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1. Executive Summary & Introduction

Introduction
Broken Arrow, Oklahoma, has been a city on a steady demographic and economic 
ascent for a number of decades. The population has surged 8% since 2020, 
surpassing 117,500 residents in 2023, a testament to the City’s appeal for young 
families and ambitious professionals seeking opportunities. However, amidst this 
growth, a familiar challenge looms — the delicate balance between supplying  
housing needs and sustainable development.

Broken Arrow has all the hallmarks of a community that will continue to thrive and 
grow: high quality of life, affordable housing, decisive economic development, and a 
thriving downtown commercial district. Though housing costs are currently attractive, 
the rules of economics are incontrovertible. Rising demand will lead to increased 
price competition. The City’s saving grace is an abundance of land with limited 
topographical/environmental constraints but even still, incoming residents and 
investors will bring levels of cash that will rebalance the market at higher price levels. 
Renters are often downstream of buyers with such patterns, but ultimately, they will 
take the hit as well. 

Reflecting the City’s dynamism, Broken Arrow’s housing market has experienced a 
steady climb in median home sale prices, reaching $217,500 in 2023, driven by a 
robust job market, lower relative cost of living, and suburban lifestyle. Single-family 
detached homes dominate the housing stock, making up more than 80% of the 
landscape. Yet, amid this abundance, affordability, and stable housing supply for 
a growing population, there are still concerns that need to be addressed. Despite 
Broken Arrow boasting a median household income above the national average, the 
steadily escalating housing costs pose a potential threat to the affordability of many 
working families and essential service providers. This echoes a broader national-level 
struggle marked by a lack of workforce housing and starter homes for lower-and-
middle-income families. 

This convergence of factors underscores the pressing need to understand Broken 
Arrow’s current housing landscape and anticipate future demands. The City stands 
at a pivotal juncture, where its trajectory depends on reconciling its growth trajectory 
with the demand for sustainable housing solutions. This comprehensive report 
examines Broken Arrow’s housing landscape, analyzes future demands, and suggests 
potential pathways to ensure that Broken Arrow’s prosperity reaches every corner of 
its community.
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Executive Summary
Housing Situation
The City of Broken Arrow, Oklahoma boasts a 
more affordable housing landscape than many 
cities of comparable size in the US. Single-
family homes dominate the City’s landscape, 
with an ownership rate of 72%. While home 
values experienced a recent surge — settling 
at a median value of $265K as of 2023, they 
remain significantly lower than the national 
average, offering a much more accessible 
entry point for aspiring homeowners. This level 
of affordability is further underscored by the 
fact that the cost per square foot of an average 
single-story home in Oklahoma is around 
$100 compared to $120 nationally.

While Broken Arrow’s housing affordability 
outpaces national and state averages, a closer 
examination unveils complexities. Around 
72% of low-income renters are cost burdened, 
while around 15% of owner-occupied 
households are cost burdened. Additionally, 
22% of prospective homebuyers struggle 
to afford average-priced homes. Despite 
its relative affordability, population growth 
threatens to inflate housing costs in the future, 
which may increase the share of those who 
are unable to afford a home. However, the 

City boasts a large supply of 
buildable land. 

The rental market has seen 
steadily rising prices as well, 
particularly for larger units. 
Three-bedroom rental prices have jumped 
over 20% in just three years, reaching an 
average monthly listing of $1,350 in 2022, 
while all unit sizes have climbed 20%. This 
trend can be attributed to limited new multi-
family construction, a robust job market 
attracting new residents, and the potential 
impact of short-term rentals.

The short-term rental market, exemplified 
by platforms like Airbnb, has witnessed a 
dramatic upsurge, tripling its active listings 
from 29 in 2020 to 87 in 2022. While offering 
potential benefits for homeowners, with top 
performers earning $4K-$6K per month, the 
market might be approaching saturation. A 
sharp increase in average daily rates (ADR) 
to $200 in May 2022 was followed by a swift 
drop, with active listings remaining elevated 
after their post-2020 boost.

Report Layout
•	 Chapter I: Executive Summary & Introduction - key highlights from the 

assessment

•	 Chapter II: Gaps & Barriers Analysis - affordability gaps for residents, along 
with an overview of the current state of regional affordable housing policies, and 
land use by zoning district in the City of Broken Arrow

•	 Chapter III: Forecast and Recommendations - population and housing 
needs projection by type until 2040, along with policy recommendations

•	 Chapter IV: Demographic and Socioeconomic Trends - overview 
of underlying socioeconomics affecting housing demand and affordability 
characteristics

•	 Chapter V: Housing Trends - overview of housing for both owners and renters, 
including affordability dynamics

•	 Chapter VI: Community Engagement Summary - summary of overarching 
themes from Points Consulting’s discussions with community leaders and 
developers and a summary of findings from the community housing survey

•	 Appendices - supportive quantitative and qualitative material
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Demographics and Labor Market
Broken Arrow experienced a remarkable 
population surge of nearly 20% from 2010 to 
2023, outpacing the state and national trends. 
This level of exponential growth is due in part 
to substantial in-migration flows, particularly 
from within Oklahoma, Texas, and California. 
Points Consulting projects that the City’s 
population will continue to increase going into 
2040. The team projects a total population 
growth of close to 40,000 new residents over 
the next 20 years. This implies an annual 
average growth rate of 1.4% over that period.

The City’s households are larger and make 
more money on average when compared to 
the rest of the state and the US as a whole. 
Broken Arrow households boast a higher 
median household income of $78K compared 
to the national average of $73K, with many 
households (21%) falling within the $100,000-
$150,000 income bracket. Household net 
worth in Broken Arrow is $37K higher than 
national levels on average. These factors 
coupled with a lower than average cost of 
living, means that households in the City are 
in a much more comfortable financial position 
on average — especially when it comes to 
housing, transportation, and grocery costs. 
The only cost of living metric that is more 
expensive in Broken Arrow than the rest of 
the US, as of 2023, is health care. It is not 
surprising, then, that Broken Arrow also fares 
well in terms of poverty rates, with under 9% 
of the population in poverty compared to 
Oklahoma’s 15%, and the US’ 12%.

