
SECTION II:   DEMOGRAPHICS AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT  (91.205) 
  

This section provides a general overview of the County's demographics and affordable housing, 

homeless, special housing, and community/economic development needs.  The Demographics, 

Needs Analysis and Market Analysis parts provide the user with a basis for understanding the level, 

type and location of housing and community needs within the county.  The demographic data are 

derived from the 2000 census, 2006 census updates, and 2008 Housing Market Analysis.  

The five primary parts of this section are:  

    

   Part 1: County Demographics   

   Population 

   Age Distribution 

   Ethnic Concentrations 

   Education 

   Income 

   Jobs/Job Types 

   Unemployment 

                

   Part 2: Housing Market Analysis  

   General Characteristics 

   Housing Demand 

   Housing Supply 

   Housing Production 

   Housing Market Dynamics 

   Public Assistance Housing 

                       

   Part 3: Other Housing Needs by Type                     

  Public Housing  

  Special Needs Housing                                                                           

                                                                                 

   Part 4:  Homelessness 

   Factors Contributing to Homelessness 

   Homeless Subpopulations 

   Housing Needs 

   Homeless Non-housing Needs 

 

   Part 5: Non-Housing Needs 

   Public Transit 

   Service Needs 

   Economic Development                                                                                        

   

 

 

Section III follows with a five-year strategic plan for addressing the identified needs. The time 

period of the Strategic Plan is from October 1, 2008 through September 30, 2013. 



 
 

Part 1: COUNTY DEMOGRAPHICS AND NEEDS ANALYSIS (91.205) 

  

General Overview    

 Montgomery County, Texas consists of 1077 square miles, of which 33 square miles is water.  It 

lies north of Houston, and is surrounded by Harris, San Jacinto, Liberty, Walker, Waller and Grimes 

Counties.   It is composed of four precincts, roughly corresponding to the northern, eastern, western 

and southernmost quadrants of the county.  

  

Population  

 Montgomery County began growing rapidly in the 1960s, adding several new population centers, 

principally Oak Ridge North, Walden and April Sound as Lake Conroe was constructed, and in the 

late 1970s, The Woodlands planned community opened in South County.  Today, Montgomery 

County is among the top 15 fastest growing counties in the United States. 
1 

 

In 2007, the U.S. Census Bureau estimated Montgomery County's population to be  412,638, a 40% 

growth rate in the seven years from the last U.S. Census.  This increase is attributed to the favorable 

business climate, abundance of nature and recreational areas and proximity to the Houston 

Metropolitan area.   

 

The expansion of Interstates 45 and 59 improved connectivity to Houston, and a steady increase in 

large employers such as Anadarko, Huntsman, and Hughes-Christiansen has stimulated the local 

economy.  Results of the county’s 2008 Community Development survey indicated less than 10% 

of the local population commutes into Harris County to work each day.  By and large, Montgomery 

County residents live and work in Montgomery County.  In addition, U.S. Census Community 

Survey Data for 2007 showed nine percent of the county population is elderly.  An increase in this 

group from 1990 to 2000 reflects the desirability of the area as a retirement destination, and the 

preference of locals to age in place. 

 

The maps below demonstrate current population density and projections for 2035, provided 

courtesy of the Houston-Galveston Area Council. 

 
1 (South Montgomery County Woodlands Chamber of Commerce)    

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2007
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/U.S._Census_Bureau


MAP 1  

         
 

Age Distribution 

Between 2002 and 2006, the proportion of residents of Montgomery County in each age group 

remained relatively constant. As the county grew, all age groups grew except children younger than 

18. The largest absolute growth was in the 45 to 64 age group, with the second largest absolute 

growth rate in the 20 to 24 age group.  The graph below demonstrates the proportion of the 

population each age group represents. 
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Ethnic Concentrations 

Montgomery County’s population grew by 16% (342,889 to 398,290) from 2003 to  2006.  In 2002 

the Hispanic population in Montgomery County was 14% of the total, growing to 16.6% by 2006.  

African American residents represented 4% in 2002, growing to just 4.4% in 2006, and Asians 

constituted 1% of the 2002 population and 1.78% of the 2006 population. Caucasians were 84% of 

the 2006 population.  The county is projected to grow an additional 17% by 2010 to a total 

population of 464,658. It is projected that the Hispanic population in 2010 will have grown to 

18.3%, the African American population will have decreased to 3.4%, the Asian population will 

have grown to 2.1% and the Caucasian population will have decreased to 76.2% of residents.   

 

Current projections for the 2040 Census are:  45.9% Hispanic, 2.5% African American, 3.4% Asian 

and 48.2% Caucasian. 

 
 
 
Education 

In 2006, 17% of Montgomery County residents over the age of 25 did not have a high school 

diploma. 28.7% had a high school diploma, 21.6% had some college, and 26.9% had a bachelor’s 

degree or higher. From 2003 to 2006 there was a marked increase in the number of residents 

achieving high school diplomas, but a decrease in the number of people holding graduate degrees.  
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Income 

In 2006, almost 25,000 households (18.2%) lived on $24,999 or less.  According to the 

Montgomery County United Way 2007 Priority Needs Assessment, ―Montgomery County school 

districts aggregately have seen a 34% increase in the number of children living at or close to 

poverty (economically disadvantaged) as compared to the 7% increase the state has experienced 

over the same period.  37% or 27,628 public school children were classified as economically 

disadvantaged in 2006 as oppose to 32% or 20,632 children in 2003.  2,249 (6.3%) of senior adults 

living in Montgomery County lived in poverty in 2006.” 
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The graph above demonstrates that between 2002 and 2006 the numbers of households in 

Montgomery County living on less that $10,000 has dramatically increased.  While slightly fewer 

households now live in the $10,000 to $14,000 income bracket, this may be an indication their 

incomes have dropped a level.  The number of households earning between $14,000 and $50,000 

has remained relatively stable, despite inflation and the influx of higher paying jobs into the area.  

Beginning with the $50,000+ ranges, every higher income bracket shows a dramatic increase in the 

numbers of households enjoying these standards of living.  This demographic shift may be a result 

of more higher-income persons moving in to the area.   

 

As more higher-income people move in to Montgomery County following higher paying jobs, the 

proportion of low income residents gets statistically smaller.  However, as the overall population 

grows, the number of persons living in poverty in Montgomery County also continues to grow.  The 

map below shows income concentrations throughout the county as of the 2000 Census. 
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Jobs/Types of Jobs 

According to the Montgomery County United Way 2007 Priority Needs Assessment, nearly 10,000 

management and professional jobs were created in Montgomery County over the past four years, 

and another 6,000 sales and office jobs were created. ―Employment among residents with a 

disability grew faster than the disabled population as a whole with 15,767 or 34.1% individuals 

employed.‖  The following map shows the locations of the largest employers in Montgomery 

County. 

 
                                                                          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



MAP 3 

 

     
    

 

The maps below, prepared by Houston-Galveston Area Council, show current employment density 

and projections for 2035. 
 

 

MAP 4 

      



 

 

Unemployment 

In 2006, the Montgomery County potential labor force totaled 306,185, with an actual 205,422 in 

the labor force. 12,580 adults who were eligible to work were unemployed, giving Montgomery 

County a 4.1% unemployment rate.  This number is consistent with the most recent data released 

for the area.  

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                       
 

The face of unemployment hasn’t changed, though the current County rate of 4.1% is much better 

than the 1933 rate of 25%. 

 

 



 

Part 2:  HOUSING MARKET ANALYSIS   (91.210) 

 

General Characteristics (91.210(a)) 

 

This section profiles Montgomery County’s demographic and housing trends by examining and 

mapping Census 2000, annual Census estimates and other relevant data.  After analyzing 

demographic characteristics and trends, the section provides an analysis of the County’s housing 

submarkets and a household’s ability to purchase a home. 

 

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE 

 

Montgomery County, Texas grew considerably during the nineties to reach its 2000 population of 

293,768.  During this period, the County grew by 61%, compared to the state of Texas’ rate of 23% 

and the national rate of 13 percent.  The 2006 annual Census estimated the population to be 

398,290.  The most populated area within the county is The Woodlands—a Census Defined Place 

(CDP)—with a population of 55,824 (2000) and estimate 2006 population of 67,600.  The largest 

city within the county is Conroe, which grew 33% during the nineties to reach 36,660 estimated 

49,760 in 2006 and 2008 estimated at over 50,000.  2006 city/place Households are estimated based 

on the 43.04 rate of increase in county households between 2000 and 2006.  Table 1 lists the 

population growth of areas within the county. 

 

 

TABLE  1 

County population by City 

Area 2000 

Population 

2006 

Population 

Rate of 

Change 

2000 

Households 

2006 

Households 

Texas 20,851,820 23,507,380 12.7 7,393,354 9,224,361 

Montgomery 

County 

293768 398,290 35.6 103,296 147,750 

 

Area 2000 

Population 

2006 

Population 

Rate of 

Change 

2000 

Households 

2006 

(projected) 

Households 

Conroe 36,660 49,760 35.7 13,218 18,906 

Cut and Shoot 1071 1253 17.0 386 552 

Magnolia 1081 1263 16.8 413 591 

Montgomery 471 580 23.1 171 245 

Panorama 

Village 

1991 2401 20.6 881 1260 

Porter Heights 1453 1490 2.5 524 750 

Shenandoah 1487 1892 27.2 497 711 

Splendora 1303 1641 25.9 465 665 

The Woodlands 55,824 67,600 21.1 19,885 28,443 

Woodbranch 1345 1388 3.2 470 672 

Willis 2944 4258 44.6 1387 1984 

 



MAP  5 --  Montgomery County Cities 

 

 
 

 

MAP  6 -- Montgomery County Population Distribution Density 

                                                  

  
 

 

 

Map 5 shows the location of various cities and CDPs throughout Montgomery County and Map 6 

shows the geographic distribution of the County’s population as of 2000.   



The median age of Montgomery County residents was 34 years in 2000.  2006 annual Census 

estimates show the median age to be 33.6 years in the county.  The Texas state average age was 

32.3 years in 2000 and estimated to be 33.1 years in 2006, the second youngest in the nation.  U.S. 

average was 35.3 years in 2000 and estimated to be 36.4 years in 2006.  Both state and national 

averages are higher than Montgomery County’s 2000 median age.  Persons 65+ years comprised 

9% of the County’s total population in 2000 that had decreased slightly in 2006 to 8.9%.  Persons 

65+ years comprised 9.8% of Texas’ total population according to 2005 Census trend projections.   

