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Regional Trends - Introduction

The Regional Planning Commission releases quarterly updates on trends in the Capital 
Region on the subjects of: population and housing; economic development and employment; 
transportation; and agricultural and environmental resources. The geographic scope of the 
Regional Trends publications encompasses all 62 local governments in the county.

About The Capital Area Regional Planning Commission: The Regional Planning Commission is 
one of nine commissions in Wisconsin that coordinates planning and development among area 
municipalities. The Capital Area Regional Planning Commission develops and promotes regional 
plans, provides objective information and professional planning services, and focuses local 
attention on issues of regional importance.

The Regional Planning Commission carries out land use planning and areawide water quality 
management planning for the greater Madison region. State statutes charge it with the duty 
of preparing and adopting a master plan for the physical development of the region. The 
Department of Natural Resources contracts with the Commission to maintain a continuing 
areawide water quality management planning process to manage, protect, and enhance the 
water resources of the region.

Capital Region Sustainable Communities - Framework for Change

Capital Region Sustainable Communities, or CRSC, was a consortium of governments, 
businesses, and nonprofits during 2011 to 2014 that prepared a vision, goals, priority 
challenges, and indicators of success. The recently published Framework for Change report 
presents 31 indicators in six categories - housing, transportation, economy, ecosystems, food 
and farms, and regional collaboration - to 
measure progress towards achieving goals. 
An indicator “dashboard” shows whether 
or not the capital region is moving in the 
desired direction. Specific information 
and context, as well as graphs and figures, 
from the Framework for Change report will 
accompany relevant indicators.

Housing and Population Indicators

The release of non-overlapping American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates (2005—
2009 and 2010—2014 or 2011—2015) offers some of the first opportunities to accurately gauge 
changes in a number of detailed measurements and estimates made for all place geographies in 
the County. The addition of the “Dane County Land Use Inventory” in 2015 and release of two 
non-overlapping 5-year “Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy” (CHAS) datasets based 
on the ACS provides the opportunity to update the data dashboard. This new data availability 
marks the first opportunity to gauge progress towards achieving the housing affordability 
challenges outlined in the Framework for Change report.    

    = Indicator moving in desired direction

     = Indicator stagnant or reveals inequalities or gaps between 
groups

   = Indicator moving counter to desired direction

  ?   = Indicator in development or lacks enough data points to 
indicate direction

Data dashboard key
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Priority Challenge: Meet demand for diverse housing choices.

Range of Housing Types Built: In recent years construction shifted strongly towards multi-family 
unit construction, especially in the City of Madison and adjoining municipalities. Permit data 
from 1990 through 2016 shows that, beginning in the period from 2006—2010, the majority 
of units created were multi-family. This shift intensified following the Great Recession. Sixty-
seven percent of units created from 2011 to 2016 were multi-family. As of 2016, multi-family 
development accounted for nearly 
half of all units created since 1990. 
In any given year, single-family 
construction accounted for almost 
half of all permits issued. And 
while single-family construction 
accounted for almost 58% of units 
as recently as 2010, single-family 
construction is on a declining 
trend.  Two-family housing has 
been negligible since roughly 2008, 
adding fewer than 100 new units 
per year.

Percent of New Housing Development Projects Built in Already Developed Areas: Infill 
redevelopments remain a tiny 
fraction of residential developments 
within the county. From 2000 to 
2005 and 2005 to 2010, roughly 25 
redevelopment projects occurred 
on previously developed parcels. 
The count of projects that occurred 
on previously developed sites from 
2010 to 2015 was only 19. This does 
not mean that the quantity of infill 
redevelopment units is insignificant 
or that new unit creation is 
decreasing. In fact infill buildings 
account for many of the total new units added in the region. Annecdotal evidence of building 
size on these infill redevelopment parcels suggests that the buildings themselves are getting 
larger and contributing more infill units year after year. However, we currently lack a county-
wide survey of the number and location of these units.  

Priority Challenge: Ensure housing affordability to all income levels.

In the original Framework for Change report and in previous issues of Regional Trends, lack of 
data limited measurement of affordable housing and cost burden. New data from the ACS 2009 
and 2014 5-year Estimates now allow an assessment of recent trends.

Housing Diversity Takeaway
The proportion of various 
housing types in Dane 
County has held relatively 
steady over time, with 
recent years seeing a shift 
from an emphasis on single-
family housing to a greater share of multi-family housing. 
This trend is most observable in the City of Madison, 
while outlying villages and rural towns have gone the 
other direction, constructing more single-family units.

