of large-scale open-pit mining that literally swallowed neighborhoods adjacent to the mine.

However, a significant representation of the original housing stock and residential character of

Butte’s urban core has remained relatively unchanged over time.

2.2.1 Early Housing in Butte

The earliest housing to appear in Butte was generally constructed of wood and was

considered temporary. It was built to serve a transient population–primarily single

miners—moving from one mining camp to the next. Gold strikes along Silver Bow Creek,

beginning in 1864 drew about 5,000 people to the area. By late 1867, the 180-

acre town site had been plotted and there were centers of activity along Main Street with scattered

commercial and residential activity along Quartz, Copper, Park and Broadway

Streets. By 1870, most of the population had departed as the surface gold resource was

depleted. However, silver discoveries in 1874 revived the camp and the population began to

increase. Butte experienced a surge in construction of residences and mixed-use retail buildings

to accommodate the arrival of 300 new miners.

By 1893, copper had replaced silver as the focus of mining, spawning substantial financial

investment in the town (Cornish, Pages II-3-4). As Butte grew from mining camp to bustling

community, its buildings began to reflect a greater sense of permanence. A number of two-story

residential brick buildings were built between the years 1874-1879 to accommodate single miners,

a number of which remain today scattered throughout Uptown Butte’s Central Business District.

(Hill, Pages 11-18) Commercial activity and professional services grew during this period as well.

Merchants, who had followed miners from one camp to the next, found a permanent home in Butte

and opened shops in ‘first floor’ spaces of residential structures.

By 1890, Butte’s affluence was well marked by construction of a second generation of

buildings. New boarding houses such as the Hamilton Block, the Curtis Music Hall, and the

Stephens’ Block constructed during this period, were more spacious and refined than earlier

housing. The establishments prospered as stability and confidence in the copper industry

continued to grow.

After a period of decline (1903-1905), renewed confidence in the economy spurred

construction of business blocks of a new scale and variety. Small two story brick buildings with

iron storefronts were joined by more opulent and monumental structures, many of which housed
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the offices of physicians, attorneys and other professionals. The Metals Bank Building and the

Butte-Silver Bow Courthouse are examples of structures built during this period.

Commercial and residential areas in and around the central business district grew rapidly

during the early years of the 20th Century, as Butte’s now substantial Cornish, Irish, and Chinese

populations were joined by a variety of other immigrant groups from all over Europe. (Hill, Pages

11-18). By 1910, the population of the city and surrounding suburbs was 58,818 (Copper Camp,

Page 292) (56,848 according to the US Census). Uptown Butte was a vibrant community of

residential, commercial and industrial enterprises.

2.2.2 Post World War I Developments

Although Uptown Butte’s boarding houses and upper story single room apartments

offered convenient and accessible residences for the mining related workforce, they did not

provide long-term housing for families. As Butte’s population matured, the need for single family

houses grew. Many residents chose to build their homes close to work. These “uptown”

neighborhoods consisted of a diverse housing stock. Modest single-family dwellings were

interspersed with larger, more expensive homes. Broadway street, for example, boasts larger

homes on the north side and more modest ones on the south side for several blocks. Other

residents sought larger tracks of lands to the south on the “flats”. Whether on the “hill” or the

“flats”, the presence of many skilled craftsmen meant that even modest homes were well

constructed.

Following World War II, labor-intensive underground mining was severely diminished by

the mechanized open-pit method. The Berkeley pit, created in 1955 just to the east of the central

business district, eliminated many adjacent residential neighborhoods. This further accelerated the

redistribution of people from the urban core to the ‘flats’.

Community and corporate changes gained speed in 1971, when copper mining in Chile

was nationalized and Anaconda Copper lost its properties there. Butte’s last operating deep

mines were shut down in 1974 and all of Anaconda’s holdings were sold to the Atlantic Richfield

Company in 1977. By 1983, all mining was suspended in Butte. (Johnson, Page II-18 and 19) The

closing of the mines and loss of population, coupled with overall trends in community development

spelled continuing decline for the community.

2.2.3 Contemporary Developments

In 1962 the National Park Service designated much of the city of Butte a National Historic

Landmark in recognition of the city’s contribution to understanding the nation’s industrial history.