 

The population graph below depicts the County’s population by age between 2002 and 2006.  The 

largest growth during the nineties was among cohort ages 40-49, largest percentage growth was 

among cohort ages 50-59 and the second largest percentage growth cohort was ages 85+.  2005 

Census trend projections project the largest growth among the 25-64 age cohort, largest percentage 

growth among cohort ages 18-24 and second largest percentage growth was, again, in the older 

cohort of 65+ years. 
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Age counts by gender for 2006 found the total population male and female is almost evenly split, 

male  49.4% and female 50.6%.  For those aged 18 and over the split again was almost even, male 

49% and female 51%.  The split between genders widens as the age increases in Montgomery 

County, males over 65 years were only 43% of the total population with females over 65 years 56%. 

 

Race/Ethnicity Distributions  (91.205(b)(2)) 

Montgomery County’s population is predominately White, with only 12 % non-White in 2000.  

2006 estimates the County’s non-White population to be 21.1%.  Table 2 provides the percentages 

of non-White and Hispanic persons by cities in the County.  Each city listed has a greater 

percentage of non-White residents than the 12 percent 2000 County average—Montgomery and 

Willis have the highest percentage of non-White residents. 

 

The Hispanic population of Montgomery County grew by a much higher percentage than any other 

type with a 188 % increase between 1990 and 2000, 37,066 or 12.6% of the total county population.  

Table 2 shows, the projected changes in White, Hispanic and non-White groups from 2000 to 2040, 

based on estimates from 2006 data.  The 2006 annual Census estimate of Hispanic population is 

estimated to now be 15.5% in 2006 in the county.   

 

TABLE  2 

Non-White and Hispanic Resident Percentages  

(Projected) within Montgomery County 

 

Year White Non-White  Hispanic 

2000 82.1 5.3 12.6 

2010 76.2 5.5 18.3 

2020 68.2 5.8 26.0 

2030 58.6 6.0 35.4 

2040 48.2 5.9 45.9 

 

 

 

Geographic Distribution 

 

The County is divided between heavily urbanized and evenly less dense rural areas, with the 

greatest population found in Conroe and The Woodlands.  2000 Census county population density 

geographic distribution is found on Map 3.  It provides identification of census tracts in 

Montgomery County.  Please refer to this map when reviewing the maps showing race, ethnicity 

and income that follow in this section.  Census tracts were renumbered in 2000 by the Census 

Bureau and therefore can not be compared to 1990 tract identification for the county. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MAP 7 

Montgomery County Census Tracts 

 

 

              
 

 

 

Hispanic Population 

In 2000, all county census tracts were less than 25% Hispanic, except several located in and around 

Conroe.  Three tracts, 6930, 6931 and 6939 were all 25% to 50% Hispanic residents.  Tract 6934 

had the highest density of Hispanic residents with 50%-75% density.   

 

African American Population 

As with the Hispanic population, none of the census tracts are predominately African American, 

Asian or any other minority race.  The largest concentrations of non-White are found in three of 

four tracks listed previously (2000) as 25+% Hispanic which are near Conroe (6931, 6934, 6939) 

and are between 25% to 50% non-White residents.     

 

 

HOUSING DEMAND 

Montgomery County gained 39,884 new households during the nineties to reach a total of 103,447 

in 2000.  2006 estimates show the county households total to be 134,256.    Household size 

decreased in 2000 to 2.82 and 2006 annual Census size estimates are now 3 persons per household.  

Household formation has continued to outpace total population growth.     

 

Non-family households experienced the largest percentage growth in the nineties with 68.5% of all 

household types.  2006 Annual Census estimates show non-family households at 24 % and families 

at 76%.  By contrast, households of those county residents 65+ years decreased by 33.2% in 2000.   

2006 annual Census estimates show Montgomery County households 65+years to be 7337 or 5.5% 

of the total.   Graph 4 illustrates trends by household types in Montgomery County between 1990, 

2000 and 2006 (estimates).    
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County Economic Base and Labor Force Characteristics 

 

Montgomery County had a total labor force, aged 16 and older, of 143,259 in 2000.  Annual Census 

2006 estimates show an increase of the labor force of 87.9%, 306,185 total labor force for 2006.   

The largest industry in 2000 was education, health and social services which employed 15.6% of the 

area’s civilian workforce.   Retail trade and manufacturing followed those leading industries with 

12.9% and 11.5% respectively in 2000.  2006 estimate show the top two industries have not 

changed but the third ranking industry in the county is now Professional, scientific and 

management.   2006 estimates of education, health and social services to employ 15.5%, retail 

employs 12.9%, and the third ranked industry employs 10.5%.  Unemployment estimates based on 

the 2000 Census were 3%, but by 2003 it was 6.4% in the Houston PMSA and 6.6% in the state.  

Montgomery County unemployment estimated by the 2006 annual Census was 6.1%.   

 

 

 

County Income Characteristics 

 

Median income of Montgomery County residents was $50,864 in 2000 which was 27.4% higher 



than the state median income at that time ($39,927).  The largest household income bracket of 

county residents was the $50 to $74,999 range in 2000.  The median household income in the 

county for 2006 was $60,224 and 18.4% increase over 2000.  The 2006 annual Census estimates 

show the income bracket with the highest concentration has not changed.   Graph 3 shows 2006 

annual Census estimates totals for all income brackets in Montgomery County.   
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"There is a difference between broke and being poor. Being 

broke is a temporary economic condition, but being poor is a 

disabling frame of mind and a depressed condition of your 

spirit, and you must vow to never, ever be poor again." 

------    John Hope Bryant 



Low and Moderate Income Bracket Density Areas  (91.205(b)(1)) 

 

The geographic concentration areas, showing low to moderate income bracket residents throughout 

the county is shown in Map 2.  In 2000 Conroe had the highest concentration of low to moderate 

households. In 2000, Conroe’s northeast and south central areas had 80% to 100% low to moderate 

income households seen in blocks on the map.   The northwest area of The Woodlands shows 

another block of 80% to 100% low to moderate income households.   Comprehensive Housing 

Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data uses 2000 Census sources, updates are not available.  Graph 5 

compares 2002 to 2006 Census estimates of Percentages of families and people whose income is 

below the poverty level in Montgomery County.    
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Table 3 lists updated 2006 estimates of median income for cities. 

 

 

TABLE  3 

2006 Median Income for Montgomery County Cities 

 

City Median 

Income 

% of  

Renters 

Median 

Home Value 

Conroe $120,477 21% $44,764 

Cut & Shoot $34,996 23% $99,311 

Magnolia $59,794 8% $131,614 

Montgomery $162,062 13% $73,161 

Oak Ridge $54,895 13% $124,392 

Panorama Village $54,001 40% $164,696 

Porter Heights $37,345 24% $93,512 

Pinehurst    

Shenandoah    

Splendora    

Spring $157,376 24% $71,892 

Stagecoach $62,451 11% $140,485 

The Woodlands $234,138 17% $118,805 

Woodbranch $35,929 19% $79,594 

Willis $126,929 17% $45,108 

 

 

 

Areas with 50% to 80% low to moderate income density in 2000 were mainly located in the eastern 

portion of the county, from Porter Heights northeast to Splendora and Woodbranch on both east and 

west.  Willis, Montgomery and Magnolia also found 50% to 80% low to moderate income density 

in the city and surrounding areas in 2000. 

 

Race, ethnicity and percent of low to moderate income household density by census tracts are 

shown on Table 4.  12 of the 47 tracts have density of more than 50% low to moderate income 

households, these are denoted by an asterisk.    

 

 

My vision for the poor, the under-served, and the wealthless of 

the world is to help them see themselves -- differently. We can 

do this by helping to expose, to educate, to empower, and 

ultimately to inspire them. To help them become "dreamers, 

with shovels in their own hands," 

-----       Dr. Dorothy Height. 



TABLE  4 

Concentration of Income Bracket by Race, Ethnicity and Census Tract 

 

Tract White Black Hispanic Asian American  

Indian 

Hawaiian/ 

Pacific  

Islander 

Other Multi- 

Race 

Percent  

Low/Mod 

Income 

6901 5711 34 1152 6 28 4 454 109 36.1% 

6902 9766 68 595 26 59 0 171 121 26.0% 

6903 3580 226 348 2 17 0 107 64 46.3% 

6904 9985 177 1145 19 46 1 460 167 30.0% 

6905 4384 76 303 38 19 0 72 59 19.1% 

6906 12014 124 893 409 25 5 181 176 8.7% 

6907 2186 14 134 38 15 0 26 35 25.8% 

6908 4463 77 236 143 8 0 46 62 8.5% 

6909 4530 55 184 128 10 1 37 43 4.0% 

6910 4311 43 192 52 5 2 32 39 6.5% 

6911 4268 67 312 123 12 3 51 79 10.7% 

6912 7067 148 420 320 17 5 59 104 14.4% 

6913 9148 228 780 209 38 4 202 164 24.5% 

6914 6278 136 555 170 29 2 187 83 24.6% 

6915 3463 145 458 145 18 4 120 58 32.2% 

6916 7471 271 781 200 32 12 236 162 28.3% 

6917 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0% 

6918 5298 173 967 115 29 3 286 284 26.1% 

6919 4929 192 508 62 33 0 144 87 21.4% 

6920 6321 357 741 94 34 6 205 111 25.6% 

6921 3843 359 854 80 31 4 351 71 40.6% 

6922 5080 52 388 12 18 0 143 99 50.3%* 

6923 6505 130 1519 63 37 0 676 145 43.6% 

6924 3972 62 498 50 13 3 173 80 41.8% 

 

 

 

 



TABLE  4  -Continued- 

 

 

Tract White Black Hispanic Asian American  

Indian 

Hawaiian/ 

Pacific  

Islander 

Other Multi- 

Race 

Percent  

Low/Mod 

Income 

6925 6260 158 808 17 28 1 334 96 54.8%* 

6926 9592 121 1567 49 92 3 704 243 51.6%* 

6927 5304 34 468 22 38 0 150 71 57.6%* 

6928 10439 103 919 41 76 5 392 217 47.6% 

6929 3647 3 350 3 21 0 145 55 52.4%* 

6930 5216 26 1747 22 29 2 1004 213 53.8%* 

6931 4968 1927 3628 57 37 1 1501 308 64.8%* 

6932 4351 68 342 29 11 0 95 56 23.0% 

6933 4611 389 932 89 12 1 234 65 34.3% 

6934 2419 542 2319 61 13 5 1120 204 80.1%* 

6935 4240 219 1114 34 34 2 605 133 52.2%* 

6936 2191 187 177 23 2 0 66 40 45.2% 

6937 3187 76 220 43 8 4 59 33 22.1% 

6938 2150 88 492 22 11 0 177 51 58.5%* 

6939 5380 676 3542 26 44 5 1406 293 62.8%* 

6940 6301 22 468 10 69 3 223 90 46.9% 

6941 8943 1104 2046 27 77 5 963 194 53.5%* 

6942 11260 183 631 52 67 2 207 163 26.5% 

6943 10029 50 378 91 32 1 77 82 15.0% 

6944 4948 177 434 22 30 1 182 101 46.4% 

6945 2427 54 120 4 11 0 41 49 35.4% 

6946 4314 575 349 8 43 1 148 53 47.7% 

6947 2503 262 136 5 16 1 19 32 41.7% 

 