Moving in desired direction

2010–2014 2010–2016

Infill Redevelopment Takeaway
The change from 2010 
to 2015 was less than 
the previous two periods 
according to the Land 
Use Inventory. Slower 
development overall in the 
wake of the Great Recession may be behind the lower 
quantity of infill sites redeveloped. However, overall unit 
production may be increasing.    

Insufficient Data to Determine 
Direction

2005–2010 2010–2015
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Affordable Housing Supply Gap: 
When low and very-low income 
households (defined as earning 
at or below 50% and 30%, 
respectively, of the family median 
income for the area) cannot 
find housing they can afford, an 
affordable housing supply gap 
exists. This gap is measured by 
comparing the number of low 
income and very low income 
households to the number of rental 
units affordable with incomes at 
50% and 30% of the median. In the period between 2005 and 2009, there was a shortage of 
roughly 10,900 low income and around 18,100 very low income units. In the most recently 
available data (2010-2014) these values have climbed to 13,400 and 19,600 units respectively. 

Low Income Housing Cost Burden: The number of cost burdened low income households 
jumped from 29,000 to 33,000 
between the available 5-year 
estimates. The proportion of 
low income renting households 
considered cost burdened increased 
from 77 to 79 percent.

Regional Trends in 
Population and Housing

The four indicators discussed above present a mixed picture. On the one hand, things are 
positive: housing diversity appears to be improving. In many cases the same projects that are 
adding multi-family housing options are also reusing existing developed sites, a practice that 
can conserve resources and lower costs associated with serving residents. Having an increased 
diversity of housing types in a variety of locations helps ensure that residents have housing 
choices. In theory, enough variety and choices will increase the likelihood that residents will be 
able to find housing that meets their needs at a price that they can afford. 

On the other hand, the two housing affordability indicators paint a picture of worsening 
conditions, where it is increasingly difficult to find affordable housing. Finding the right housing 
at the right price  appears to be increasingly challenging, despite any improvements in the 
region to increase housing choices. 

The indicators discussed above provide snapshots of change in key measures over time. The 
following analysis aims to give more context to the two countervailing themes identified in 
the Framework for Change indicators: increasing supply and variety of units, but decreasing 
availability of affordable units.   

Cost Burden Takeaway
The number of cost 
burdened renting 
households has increased 
in our region. More renting 
households are cost 
burdened now than in 
previous reporting periods.

Moving counter to desired 
direction

Various 2009 & 2014 5-Year Est.

Affordability Gap Takeaway
There are roughly five 
times as many low income 
households as there are 
units affordable to those 
households and almost 13 
times as many very low 
income households as there 
are units affordable to those households. The gap for 
both groups has widened between reporting periods, 
counter to the desired direction of this indicator.

Moving counter to desired 
direction

Various 2009 & 2014 5-Year Est.
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Population Trends

Population
The 2016 Wisconsin Department of Administration (DOA) “Annual Population Estimate” for 
Dane County places the county at 518,538 residents.  This represents a growth of 30,465 
residents since the official 2010 Census count, an increase of just over six percent. The Census 
Bureau estimates the population around two-and-a-half percent higher or 531,273 (an increase 
of 43,200 people and nine percent) in its 2016 “Annual Estimates of the Resident Population” 
data. Overall population increased at least eleven percent each decade since 1970. 
(Figure 1) The period of strongest growth occurred between the 1990 and 2000 Census. While 
the current estimates do not put the county on track to exceed this record period, the 2010 to 
2020 period is likely to have very strong growth, roughly 14.8 percent at the current pace. 
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+9.2% +9.8% +2.9%

+7.1%
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Fastest Population Growth
in Small Cities and Villages
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Figure 2 - Total Population by Community Type

Source: American Community Survey (ACS), 5-Year Estimates 2005-2009 & 2011-2015, 
“DP05”
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Figure 1 - Total Population by Community Type

Source: Decennial Census, 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000, & 2010; 2016 “Annual Estimates of 
the Resident Population”

The recently released 2015 ACS 5-Year Estimates (2011-2015) offer the chance to compare 
non-overlapping survey periods and accurately measure change over a five year period. The 
data also allow analysis for many in-depth indicators and smaller geographies. Figure 2 reveals 
that small cities and villages grew at a much faster pace than Madison and the rural areas of the 
county.
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Households
Households are an important 
unit of analysis for regional 
planning because it is 
households, rather than 
individuals, who “consume” 
housing. More importantly 
trends of household size 
provide a nuanced view of 
how population is changing 
in the region as well as within 
area communities. Figure 3 
shows the change in the total 
number of households in various 
community types. Percent 
increase in villages and small 
cities was more dramatic than in 
the other community types. Recently, Madison fell below 50 percent of the county’s population 
due to faster growth within villages and small cities.