(The Landmark was expanded in 2006 and now includes an area encompassing both Butte and

the neighboring community of Anaconda and linking infrastructure.) In the years immediately
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following the designation, little attention was paid to Butte’s nationally significant historic

resources. In the 1950s and 60s the expanding Berkeley Pit engulfed the entire neighborhoods of

McQueen, Meaderville and East Butte and began moving west towards Uptown. Using an

average figure of eight properties per city block, in these neighborhoods 1,162 buildings

(residential, educational, religious and commercial) were lost. Within the Central Business District,

63 buildings were lost in the four square block area bounded by Quartz, Galena, Main and

Montana Streets, between 1962 and 1980.

Buildings that remained were allowed to deteriorate as owners faced uncertainty

regarding the future of the Uptown area. In the meantime, the Berkeley Pit continued to advance

toward the eastern edges of the business district. However, when an effort in the mid-1970s to

move the Central Business District to a new location failed and copper mining slowed

substantially, support began to grow for reinvestment in Uptown. In 1979 the Butte-Silver Bow

Urban Revitalization Agency (URA) was established and was charged with the renovation and

rehabilitation of Uptown. (Cornish, Page III-3 to 5).

Efforts to revitalize Uptown Butte have been successful to a considerable degree. Many

of the area’s historically significant buildings have been restored, while others have been

stabilized in anticipation of future development. The property tax base has been stabilized and the

area’s infrastructure has been updated. The nature of the Uptown has, however, changed

substantially. Once the community commercial, service and residential center, Uptown is now

home to various types of corporate, professional, governmental and technical office uses as well

as specialty retail establishments.

In addition to efforts to revitalize and rehabilitate Butte’s historic central business, the

Butte-Silver Bow government has obtained a number of Federal Community Development Block

Grants (CDBG) over the past 25 years aimed at improving neighborhoods. CDBG funding has

supported the renovation of single and multi-family residences through re-grants and revolving

loan programs. Funds were used to address structural problems associated with Butte’s aging

housing stock, providing new roofs, heating systems, wiring, plumbing and exterior improvements.

Butte was among the first communities in the nation to receive funding for renovation under the

CDBG Housing Grant program. Typically, program funding had been directed to new

construction. Neighborhoods benefiting from this program included the areas to the west and

south of the central business district, within Butte’s National Historic Landmark District. As a

result, renovation plans were subject to review under the Federal Historic Preservation Act. Butte-

Silver Bow staff worked with funding recipients to assure that renovations were respectful of the

area’s architectural character. Funding was also used for neighborhood landscaping, sidewalk

reconstruction and parks development and improvement. Street trees were added and

playground equipment installed using CDBG dollars. More recently, CDBG funding has been
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used for neighborhood improvements and will be used for renovation of existing residences in the

Central Butte Neighborhood, south of Uptown Butte.

While the results of these activities were largely positive in the short term, the long term

success of the neighborhood program has been diminished by a number of factors. Without an

accompanying maintenance program, many of the street trees and parks have suffered from lack

of care and vandalism. Residential improvements were, in some cases, not maintained by

residents, particularly in areas of high turnover. Program managers identified the need for long

term support for homeowners and tenants, providing training and technical assistance in

sustaining improvements over time. Overall, however, the neighborhood renovation program has

been successful in improving the housing stock in a series of targeted areas and CDBG will

continue to be an important source of funding for redevelopment and new construction of homes

for low and moderate income residents.

Other federal, non-profit and state programs including Rural Development, Habitat for

Humanity and the HOME program have been used to develop housing in the Central Butte

neighborhood and in the area north and west of Uptown. Program development was achieved

through public-private partnerships between private developers and local government. Specific

projects have featured energy efficient new construction and are designed to encourage and

sustain homeownership.

3.0 National Housing Trends

3.1 Overall Trends

Housing choices among various groups in the U.S. are inextricably tied to overall

demographic trends. Although the nation’s population continues to grow in all age groups, the

largest growth is in the population that has completed child rearing. As a result, the nation’s

household composition is changing. Most notably, household size is shrinking. Married couples

without children and single person households make up the nation’s two most numerous

household types. (The Importance of Demographic Trends to Housing). The rise in number of

these types of households has been fueled by longer life expectancies in combination with a

preference for only one or two child families. The exception to this trend is found among the

nation’s minority populations, which have grown significantly in recent decades. Minority

households tend to be larger, are more likely to include multiple generations and are projected to

be relatively younger in 2020.