 

HOUSING SUPPLY 

 

Montgomery grew dramatically beginning in 1980 and housing units built after that year composed 

64.3% of the total housing stock in the county.  2006 annual Census estimate the number of housing 

units built after 1980 to now be 75.8% of the total housing stock.  As the housing supply ages, 

homes must be maintained, rehabilitated and repaired.  As of 2006, approximately 3320 units in the 

county are nearly 50 years old and could be in need of some type of rehabilitation.   Graphic 5 

depicts the housing stock units change between 2000 and 2006.  Categories/types of housing 

included are single family with detached garage (1, det); single family with attached garage (1, att); 

multi-unit complexes with 2 to 4 units; multi-unit complexes with 5 to 19 units; multi-unit 

complexes with 20 or more units; Mobile Home structures (mobile) and seasonal housing such as 

boats and Recreational Vehicles (Boat/RV). 
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(91.205(e)) 

Lead-based paint became a public health issue and mandatory for owners to remove or encapsulate 

in 1978, making housing built before that date at risk for a lead-based paint hazard.  HUD 

developed a methodology to estimate how many units in a county’s housing supply could 

potentially be affected.  Montgomery County estimated 40,306 units in 2000 to be at risk of lead-

based paint hazards.  That represented 23.1% of the total at that time, and 64.5% of all homes built 

prior to 1980 (26,004).  These levels were lower than national levels of 49.3% of all homes and 

73.5% built prior to 1980. 

 

According to Census data sources in 2000, 39.7% of county households were low to moderate 

income levels.  In 2006, 60.8% of households in Montgomery County were at low to moderate 

income levels.  In 2000, 9.2% (9487) of those households lived in homes that were at high risk of 

lead based paint poisoning using the HUD based estimate methodology.   Using the same rate the 

number of households living in homes at high risk of lead based paint poisoning in 2006 would be 

12,352.  In 2006, 34,967 households would be estimated at risk if all housing units built prior to 

1980 were identified.   Graph 6 depicts the percentage of housing by the year it was built in 

Montgomery County. 

 

 

 



The distribution of housing age is shown in Graph 7.  The majority of homes in the county have 

been built since 1980.  Of the 147,766 total housing units in the county 112,059 units (75.8%) were 

built in the past 25 years, according to 2006 Census projections.   The remaining, 35,707 units 

(24.2%) were built primarily since 1960.  Less than 3%, 4059 units, of the housing stock existing in 

2006 were built prior to 1960.   
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Housing Production Characteristics 

 

Single-family homes built in Montgomery County saw a tremendous increase during the nineties in 

relation to the population growth in the area.  During the period 2002 to 2006 the annual Census 

population projected growth of over 35% in the county.  Housing built during this period shows a 

78.9% total increase in the number of all types of residential building permits in the county.  While 

the period 2000 to 2002 was relatively flat, the previous seen rising trend was seen again in 2003 to 

2006.   

 

The total number of housing units in the county in 2006 was 148,000 with a 9% vacancy rate.  70% 

of the total units were single-unit structures and 13% were multi-unit structures.  Mobile homes 

made up 17% of the total percentage of housing structures up in the county.  Among all types of 

structures, 58% were built since 1990. 

 

The number of 2-4 unit permits was almost non-existent in 2003 and 2004 but in 2005 returned to 

previous year levels.  That number drastically increased in 2006 to more than triple the number in 

2002.  The most dramatic change of housing in the county has been the increase in multi-family 

housing complexes.  Permits of 5 or more units have increased by 166% in the county 2002 to 2006.  

Single family units have grown but not at the huge rate as the two other categories.  Montgomery 



County permits for single family homes increased by 67% between 2002 and 2006.   Graph 8 shows 

the increasing trend in the three types of housing building permits during the period 2002 to 2006 in 

Montgomery County. 
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Vacancy rates in the county during the nineties saw a reduction as the population grew but housing 

built was not able to keep pace, even with the significant increase in housing production.  Between 

1990 and 2000 the vacancy rate fell from 13.95% to 8.4%.  The vacancy rate in 2006 for the county 

was 9% which is very similar to the 2000 rate.   By comparison, the Houston metro area vacancy 

rates for 2006 found only 2.8% vacancy for owner occupied housing but 16.8% of rental housing.    

 

Graph 9 shows the distribution of vacant housing by unit type.   The number of units in shown in 

thousands and the unit types/categories are single family with detached garage (1, det); single 

family with attached garage (1, att); multi-unit complexes with 2 to 4 units; multi-unit complexes 

with 5 to 19 units; multi-unit complexes with 20 or more units; Mobile Home structures (mobile) 

and seasonal housing such as boats and Recreational Vehicles (Boat/RV).  The unit type with the 

largest number of vacancies, by far, was the single family detached homes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

GRAPH  9 

Distribution of Vacant Units by Type
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HOUSING MARKET DYNAMICS 

 

Ownership predominated renting in Montgomery County with 78.1% of the households in that 

category in 2000.   The median value of owner-occupied housing units in 2000 was $95,600 and in 

2006 it was $144,200.  Table 5 displays the distribution of occupied versus vacant for-sale units of 

all types by ranges dollar values.  

 

Table 5 

Housing Unit Status by Range of Value 

 

 

Value Range 

 

2006 

Occupied 

 

2006 Vacant/ 

For Sale 

Less than $50,000 11,022 283 

$50,000-$99,000 17,366 445 

$100,000-$149,999 24,766 635 

$150,000-$199,999 15,799 405 

$200,000-$299,999 15,500 397 

$300,000-$499,999 10,645 273 

$500,000 to $999,999 4798 123 

$1,000,000 or more 412 11 

Total: 102,880 2572 

 

 

In 2000 there were an excess of units valued low enough to be affordable to low to moderate 

income households.  In 2006 the total number of units in the lowest value range category is 35% 



higher than in 2000.   The number of vacant units in this value range since 2000 has increased by 

188%. 

 

In this category of available housing there are barriers other than income facing low to moderate 

households that prevent them from being able to become home owners.    One of those barriers is 

that the lowest-valued vacant for-sale units may be in need of substantial rehabilitation and/or 

repair.  The cost of this, in addition to the purchase price, may be prohibitive when calculating the 

type household’s loan financing eligibility.  Another barrier to homeownership at this income level 

is access to affordable financing.  The recent period of loan refinancing, using initially low 

adjustable rate products, has seen drastic negative effects on the housing market, and ultimately, the 

nation’s entire economic health.   Losses, defaulted loans and foreclosures are the result of this over 

zealous marketing method and will continue to have a negative effect on home sales in most areas 

of the nation.   

 

The percentage of households in the County who experience a housing cost burden is shown in 

Graph 10.   The median monthly cost of housing for home owners with a mortgage in the county 

(2006) was $1442; non-mortgage owner costs were $491 and the media housing cost for renters was 

$771.  Owners and renters share a relational comparison when considering the percentage ratio of 

their housing costs to their total income.  The accepted ratio of affordable housing to income allows 

housing costs to be no more than 30% of total household income—for both owners and renters.  

Those who spend 30% or more of their household income on housing are forced to have less of 

their remaining income on all other costs of living areas.  This puts a higher burden on them for 

their housing than for those in higher income/housing cost ratio categories.  The distribution of 

those with a housing cost burden in the county shown by type in Graph 10.   
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Homeowner Market Characteristics 

 

Home values in the county vary by geographic area.  Table 6 compares the average home price 

values (2006) in all the zip code areas of the county.  Also shown in the table are income ranges—

relative to the median in the county in 2006—indicating the income ranges who can afford the 

average homes in each price range.  In 2000, the least affordable zip code areas were 77380, 77381 



and 77382 The Woodlands, and 77384 in Conroe.  In 2006 the zip codes were 77382, 77381 The 

Woodlands and 77384 in Conroe and 77356 in Montgomery.   

 

Of these zip code areas the households earn an average of 65% more than the County’s median 

income.   By contrast, there are four zip code areas that have the most affordable home prices:  

Willis, 77378; Conroe, 77301 and 77306; and Woodbranch 77357.   Of these zip code areas the 

households earn an average of 47% less than the County’s median income. 

 

TABLE  6 

Average Home Price by Zip Code and Median Income Range 

By City in Montgomery County  

 

City Zip Code 2005 

Average Home Price 

2005 City  

Median Income  

Conroe 77301 86,697 28,118 

 77302 122,652 46,482 

Cut & Shoot 77303 99,311 34,996 

 77306 66,835 29,690 

 77384 205,725 74,767 

Panorama Village 77304 164,696 54,001 

Pinehurst 77362   

Porter 77365 93,512 37,345 

Magnolia 77354 131,614 59,794 

Stagecoach 77355 140,485 62,451 

Montgomery 77316 113,614 59,794 

 77356 210,510 86,528 

Spring 77380 161,305 88,193 

 77386 153,447 55,591 

The Woodlands 77381 189,386 108,861 

 77382 278,890 128,750 

Oak Ridge 77385 124,392 54,895 

Willis 77318 170,785 57,195 

 77378 83,073 33,022 

Woodbranch 77357 79,594 35,929 

 



Rental Market Characteristics 

 

The total number of occupied units in the county in 2006 was 134,000 with 77%, 103,180, being 

owner occupied and 23%, 30,820, occupied by renters.  The Montgomery County rental market 

absorbs the demand for low-income households who are unable to currently become homeowners, 

as well as other households who choose to rent rather than own their own home.  The current (2007) 

Fair Market Rent (FMR) set by HUD for Montgomery County is $496 for a zero-bedroom unit; 

$586 for a one-bedroom unit; $660 for a two-bedroom unit; $875 for a three-bedroom unit; and 

$1156 for a four-bedroom unit.  2000 Census data found the majority of rental units in the County 

to be $500 to $875.  2006 annual Census estimates found that median rent in the county was $771.   

Table 7 indicates the distribution of rent range values of both occupied and vacant rental units in 

Montgomery County.  Assuming a household pays up to 30% of its total monthly income on rent, a 

two-bedroom unit at the FMR was affordable to a household earning $29,800 in 2000 which was 

70% of the County’s 2000 median income.   