Household Size
Average household size has changed over the past five years. The average household in Dane 
County is now 2.35 people. Communities across the region have seen a decrease in household 
size, although the change varies by the community type. (Figure 4) To put these numbers in 
perspective, the national average household size was around 3.3 people per household in the 
1950s and 1960s. While this measure generally changes slowly over time, a decrease in all 
community groupings and at the county level is still observable in recent data. This decrease is 
in line with the observed regional trend from 1990 through 2010. The large drop in household 
size in villages is due to the 
compounding effect of rapid 
increases in households paired 
with comparatively less rapid 
increases in population in around 
half of the villages in Dane 
County.   

2.00
2.10
2.20
2.30
2.40
2.50
2.60
2.70
2.80
2.90
3.00

Madison Small Cities Villages Towns

Smaller Households Across Region Mirror 
National Trend

2005 ‐ 2009 2011 ‐ 2015

Figure 4 - Average Household Size by Community Type

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimates, 2005-2009 and 2011-2015, “B25008 & B25003”
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Figure 3 - Number of Households by Community Type

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimates, 2005-2009 & 2011-2015, “B25003”
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Renters and Homeowners
The proportion of households owning versus renting also changed between the two ACS 
estimates. Similar to household size, this metric is slow to show change. There was a slight 
shift overall toward renting across all community types and at the county level. This shift is 
partially the result of the housing market and financial crisis that occurred between the two 
time periods, but it also reflects changing housing preferences. Of the 18,081 households 
added between measurement 
periods, 78 percent were rental 
households. The City of Madison 
accounts for much of the county-
wide shift. (Figure 5) This shift 
toward renting and decreasing 
household size region-wide are 
important and related trends 
with implications for how much 
housing and where public 
services will be needed in the 
future. The strong shift toward 
rental households has an effect 
on housing affordability and 
competition for housing. 

School Enrollment
School enrollment data can 
also identify growth areas and gauge the pace of development at the county and local levels. 
School districts with strong reputations can encourage growth in their communities, as parents 
(or potential parents) often place a premium on purchasing homes in these areas. School 
enrollment is also a product of childbirth rates and the size of school-aged populations.

Public school enrollment in the 2015-2016 academic year was 77,018, an increase of 422 
students over the previous year and an increase of 7,046 students over the past five years. 
Private school enrollment was 6,452, a decrease of 99 students over the past year and a 
decrease of 40 students over the past five years. Nine of 15 suburban school districts saw 
enrollment increases from 2015 to 2016. Public school districts with the greatest growth rates 
in enrollment over the most recent year are: Sun Prairie (3.3%); Oregon (2.9%); and Middleton 
(3.3%). Other school districts experienced smaller growth rates of less then two percent 
including: DeForest, Monona Grove, Verona, Waunakee, and Wisconsin Heights. Seven districts 
saw enrollments decline over the most recent year with two districts losing more than four 
percent: Cambridge (-4.7%) and Marshall (-4.7%).  The 2016-17 school year was the first where 
Madison Metro experienced a loss in enrollment from the previous year (-0.6%). 
(See Table 1 on Page 20.)
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Projected Growth
The DOA’s Demographics Services Center develops population projections for Wisconsin 
counties. The latest projections, developed in 2013, are based on 2010 Census data incorporate 
historical patterns and rates of fertility, mortality and migration. The DOA projects the 
population of Dane County will increase by 118,547 between 2010 and 2040, to a total of 
606,620. This is lower than the DOA’s 2008 projections, by nearly 50,000, due in large part to 
the effects of the housing and financial crisis in the later years of the 2000s. Nonetheless, Dane 
County is expected to see the largest gain in total population and the sixth-largest increase by 
percentage of all Wisconsin counties. Madison’s share of total population growth is expected 
to decline over time, as are the towns’ share. Small cities and villages, on the other hand, are 
expected to capture an increasing share of population growth through 2040. (Figure 6)
DOA projections also include household size at the county and community levels. The updated 
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Population Change
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Figure 6 - Historical and Projected Population Growth by Community

Source: Decennial Census, 1980, 1990, 2000, & 2010; Wisconsin Department of Administration (WI DOA)

Observed Projected

projections show household sizes in communities across the county continuing to fall through 
2030, then levelling off in 2035 and 2040. (Table 2, p. 20) The overall drop in household size 
through 2030 reflects delayed household formation by younger residents, long-term decreases 
in the number of children per family, and increasing numbers of empty-nest Baby Boomers. 