A detailed analysis of Broken Arrow’s labor 
market reveals a diversified economic 
landscape with promising growth potential. 
The city boasts a strong presence in the 
healthcare and social assistance sector, 
employing 13.5% of the workforce, making it 
the largest single employer. This is followed 
by Manufacturing and Retail Trade, which offer 
additional job opportunities for residents. 
Interestingly, Broken Arrow exhibits a high 
concentration in “Mining, Quarrying, & Natural 
Gas Extraction” compared to the national 
average, as evidenced by its Location Quotient 
(LQ) of 3.11. The top employers in the city 
include Broken Arrow Public Schools, Walmart, 
and the City of Broken Arrow. The planned 
Broken Arrow Innovation District, expected 
to be completed in 2026, holds promise 

for future economic growth by fostering 
collaboration between education, businesses, 
and residents. This collaboration could 
potentially unlock new job opportunities and 
further diversify the city’s economic landscape.

Housing Needs Forecast
Points Consulting’s housing forecast for 
Broken Arrow presents three development 
scenarios, each reflecting potential shifts in 
housing typologies and density. The Status 
Quo Scenario maintains single-family homes 
as the predominant housing type, comprising 
approximately 77% of the total housing stock 
by 2040. The City could add approximately 
18,000 units from 2023 to 2040 under this 
scenario. The Moderate Density Scenario 
emphasizes a greater variety of middle-
density options, with a projected increase of 
around 22,500 units over the next 17 years. 
The Infill Scenario focuses on ramping up 
multifamily development. For this scenario, 
the team projects an average growth rate of 
2.2% for multi-family units and an addition 
of approximately 4,000 of these units over 
the forecast period. This scenario could add 
approximately 24,000 units over the next 17 
years. Additionally, Points Consulting projects 
an increase of 43% in active short-term rental 
listings going from 2024 Q1 to 2026. Overall, 
these scenarios offer insights into potential 
housing trends shaped by market conditions 
and zoning alterations.

Source: Points Consulting, 2024 

Figure 1: Housing Unit Growth Forecast, 
2023-2040
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Points Consulting expects there will be a 
growing need for attainable housing units as 
both the city’s population and housing stock 
increases. The team expects a certain level 
of home cost escalation to take place, which 
will lead to the number of cost-burdened 
households increasing. Broken Arrow would 
require between 1,300 and 1,670 subsidized 
units, scaled from the status quo to the infill 
scenario. In order to adequately fulfill the 
need, the city would require somewhere 
between 2,000 and 2,580 units. 

Community Engagement
The Points Consulting team carried out a series 
of in-depth interviews as well as a community 
survey that served to gauge the community’s 
sentiments toward the current housing 
situation in the city. The consulting team had 
the opportunity to hear from both residents, 
developers, and regional leaders, which 
provided a broad array of perspectives and 
opinions on what the most pertinent issues are 
and what the most appropriate next steps may 
be. The main recurring themes from Points 
Consulting’s interviews with stakeholders in 
the community included: the new zoning code 
revisions, housing affordability gaps, potential 
school overcrowding, and growing while 
maintaining the city’s character.

Points Consulting also conducted an 
electronic survey of Broken Arrow residents 
and frequent commuters from September 
25th to November 1st, 2023, yielding 4,178 
responses. Promoted both online and offline, 
the survey utilized fixed response and open-
ended questions. Quality assurance measures 
included removing suspicious responses and 
ensuring relevance to Broken Arrow. With a 
4.4% response rate, the survey provides an 
accurate reflection of community sentiments.

Key themes from the survey 
revealed a diverse range of 
opinions on the community’s 
future identity, transcending 
demographic categories. 
Despite this, respondents 
generally perceive Broken 
Arrow as more affordable for homeownership 
compared to other areas. However, renters 
feel that house prices are beyond their reach, 
contrasting with homeowners’ perceptions. 
Additionally, a significant portion of 
respondents, 42%, also view rental costs as 
expensive, with 73% of renters expressing 
this sentiment, indicating a disparity between 
homeowners and renters in their perceptions 
of housing affordability.

Points Consulting On-Site Visit and Survey Flyer.
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2. Gaps & Barriers Analysis

Affordability Gaps
Housing affordability is a challenge for many in Broken Arrow, as well as in Tulsa and Wagoner 
Counties. Though affordability challenges most frequently plague home renters, homeowners 
are not exempt especially given recent home cost escalation. 

Land Use Context

1  Emily Badger and Quoctrung Bui, “Cities Start to Question an American Ideal: A House With a Yard on 
Every Lot”, New Your Times, 06/18/19, https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/06/18/upshot/cities-
across-america-question-single-family-zoning.html. 

2  Note that these calculations are based on Broken Arrow’s existing zoning definitions, as of February 
2024. Since the update zoning code has yet to be adopted, no GIS data are available categorizing lands 
according to the new definitions. 

3  Note that some of the zoning categories have been merged to simplify this chart. In particular, the 
Commercial group includes: CG, CH, CN, DF, and DM; the Industrial group includes: IH and IL; the Single-
Family Residential group includes: R-1-3 and RS-1-4; the Residential group includes: RD, RE, and RM.

A growing body of research indicates that 
exclusionary zoning is part of the reason 
for rising housing costs across the country. 
Nationally, roughly 75% of residential areas 
are zoned exclusively for single-family homes. 
This contributes to supply shortages and cost 
escalation for middle- and high-density units.1 
The silver lining here is that zoning laws are 
largely untouched by the federal government 
and therefore fully under the jurisdiction 
of local agencies, such as City Council and 
Planning Commissions. For these reasons, it is 
worth examining the distribution of zoning in 
Broken Arrow to determine how much space is 
allocated for each particular residential usage. 

Within Broken Arrow’s city limits are 39,800 
acres.2 A large swath of space is zoned 
Agriculture, which is the common default 
prior to land being developed for other 
purposes. After discounting for Commercial, 
Industrial, the Central Business District, and 
undevelopable floodplains, roughly 19,200 
acres remain for residential use. As shown in 
Figure 2, these residential purposes compose 
48% of the City’s land, of which the lion’s share 
are R-1: Single Family Residential. Put another 
way, 86% of the City’s residentially purposed 
land is committed exclusively to single-family 
homes, exceeding the national average by a 
significant margin. 

3

Source: Johnson & Associates using data from the City of Broken Arrow

Figure 2: Distribution of City 
Lands by Zoning District 3

A closer look at Residential

Overview

https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/06/18/upshot/cities-across-america-question-single-family-zoning.html
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2019/06/18/upshot/cities-across-america-question-single-family-zoning.html
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Table 1: Distribution of City Lands by Zoning District

Other boundary and land use maps can be found in Appendix A: Detailed Data. 