 

2006 values found a two-bedroom unit at the FMR was affordable to a household earning $26,400 

which translates to 44% of the County’s 2007 median income.   A three-bedroom unit at the FMR 

was affordable in 2000 to a household earning $49,080 at 115% of the County’s 2000 median 

income.  2006 levels found a three-bedroom unit at FMR was affordable to a household earning 

$35,000 which translates to 58% of the County’s 2006 median income.  

 

 

TABLE 7 

Status of Rental Units by Rent Value Range 

 

Rent Value Range 2006 Occupied 2006 Vacant 

Less than $250 568 51 

$200-$299 845 76 

$300-$499 2388 213 

$500-$749 8444 754 

$750-$999 6874 614 

$1,000-$1,499 5835 521 

$1,500+ 1467 131 

Total: 26421 2360 

 

 

 

 

 

Montgomery County Availability of Public Housing and Assisted Housing (91.210(b)(1) 

 

In 2000 there were no public housing developments in Montgomery County and this holds true in 

2007.  A county Public Housing Agency administers the HUD Section 8 voucher program to 

income eligible residents.  There are however, a variety of assisted housing programs that increase 

the supply of and accessibility to affordable housing options for low to moderate income 

households in the area.    

 

 



SECTION 8 PROGRAM 

 

The Montgomery County Housing Authority administered the Section 8 Program certificates to 

income eligible 294 families in the area in 2000.   Of that total 169 families were white (19 of that 

total identified themselves as Hispanic); 123 of the total were Black; 1 American Indian and 1 

Asian.  127 of those 294 families were disabled in some way or 43% of all families.   The Section 8 

waiting list closed in September 2000 but the 498 families on the waiting list still received support 

and technical assistance in locating affordable housing options from the Housing Authority staff.   

 

OTHER ASSISTED HOUSING OPTIONS 

 

Montgomery County’s Section 202 and Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) programs 

provide another option for area residents to pursue.  These two program sites are listed in the 

following Table 8 and Table 9.     

 

Section 202 Program Supportive Housing for Elderly/Disabled  (91.205(b)(2)) 

 

Montgomery County had six Section 202 projects in 2000, five of which were located in The 

Woodlands, at the far southern edge of the county.  The sixth project, Camelot Pines is located in 

Conroe.  According to the data available in 2000 five of the six projects were set to contractually 

expire by 2007.   This translates to 360 units as affordable rental options for low-income county 

residents were at risk of being lost from the total housing inventory.    

TABLE   8 

2007 Section 202 Program – Rental Unit Availability 

 

Facility Name Number of Units 

Tamarac Pines I 144 

Tamarac Pines II 156 

Copperwood I 150 

Copperwood II 150 

Harvestwood 66 

Camelot Pines 72 

Total: 360 

 

 

 

Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Program 

 

There were 14 housing complexes in Montgomery County in 2000 built with tax credits from the 

LIHTC program funding, administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community 

Affairs (TDHCA).  Magnolia Plaza was the first to receive this funding in Montgomery County, 

built in 1987 and the remaining complexes all received their credit status in the nineties.  The total 

number of LIHTC units available in 2000 was 1174, 2007 saw an increase in number of 661 units.  

In 2007 the number of these complexes has increased to 24 complexes and 3009 total units in the 

LIHTC program, a 56% increase in the number of program units available.  None of the 2000 

existing complexes were at risk of being lost in the next five years.   Table 9 lists all the complexes 

in 2007. 

 



TABLE  9 

LIHTC Complexes and Available Units 

 

Complex Name 

 

City Location 

Total Low 

Income Units 

 

Type 

#  

Disabled 

Units 

Havenwood Place Conroe 64 Elderly 11 

Hollow Creek Apartments Conroe 90 General 15 

Park Village  

Apartment Homes 

Conroe 144 General 24 

Wilshire Apartments Conroe 19 General 0 

Montgomery Trace 

Apartments* 

Conroe 208 General 0 

Park at Woodline Townhomes* Conroe 250 General 14 

Lodge at Silverdale Apartment* 

Homes 

Conroe 160 Elderly 16 

Oak Creek* Conroe 168 Family 0 

Woodside Manor Senior 

Cmmty* 

Conroe 180 Elderly 16 

New Caney Oaks II New Caney 44 General 9 

Garden Gate Apartments New Caney 55 General 7 

Garden Gate Apartments II* New Caney 31 General 4 

White Oak Ford Road 

Apartments 

Porter 56 General 6 

Porter Plaza, Ltd. Porter 48 General 1 

Porter Square, Ltd. Porter 50 General 9 

Montgomery Pines 

Apartments* 

Porter 224 General 17 

Windcrest Spring Apartments Spring 304 General 0 

Timber Run Spring 144 General 20 

Timber Mill (fka Trails 

Of Grogan’s Mill) 

The Woodlands 216 General 5 

Forest View* The Woodlands 320 General 12 

Willis Rental Apartments Willis 24 General 3 

Willis South Apartments Willis 24 General 6 

Cricket Hollow Apartments* Willis 150 General 13 

Magnolia Plaza Magnolia 36 General  

2000 Total: All 1174   

2007 Total: All 3009  239 

2007 Elderly Total  404   43 

 

 

An asterisk (*) indicates a new complex since 2000.



Section 236 Program Supportive Housing for Low-Income 

 

Montgomery County had five Section 236 Projects in 2000, three of which were located in The 

Woodlands at the far southern edge of the county.  The two remaining projects were Bellshire and 

Tall Timbers, located in Conroe.  To be eligible for these complexes residents must be low-income 

and must have some source of income.   Table 10 lists these projects in 2007. 

 

Table 10 

Montgomery County Section 236 Program Units 

Complex 

Name 

 

Unit Bedrooms 

Reference 

Letters 

Bellshire 2 3 

Tall Timbers 1 & 2 3 

Fawn Ridge 1, 2, & 3 none 

Holly Creek 1, 2, & 3 none 

Woodglen 1, 2, & 3 none 

Total: 360  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Part 3:  OTHER HOUSING NEEDS BY TYPE 

 

Public Housing  (91.210(b)(1) 

 

The demand for subsidized affordable housing continues to outgrow supply in Montgomery County. 

The Montgomery County Housing Authority (MCHA) administers approximately 340 Housing 

Choice (Section 8) vouchers with an 85% utilization rate. The current Section 8 waiting list is over 

498 families. Applicants are told they will have to wait one to three years for a voucher depending 

on their ranking according to MCHA local selection preferences which include veterans, elderly, 

disabled and low-income working families.  30% of the waiting list households are extremely low 

income. Over 190 (56%) of these households have a disabled family member.   

  

An average of 45 needy households attempt to apply to the MCHA closed waiting list each week, or 

over 2,340 each year.  Section 8 housing has a turnover rate of 10%, or about 34 units per year.  

With no additional vouchers coming on line in the foreseeable future, the supply of assisted housing 

administered by MCHA will only meet about 6% of the demand.   

  

Recent and proposed cuts in funding in Section 8 rent assistance may further reduce availability and 

choice for Montgomery County's extremely low income households.  

 

In 2006, 12 percent of people living in Montgomery County were in poverty. Sixteen percent of 

related children under 18 were below the poverty level, compared with 6 percent of people 65 years 

old and over. Eight percent of all families and 25 percent of families with a female head of 

household with no husband present had incomes below the poverty level.  Of the 134,000 

households in Montgomery County in 2006, 101,840 (76%) were families.  Eight percent, or 

roughly 8,206 families in Montgomery County live on incomes below the poverty line. Four percent 

of the households did not have telephone service and 4 percent of the households did not have 

access to a car, truck, or van for private use.  

 

Typically, affordable housing is defined as not more than 30% of a household’s income.  

Households with "worst-case" housing needs have incomes less than 50 percent of area median and 

pay over half their incomes for rent, or are living in severely substandard housing. The National 

Low Income Housing Coalition's (NLIHC) annual report "Out of Reach: 2007" details the 

affordability of the local rental housing market for low-income families. This report is annually 

updated based on an analysis of housing and income indicators from sources including the Census 

Bureau and HUD. According to this report, there is not a single jurisdiction in the country where a 

person working 40 hours a week, 52 weeks a year at the prevailing minimum wage can afford a one 

bedroom apartment at the established Fair Market Rent.  In Montgomery County, a minimum wage 

worker would have to work 115 hours per week, 52 weeks per year to be able to afford a 2-bedroom 

apartment at Fair Market Rent.  This translates to 2.7 minimum-wage workers per household.  

 

The total number of subsidized housing units in the county meets the needs of less than 30% of 

these families.  

 

A breakdown for the Houston MSA shows that an extremely low income family making 30% of 

AMI ($18,300) annually can afford monthly rent and utilities of $457.50 (30% of gross income), 

while the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom unit in Montgomery County is $660 (FMR is 

an estimate of area rent plus utilities calculated at the 50 percentile of a sample of units in standard 

condition).   



  

If a minimum wage earner, at $5.85 per hour, spends 30% of his gross income on housing, he can 

afford rent and utilities of $304.20.  A disabled or elderly SSI recipient receiving the standard $564 

a month can afford rent and utilities of $169 at no more than 30% of their income without cutting 

into her food and medical budget.   Fair Market Rent in Montgomery County for a one-bedroom 

apartment is $586.   

  

The NLIHC report indicates the "Housing Wage" for the Houston MSA is $13.67, or $28,433.60 

annually. Housing Wage is the amount a full time worker must earn in order to afford a two 

bedroom unit at the local Fair Market Rent. This is 428% of minimum wage.   

  

NILHC estimates that the median annual income of the 31,367 renter households in Montgomery 

County is $27,992 or approximately 46% of the area median income. According to the NLIHC 

report, 32% (9,993) of rental households in Montgomery County cannot afford Fair Market Rents.   

 

 

Special Needs Housing  (91.205(d)) 

 

This section estimates the number of persons who are not homeless but require supportive housing, 

including persons with HIV, the elderly, frail elderly, persons with physical and developmental 

disabilities, severely mentally ill persons, survivors of domestic violence, and persons with drug or 

alcohol addictions.  This section ends with a discussion of service needs.  

 

Persons and Families with HIV/AIDS  

 Between 1999 and the end of 2006, a total of 130 persons had been reported as HIV+ in 

Montgomery County. Since the beginning of the epidemic, 333 persons in the county have 

contracted AIDS.  In 2006, there were 7 newly reported cases, bringing the total of residents known 

to still be alive with HIV/AIDS to 282. 
2
 

 

AIDS is an impoverishing condition, and the majority of persons living with the disease are 

extremely low income (at or below 30% of the median income), yet housing costs in Montgomery 

County continue to rise.  According to the National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC), 

approximately half of all people living with HIV/AIDS will need housing assistance at some point 

during their illness.
3
  This would mean approximately 141 persons living in Montgomery County 

will need housing assistance for themselves and possibly their families.  While some may only need 

short term help with emergency rent and/or utility assistance, others will need longer term support. 