Household size is important from a planning perspective. A population of 200,000 and an 
average household size of 2.5 persons requires around 80,000 housing units. The same 
population at 2.1 persons per household requires 95,238 housing units—a difference of over 
15,000 units. Household composition also plays a role. As demand for various types of housing 
units shifts with changes in the population, it is important to consider the size, style, location, 
etc. of available units in the market. For example, increasingly common one-person or non-
family households may demand less living space than two-parent, multi-child households which 
have historically occupy larger single-family detached housing units. 
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The current DOA projections are very conservative. As mentioned earlier, the 2016 annual 
estimate of population is around 531,000. The DOA projected a 2020 population of 530,620. 
The DOA projections show growth slowing in the later years of the projection period. 
Extrapolating 
on Census 
enumerations 
and estimates, 
the population 
shows a slight 
exponential 
increase from 
1970 though 
2016. Were 
this trend to 
continue, the 
2040 population 
could be  around 
15 percent higher 
than the DOA 
projections. 
(Figure 7) 

Housing Trends

Housing Construction
In 2016, communities across Dane County issued permits for 4,511 housing units, up from 
3,139 in 2015.  Of those units, 1,301 were single-family, 3,130 units. After seven years of 
decline, permits issued in 2016 have surpassed 4,000 for the first time since 2005. Between 
1990 and 2005, communities issued permits for single-family and multi-family housing units at 
consistent rates relative to one another. Between 2006 and 2010, communities issued multi-
family and single-family permits 
in similar quantities. After 2010, 
communities issued more multi-
family permits than single-family. 
The increase in single-family 
permits leveled off after 2013. 
Multi-family permits, after a 
short period of decline in  2013, 
appear on track to surpass their 
previous high in the mid-2000s 
(Figure 8). Two-family residential 
development has historically 
been a small proportion of 
overall units and remains a 
virtual non-factor since the 
housing collapse. 
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Figure 7 - Historical Trend versus Projected Population Growth in Dane County

Source: Decennial Census, 1980, 1990, 2000, & 2010; Wisconsin Department of Administration (WI DOA); 
CARPC Analysis

Observed Projected

0

2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

12,000

14,000

1991 ‐ 1995 1996 ‐ 2000 2001 ‐ 2005 2006 ‐ 2010 2011 ‐ 2016

Construction on the Rebound, 
Multi‐Family Nearing All Time High 

Single‐Family Two‐Family Multi‐Family
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Construction by Community Size
Multi-family development in 
Dane County accelerated in the 
wake of the recession. The City 
of Madison and contiguous cities 
accounts for the vast majority of 
those permits from 2010 to 2016 
(Figure 9). Cities accounted for 
63 percent of new multi-family 
units in the 1990s, 72 percent 
in the 2000s, and an increasing 
proportion in the 2010s. From 
2010 to 2016, 65 percent of 
permits in Madison were for 
multi-family construction. Multi-
family permits in the outlying 
areas of the county were a 
much smaller proportion of 
development.

Single-family construction from 
2010 to 2016 was significantly 
slower than previous periods, 
due to the recession. In the 
case of Towns and Villages, this 
represents a downward trend in 
unit production since the 1990s. 
Madison and outlying villages 
have experienced a drop in the 
overall share of single-family 
permits whereas small cities in 
Dane County have accounted 
for a much larger proportion 
of single-family development 
countywide. (Figure 10) 