Zoning Description Acres in Zoning 
District % of All Districts % of Just Residential 

Districts
Agricultural 15,2 79 38.4% --
Commercial 2,735 6.9% --
Industrial 2,069 5.2% --
Floodplain 426 1.1% --
Office 133 0.3% --
Subtotal for Non-
Residential Districts 20,642 51.8% --

Single-Family 
Residential 16,482 41.4% 86.0%

Multi-Family 
Residential 2,037 5.1% 10.6%

Residential Mobile 
Home Park 652 1.6% 3.4%

Subtotal for 
Residential Districts 19,172 48.2% --

Grand Total 39,814

Figure 3: Broken Arrow Zoning

Source: Johnson & Associates

Source: Johnson & Associates using data from the City of Broken Arrow
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Renter Challenges

4  By HUD definitions, “housing costs” include just rent or mortgage but not utilities such as water, sewer, 
refuse removal, and internet, which are generally excluded from rental costs in most leases. In short, if the 
amounts households pay to other housing-related costs were included the cost-burdened statistics would 
be driven even higher than what is published here.

Table 2 summarizes key statistics on home 
cost-burden for the region compared to 
Oklahoma and the nation, while the series of 
charts (Figures 4-6) provide more detail by 
various income levels and housing situations. 

The statistics used for the affordability analysis 
are derived from a mix of data sources, 
including American Community Survey 
(ACS) 5-year, which averages data from 
2018 to 2022, and US Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) 2016-20. Given the 
drastic changes in both home costs and wages 
between 2020-2022, it would be preferable to 
use more recent statistics but, unfortunately, 
these are the best data available for small 
geographic regions. To counter the delay in 
data, wherever feasible, Points Consulting 
has adjusted these statistics to represent the 
current number of households estimated to be 
in cost-burdened housing situations. 

Firstly, some level of explanation is required 
on how government agencies classify cost-
burden by household. 

•	 Severely cost burdened means 
households that spend 50%, or higher 
of their household income on housing 
costs4

•	 Cost-burdened means households 
that spend between 30-50% of their 
household income on housing costs

The data show that the lowest-income renters 
of Broken Arrow are generally better off than 
the average Oklahoman and American, with 
less than 20% being severely cost-burdened 
(15.4%). Renters in the City and Tulsa and 
Wagoner counties are slightly better off 
than the average household, with 40.0% 
of households in Broken Arrow falling into 
the severely or cost-burdened categories. 
This goes along with 44.4% and 44.0% of 
households in Tulsa and Wagoner counties 
falling into those same categories, compared 
to 49.9% in the nation. By these measures, 
roughly 18,700 households struggle with 
housing affordability in the City.

Several other data sources measure 
affordability issues by various area median 
income (AMI) levels. Note that since these are 
from an older dataset, the number of renters 
may be slightly out of date. Figures 4-6 display 
the three cost-burdened categories according 
to five AMI levels, which include:

•	 Extremely low-income: less than 30% 
of AMI

•	 Very low-income: 30 to 50% of AMI
•	 Low-income: 50 to 80% of AMI
•	 Moderate income: 80 to 100% of AMI
•	 Above median income: 100%+ of AMI

Region Number of 
Households

Severely Cost-
Burdened

Cost-
Burdened

Severely or Cost-
Burdened

Not Cost-
Burdened

Broken Arrow 46,755 15.4% 24.6% 40.0% 60.0%
Tulsa County 300,084 20.8% 23.7% 44.4% 55.6%
Wagoner 
County 33,928 18.8% 25.2% 44.0% 56.0%

Oklahoma 1.79M 21.8% 23.1% 44.9% 55.1%

US 128.66M 25.0% 24.9% 49.9% 50.1%

Table 2: Renters’ Housing Cost Burden by Region

Source: Esri Business Analyst and 5-Year American Community Survey 2018-2022, Table B25070
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Not surprisingly, the lowest income cohorts 
are the most likely to be highly cost-burdened. 
In Broken Arrow, 72.0% of the lowest income 
renting households are cost-burdened — a 
sign that more affordable and permanent 
supportive housing is needed within the 
region. At current Broken Arrow income rates, 
a household earning between $39K and $63K 

would fall into the low-income category. Of 
such households, 41.5% are cost-burdened. 
Among extremely and very low-income 
households, 80%+ are cost-burdened. 
Households in the moderate-income category 
could be earning up to $78.5K. In these 
households, 17.3% are cost-burdened.

Figure 4: Broken Arrow Renters’ Housing Cost Burden by Income Level

Source: Housing & Urban Development Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy Data, Table 7, 2016-2020

Figure 5: Tulsa County Renters’ Housing Cost Burden by Income Level

Source: Housing & Urban Development Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy Data, Table 7, 2016-2020
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Figure 6: Wagoner County Renters’ Housing Cost Burden by Income Level

Source: Housing & Urban Development Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy Data, Table 7, 2016-2020

Home Ownership Challenges
There are also many home-owning households 
that are cost-burdened. Such households face 
the risk of being foreclosed upon by banks 
and losing what is likely their greatest financial 
asset. In fact, 4.7% of homeowning households 
in Broken Arrow are severely cost-burdened 
and another 10.2% are cost-burdened to a 
lesser degree. The statistics are similar in Tulsa 
County, at 5.3% and 9.2%, respectively.

The prior statistics include many homeowners 
who may have purchased years ago when 
home prices were lower. The situation is 
more foreboding among households who 
are looking to purchase a new home. Points 
Consulting developed estimates using current 
income levels, home price levels in Broken 
Arrow as of November 2023, and average 
current mortgage rates as of January 2024. 
Assuming a household with an average credit 
rating on a conventional 30-year mortgage, 
the majority of households are able to 
compete in the home purchase market.

Purchasing an average-valued home would 
require $42.5K in household income to 
afford the mortgage. As shown in Figure 7, 
this excludes about a quarter (21.7%) of all 
households in Broken Arrow. All households 
in the income brackets above $50K can 
afford an average-priced home in the City, 

Figure 7: Households that Can Afford to 
Buy an Average-Priced Home in COBA

Source: Points Consulting using Esri Business Analyst, 
Zillow, and Realtor.com, 2023
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thus the percentages in the chart for these 
income brackets show the entire share of 
these income cohorts in the City. Even newly 
constructed homes are relatively affordable 
for local households. Data from Community 
Permitting and Licensing show that the 
average new home costs only slightly more 
(median value of $250K) as all single-family 
homes in the City ($218K). This means that 
the same affordability standards are true for 
new homes as older ones. Despite relative 
affordability in the City, outcomes are worse 
in Tulsa County and Wagoner County, where 
34.7% and 44.4% of households cannot afford 
to buy an average-priced home. 