 

 

Access to stable housing is crucial to people living with HIV/AIDS.  As people with HIV/AIDS live 

longer, the need for housing grows.  Recent studies confirm that the more stable people are in their 

housing, the more likely they are to participate in primary medical care, adhere to their treatments, 

and return to productive work and social activity.  The lack of affordable housing has been cited 

consistently by primary care providers and persons living with HIV/AIDS as the single most 

detrimental barrier to accessing health care.  Housing is essential to help HIV positive individuals 

benefit from new drug treatments. Affordable housing is particularly important because of the 

complex dosing schedules of new anti-HIV drug regimens or anti-viral drug regimens.  Without 

stable housing, access to clean water, bathrooms and food, the ability to take medications on a 

regular schedule is severely impaired and negatively affects the health of HIV persons 

 



Furthermore, HIV prevalence within the homeless population is estimated to be ten times higher 

than infection rates in the general population.  Increasingly, homeless people with HIV/AIDS suffer 

from substance abuse, mental health issues, or both.  Housing is essential to ensure access to 

medical treatment and social services such as drug treatment and counseling.  As the infection rate 

grows and survival term lengthens, there is an increasing demand for the development of more 

housing. 

     

The University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB) has offices in Conroe, Texas for testing adults 

for HIV/AIDS, but provides no treatment.  There is currently one non-profit organization in 

Montgomery County that provides primary care to HIV/AIDS affected persons. St. Hope, located in 

Conroe, is the sole recipient of federal Ryan White funds to provide treatment to rural HIV/AIDS 

patients in Montgomery County. In addition, there is one private physician, also located in Conroe, 

who specializes in treating HIV/AIDS.  This physician accepts patients who have insurance, and the 

rest are referred to St. Hope.  UTMB refers HIV+ pregnant women to their facility in Galveston.  

According to the Department of State Health Services, much more effort is needed to encourage 

people to learn their status.  Too many are diagnosed after symptoms appear, which seriously 

reduces chances of survival. 
  

According to HUD
4

, the lack of affordable and medically appropriate housing for persons living 

with HIVAIDS (PLWH/A) and their families is an ongoing concern for AIDS housing providers, 

policy makers, and advocates across the country. Stable housing promotes improved health status, 

sobriety or decreased use of nonprescription drugs, and a return for some persons with AIDS to 

productive work and social activities. Stable housing is the cornerstone of HIV/AIDS treatment.  

 
 

Elderly  

Between 2002 and 2006, residents 65+ had the second largest percentage of growth in Montgomery 

County.  2006 annual Census estimates predicted there were 34,848 persons over the age of 65 

living in Montgomery County, which represents 9% of the general population.  14,825 persons over 

the age of 65 are estimated to have a disability.  This is 43% of the 65+ population, nearly double 

the 24.8% elderly disabled reported in the 2000 census.  Although most are homeowners, very low-

income elderly represent a special risk because fixed incomes do not buffer inflation and 

increasingly rising utility and other housing costs. 2006 Census data counted 2180 (6%) elderly in 

the county living in poverty.  Ominously, the breakdown by gender showed 342 elderly males living 

below the poverty line, and 1838 elderly females living in poverty – nearly 600% more!  Although 

this age group also has the largest gender split – 43% male and 57% female – the generally longer 

survivorship of women does not account for such a huge disparity in income levels.  Of elderly 

persons living in poverty in Montgomery County in 2006, approximately 174 of the men lived 

alone, but 760 elderly women lived alone, which means nearly half of our poorest elderly live daily 

without benefit of another person in the home who could possibly help in an emergency.  

 

 
 
 
2 Texas Department of State Health Services, March, 2008 
3 
www.nlihc.org, (March 1, 2007) 

4  HUD Community Planning and Development: HIV/AIDS Housing 

(http://www.hud.gov/offices/cpd/aidshousing/index.cfm.)  



There are presently six (6) HUD subsidized multi-family complexes that house a total of 698 low-

income elderly in Montgomery County.  
 

Facility  Number of Units  

Tamarac Pines I  144  

Tamarac Pines II  156  

Copperwood I  150  

Copperwood II  150  

Harvestwood  66  

Camelot Pines  72  
 

(91.210(b)(2)   

Five of these six properties are located in The Woodlands, at the far south end of the County. The 

other, Camelot Pines, is located in Conroe.  None of these properties is in danger of losing its units 

through contract expiration.  The map below shows the distribution of the County's HUD subsidized 

housing and nursing facilities, and nursing homes which accept Medicare/Medicaid.   

 
 

MAP  8 

 

        
 
 
 
 
 

NOTE 1: Some HUD subsidized housing in The Woodlands is located too close to other sites to 

visually distinguish individual symbols. 
 



Frail Elderly  

HUD defines frail elderly as an elderly person who is unable to perform at least three activities of 

daily living (i.e., eating, dressing, bathing, grooming, and household management activities). The 

inability of the elderly to perform these life tasks may increase with illness or injury and, if coupled 

with rural living, may present an insurmountable challenge to the individual.  

 

There are seven nursing homes in Montgomery County accepting Medicaid patients, three in 

Conroe, two in The Woodlands, one in Willis and one in Porter.  There are no nursing homes or 

assisted living facilities in western Montgomery County.  One Conroe location and one Woodlands 

location operate at 94% and 96% capacity, and a second Woodlands location operates at 87% 

capacity, however all the others operate well below capacity, as low as 53%.
5
 Five years ago, all 

nursing homes were operating well below capacity.  This fact indicates that, while many families 

are taking care of their frail elderly relatives in their homes, Montgomery County is showing an 

increase in the number of frail elderly in specialized care.  

 

 

Persons with Developmental/Physical Disabilities  

2006 Census projections estimate there are 46,263 non-institutionalized persons living in 

Montgomery County who have some form of disability, a 50% increase since 2003.  Among those 

with physical and mental disabilities, there are consistently substantially more females with 

disabilities than males, except in the case of preschool-aged boys, who are diagnosed with 171% 

more mental disabilities than girls, and adolescent boys, who are diagnosed with more that twice as 

many physical disabilities as girls.  All other age groups show twice to three times as many females 

diagnosed with disabilities than males.  Because of this, the number of disabled women living in 

poverty also exceeds the number of men by 30 percent.   

 
Census data shows a 77% increase in the number of persons diagnosed with a mental disability 

between 2003 and 2006, to 16,017.  Special education students in the schools also increased to 

8,039, but because the schools in general grew so much, the overall percentage of special education 

students in relation to total student enrollment dropped to 10.8%.   

 

2006 estimates predict 2832 disabled men and 4056 disabled women live in poverty in Montgomery 

County. This is 15% of the disabled population of Montgomery County.  A look at the earnings of 

employed disabled persons aged 16 to 64 sheds some light on this high level of poverty.  Median 

employment earnings (adjusted for 2006 inflation) for men with a physical disability is estimated to 

be $25,191, and for those with a mental disability is estimated to be $19,143.  Contrast this to the 

median earnings of men with no disabilities, which is $40,236.  For women, the economic picture is 

even more dismal, at $16,712 for a woman with a physical disability and $9,626 for a woman with a 

mental disability.  This contrasts to the median earnings of women with no disability in 

Montgomery county, which is $21,665 (barely half that of men with no disability.) 

 
 

 

 

 

 
5  www.medicare.gov 

 

 



Based on data collected regarding family size and household income, 87.2 percent of active 

consumers of available MHMR services are below the poverty level. MHMR estimates that 7 

percent of those with developmental disabilities and 8 percent of those with serious mental illness 

served by its programs are at risk of homelessness. The housing need for this at-risk population is 

unique in that shelter alone does not provide a resolution to the individual's problem. Funds for 

permanent supportive housing and employment training/opportunities are some of the needs that 

have been identified by local service providers as priority needs for their clientele. Living 

independently for these individuals is a top priority.  

 

Although supportive or special needs housing does exist for targeted populations, the reality is that 

the supply is limited, and, in many instances, completely unavailable to people who need ongoing 

contact with a support system. In addition to supportive environments, chronically homeless and 

disabled individuals' housing needs include close proximity to a grocery store, a pharmacy, and to 

be near major employment center or on bus routes.  Optimally, the neighborhood would be within 

twenty minutes of one of Montgomery County’s indigent clinics, Lone Star, East Montgomery 

County Community Clinic, the Community Clinic or UTMB.   

 

In addition, Census data reports 1623 persons were in some form of institutional care in 

Montgomery County in 2005.  Nursing home residents totaled 778, plus another 564 were in 

jail/lockup and 18 were in juvenile detention.  178 were in some form of group home, 75 were in 

some form of home for physical disabilities and mental retardation, and 10 were in hospice or a 

facility for the chronically ill.   
 

 

Seriously Mentally Ill 

Approximately 26.6% of Montgomery County’s adult population (76,884 people) has a mental 

disorder with 6% (17,342) seriously mentally ill.  Among school-aged children, 5.4% (4,790) have 

been identified as having emotional or behavioral disorders.  

 

According to Tri-County Mental Health/Mental Retardation, unstable living environments 

contribute to poor outcomes for persons with mental illness, however shelter alone does not provide 

a resolution to an individual's problem.  Housing must include supportive services to ensure proper 

medication management, social integration, prompt intervention for breakdown episodes, and 

coordination of therapeutic and other services in the client’s life. 

 

 

Victims of Domestic Violence 

Not all victims fleeing from a violent home are homeless in the traditional sense.  By definition, a 

woman or child in a shelter is classified as homeless, however once leaving the temporary shelter, 

long term housing may take a variety of forms depending on the individual needs of each survivor.  

Many do not need housing assistance at all, because they move to family or have adequate income 

to support themselves.  In this case, supportive intervention takes the form of counseling, legal and 

crisis hotline services. 

 

Other families need supportive transitional housing in a safe location, allowing them to gain steady 

employment and increase income over time, stabilizing the present living situation and laying the 

groundwork for successful escape from violence long term. 

    
 



Persons with Alcohol/Chemical Dependencies  

Montgomery County has a growing drug and alcohol problem.  An estimated 8.9% of Montgomery 

County residents have some form of chemical dependency.  2002 statistics from the Texas State 

Health Services show in that year, 143 persons were admitted for in-patient alcohol abuse treatment, 

and an additional 214 were admitted for drug treatment.  Adult arrests for drug related offenses rose 

92% between 2002 and 2006, making almost a third of all arrests in the county related to illegal 

substances or DWI.  An additional 32,307 needed inpatient or outpatient chemical dependency 

treatment, but did not access it.  Of more concern is that alcohol and drug use are starting at a 

younger and younger age. 