Land Division
All land within Dane County is surveyed and mapped. As land changes hands, legal boundaries 
may change too. Parcels that are divided into multiple smaller pieces often indicate 
development and investment. The number of land divisions from year to year measures the 
pace and the relative strength of development. Subdivision plats split one large piece of land 
into many smaller pieces of land. They are often used, in the suburban development context, to 
develop large areas and large numbers of lots at once. Certified Survey Maps (CSM) accomplish 
the same basic function but are limited to splitting one piece of land into a maximum of four 
smaller pieces over a five-year period. CSMs are more common in rural areas than in the cities 
and villages, although they are used widely across Dane County. CSM development tends to be 
more piecemeal than subdivision platting. 
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Figure 9 - Multi-Family Units by Type of Municipality

Source: HUD SOCDS, “Building Permits Database”; Dane County Planning and 
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Subdivision plats, which exceeded 2,000 divisions per year from 2002 to 2005, declined sharply 
to under 500 per year in 2009 and 2010. CSMs, by contrast, exhibit a much narrower range, 
dropping from 
705 in 2005 to 
a low of 386 
in 2009. After 
2012, subdivision 
plats grew much 
faster than CSMs, 
although they are 
nowhere near 
their numbers 
ten years ago. 
Small-scale land 
development 
was harmed less 
by the recession 
than subdivision 
platting, according 
to these trends. 
(Figure 11) 

Parcel Creation
The City of Madison created 316 parcels by both platting and CSMs in 2015, down from an 
unusually high 958 in 2014 and in line with the longer-term trend. Towns and villages both 
increased the number of land divisions in 2015 versus 2014, while Madison and the small 
cities recorded 
fewer divisions. 
From year to 
year, small cities 
displayed the 
greatest volatility 
in land division 
from 2001 
through 2008, 
while villages 
have displayed a 
similar—though 
less extreme—
volatility from 
year to year since 
2010 (Figure 12).

The Village of 
Windsor (formerly 
a Town) recorded the most land subdivisions, with 388. Other communities, besides Madison, 
with high numbers of land divisions in 2015 include: McFarland (179), Town of Westport (84), 
Middleton (80), Cambridge (66), and DeForest (64).
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Figure 11 - Land Divisions in Dane County by Type

Source: Dane County Land Information Office
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Owner-Occupied Housing Units
The national 
economic outlook 
has continued 
to improve since 
the recession. 
Dane County 
home sales 
have rebounded 
(Figure 13), 
with sale prices 
increasing just 
over five-and-a-
half percent from 
2015 to 2016, 
according to 
2016 Wisconsin 
Realtors 
Association data. 
The 2016 median 
sale price of $245,000, puts current home prices slightly higher than the inflation-adjusted 2001 
value, before the housing bubble burst and the subsequent market crash. The average sales 
price has increased at a steady rate somewhere between four and five percent since 2012. 
(Table 3, p. 20)

Renter-Occupied 
Housing Units
Vacancy rates 
across the region 
remain very 
low. Since 2013, 
almost every 
ZIP code in the 
central Madison 
region (including 
most small cities 
immediately 
adjacent to 
Madison) has 
had less than five 
percent vacancy. 
(Figure 14) 
Persistently low 
vacancy rates continue despite the addition of thousands of new rental units in the last several 
years. Vacancy is measured by the percent of units in a three-month period for which electric 
service is inactive or for which service has been transferred to the building’s owner. Vacancy 
rates that are too far above five percent indicate a lack of demand for current rental unit stock. 
Rates much below five percent indicate a market that is struggling to catch up with demand, 
and one that may also be experiencing rising prices. 
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The observed cost of rental housing (i.e. “median contract rent”) in Dane County has increased 
22 percent between 2005 and 2015 ACS 1-Year Estimates. When adjusted for inflation, rental 
prices increased only about six percent, since 2005. (Figure 15) 

More recent 
data also suggest 
continuation of 
gradual rental 
price increases. 
According to 
Zillow, the real 
estate and 
rental website, 
the average 
asked rent in 
Dane County 
was $1,562 per 
month in April 
2017, a slight 
increase from the 
fourth quarter 
of 2016 and up about three percent compared to April 2016. It is important to note that Zillow 
data do not include units that are off the market, nor any units that are listed elsewhere, like 
through private postings or offered by word of mouth. Many additional units not listed with 
Zillow rent at a variety of pricepoints. Similarly, not all units on Zillow will rent at their asked 
price. Nonetheless, “Zillow Rent Index” (ZRI) data provide a useful and more timely (albeit less 
complete) picture of rental market pricing than the available ACS data.  