According to this measure, Broken Arrow 
is relatively well off when it comes to home 
affordability compared to the counties overall. 
The necessary household income of $42.5K 
to purchase a home is reasonable, when you 
consider that the median household earns 
about $78.5K per year, according to Esri 
Business Analyst. This relative affordability is 

a signal to Americans that Broken Arrow is a 
place they can afford to live. Population trends 
in Figures 21-23 (Trends in Population Growth 
section) show that net migration is a leading 
factor of population increase in Tulsa and 
Wagoner Counties, reflecting that individuals 
are responding to this signal of housing 
affordability. 

However, more people moving into the area 
will contribute to an increase in demand 
for housing, which will drive up the cost 
of housing. The increase in housing costs 
is reflected in data from Zillow, showing 
that an average home in Broken Arrow has 
increased by over 10% in value in the last 
three years. Maintaining housing production 
and increasing the supply of housing units 
would apply downward pressure to the cost of 
housing. However, this scenario is uncertain, as 
housing permits have remained stagnant since 
around 2012, apart from 2020 (New Housing 
Production section).

Figure 8: Households that Can Afford to 
Buy an Average-Priced Home in Tulsa 
County

Figure 9: Households that Can Afford to 
Buy an Average-Priced Home in Wagoner 
County

Source: Points Consulting using Esri Business Analyst, Zillow, and Realtor.com, 2023
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Population Forecast

5  A compound annual growth rate (CAGR) is the average rate of growth calculated annually between a 
given number of years.

Since Points Consulting’s housing needs 
forecast is built partly upon our population 
forecast, it is worth detailing the methodology 
the team used to arrive at the numbers 
for each growth scenario. At its core, this 
population forecast is based on how the 
components of population change (births, 
deaths, and net migration) have trended by 
age groups over time. It is also important to 
note that this projection takes into account 
past and projected population growth, given 
that it follows its own trajectory, but if the City 
of Broken Arrow decides to make changes to 
its land use policy or incorporates the land 

within the fence line at different rates it will 
affect the final projection numbers.

The team projects a total population growth of 
close to 40,000 new residents over the next 20 
years. This implies an annual average growth 
rate of 1.4% over that period, with a shift in the 
balance of the population distribution of the 
City between Tulsa and Wagoner Counties. 
Points Consulting expects Wagoner County 
to account for around 29% of the City’s 
population in 2040, compared to the current 
level of 18%.

Table 3: City of Broken Arrow Population Forecast, 2023-20405

Year Population % Tulsa County Share % Wagoner County Share CAGR 
4 (from 2023)

2023   117,762 82.0% 18.0% --
2028   127,186 77.5% 22.5% 1.6%
2033   141,257 73.7% 26.3% 1.8%
2038   146,157 71.6% 28.4% 1.5%
2040   148,693 70.6% 29.4% 1.4%

Source: Points Consulting, 2024

Figure 10: Broken Arrow Population Growth, 2020-2040

Source: Points Consulting, 2024
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3. Forecast & Recommendations

Recommendations
Building upon the research and conversations conducted by the consulting team over the course 
of this project, we have assembled this customized list of recommendations for consideration 
by the City of Broken Arrow’s staff and elected officials. These suggestions are designed to be 
achievable and, in some instances, encourage the City and its partners to explore innovative 
housing solutions. It is uncommon for cities to implement every aspect of recommendations 
that are conveyed, so these can be viewed as a menu of options, which leadership can pick 
and choose from. They may have some mutual benefit to pursue simultaneously but are not 
contingent upon each other. 

As a preface, it is important to note that 
the City is undergoing a Zoning 
Ordinance update, which is 
expected to be implemented 
at some point in 2024. The 
new ordinances represent a 
substantial overhaul from 
the previous code. Our 
recommendations are 
built on the assumption 
that the new code will 
be adopted largely 
in the form that it is 
currently designed. 
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Summary of Recommendations with Difficulty Rankings 
The arrow icons indicate the expected difficulty level for the City in implementing the suggested 
changes. Burden could be borne in terms of time or cost, or both. The scale is from one to five 
arrows, with one representing a relatively simple administrative action and five representing a 
multi-year and potentially expensive proposition. 

3.1 Increase Allowance of  Multi-Unit Homes
Potential community resistance to expansion of middle-density housing types 

3.2 Increase Density Allowances
Potential community resistance to higher-density multi-family housing types

3.3 Cluster Zoning
Challenges of implementing a new housing type and finding developers to  
utilize it

3.4 Uphold Allowance of  Accessory Dwelling Units
Adjudication of fringe cases likely to arise over the next 10-years

3.5 Enact Minimum Density Standards in Multi-Family Districts
Occupies a relatively small component of the City's land, but could be some 

resistance to restricting single-family residential

2.1 Identify Priority Development Areas 
Potential resistance to allocation of future lands for non-low-density housing 
purposes 

2.2 Addition of  Middle-Density Options in Appropriate Commercial Fringe 
Districts
Potential community resistance to expansion of middle-density housing types,   
but will be lower if allocated to proper locations

1.1 Support a Non-Profit Affordable Housing Organization
Will incur startup costs. Requires experienced administration. A level of 
community resistance is likely 

1.2 Centralize Affordable Housing Expertise
Requires approval of City Council and definition of a clear role separate from 
Affordable Housing Organization

1.3 Waive Development Fees for Priority Development Types 
Potential for community resistance to supporting low-income housing  
developers with public funds

Partnerships & Incentives

Planning for Housing Needs

Housing Diversity & Supply

DIFFICULTY

DIFFICULTY

DIFFICULTY
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Partnerships & Incentives

1.1 Support a Non-Profit Affordable Housing Organization

6  OKC: https://www.ochanet.org/index.php; Tulsa: https://www.tulsahousing.org/about/; Norman: https://
normanha.org/. 

7  Springfield Community Land Trust, https://cpozarks.org/programs/springfield-community-land-trust/, 
(Accessed 02/22/24); Tenants to Homeowners, https://tenants-to-homeowners.org/, (Accessed 02/22/24)

8  Brett Theodos and Leiha Edmonds, Urban Institute, New Models for Community Shareholding: Equity 
Investing in Neighborhood Real Estate Investment Trusts and Cooperatives

9  OHFA, “Oklahoma Housing Stability Program”, https://www.ohfa.org/housingstability/ 

10  Positively Paseo, http://positivelypaseo.org/ 

Currently, Broken Arrow is a relatively 
affordable location, but this analysis clearly 
points to growing affordability challenges 
in Broken Arrow over the next 20 years. As 
indicated in the following housing needs 
forecast, the consulting team anticipates 
between 1,300 to 2,580 households will 
require some form of below-market rental by 
2040. The wide range is dependent on the 
buildout density levels and how thoroughly 
the need is fulfilled. 