 

Alcohol Abuse  

In 2006, of adults admitted for alcohol abuse treatment, the average age of first use was 18 and the 

average age of admission was 37 years.  62% were male, and 6% were homeless.  Seven of those 

admitted were all sixteen years old, and reported having been about 13 when they first began 

drinking.  93% were male, and 67% were referred by the juvenile justice system.
6 

 

Far more sobering, however, is the 2006 report on school surveys for Region 6, which includes 

Montgomery County, from the Texas Commission on Alcohol and Drug Abuse (TCADA).  The 

Commission anonymously surveyed thousands of school children in this area regarding their 

experience with alcohol and drugs.  19% of fourth graders admitted they had tried alcohol at some 

time prior to or during the 2006 school year.  23% of fifth graders and 35% of sixth graders – over 

1/3 – acknowledged using alcohol.  100% of the students who used alcohol first did so in fourth 

grade.  The average age of first use was 8.3 for fourth graders, 9 years for fifth graders, and 9.6 

years for sixth graders, which indicates that, with each passing year, children are consuming alcohol 

at a younger and younger age.  Among seventh through twelfth graders, alcohol consumption rose 

steadily from 47% of seventh graders to 78% of twelfth graders – all presumed under age drinkers. 
 
Drug Abuse 

In 2006, of the 214 persons admitted for drug abuse treatment, the average age of first use was 22 

and the average age of admission was 31.  52% were male (although that number climbs to 70% for 

marijuana and 74% for amphetamines).  Although a total of 8% were homeless, 18% of the 

homeless were admitted for heroin addiction and 20% for other drugs.  27 of those admitted were 

under the age of eighteen, and reported having been about twelve the first time they tried drugs, 

always marijuana.  Of the 27 children admitted for treatment, 20 were there for marijuana use.
7
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6  TSHS.state.tx.us 
7  TSHS.state.tx.us 

 
 



Again, the 2006 report on school surveys for Region 6, which includes Montgomery County, 

demonstrated our children are beginning to use drugs at an increasingly early age.   Sixth graders 

reported first having used marijuana at an average age of 10.5, but fifth graders that year averaged 

9.7 and fourth graders reported 8.2.  Inhalants use was reported at 9.4% of fourth graders, with an 

average first use of 8.1, a slightly lower 8.5% for fifth graders, with an average first us of 9.1 and 

12% use by sixth graders, with an average first use of 10.  The length of time children take to jump 

from inhalants, which are readily available in most homes, and marijuana, which presumably must 

be purchased, is a matter of a very few weeks or months.  Among seventh through twelfth graders, 

inhalant use actually drops steadily from a peak of 20% in eighth grade to a low of 12% in twelfth 

grade.  However the use of other drugs rises steadily from 11% in seventh grade to 43% in twelfth 

grade. 

 

Substance Abuse – Related Motor Vehicle Accidents 

The most recent complete statistics for alcohol and drug-related motor vehicle accidents are from 

2001.  There were 261 injuries and 13 deaths of persons under the influence of alcohol and 39 

injuries and 2 deaths of persons under the influence of drugs.  In addition, Alcohol-related accidents 

caused 412 injuries and 14 deaths to others, and drug-related accidents caused 52 injuries and 2 

deaths to others.  Drugs and alcohol were attributed to 28% of fatal accidents in Montgomery 

County in 2001, and 14% of all accidents. 

 

As the county grows and more children begin drug use at an increasingly early age, the need for 

residential treatment facilities grows.  Currently, there are no in-patient treatment centers in 

Montgomery County, except for persons in the drug treatment program of the county jail.   Current 

admissions statistics show that less than ten years separate first drug use and first admission for 

treatment.  If, in fact, children are beginning drug use at the average age of 8 to 9 years old, the 

County is facing a coming need for adolescent treatment capacity as well as adult in-patient 

treatment needs. 

 

 
 

  
 

White children playing in the late 1900s, by artist Ben Frost 

 
A painting of two children preparing to shoot up displayed in a shop window in 

Brisbane, Australia has sparked a public debate.  "If this painting is evoking a 

conversation about a terrible problem in our community and society, it is 

probably doing its job," the owner said.



Part 4:  HOMELESSNESS  (91.210(C) 

 

Homelessness is defined as the absence of a safe, decent, stable place to live. A person who has no 

such place to live seeks shelter wherever he or she can find space -- an emergency shelter, an 

abandoned building, a car, an alley, or any other such place not meant for human habitation.  

 

Due to its rural nature and the abundance of wooded areas, the extent of homelessness in 

Montgomery County is not always readily apparent.  Every other year, the Montgomery County 

Homeless Coalition conducts a street and shelter count to help estimate how many homeless 

persons live in Montgomery County. This physical count data is used in a complex formula 

provided by HUD to better predict the extent of our homelessness problem. During the 2006 street 

count, all shelters plus known homeless camps, parks and bridges known to be camps, and streets 

known to be frequented by homeless persons were visited.  Volunteers from area nonprofit agencies 

conducted the street count, accompanied by local law enforcement.  Blankets and hygiene kits were 

distributed to encourage responses to the Continuum of Care Inventory.  The Point in Time street 

count, plus the shelter bed inventory, was used to extrapolate an unduplicated count of homeless in 

Montgomery County.  It is estimated that on any given day, there are about 400 homeless persons in 

Montgomery County.   

 There are different categories of homeless, each with special characteristics:  

Chronic homelessness A chronically homeless person is defined as an unaccompanied homeless 

individual with a disabling condition who has either been continuously homeless for a year or more 

OR has had at least four episodes of homelessness in the past three years.  To be considered 

chronically homeless, persons must have been sleeping in a place not meant for human habitation 

(e.g., living on the streets) and/or in an emergency shelter during that time.  An episode is a 

separate, distinct, and sustained stay on the streets and/or in an emergency homeless shelter.  

Between 10 and 20 percent of homeless single adults are chronically homeless.  

 

Non-chronic homelessness is more situational and of a shorter duration.  Different definitions of 

homelessness abound.  The Department of Education definition include persons who are ―doubled-

up,‖ for example sleeping on the couch at a relative’s house, because this is clearly not a stable or 

permanent arrangement, however Housing and Urban Development (HUD) definition requires that 

the homeless person be living in a place not meant for human habitation, for example a car, 

warehouse, or cardboard box, or in an established shelter intended for the use of homeless persons. 

Sheltered homeless.  HUD defines sheltered homeless persons and families as having a nighttime 

residence in a publicly or privately operated shelter. It does not include persons living in 

overcrowded conditions or substandard conventional housing. Not just any facility offering 

permanent housing is a shelter, nor are its residents homeless, however there are numerous types of 

sheltering, including transitional housing, hospitals and institutions.   Persons may also be 

considered homeless if they: 

 are living in transitional or supportive housing for homeless persons but originally came 

from streets or emergency shelters;  

 ordinarily sleep in transitional or supportive housing for homeless persons but are spending 

a short time (30 consecutive days or less) in a hospital or other institution;  

  



  

 are being evicted within a week from private dwelling units and no subsequent residences 

have been identified and they lack resources and supportive networks needed to obtain 

access to housing; or  

 are being discharged within a week from institutions in which they have been residents for 

more than 30 consecutive days and no subsequent residences have been identified and they 

lack the resources and support networks needed to obtain access to housing. 
8  

 

In addition to chronic health problems, approximately half of homeless people suffer from mental 

health issues. At a given point in time, 45 percent of homeless report indicators of mental health 

problems during the past year, and 57 percent report having had a mental health problem during 

their lifetime. About 25 percent of the homeless population has serious mental illness, including 

such diagnoses as chronic depression, bipolar disorder, schizophrenia, schizoaffective disorders, 

and severe personality disorders. Many homeless people have problems with drug and alcohol use. 

In a 1996 survey, 46 percent of the homeless respondents had an alcohol use problem during the 

past year, and 62 percent had an alcohol use problem at some point in their lifetime. Thirty-eight 

percent had a problem with drug use during the past year, and 58 percent had a drug use problem 

during their lifetime.
9  

In the state-wide count done on January 25, 2007, Texas has a higher than 

average of unsheltered homeless.  35% are in families with children. 
 10 

 

Factors Contributing to Homelessness  

Research conducted by the Texas Interagency Council on Homelessness
11 

indicates that the major 

causes of homelessness include  

• Domestic violence  

• Chronic physical and/or mental disabilities  

• Sudden economic changes, such as unemployment  

• The lack of affordable housing  

 

 

 

 

8 www.hud.gov  Homes and Communities, ―Who Are The Homeless?‖ 

9 Homeless Network News, Aug, 2000,  http://www.thn.org/newsletters/aug00 

10THN Newsletter, June, 2007 

11 National Alliance to End Homelessness, www.endhomelessness.org, ―Mental Health and Physical Health.‖ 
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While estimates vary, the Texas Interagency Council estimates that about 200,000 people, or about 

1 percent of the state's population, are homeless. The Council further identified these key features 

about the homeless population in Texas: 

 

• Mental illness. About 25 percent of homeless people in Texas suffer from a serious mental 

illness.  

• People with disabilities. More than 65,000 persons with disabilities did not have a regular 

means of shelter in 1999.  

• Domestic Violence. National figures indicate that women make up 19 percent of the 

homeless population. Estimates suggest that 30 to 50 percent of homeless women become  

so because of domestic violence, and 80 percent of the nation's homeless women have 

experienced some sort of violence.  

• Children. Estimates show that over 125,000 school age children in Texas experience 

homelessness during the course of a year.  

• Veterans. Estimates show that veterans comprise 30 to 40 percent of the nation's homeless 

population.    

 

 
Homeless Sub-Populations  

Just as there is diversity within other populations, homeless persons have a wide variety of issues 

contributing to, causing, or shaping their experience of homelessness.  In February, 2007, HUD 

presented its first Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) to Congress. The study found that 

25% of homeless people have a disability. Nearly 25% are 17 or younger, and 23% are chronically 

homeless.
12

    

 

Homeless persons may be in families, unaccompanied youth, have physical or mental disabilities, or 

have HIV/AIDS.  The needs of rural homeless persons are different from those in urban 

surroundings, and unsheltered homeless have different needs than the sheltered.  The following 

sections address the specific sub-populations found in Montgomery County. 

 

Rural Homeless. Homeless persons and families in rural areas of Montgomery County have no or 

few resources available to them. This is especially true when a lack of transportation impedes them 

from seeking assistance from government and social service agencies located in urban centers such 

as Conroe and The Woodlands. Montgomery County is largely covered in dense forest, making 

rural homelessness a less visible problem, however the Montgomery County Homeless Coalition, 

using a formula derived from national statistics and a local street count, estimates on any given 

night there are approximately 400 homeless persons in Montgomery County.  