Across the spectrum, all age groups continue to prefer housing in suburban locations.

However, older householders are less likely to live in central cities than their younger counterparts.
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This may be tied to the greater number of apartments available in urban areas. Over 43 percent

of householders aged 25 to 44 are renters, compared to 22 percent of householders between the

ages of 45 and 64. Renters outnumber homeowners among city residents for every household

type but married-couple families in the 25-44 age group.(Riche) Overall, apartments account for

about 14 percent of the entire housing stock, and approximately 16 American households live in

apartments. Between 2002 and 2005, an average of 200,000 apartment units have been built in

the U.S., serving people in all age groups and income levels. (Arbury)

3.2 Family Trends

Current survey data compiled by the National Association of Home Builders, Fannie Mae

and others supports the idea that the majority of family housing consumers continue to prefer

single-family, detached homes in the suburbs. (Myers and Gearin). The desire to live in suburban

areas is driven by a number of factors. Suburban homes are typically located on larger lots and

provide more living space than those in urban neighborhoods. Suburban homes are often more

affordable than their urban counterparts. As reinvestment has occurred within central cities, single

family housing in urban areas has become less affordable. Suburban neighborhoods are typically

zoned for single family residences only and are less economically diverse than urban

neighborhoods. While no longer characterized as the “flight” away from cities, Americans continue

to strive for a home in the suburbs. Even when measured against increasing commuting costs,

suburban living remains the ideal.

While suburban life is still desired, data generated by the National Association of Home

Builders and Fannie Mae, also highlights a small but substantial demand–between 17 and 33

percent—for urban living. This includes a preference for townhouses, duplexes and

condominiums. For those that prefer suburban living, there is also a growing demand for smaller

lots and/or clustered developments and those designed to reduce automobile use. In some cases

residents were willing to pay a premium for residences in mixed-use (residential and commercial),

higher-density, pedestrian-oriented developments relative to otherwise similar homes in

surrounding conventional subdivisions. (Myers and Gearin)

3.3 Senior Trends

The generation known as the “Baby Boomers” has exerted tremendous influence on

American society, and as the first of this generation turn 60, this influence will become even more

pronounced. It is estimated that the number of senior households will increase by approximately

88 percent from 2.9 million households in 2005 to 5.4 million households by 2030. Baby Boomers,

collectively, will redefine what it means to be “elderly” in the U.S. Yet, despite the fact that

Boomers will remain active and independent longer than the elderly of previous generations, there
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will still be an increasing demand for social and support networks to serve senior households.

(Blake and Simic).

In addition to longer, more active life spans, there are a number of trends that are

increasingly affecting the nature of housing for seniors. The first of these is the idea of “aging in

place”. According to the Journal of Housing for the Elderly, “aging in place” means that seniors do

not have to move from their present residences in order to secure necessary support services in

response to changing needs. Seventy percent of seniors spend the rest of their life in the place

where they celebrated their 65th birthday. According to Harvard University’s Housing America’s

Seniors, only 10 percent of seniors lived in age-restricted communities in 2000. However, the

Harvard study noted that the existing housing stock is not designed to meet the changing needs of

seniors as they age. As a result, the market for home modifications and healthcare and other

supportive services to help older Americans live safely and comfortably in their homes is large and

growing. Yet, much of the current demand for modifications is unmet. Only about half of those who

are over 65 with disabilities have the modifications they believe they need. (Schafer)

Aging in place provides an alternative to living in an institutional setting, a choice that is

either undesirable or unaffordable or both. As they age, however, seniors remaining in privately

owned residences increasingly require in-home health care, home maintenance and general living

services. The demand for these services far outpaces the supply, however. (Schafer). Some

seniors have opted to “share” housing with their children or other non-related younger adults in

order to meet some of these service needs.

Senior-oriented housing developments do offer the opportunity for residents to “age in

place”, after they have moved to a planned community that offers housing along a continuum of

increasing assistance that stretches from independent living to skilled nursing centers. (Aging in

Place). Yet the Harvard Study notes that the residents of assisted communities tend to be older,

with a household member over the age of 85 and/or no children living nearby. Age-restricted

communities that do not provide services are generally favored by healthy people, commonly

located in metropolitan areas and the South Atlantic, Mountain and Pacific states (Schafer).