This does not mean that the City is the 
organization best positioned to fix the 
problem. Owning and operating low-income 
units would require additional expertise and 
staff that the City currently does not have, 
and which City leadership are likely not 
interested in adding. The best option for the 
City is to support a non-profit organization 
that is exclusively interested in affordable 
housing. This seems a natural next step for 
Broken Arrow, as many cities with quickly 
growing population have already taken this 
step, including the Oklahoma City Housing 
Authority, the Tulsa Housing Authority, and the 
Norman Housing Authority.6 

An affordable housing focused organization 
would be eligible for competitive grants 
from Oklahoma Housing Finance Association 
(OHFA), which include programs targeting 
both for-sale and for-rent housing. In such 
cases, the host city typically provides 
some level of annual funding, partners on 
development of housing projects, and assigns 
staff members to sit on the board of the 
Housing Authority. 

This organization could handle the 
development, maintenance, and management 
of public housing but they need not be limited 
to this role. The organization could also take 
on other innovative projects that represent 
the values of the City of Broken Arrow, such 
as single-family housing and free-market 
oriented solutions. These could include but 
are not limited to: 

•	 Development of a Community Land 
Trust for middle-income households, 
such as those operated in locations 
such as Springfield (MO), Lawrence 
(KS)7.

•	 Development of a Community or 
Neighborhood Investment Trust8

•	 Facilitate public-private partnership 
developments with for-profit 
developers, (such as the Oklahoma 
Homebuilders Program)9

•	 Assist with an Affordable Housing 
Revolving Trust Fund, such as program 
managed by the City of Norman

•	 Advocating for urban redevelopment 
and homeownership, such as Positively 
Paseo10 in OKC 

•	 Identify buildings that can be 
acquired and rehabilitated to serve as Tulsa Housing Authority Properties, tulsahousing.org.

https://www.ochanet.org/index.php
https://www.tulsahousing.org/about/
https://normanha.org/
https://normanha.org/
https://cpozarks.org/programs/springfield-community-land-trust/
https://tenants-to-homeowners.org/
https://www.ohfa.org/housingstability/
http://positivelypaseo.org/
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affordable housing
•	 Manage low-income owner-occupied 

housing rehabilitation loan program, 
such as those operated in the cites of 
Lawton11 and Edmond12

It is always challenging to site public housing 
without exciting concerns from neighboring 
property owners. That said, there are a few 
vacant parcels in proximity to the Muscogee 
Turnpike and Broken Arrow Expressway that 
may be suitable. Other infill locations on the 
fringes of commercial and industrial districts 
could also be considered.

1.2 Centralize Affordable Housing   
Expertise

Beyond supporting an official affordable 
housing organization, the City may need 
more touchpoints with the community on 
this topic. Also, since the affordable housing 
organization would exist outside of the City, 
it may be necessary to have a body officially 
reporting to the City on these topics. By 
forming a Housing Committee, the City could 
tap into the expertise and passion of its own 
citizens, while also providing an additional 
resource for the Planning Commission 
as it sorts through complex land use and 
development topics. 

Much like the existing City Boards and 
Commissions,13 the Housing Committee 
would be officially authorized by City Council 
to undertake specific projects and objectives. 
Considering the abundance of resources and 
concepts introduced in this study alone there 
is no shortage of materials for the Committee 
to investigate. In addition, this body could 
recommend project prioritization for use of 
city funds allocated to housing.

11  Lawton Homeowner Rehabilitation, https://www.lawtonok.gov/departments/community-services/
housing/homeowner-rehabilitation#:~:text=The%20Homeowner%20Housing%20Rehabilitation%20
Program,home%20as%20their%20primary%20residence. (Accessed 2/22/2024).

12  Edmond Housing & Neighborhood Program: https://www.edmondok.gov/217/Housing-
Neighborhood. (Accessed 2/22/2024).

13  City of Broken Arrow Boards and Commissions: https://www.brokenarrowok.gov/government/boards-
commissions. 

1.3 Waive Development Fees for 
Priority Development Types

Housing developers are often interested 
in addressing creative housing solutions but 
self-interests, along a combination of cost 
and community pressures, tend to keep 
developers in their “lane” of tried and true 
housing typologies. 

One way to incentivize the private and non-
profit entities to consider more creative 
options is by removing certain costs that they 
typically have to pay. Factors that the City may 
consider on this front are reducing or waiving 
tap fees for in-fill projects, particularly those 
in the DROD districts, where little additional 
infrastructure is required. The City could take 
a more proactive approach and also pay 
for expensive infrastructure elements such 
as streets, sidewalks, and curb and gutter if 
developers meet certain criteria of rental rates 
at set area median income (AMI) levels. Such 
projects could also involve the assistance 
of the aforementioned affordable housing 
organization to secure grant funding on 
particular projects.

https://www.edmondok.gov/217/Housing-Neighborhood
https://www.edmondok.gov/217/Housing-Neighborhood
https://www.brokenarrowok.gov/government/boards-commissions
https://www.brokenarrowok.gov/government/boards-commissions
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Planning for Housing Needs 

2.1 Identify Priority Development Areas

Within COBA’s City Limits and 3-mile Fence 
Line are many Agricultural areas, particularly 
to the southwest, and east sides of town. 
Given that these lands have relatively few 
environmental constraints, land use pressures 
will mount over time as commercial and 
residential development continues to expand 
out from the City’s core. 

Figure 11: Broken Arrow’s future Innovation 
District

Source: Broken Arrow Economic Development 
Corporation, https://brokenarrowedc.com/innovation-
district/.