 

Physical and Mental Disabilities.  Homeless people suffer from high rates of mental and physical 

health problems exacerbated by living on the streets and in shelters. The lack of residential stability 

makes healthcare delivery more complicated. Health conditions that require ongoing treatment—

such as diabetes, cardiovascular diseases, tuberculosis, HIV/AIDS, addition, and mental illness—

are difficult to treat when people are living in shelter or on the streets. Homeless people often lack 
 

 

 

 
12 National Alliance to End Homelessness, www.endhomelessness.org, ―Mental Health and Physical Health.‖ 
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access to preventative care, waiting until a trip to the emergency room is a matter of life or death. 

These emergency room visits are costly. Additionally, when homeless people become ill, they often 

do not receive timely treatment.
13 

 

Needs of Families with Children. The Montgomery County Women's Center and Montgomery 

County Emergency Assistance compile the most reliable data for homeless families with children. 

According to their data, 35% of homeless are families with children.  These families are 

predominantly headed by a female single parent, can trace the incident of homelessness to a specific 

incident or string of mishaps, and do not generally rank among the chronically homeless.  While 

there is substance abuse and mental illness present in many of these families, these debilitating 

conditions are not present to the extent found among chronically homeless individuals.
 

 

The needs of these families are more complex than the needs of individuals.  In addition to safety 

and self-sufficiency issues, children in these families are likely to miss school, have untreated health 

issues, and display symptoms associated with post-traumatic stress syndrome.   Even so, homeless 

families have the best ―prognosis‖ for regaining a suitable living environment. 

 

Domestic Violence.  Domestic violence is the immediate cause of homelessness for many women 

and their children. Research studies reveal that domestic violence is one of the most frequently 

stated causes of homelessness for families, with 13 percent of homeless families saying that they 

had left their last place of residence because of abuse or violence in the household.  

Domestic violence victims have both short- and long-term housing needs that must be met so that 

they do not need to choose between staying with their abuser and sleeping on the street. 

Immediately, domestic violence victims need a safe place to stay. Ultimately, domestic violence 

victims need safe, stable, affordable housing. A general supply of affordable housing is crucial to 

this population so that they can afford to leave the shelter system as quickly as possible without 

returning to their abuser.
14

  

 

 

 

13 National Alliance to End Homelessness, www.endhomelessness.org, ―Mental Health and Physical Health.‖ 

14National Alliance to End Homelessness, www.endhomelessness.org, ―Mental Health and Physical Health.‖ 

 

 

http://www.endhomelessness.org/
http://www.endhomelessness.org/


                            

 

 

 

                               
 

      Children and teens on the streets face multiple dangers 

              to their immediate and long-term well-being. 
 

 

 

 

Youth. According to the Texas Interagency Council on Homelessness, in Texas, 3% of all homeless 

are unaccompanied youth.  Kurtz, Jarvis and Kurtz (1991) identify five different types of youth 

among the homeless.  1) youth who are members of homeless families, 2) those who leave home to 

escape physical and sexual abuse, 3) youth who have been thrown out of their homes by adult 

guardians (called throwaway youth), 4) runaways from the state foster care system and 5) youth 

who have immigrated to the United States unaccompanied, and are trying to make themselves 

inconspicuous.
15

   
 

Most of these scenarios involve abuse.  Consequently, it is common to find depression, substance 

abuse, low self esteem, academic failure, learning disabilities or gaps in schooling, and conflict over 

sexual identity.  With few employment opportunities available, many runaway youth are reduced to 

becoming involved in survival sex (prostitution) and pornography.
16   

 

 

 
15Kurtz, P.D., Jarvis, S.V., and Kurtz, G.L. (1991) Problems of Homeless Youth, Social Work 36(4), 309-314. 
16 Davis W. Springer, Today’s Runaway Youth,  brief-treatment.oxfordjournals.org 

 



 

Youth living in Montgomery County encounter a number of risk factors for homelessness as 

evidenced in the matrix below: 

 
 

 
Risk Factor 
for Youth 

Homelessness 

Factors in Montgomery County, Texas Data Source(s) 

Family 
violence, 
conflict, abuse, 
neglect, or 
disruption 

 1,444 unduplicated youth participated in counseling services offered by 
Montgomery County Youth Services in FY2005 

 85 requests for family reunification counseling for runaway youth 

 469 Montgomery County children in legal custody of Texas Children’s Protective 
Services 

 6.1 child abuse victims/1,000 Montgomery County children 

 Over 12,000 women and children live in abusive homes each year in Montgomery 
County, Texas 

 Montgomery 
County Youth 
Services, 2005 

 Texas Department 
of Protective and 
Regulatory 
Services, 2004 

 Texas Commission 
on Health and 
Human Services, 
2005 

Poverty 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Economically Disadvantaged Students 

 Conroe Independent School District—33% 

 Magnolia Independent School District—35% 

 Montgomery Independent School District—24% 

 New Caney Independent School District—52% 

 Splendora Independent School District—60% 

 Willis Independent School District—51% 

 Huntsville Independent School District—59%   

 Richards Independent School District—35% 

 New Waverly Independent School District—55% 

Texas Education 
Association, 2005-06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lack of 
affordable 
housing 

 Minimum wage:  $5.15 

 Wage needed to afford starter apartment:  $13.28 

Out of Reach, 2005:  
Texas 
National Low Income 
Housing Coalition 

Low education 
level 

 

 27.4% of population reported high school  
        diploma or equivalency 

 

U.S. Census Bureau, 
2000 

 

  12.1% of population reported no diploma, educational level of 9-12 grade 

 6.3% of population reported less than 9th grade education 

U. S. Census Bureau, 
2000 

Unemployment 
 

 4.3% of  adult population is currently unemployed 
 

 19.1% of Texas youth age 16-19 currently unemployed 
 

 U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, 
February, 2006 

 

 Children’s Defense 
Fund, 2004 

 
 



 

Risk Factor 
for Youth 

Homelessness 

Factors in Montgomery County, Texas Data Source(s) 

Substance 
use/abuse 

Texas students in grades 7-12 

 Smoked more than 10 cigarettes per day-3% 

 Drank beer weekly—5% 

 Age first drank beer—12.4 years 

 Drank wine coolers weekly—3% 

 Age first drank wine coolers—12.6 years 

 Drank liquor weekly—3% 

 Age first drank liquor—13.4 years 

 Reported binge drinking—23% 

 Past month use of marijuana—12.6% 

 Age first used marijuana—13.5 years 

 Used crack/cocaine In past month—3% 

 Current use of uppers—3% 

 Current use of downers—3% 

 Take DXM, Triple C’s, Skittles, or Coricidin to get high—4.3% 

 Reported heavy drug use—7% 

 Used tobacco, alcohol, inhalants, steroids or illicit drugs during past school year 
and past month—50% of Texas secondary students 

Texas Department of 
State Health Services—
Texas School Survey of 
Substance Use Among 
Students Grades 7-12, 
2004 

Mental health 
and post-
traumatic 
stress disorder 
 

 786 unduplicated clients with serious mental illness and currently homeless or in 
danger of homelessness 

Tri-County Mental 
Health Mental 
Retardation Services, 
Montgomery County, 
Texas, 2005 
 

School drop-
out 

 Conroe Independent School District—1.8% 

 Magnolia Independent School District—2.3% 

 Montgomery Independent School District—1.5% 

 New Caney Independent School District—3.3% 

 Splendora Independent School District—5.4% 

 Willis Independent School District—5.4% 
Walker County, Texas 

 Huntsville Independent School District—2.7% 

 Richards Independent School District—0% 

 New Waverly Independent School District—0.8% 

National Center for 
Education Statistics, 
2001-2002 

Juvenile 
delinquency 

 991 youth referrals for criminal activity 

 1,318 incidents of youth crime or delinquency 

 655 youth detained 

Montgomery County 
Juvenile Services, 2005 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Note:  The above matrix was provided as a courtesy by Montgomery County Youth Services. 

 

 



 

Homeless Housing Needs 

 

Montgomery County has no site-based homeless family shelters.  One program, Montgomery 

County Interfaith Hospitality Network, provides a day facility for homeless families, plus sleeping 

facilities at local area churches.  This program can accommodate up to 14 persons or four family 

units at a time.  The Montgomery County Women’s Center shelter can shelter families or 

individuals who are victims of domestic violence.  The Salvation Army uses a dormitory structure 

to house men separately from women and children, and generally handles individuals.  Montgomery 

County Youth Services shelters unaccompanied teens.   

 

The Table below demonstrates Montgomery County’s current sheltering capacity, and the unmet 

need as estimated by the Montgomery County Homeless Coalition and local shelter programs. 
(91.210(c) and (1.210(d)) 

 
 

Table 1A 

Homeless and Special Needs Populations 
 

Housing Gap Analysis Chart 

  Current 

Inventory  

Under 

Development   

Unmet 

Need/ 

Gap 

 

Individuals 

 

Example 

 

Emergency Shelter 

 

100 

 

40 

 

26 

 Emergency Shelter    20  (N) 0 (N)      10 (E) 

Beds Transitional Housing     8 (N) 6 (N)       31 (E) 

 Permanent Supportive Housing     0 (N) 0 (N)        14 (E) 

 Total    28  (N) 6 (N)       55 (E) 

 

                Persons in Families With Children 

 Emergency Shelter 118 (N) 0 (N)  27 (E) 

Beds Transitional Housing   53 (N) 75 (N)  10 (E) 

 Permanent Supportive Housing   28 (N) 0 (N)  28 (E) 

 Total 199 (N) 75 (N)  65 (E) 

 

 

 

(Table continues on next page)



Homeless Population and Subpopulations Chart 

  

Part 1: Homeless Population Sheltered Unsheltered Total 

Emergency Transitional 

Number of Families with Children 

(Family Households): 

    

1. Number of Persons in Families 

with Children 

118 (N) 53 (N) 140 (E) 311 

2. Number of Single Individuals 

and Persons in Households without 

children 

20 (N) 8 (N)   61 (E)   89 

(Add Lines Numbered 1 & 2 

Total Persons) 

138 (N) 61 (N) 201 (E) 400 

Part 2: Homeless Subpopulations 

 

Sheltered 

 

Unsheltered 

 

Total 

a.  Chronically Homeless 10 (E) 27 (E) 37 (E) 

b.  Seriously Mentally Ill 5 (E)  

c.  Chronic Substance Abuse 20 (E) 

d.  Veterans 10 (E) 

e.  Persons with HIV/AIDS 0 (E) 

f.  Victims of Domestic Violence 55 (N) 

g.  Unaccompanied Youth (Under 

18) 

13 (N) 

 

Note: The quality of the data is denoted as (A) administrative records, (N) enumerations, (S) statistically 

reliable samples, or (E) estimates. 