The Harvard study found that while the common view is that women outlive their

husbands, men are beginning to close the gap. Therefore, there will be an increasing demand for

housing for senior couples. In addition, as family size has decreased, there will be fewer children

to support seniors in the next 25 years, boosting the demand for assisted communities, unassisted

communities and supported housing. The study also notes that the education levels among the

baby boomer generation are higher, that they tend to stay in the workforce longer and have

greater financial resources. In 1970, about one fourth of Americans age 65 and over lived in

poverty. Today the share is one in ten. (Schafer).
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Finally, households older than 45 are showing increasing interest in more densely

configured home in more central locations. Survey data indicates that home buyers aged 45 and

older, who prefer denser, more compact housing alternatives will account for 31 percent of total

homeowner growth between 2000 and 2010, double the same segment’s market share in the

1990s. Associated with this trend is an increased demand for “walkable” neighborhoods that

feature service businesses and access to public transportation. (Myers and Gearin).

3.4 Trends for People With Disabilities

Nearly 50 million Americans have some type of physical or mental disability. Of these,

approximately two thirds have disabilities that are considered serious or significant. (McKay).

Approximately 60 percent live in owner occupied housing. Those who are recipients of residential

services live in large institutions, medical or psychiatric facilities, group homes, adult foster care

arrangements, or in supervised apartments. In most cases, residents are grouped based on the

type and level of their assistance. Often, these residential services do not adequately meet the

needs of the people they serve. People are isolated from their families and communities and

deprived of ordinary life experiences. According to some studies, abuse and neglect are

commonplace and social interaction is limited to others with disabilities. Staff members are often

overworked and underpaid. Attention to individual desires, needs, choices, and preferences is

impossible. Meeting the needs of the majority remains a priority over satisfying the desires and

needs of any one individual. Housing and residential assistance are frequently dictated by

government and agency preferences rather than by the needs and desires of persons with

disabilities. (Klein)

Seniors with Disabilities – Unpaid help, primarily provided by spouses and children – has

long been the most common source of long-term care for older persons with disabilities in the

United States. Based on a 1999 National Long-Term Care Survey, a nationally representative

survey of Medicare beneficiaries ages 65 and older, and

earlier waves of that survey to examine trends in disability and in formal (paid) and informal

(unpaid) care for older persons.

Discrimination in Housing – In fiscal year 2005, the U.S. Department of Housing and

Urban Development (HUD) and state and local agencies funded by HUD's Fair Housing

Assistance Program (FHAP) saw an eight percent rise in the number of complaints alleging

housing discrimination against persons with disabilities, making disability discrimination the most

common complaint. Complaints alleging disability discrimination made up 40 percent of the cases

filed with HUD and its state and local partners. Allegations of discrimination based on race made

up 38 percent of the cases and 22 percent of cases alleging that a housing provider refused to
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make a reasonable accommodation to their rules or procedures in order to assist a person with a

disability. (Fair Housing)

3.5 Trends for Young Professionals

Young professionals typically seek housing that is in close proximity to the workplace or

provides easy access to public transportation. For many in this age group, this is the first time

they have sought independent housing and typically only consider living options that are short

term. Therefore, in most cases apartments offer the best alternative. Other factors contributing to

their choice of residence include:

proximity to retail services and entertainment

pedestrian friendly neighborhoods

the availability of continuing education programs (local colleges and universities

that are accessible)

affordability

Young adults will often seek residential alternatives that offer shared services such as

laundry facilities and storage units to help cut costs. In urban areas, single young professionals

often choose to share apartments with others in similar circumstances to reduce per person costs.

Those that prefer to own their residence are often forced to live in outlying areas in order to reduce

cost. However there is an increasing interest in finding alternatives to suburban living

for those that wish to own their home. Demand is increasing for “urban loft” space, condominiums

and town houses for those able to afford this alternative.

3.6 Trends in Affordable Housing

Even as the economy has improved at a modest pace over the past few years, housing

conditions for the poor have continued to deteriorate. The most striking reflection of this is the

number of homeless families—mostly women and their children—on the streets of nearly every

major city. For these families, the problems of housing affordability and housing availability have

converged.