The consulting team’s scan of vacant parcels 
(see Figure 129 in Appendix A) indicates that 
the majority of the known large undeveloped 
parcels in the existing City limits are on the 
east side of town. Many census tracts in central 
and northern Broken Arrow have between 550 
and 1,500 housing units per square mile, but 
areas east of E. 241st Ave. and south of Tucson 

Street, tend to have 500 or fewer housing 
units per square mile. This provides a huge 
opportunity for the Community Development 
department to plan ahead and avoid 
potential future conflicts between low-density 
residential uses and higher density uses. 

The City has already utilized this strategy in at 
least one location, namely in drawing up the 
future of the 90-acre Innovation District (south 
of Florence Street, between Aspen Avenue 
and Olive Street). Even a simple aerial view of 
the City indicates that this location is one of 
the few remaining large green-field locations 
on the south side of Broken Arrow. 

Although not required by Oklahoma law, a 
process of diagnosing each developable 
parcel via a Buildable Lands Inventory would 
be a helpful step in this process. Via this 
process, the City can develop a gross estimate 
of how much space will need to be allocated 
for each land use type (industrial, commercial, 
and residential). Some GIS data enhancements 
may be necessary to forge ahead with such 
planning. The consulting team sought to 
complete a buildable lands inventory as 
part of this project but came up short due to 
limitations in the parcel data in the Wagoner 
County portion of the City. 

The City can take an even more proactive 
approach and earmark certain geographic 
areas for lower- middle- and higher-density 
development based on expected future traffic 
patterns and adjacent land uses. By setting 
aside middle and higher density locations 
ahead of time, single-family developers in 
the future will face the choice of building 
toward such locations with an already existing 
land-use defined, rather than an implied low-
density residential use. This could be done 
formally through a Future Land Use map, or 
informally by tracking possible uses by parcel 
in spreadsheet form. Either way, the process 
will enable the Planning Commission and City 
staff to make informed and holistic decisions 
on issues such as annexation, rezoning, PUDs 
and other such issues. 

https://brokenarrowedc.com/innovation-district/
https://brokenarrowedc.com/innovation-district/


Page  |  19

2.2 Addition of Middle-Density Options in 
       Appropriate Commercial Fringe Districts

14  City of Broken Arrow Updated Zoning Code, pp 136-172. 

Though not suitable within many of the lower 
density zoning districts, the consulting team 
believe that these uses could be suitable in 
areas that COBA is intentionally densifying or 
installing policies to allow for density, namely 
the Downtown Fringe, New Orleans Square, 
and the pending Innovation District. 

The DROD 1 area, for example, is in form and 
description a collection of “eclectic” housing 
types, which ought to incorporate aspects of 
single-family, duplexes, townhomes, cluster 
developments, and mixed-uses. Over time, 
similar policies could be introduced with 
the pace of development into areas such 
as DROD 2 and DROD 3. If generally 
accepted by the community, the 
standards defined in the updated zoning 
code for the DROD districts could be 
similar deployed elsewhere in the City.14 

This recommendation is in line with 
community sentiments observed via 
the survey as “Areas on or just behind 
commercial corridors and arterial streets” 
and/or “Mixed-use areas (such as The 
Rose District and Downtown Broken 
Arrow)” were selected for housing 
types such as condominiums by 64% of 
respondents, townhomes by 59%, and 
duplex/triplexes by 49%. Keeping higher 
density housing types in the “right place” 
by the community’s standards could also 
help preserve residential uses in the RS 
districts from encroachment from higher 
density usages. 

Given the pace of growth, (17% over 
the past 10-years and projected 20% 
over the next 10-years), commercial 
areas themselves are likely to continue 
expanding, which subsequently provide 
more areas that can naturally be used 
for middle-density housing types. Since 
low to medium density neighborhoods 
are already present in may locations, 
this strategy will be most effective on 
areas that are undeveloped or could be 
redeveloped. 

Geographic areas where this will naturally 
occur include the following vicinities, which 
includes streets both to the north and south of 
the given arterial: Kenosha Street (71st Street), 
New Orleans St. (101 Street), and to a lesser 
extent Washington Street (91st. Street) and 
Houston Street (81st Street). Near the entrance 
to the Creek Turnpike and without many 
surrounding incompatible uses, the pending 
Innovation District could be a particularly 
strategic location for the City to plan for 
mixed use of housing density and commercial 
development.

Figure 12: DROD Area 1: Residential 1

Source: City of Broken Arrow Updated Zoning Code, chapt. 3, pp 104.
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Housing Diversity and Supply

3.1 Increase Allowance of Multi-Unit Homes

15  City of Broken Arrow Updated Zoning Code, pp 134, 144. 

COBA’s updated zoning code currently allows 
“two-family” units in the RMD district, which 
is sensible given the structure of the zoning 
code but will have a limited impact on density 
and affordability mainly because RMD is a less 
common form of land-use than R1 through R3. 
Currently, just 3% of the City’s incorporated 
area is in these districts. 

COBA should consider allowing duplexes in 
all single-family (RS) districts that meet certain 
criteria (namely lot size and off-street parking 
requirements). Some communities ease into 
such situations by only allowing duplexes on 
corner lots or only on lots above a certain 
square footage threshold, for example. 
The City’s updated zoning code has basic 
components to allow for such changes but 
only related to the DROD districts, where it 
defines the minimum lot sizes for duplexes, 
6,500 or 7,500 square feet (SF) depending 
on the area, and single family homes, 
5,000 to 6,000 SF.15 Twinhomes, currently 
unaddressed in the zoning code, are another 
version of attached middle density housing 
that could be suitable in these same lots. The 
primary difference between twinhomes and 
duplexes is that parcels containing duplexes 
are split through a shared partition, whereas 
twinhomes contain multiple separate units 
upon the same parcel. 

In Points Consulting’s community survey, 
duplexes and triplexes were combined for 
determining the level of citizen interest. The 
images used by Points Consulting on the 
survey look more similar to single-family 
homes than apartments but are clearly more 
dense. For that reason, citizens’ support 
levels were predictably middling. Outside of 
wanting to see these units “nowhere”, the most 
common responses were in “mixed-use areas 
(such as The Rose District and Downtown 
Broken Arrow),” “areas on or just behind 
commercial corridors or arterial streets,” and 
even “moderately sized single-family

neighborhoods (quarter-acre to half-acre 
lots).” The latter of these options indicate a 
reasonable level of support for allowance 
within RS districts.  
Figure 13: Duplex Rendering Used in 
Survey

Source: Nationwide Homes, https://nationwide-homes.
com/model/bridgewater-duplex/.