Connecting the Growing Population to Affordable Housing

Supply-Side Concerns

Competition for Units: By comparing the quantity of new housing units to the number of new 
households we see a shortage of available housing. Housing supply increased by just over 
seven thousand units between ACS estimates. Households increased by twice that amount 
(14,731) over the same period. Simply put: the volume of new units entering the market is not 
keeping pace with household formation.  Furthermore, the low rental vacancy rates mentioned 
previously indicate high competition for available units. This presents affordability challenges as 
renters stretch to pay more for housing than they can afford.     
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“Crowding” Conditions: As mentioned previously, average household size in Dane County 
continues to shrink. At the same time the physical size of new housing units continues to grow 
and more new housing units are being added to the region. As such, ratios of rooms-per-unit 
increased and persons-per-room decreased overall. However, this is not the complete picture.

The observed trends for owner-occupied and renter-occupied units are very different. Owner-
occupied households decreased in number of occupants. Meanwhile, renter-occupied 
households in the region actually increased in size from 2.03 to 2.14 persons. And while the 
average number of rooms-per-unit within rental units increased, it did so to a much lesser 
degree than Owner-occupied units. Renter-occupied units increased from 3.87 to 4.01 rooms 
per unit whereas owner-occupied homes increased in size from 6.60 to 7.12 rooms. 

As might be expected—based 
on increasing home sizes and 
shrinking households—the 
ratio of persons-per room in 
the region decreased over the 
past five years. But once again, 
the overall ratio of persons-
per-room is skewed by more 
pronounced changes to owner-
occupied units. Renter-occupied 
units actually experienced 
an increase in the number of 
persons-per-room over the last 
five years. Although the change 
only amounts to an increase of 
one one hundreth of a person 
per room (0.52 to 0.53), this 
shift suggests rental “crowding” 
conditions may be developing within our region. Over the past five years, rental units and rooms 
within those units have grown at a slower rate than the number of renters. (Figure 16)

“Crowding” conditions can occur when more households have residents sleeping in all available 
bedrooms, when residents may be converting other non-bedrooms for sleeping, and/or when 
more occupants may be sharing bedrooms. The likely root cause for the increase in rental 
household size and the “crowding” is people attempting to lower their housing costs. This 
behaviour occurs in response to inadequate housing supplies and mis-matches in the housing 
types offered within a region.
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Figure 16 - Change 2009 - 2015 in Housing Composition by Tenure

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimates, 2005-2009 and 2011-2015, “S2504”
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Demand-Side Concerns

Income: The ability to pay is one of the most obvious variables affecting demand for housing. 
Median income for Dane County has not changed significantly in recent years. (Figure 17) 
The median household income in 
2015, adjusted for inflation, was 
almost exactly the same as it was 
in 2005. The purchasing power of 
today’s income has increased by 
less than one-half of a percent in 
the past decade. As discussed in 
the preceeding section, housing 
values have increased a slightly 
higher rate. Despite the relatively 
small changes, with costs 
increasing faster than earnings, 
an increasing number of lower 
income households and those 
on a fixed income are having 
greater difficulty finding suitable 
housing.
 
Cost Burden: The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) considers a 
household to be “cost burdened” if they pay more than 30 percent of their income toward 
the cost of housing. Those spending over half of their income are considered “severely cost 
burdened.” In Dane County there has been a net decrease in the number of “cost burdened” 
households—around 2,300 fewer between ACS 5-Year Estimates. 

As was already mentioned, affordability is a particularly acute issue for low- and extremely 
low-income households, renters, 
and those on fixed incomes. The 
data indicate that an increasing 
number of households are 
spending at “unaffordable” levels 
on rental housing based on the 
30 percent standard. 
(Figure 18) The number of 
households paying more than 
30 percent of income on costs 
associated with renting has 
increased by around 4,500 
households over the past five 
years. Currently, 39 percent of 
renting households (one out of 
every five households, regardless 
of tenure) spend more than 
30 percent of their income on 
housing.
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Figure 17 - Dane County Median Household Income
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Source: ACS 1-Year Estimates, BLS CPI
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Owner-occupied housing is a different story. Both the proportion and number of cost burdened 
units with mortgages have decreased over the period between ACS estimates. Cost burdened 
households dropped to 22 percent of all units with mortgages (28% of all housing units), a 
decrease of more than 9,700 units. However this trend by itself does not necessarily mean 
owning a home is now, or will continue to be, affordable within our region. The decrease in cost-
burdened owner-occupied households may be linked to the increase in renters. Many home-
owners may have been forced into more affordable units and rentals as a result of the economic 
downturn.  