Housing subsidies traditionally have been provided by the federal government, first as an

economic stimulus during the Great Depression and after World War II and again in the late 1960s

as a part of the War on Poverty. Over the past fifty years, more than $350 billion has been spent

by the federal government to address the need for affordable housing. (Ford Foundation)
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3.6.1 Rental Housing

Nationally, there is a severe shortage of affordable rental units. According to the 2003

American Housing Survey, there were 7.7 million Extremely Low Income (ELI) renter households

and just over 6.0 million affordable rental units at or below the ELI threshold, a deficit of just fewer

than 1.7 million. Only 2.7 million ELI households, however, actually occupied these affordable

units. As a result, nearly 2.8 million of these units were occupied by households with higher

incomes, leaving only 3.3 million units that were “affordable and available” to ELI households in

2003. Regionally, the shortages were greatest in the Northeast and West.

An analysis of changes between the 2001 and 2003 suggests that the supply and demand

conditions faced by ELI households looking for rental housing did not improve and likely

worsened. For every 100 ELI renter households, the number of affordable units either currently

occupied by an ELI household or vacant slipped from 44 to 42. Conditions appear to have

worsened in the South and Midwest, remained fairly stable in the Northeast and improved in the

West. At the same time, the stock of rental units available to households with higher incomes

increased while the number of households with moderate and above-moderate incomes declined.

These trends indicate a continued shift to homeownership among higher-income households in

these years, even as a generally strong real estate market encouraged further multifamily

construction. As a result, while market conditions tightened for the lowest income renters, the

rental market overall became softer in this period, reflected in a climb in national rental vacancy

rates from 9% in 2001 to 11% in 2003. (Pelletiere)

3.6.2 Owner-occupied Housing

According to a recent study conducted by the Center for Housing Policy, low- to

moderate-income working families with children are less likely to be homeowners now than they

were in the late 1970s. The study, entitled Locked Out: Keys to Homeownership Elude Many

Working Families with Children, also found that, despite expanded efforts to boost homeownership

by the last three administrations, the homeownership gap between white and minority working

families with children worsened increased to 26 percent between 1978 and 2003.

According to the latest Census statistics, nearly 70 percent of Americans now own their

homes, which is the highest homeownership rate on record. However, most of the gains have

been among families without children and upper-income families with children. In 2003, the

homeownership rate for upper-income families with children was 90.8 percent, while the rate for

their low- to moderate-income counterparts was significantly lower at 59.6 percent. This can be

compared to the 62.5 percent of low-to moderate-income working families with children who

owned their homes in 1978.
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In 2003, some 44.6 percent of minority working families with children were homeowners –

virtually unchanged from the 44.8 percentage rate in 1978. Meanwhile, the homeownership rate

among their white counterparts increased over the same period from 68.7 to 70.5 percent.

The homeownership rate among working families with children was lowest in the West at

nearly 52 percent in 2003, down from 54 percent in 1978. Rates have declined the most in the

Midwest from almost 72 percent in 1978 to nearly 68 percent in 2003. In 2003, disparities among

minority working families with children and their white counterparts grew most in the Northeast

with a homeownership rate for minority working families with children of 33 percent compared to a

73 percent rate for their white counterparts.

The disparity between the homeownership rates of minority and non-minority working

families with children is greatest in the central cities where approximately 60 percent of white

working families with children own their homes compared to 36 percent of their minority

counterparts. By comparison, in the suburbs 74 percent of white working families with children are

homeowners compared to 53 percent of their minority counterparts. In non-metro areas, the

comparable homeownership rates are 71 percent and 51 percent, respectively. One of the

demographic trends underlying homeownership rates among working families with children is the

change in household composition that has occurred since 1978. In 2003, single-parent

households comprised some 36 percent of working families with children, double the 18 percent

rate in 1978. In addition, Center for Housing Policy research shows that in many housing markets

the incomes of working families with children failed to keep pace with the rising costs of housing.