In association with this topic, COBA should 
consider moving away from the “two family” 
moniker in future iterations of the code. The 
term is problematic in the sense that zoning 
code can regulate densities and building 
styles but legally it cannot regulate type of 
persons and households who reside in the 
units. One potential option, used in other 
communities, is “multi-unit house.” The City 
should also encourage the community to think 
more about middle-density, than implying 
a strict cut-off point of one- or two-family 
dwellings. Shifts in vocabulary may be a 
helpful way to make that transition. Lastly, as 
suggested above, there are several different 
expressions of attached units, including 
duplexes, twinhomes, and townhomes, none 
of which have representation within the 
current terminology. 
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3.2 Increase Density Allowances

Allowing higher-density developments, 
such as multi-family housing or mixed-use 
buildings, enables more housing units on a 
given piece of land. This can help meet the 
demand for housing in geographic areas 
where space is limited. The proposed Broken 
Arrow zoning code draft begins to address 
this item, suggesting that areas around the 
Rose District and other high-intensity corridors 
would be appropriate areas to consider 
upzoning or greater allowances for density. 

The City could incentivize developers 
to denser and more affordable units in 
such areas, enacting “density bonuses” to 
developers who can meet certain metrics. 
Density bonuses can allow development of 
more units than what typical code permits, or 
reduce green space or parking requirements. 
Criteria can be based on community factors 
such as whether the project vicinity is 
sufficiently walkable and has adjacent open 
space. To add an additional carrot to this 
concept, city leadership could also consider 
offering density bonuses to developers 
who can meet certain area median income 
requirements for rental costs on a certain 
portion of the units being rented. 

In the RMF district, city code currently requires 
a minimum land area of 2,300 square feet 
per dwelling unit (sf per d/u).16 This standard 
is average compared to other communities 
in Oklahoma, but also does not provide 
much opportunity to differentiate between 
lower and higher density multi-family. 
Mathematically, this allows for a maximum 
density of 19 units per acre. By comparison, 
the City of Tulsa allows the equivalent of 
18.5 d/u/acre in the RM-1: “Residential Multi-
Family 1” district and 33.5 d/u/acre in the RM2 
“Residential Multi-Family 2” district.17

Recent multi-family developments in Broken 
Arrow, such as The Icon (Figure 14) tend to 
be higher end in terms of cost and finishes. 
Though a helpful option, the lower density of 
the units is part of what contributes to their 

16  Broken Arrow Updated Zoning Code, pp 20. 

17  City of Tulsa Zoning Code, https://tulsaplanning.org/plans/TulsaZoningCode.pdf, pp 5-5, (accessed 
2/22/2024). 

18  Broken Arrow Updated Zoning Code, p 66-70

may need to create a higher density tier for 
multi-family development, or at least relax 
density allowances in certain areas. 

Figure 14: Pool at ‘The Icon at Broken 
Arrow’ apartments

Source: Rent.com, https://www.rent.com/oklahoma/
broken-arrow-apartments/the-icon-at-broken-
arrow-4-100059441.

3.3 Cluster Zoning

Allowing developers to cluster homes on a 
portion of a property while preserving open 
space can lead to more efficient land use 
and create opportunities for both higher-
density and lower-density housing. This 
recommendation aligns with the density 
bonus concept, promoting varied housing 
typologies while preserving natural features. 

Once again, the updated zoning code hints 
at potential increases in this housing typology 
in several areas. Firstly, the code allows for 
both “compact” and “preservation” style 
development within the RS district which 
allow for setting aside common open space 
to provide “rural and suburban character.”18 
The concessions for these styles when directly 
neighboring a conventional RS neighborhood 
are reasonable for ensuring compatibility 
of design and land use. Nevertheless, there 
are likely to be disputes with some adjacent 
neighborhoods, which is why it is important for 
these typologies to be codified by-right. 

relatively high cost. Hence, over time, COBA 

https://tulsaplanning.org/plans/TulsaZoningCode.pdf
https://www.rent.com/oklahoma/broken-arrow-apartments/the-icon-at-broken-arrow-4-100059441
https://www.rent.com/oklahoma/broken-arrow-apartments/the-icon-at-broken-arrow-4-100059441
https://www.rent.com/oklahoma/broken-arrow-apartments/the-icon-at-broken-arrow-4-100059441
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The second allusion relates to Cottage 
Courts which are to be small, detached units, 
“arranged around a common courtyard.”19 
Cottage Courts are to be allowed by-right 
in the RMD district and DROD 1. They also 
require a minimum lot size of 10,000 SF (4.36 
acres), which could limit adoption of the 
concept for in-fill purposes. As the concept is 
built into by developers, the City may consider 
adopting additional concepts from this 
housing type to introduce to the RS district. 

3.4: Uphold Allowance of Accessory 
Dwelling Units (ADUs)

COBA’s recently altered zoning code and 
comp plan enhanced how and where ADUs 
are allowable. When passed, the new zoning 
ordinance will allow ADUs as permitted use 
in all Agricultural, Residential, and DROD 
areas 1 through 5, by-right. The primary 
factors controlling their application will be the 
requirement related to entrance, location in 
reference to the primary unit, unit size, and 
utility meter requirements. 

With these changes pending, it might seem 
that this recommendation is a moot point, 
but the consulting team believes that it will 
take some time for the market to respond 
to these provisions, and that when they do 
the public may resist the new innovations. As 
housing cost pressures increase, homeowners 
are pulled or pushed to find new ways to 
leverage their investments. Though BA is still 
relatively affordable, over the next decade, as 
housing pressures increase and the region’s 

19  Ibid. p 114

population ages, ADUs will become more 
commonplace. As this occurs, developing a 
roster of compliant ADU photos from across 
the community could be another way to 
educate the public and encourage adoption 
of this concept.  

Points Consulting’s community survey 
indicated that ADUs are one of the few forms 
of housing density that brings the least 
potential for conflict. 70% of survey responses 
were affirmative that ADUs are suitable either 
“everywhere” and/or in single-family home 
districts. They pass communities’ informal “it 
looks more like a single-family home” litmus 
test. Perhaps one of the reasons this concept 
is palatable is that ADUs provide the potential 

Figure 15: RS Subdivision Development Options Illustrative

Source: City of Broken Arrow Updated Zoning Code, chapt. 3, pp 9.