 

The Montgomery County Homeless Coalition estimates there are approximately 400 homeless 

persons in Montgomery County on any given night.  Since the first stop for a homeless person is an 

emergency shelter, Unmet Need in the above table is calculated using that estimated total figure of 

400.  
 

Emergency shelter housing capacity increased in 2002 when the Montgomery County Women’s 

Center replaced their 30-bed facility with a new 55-60 bed shelter for victims of domestic violence, 

effectively doubling the number of beds in the county for this homeless subpopulation.  In 2006 the 

capacity to provide transitional housing to homeless families with children and permanent 

supportive housing to disabled families increased.  Transitional housing capacity, in particular, 

increased 250% from 8 units to 20 units while permanent supportive housing capacity went from 

zero to seven units.  Currently, the Montgomery County Women’s Center plans to construct an 

additional 24 units of transitional housing for the domestic violence population, and Tri-County 

Mental Health/Mental Retardation plans to construct 15 units of permanent housing for mentally ill 

residents. 

 

The greatest gap and unmet need of homeless individuals is for transitional and permanent 

supportive housing assistance. An effort to expand the capacity of such housing is underway at this 

time, specifically as a halfway house facility for ex-offenders leaving the prison system.  This 

leaves no transitional housing for an estimated additional 31 homeless individuals in need of this 

type housing, of the estimated 61 unsheltered individuals.  Permanent housing for seriously 

mentally ill is currently unavailable, however Tri-County MH/MR has received HUD funding to 

construct fifteen units of housing for this subpopulation. 



The greatest unmet need of homeless families is for both transitional and permanent supportive 

housing for disabled homeless.  While there appears on quick review to be a large number of shelter 

beds available, these beds are almost all earmarked for special homeless sub-populations, 

predominantly in domestic violence (55, or 47% of all available beds) and runaway youth (13, or 

11%).  Although the Salvation Army accepts families with children into its dormitories, this is not a 

traditional homeless family shelter environment, with all family members together in one room.  In 

addition, while Montgomery County Interfaith Hospitality Network has 14 beds (12%), the lack of a 

site-based facility is also a nontraditional intervention method.  Permanent supportive housing for 

homeless families is currently offered by one agency, Montgomery County Emergency Assistance, 

through Continuum of Care funding, with no plans to expand. 

 

 

Homeless Non-Housing Needs 

Resources 

The Montgomery County Homeless Coalition (MCHC) works to implement a county-wide strategy 

to address homelessness.  MCHC provides on-going planning and coordination services.  It is a 

non-profit organization which coordinates the Continuum of Care (CoC) for Montgomery County.  

Its mission is "harnessing resources to end homelessness in Montgomery County.‖ Today more than 

25 diverse organizations support this collaborative effort and are committed to creating and 

maintaining a continuum of care that responds to the complex needs of homeless individuals and 

families.    

  

The HSC is made up of 8 committees:    

Continuum of Care  

Strategic Planning  

Marketing  

Finance & Fundraising   

Information Management 

Community Involvement 

Chronic Homelessness 

Membership 

    

 The Continuum of Care Committee is the largest and describes its task as ―a community-based, 

long-range plan that addresses the needs of homeless persons in order to help them reach maximum 

self-sufficiency. The CoC is developed through collaboration with a broad cross section of the 

community and based on a thorough assessment of homeless needs and resources. The CoC is 

recommended by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as a 

comprehensive and strategic approach to addressing homelessness.‖  
 

Montgomery County Community Development relies on the committee to carry out community 

needs assessments, planning and coordination.  The primary function of the committee is the 

coordination of the community's response to the Continuum of Care SuperNOFA (Notice of Fund 

Availability).  Annually, the committee revises the goals and action steps necessary to improve the 

CoC.    

  

In addition to basic sheltering, a number of programs exist and are planned to assist homeless 

residents.  Several provide homeless prevention assistance and services while others afford 

supportive assistance.  These resources are generally listed below.    



 

  

Current Prevention Assistance     

   Emergency financial assistance to low-income families   

   Payment of rent/mortgage, utilities, and medical expenses   

   Food and household items  

   Transportation assistance   

   Clothing   

   Life skills    

   Budget counseling   

   Legal assistance  

   Employment assistance 

   Information and Referral 

   Advocacy services for shelter residents 

   Disaster recovery services including food, clothing, shelter, furnishings and medical needs 

   Specialized Services for veterans   

   Case management  

   Parenting skills education and empowerment 

   Landlord advocacy    

   "car purchase" options 

  

 

Prevention Services Planned     

   Expanded rental assistance   

   Improved job training and employment services  

   Substance abuse treatment and relapse prevention  

   Mental health counseling  

   Family support  

   Youth services/therapy and child care  

   General Equivalency Diploma (GED) classes  

   Childcare for persons seeking a GED  

   Expanded child care with priority to homeless children residing in shelters.  

   Expanded transportation programs   

 

 
 



Part 5:  NON-HOUSING COMMUNITY NEEDS 
 

(91.210(e)) 

Public Transportation 

Montgomery County has experienced exponential growth in recent years, and has not been able to 

keep up with many infrastructure needs, particularly mass transit.  Throughout all elements of the 

Needs Assessment, including public input, service needs analyses and infrastructure analysis, the 

lack of a coordinated county-wide public transportation system has risen to be the top 

priority/barrier of concerned citizens in all parts of the county.  This subject speaks to economic 

development, service provision, connectivity and safety.  Housing development is increasingly 

dependent upon the ability of residents to get to worksites and services.  As can be seen on  

population density Map 1, the need for public transportation will only continue to grow.  Below is a 

map prepared by the Houston-Galveston Area Council displaying the transit needs in Montgomery 

County.  The rating as ―high,‖ ―medium‖ or ―low‖ transit dependence is based on a complex 

formula, including income, access to services, family demographic data, and availability of alternate 

forms of transportation.   
 

 

MAP  9 

 
     

 

 



Service Needs    (91.2105(a)) 

For people with disabilities, access to service is often prevented because of the lack of 

transportation.  Montgomery County Community Development recognized this need, and has built 

community service centers in outlying areas of the county, specifically in Magnolia for west county 

residents, Splendora for east county residents and Willis for north county residents.  In the coming 

years, a fourth community service center is planned for Montgomery, to assist residents of the 

northwest portion of the county to access needed services.   

 

In addition, the county needs a crisis stabilization unit to assist persons with severe mental illness 

during episodes of deteriorated mental functioning.  Montgomery County Community Development 

plans to construct such a unit in Conroe to be operated by Tri-County MH/MR. 

 

Mainstream resources such as Medicaid, Medicare, Social Security Disability, General Relief, Food 

Stamps and VA benefits to name a few, provide confusion about eligibility criteria (on the part of 

both the client and the staff).  This confusion is due, in part, to staff turnover and changing rules in 

these agencies.  People with disabilities often lack the stamina to pursue completion for benefits.  

Lack of required documentation or contact information may prevent many from receiving these 

services.    

  

Even when disability seems a given, providers lack the time or acumen to document the disabling 

condition.  Many different answers to the same question and inappropriate referrals create confusion 

and distrust.  The need for a roadmap through "systems" is paramount and this need can be met 

through case managers who explain the system, assist in making application to the system, take the 

client to the benefit office and assist in necessary follow-up.  This vital assistance is intensive case 

management and a major component of the grant application.  
 

The following table depicts current services available to non-institutionalized disabled persons in 

Montgomery County:  

 
 

Agency Type of Service Client 

# 

Tri-Co. MH/MR Psychiatric care, supported employment, supportive housing, skills 

training, mental health crisis intervention 

3,504 

Bridgewood Farms Employment/functional skills training, residential treatment, physical 

education 

143 

New Caney 

 New Horizons 

Social/recreational activities, employment opportunity and 

vocational/functional skills training 

62 

New Danville Employment training, residential support, functional skills training 48 

 
  



Lack of health insurance is another service need in Montgomery County. 20.6% of residents when 

uninsured in 2005.  Young adults aged 18 to 34 comprised the largest uninsured age group (31%). 

According to the Montgomery County United Way, ―the number of children 18 years of age and 

younger enrolled in Medicaid in the county has increased by 37% between 2003 and 2007 to 21,277 

while Texas’ increase during the same period was 26%.‖  Among ethnic/racial groups living in the 

county, 47.2% of the Hispanic population and 31.4% of the African American population are 

uninsured.  Caucasians have a 14.1% rate of uninsured.    

 

 

 

Treatment Needs  (91.205(a))   

Persons with disabilities have the overarching need for respect from the system and from providers.  

They deserve inclusion in their own treatment; they have a right to understand their treatment 

regimens and trust that providers will act in their best interests.  In addition, the following elements 

of treatment would further the success of independent living:  

  

►Integrated service delivery by a multidisciplinary team comprised of   

    medical/behavioral health care providers, case manager with skills in motivational  

    interventions;  

  ►Participation of the client with the treatment team in developing a treatment plan,    

    establishing goals, measuring progress, and developing fast improvements;  

►Provision of medical and behavioral health care by the same provider, who exhibits    

    genuine caring;  

►Access to self-help programs specific to each individuals’ specific problems, such as 

    12-Step Groups, weight loss and healthy living, etc.;  

  ►Affordable housing, so meals can be cooked, medication properly stored, hygiene    

    assured, rest and recuperation available; and,  

►Links to normalcy through relationship building with friends, family and faith-based  

    communities. 

 ► Incorporation of a services mechanism into the operation/management of affordable    

     housing;   

► Provision of crisis intervention and flexible, coordinated case management;     

► Assistance to residents in accessing neighborhood and community resources and 

     services;     

  ► Voluntary participation of residents in programs, services and activities;     

► Resident participation in the decision-making process;     

  ► Residents, management and service providers working together as a team; and,     

  ► Ongoing support and monitoring are made available for residents with special needs 

 
 
 
Economic Development 

Currently, economic development activities in Montgomery County have been carried out by 

various regional economic development councils, notably the South County Economic 

Development Corp, Willis Economic Development Council, East Montgomery County 

Improvement District, and Magnolia Economic Development Corp.  The work of these groups has 

been focused on bringing new businesses into the area, and has included tax incentives, quality of 

life enticements and some financial assistance.  To date, no economic development work has been 



specifically on behalf of creating or securing jobs for low income residents.  Montgomery County 

Community Development has met with representatives of these organizations and has gained 

agreement with several to work toward future incentives to target jobs for qualified low income 

workers.  Over the course of this 5-Year Plan, contracts with various participating entities will be 

designed to begin work on this important element of economic development.  In addition, 

Montgomery County Community Development will support and fund viable job training programs 

when appropriate and pending funds available. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