Between 1978 and 2003, the homeownership costs of working families with children – including

mortgage payments, utilities, taxes and insurance – increased by 233 percent, some 32

percentage points more than the 201 percent growth in incomes of these families over the same

period. (Locked Out)

4.0 Local Socioeconomic Conditions & Trends

4.1 Overview

Socioeconomic trends in Butte-Silver Bow have historically been linked to the mining of

metals, particularly copper and molybdenum. The Butte community was built upon mining and the

industry retained a prominent role in the economy for over a century—from the mid 1880’s to the

mid 1980’s. The mining life style was reflected in the types of housing constructed. The adjacent

configuration of housing to mines was reflective of the needs of single miners living and working in

a bitter climate before the advent of public transportation and automobiles. Because of a primary

dependence upon one major industry, changes in the industry had significant impacts on

socioeconomic conditions. Decline in the mining industry resulted directly in population decline
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and high vacancy rates in the housing stock. The subsequent exodus of working age people left

an older population, thereby resulting in an increasing median age for the county. Job loss was

reflected in a dipping of median household income.

Some of these trends continue today. Butte-Silver Bow has continued to lose people in

their child-bearing years and the median age continues to increase. The median household

income, while showing gains, has not kept pace with the state or national median. While the total

number of jobs has now surpassed the 1970 total, lost jobs have not yet been replenished to their

peak level around 1920.

The demise of copper mining in Butte-Silver Bow may have spelled the end of a century

for the community, but it persevered. A new economic paradigm, one characterized by a more

diverse industrial mix, has emerged to help strengthen a struggling community. The 2000

decennial census count indicates that Butte-Silver Bow’s population grew slightly during the

decade 1990-2000 for the first time since 1920. While the years since 2000 have shown renewed

signs of decline, a continued course toward a new economic model that includes a more diverse

mix of industries has potential to at least sustain current population and possibly generate growth

into 2025.

4.2 The Population

4.2.1 Historical

Trends (1890-Present)

The city of Butte

and Silver Bow County

grew rapidly in the mid

1880’s as people arrived

in search of mining jobs

and economic prosperity.

By 1890, the population of

Butte City had reached 10,723 and peaked in 1920 with almost 42,000 people, according to

decennial census reports on the community. County population reached 23,744 by 1890 and also

peaked in 1920 at 60,3132. (Refer to Figure 4- 1.)

Just as mining opportunities drew people to Butte, decline in the industry precipitated

population decline. The years following 1920 were years of continuous decline. The county

reached a low point in 1990 and then exhibited slight growth between 1990 and 2000 (1.95% or

2 U.S. Bureau of the Census; Decennial Censuses of Population (Title varies per Census), 1890-2000.
Process by the Census and Economic Information Center, Montana Department of Commerce, March 21,
2001

Figure 4-1
Historic Population Trend
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665 people). The net population change between the county’s peak in 1920 and the 2000

decennial census was a loss of 25,707 people. (Refer to Table 4-1.)

4.2.2 Recent Trends (1990-Present)

Annual population

estimates provided by the

Census Bureau indicate

that Butte-Silver Bow

experienced population

growth between 1990 and

1998 at a rate of 3.8%3.

This growth occurred during

a time when the total

number of jobs was also in

a period of expansion.

Census population estimates since 2000 show Butte-Silver Bow returning to a trend of

decline. (Refer to Figure 4-2.) The 2005 estimate shows a loss of 4.7% (1,694 people) since

2000. The decline correlates with the closure of a local telecommunications firm, workforce

reductions within other major corporations and closure of two elementary schools since the 2000

census was taken.

3 The Census Bureau publishes July 1estimates for years after the last decennial census, as well as for past
decades. Data series for births, deaths and domestic/international migration are used to update decennial
census counts.

Table 4-1
Population Gains & Losses

1920-2000

Decennial Census Gain/Loss

1920-1930 -3,344
1930-1940 -3,762
1940-1950 -4,785
1950-1960 -1,968
1960-1970 -4,473
1970-1980 -3,889
1980-1990 -4,151
1990-2000 +665

Net Change 25,707
Source: Based on U.S. Census Bureau Decennial Censuses; 1920-2000

Figure 4-2
Recent Population Trends, 1990-2005

(Based Upon Census Population Estimates)

34,606

33,941

32,982

31,500

32,000

32,500

33,000

33,500

34,000

34,500

35,000

35,500

19
90

19
91

19
92

19
93

19
94

19
95

19
96

19
97

19
98

19
99

20
00

20
01

20
02

20
03

20
04

20
05