In another example of declining 
affordability, a small but 
growing number of owner-
occupied housing units without 
mortgages are “cost burdened.” 
In the past five years the region 
has experienced an increase 
of around 1,000 households 
without mortgages paying more 
than 30 percent of income on 
housing expenses, for a total of 
4,600 households. (Figure 19) 
This increase may be linked to 
the increase of retirees in the 
region. While these households 
no longer carry the burden of a 
mortgage, they are still subject 
to financial stresses and an 
increasing number of them are 
paying more for housing than is 
considered sustainable. This trend should be watched carefully, as more Baby Boomers retire 
within our region. An increasing number of cost burdened households without mortgages could 
worsen housing shortages. If more of these owners are forced to re-enter the rental market (or 
choose to downsize) it will create even more competion for already scarce lower cost housing.     
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Conclusion

Strong population and housing growth brings both benefits and challenges. As stated at 
the beginning of this report, the Framework for Change indicators present a mixed picture. 
There are two countervailing themes: increasing supply and variety of units, but decreasing 
affordability. Several measurements in this report shed light on these aspects of the regional 
housing market. 

Looking seperately at renters and homeowners reveals housing affordability issues. An 
increasing number of renters are spending unaffordable amounts of their income on housing.
Increased rental household size, persistently low vacancy rates, low housing unit addition 
relative to household formation, and increased rental “crowding” indicate that there is 
strong competition for units. In general the situation for homeowners is more positive, fewer 
households without a mortgage are cost burdened today and home sales are occuring at a 
healthier rate than in the recent past. However, a small but growing number of homeowners 
without mortgages are cost burdened.  

Owned and rented housing do not exist independent of one another in the market. While the 
low rate of income growth and the comparable, though slightly higher, rate of housing cost 
increase may not blatantly declare an overall housing supply shortage (i.e. low supply and high 
demand causing skyrocketing prices), other signs do. The shortage of affordable rental units may 
have as much to do with homeowners (or hopeful homeowners) as it has to do with renters as a 
discrete group. As homeowners and would-be homeowners snatch up less costly real estate and 
rentals, fewer units are available to those with limited income and equity for rentals or home 
purchases. In some cases, stiff competition for these units will begin pricing out the would-be 
homeowners. This creates even more competition for already scarce rental properties. Most of 
the recent trends analyzed in this report suggest housing supply and diversity in both the rental 
and purchase markets could be substantially increased. This will allow homeowners (hopeful 
or otherwise) and renters (perenial or otherwise) who are in less-than-ideal housing to locate 
a better fit. Increasing the housing supply will alleviate many regional market pressures and 
create a healthier, more balanced housing economy for everyone. This will be critical in the 
region in the coming years given the projections for strong growth.          



2010 2020 2030 2040

City of Madison 2.17 2.11 2.07 2.03
Small Cities 2.37 2.31 2.17 2.24
Villages 2.61 2.53 2.49 2.46
Towns 2.57 2.50 2.46 2.43
Dane County 2.33 2.27 2.23 2.20

Table 2 - Projected Household Size

00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 10-year 3-year 1-year
Belleville 888 897 868 900 914 933 930 934 953 956 953 961 917 955 972 966 3.4% 5.1% -0.6%
Cambridge 1,027 961 984 976 955 950 934 922 900 884 910 908 907 915 884 844 -12.6% -7.5% -4.7%
DeForest 3,073 3,081 3,111 3,151 3,225 3,221 3,262 3,255 3,267 3,249 3,249 3,465 3,484 3,522 3,619 3,634 11.4% 4.1% 0.4%
Deerfield 747 760 754 718 714 731 743 726 791 819 822 833 797 791 782 775 5.7% -2.8% -0.9%
Marshall 1,205 1,202 1,189 1,236 1,252 1,248 1,246 1,229 1,260 1,252 1,242 1,234 1,263 1,202 1,138 1,087 -14.8% -16.2% -4.7%
McFarland 1,951 1,871 1,969 1,964 1,988 2,031 2,017 2,071 2,147 2,614 2,976 3,260 4,293 4,355 4,304 4,266 52.4% -0.6% -0.9%
Middleton/CP 5,125 5,224 5,330 5,500 5,629 5,616 5,640 5,795 5,899 5,840 6,104 6,446 6,614 6,654 6,754 6,984 19.6% 5.3% 3.3%
Monona Grove 2,702 2,768 2,819 2,817 2,859 2,917 2,885 2,830 3,068 3,088 3,100 3,121 3,152 3,201 3,283 3,332 12.5% 5.4% 1.5%
Mount Horeb 1,979 1,986 2,055 2,057 2,103 2,174 2,156 2,262 2,328 2,358 2,337 2,352 2,370 2,376 2,538 2,520 13.7% 6.0% -0.7%
Oregon 3,430 3,480 3,429 3,468 2,200 3,549 3,588 3,609 3,623 3,595 3,725 3,718 3,736 3,793 3,828 3,943 10.0% 5.2% 2.9%
Stoughton 3,657 3,641 3,663 3,591 3,566 3,480 3,432 3,336 3,411 3,392 3,379 3,333 3,290 3,232 3,190 3,162 -10.1% -4.0% -0.9%
Sun Prairie 4,830 4,931 4,987 5,240 5,493 5,691 5,946 6,008 6,172 6,633 6,975 7,095 7,373 7,598 7,837 8,107 29.8% 9.1% 3.3%
Verona 4,222 4,342 4,448 4,498 4,170 4,415 4,540 4,556 4,671 4,675 4,889 4,892 5,316 5,433 5,411 5,418 18.5% 1.9% 0.1%
Waunakee 2,836 2,910 2,936 3,031 3,084 3,203 3,357 3,500 3,529 3,618 3,701 3,874 3,964 4,042 4,031 4,108 22.0% 3.5% 1.9%
Wisconsin Heights 1,195 1,194 1,130 1,062 1,006 963 917 895 862 838 804 777 751 712 751 760 -26.7% 1.2% 1.2%
Suburban Districts 38,867 39,248 39,672 40,209 39,158 41,122 41,593 41,928 42,881 43,811 45,166 46,269 48,227 48,781 49,322 49,906 17.6% 3.4% 1.2%
Madison Metro 25,087 24,893 24,966 24,913 24,894 24,452 24,755 24,670 24,496 24,628 24,806 26,817 27,112 27,185 27,274 27,112 9.8% 0.0% -0.6%
County Public 63,954 64,141 64,638 65,122 64,052 65,574 66,348 66,598 67,377 68,439 69,972 73,086 75,339 75,966 76,596 77,018 14.9% 2.2% 0.5%
County Private 6,207 6,229 6,282 6,394 6,293 6,530 6,646 6,908 6,635 6,516 6,696 6,492 6,397 6,248 6,551 6,452 -1.2% 0.9% -1.5%
Total County 70,161 70,370 70,920 71,516 70,345 72,104 72,994 73,506 74,012 74,955 76,668 79,578 81,736 82,214 83,147 83,470 13.6% 2.1% 0.4%
Change from Previous Year (Total # and Percent)

669 381 424 537 -1,051 1,964 471 335 953 930 1,355 1,103 1,958 554 541 584
144 -194 73 -53 -19 -442 303 -85 -174 132 178 2,011 295 73 89 -162

Total County Public 0.3% 0.8% 0.8% -1.7% 2.4% 1.2% 0.7% 0.7% 1.3% 2.2% 3.7% 2.6% 0.6% 1.1% 0.4%

District
School Year % Change

Suburban Districts
Madison Metro

Source: Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction

Table 1 - School Enrollment by District

Source: Wisconsin Department of Administration

Year # Sales Median Sale 
Price

Annual Price 
Change

2000 5,238 $154,400 6.8%
2001 5,900 $163,335 5.8%
2002 6,519 $178,000 9.0%
2003 6,704 $184,000 3.4%
2004 7,154 $197,000 7.1%
2005 7,704 $210,000 6.6%
2006 6,904 $214,000 1.9%
2007 6,795 $218,000 1.9%
2008 5,372 $215,000 -1.4%
2009 5,546 $202,000 -6.0%
2010 5,068 $207,000 2.5%
2011 4,670 $206,350 -0.3%
2012 5,954 $202,000 -2.1%
2013 7,418 $212,040 5.0%
2014 6,995 $220,500 4.0%
2015 7,936 $231,125 4.8%
2016 8,075 $245,000 5.6%

Table 3 - Home Sales in Dane County

Source: South-Central Wisconsin Multiple Listing Service

Appendix - Additional Data