Figure 16: Types of ADUs

Note: Structures shaded yellow indicate ADUs. Source: City 
of Broken Arrow Updated Zoning Code, chapt. 2, pp 32.
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for graceful aging in place for citizens as they 
age. They can continue to occupy the primary 
unit while a caretaker or family member 
occupies the ADU, or vice versa. 

One of the greatest factors that causes citizens 
to resist ADUs is simply a lack of knowledge 
and exposure to the topic. Utilizing pictures 
of attached and detached ADUs in the zoning 
code and at planning commission hearings 
where the topic is under discussion, can 
alleviate many of these concerns. 

3.5 Enact Minimum Density Standards 
                  in Multi-Family Districts

Traditionally, single-family housing receives 
top priority in the districts, including those 
zoned for higher-density use. To ensure these 
multi-family districts (namely, the RM and RMF 
districts) fulfill their intended land-use purpose 
and prevent encroachment from lower-density 
development, enacting a minimum density 
standard for any new development within 
these districts is crucial. This change would 
protect the 2,040 acres of City lands zoned 
for multi-family development, ensuring they 
are developed according to their intended 
purpose.

This concept can be regulated by using a 
combination of thresholds for lot and building 
size and ensuring a minimum lot coverage or 
floor area ratio (FAR). 

Housing Forecast
The following housing forecast presents three distinct development scenarios for the City 
of Broken Arrow (see Figure 17). The model assumes additional eastward development and 
construction into the City’s fence line area in Wagoner County, as well as the projected rate of 
population growth shown in Points Consulting’s forecast. 

Depending on market conditions and future zoning alterations, developers in the City may opt to 
invest in a greater variety of more dense housing typologies. To account for that possibility, Points 
Consulting developed two scenarios in addition to the status quo development pattern. 

Status Quo Scenario

The status quo would see single family homes largely remain the predominant housing type, with 
a share close to 77% of the total housing stock in 2040 (SFH accounted for 80.5% of homes in 
2023). More dense options would possibly increase as a proportion of total housing stock, with 
an average growth rate of around 2.6% for middle-density housing over the next 17 years, and 
around 2.1% for multifamily homes. The City could add approximately 6,747 units from 2023 to 
2040 under this scenario.

Moderate Density Scenario

The moderate density development pattern places a greater emphasis on both small and large 
middle-density options, such as duplexes, townhomes, attached and detached ADUs, condos, 
among others. 

Under the moderate density scenario, Points Consulting projects a potential increase of around 
9,128 units over the next 17 years. More dense housing options would naturally lend themselves 
to a higher overall unit count when compared to distributions that favor single-family homes. 
Single family homes would still remain around 70% of all units in 2040, but small-and-middle-
density options together could surpass the 14% mark (compared to 5% in 2023), with multifamily 
development going from under 12% in 2023 to 14.5% in 2040. 

Multi-family housing (photo: Points Consulting Vist).
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Infill Scenario

The infill pattern further emphasizes middle density typologies, but focuses more on ramping up 
multifamily development. The infill scenario represents the most multi-family-centered develop-
ment pattern. Points Consulting projects an average growth rate of 3.2% for multi-family units 
over the forecast period, adding around 3,484 of these units over the following 17 years. Single-
family units would make up around 67% of the housing stock, with both middle-density options 
surpassing the 7% mark. This scenario could add about 10,300 units over the next 17 years.

Affordable Housing Needs
Estimating precisely how many subsidized housing units will be required in the future is 
challenging due to a variety of factors, but it is essential for public housing advocates to have a 
target number. Assuming the expected cost escalation addressed previously in this study, the 
number of cost-burdened households is expected to increase. Maintaining the same level of 
public housing support currently offered, Broken Arrow would require between 470 and 725 
units by 2040, scaled from the status quo to the “infill scenario”. That said, many would argue that 
Broken Arrow is currently under-supported in terms of subsidized housing. Addressing the need 
more fully would require somewhere between 725 and 1,120 units. 

Figure 17: Housing Needs Forecast for COBA

Source: Points Consulting, 2024

Table 4: Housing Needs Forecast for COBA

2023 
Distributions

2023 
Units

2040 
Distributions

2040 
Units

% Unit Change 
’23-‘40

Status Quo Forecast -- 42,298 -- 49,045 15.6%
Single Family Homes 80.5% 34,050 76.7% 37,618 10.5%
Small Middle-Density 
(Attached ADUs, 
Duplex, Twinhomes)

2.2% 931 3.0% 1,471 58.0%

Large Middle-Density 
(Detached ADUs, 
Triplex, Quadplex, 
Townhomes, Condos)

2.8% 1,184 3.6% 1,777 50.1%

Multi-Family 11.8% 4,991 14.6% 7,150 43.3%
Manufactured Homes 2.7% 1,142 2.1% 1,028 (9.9%)
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Source: Points Consulting, 2023

Forecast Methodology Details
Currently, Broken Arrow has an average housing density of 736 housing units per square mile. 
For context, in 2022 the City of Tulsa had 952 units per square mile, while Oklahoma City had 
481 units per square mile. If the City of Broken Arrow were to maintain its current city limits and 
status quo pattern of housing development, housing density in 2040 may approach 772 units 
per square mile. However, if the City were to incorporate its fence line area by 2040, average 
housing density would hover around 469 units per square mile, which is comparable to Edmond, 
Oklahoma’s 2023 level of 437 units per square mile.

2023 
Distributions

2023 
Units

2040 
Distributions

2040 
Units

% Unit Change 
’23-‘40

Moderate Density -- 42,298 -- 51,426 21.6%
Single Family Homes 80.5% 34,050 70.0% 35,998 5.7%
Small Middle-Density 
(Attached ADUs, 
Duplex, Twinhomes)

2.2% 931 6.3% 3,240 248.0%

Large Middle-Density 
(Detached ADUs, 
Triplex, Quadplex, 
Townhomes, Condos)

2.8% 1,184 6.7% 3,446 190.9%

Multi-Family 11.8% 4,991 14.5% 7,457 49.4%
Manufactured Homes 2.7% 1,142 2.5% 1,286 12.6%

Moderate Density with 
Infill -- 42,298 -- 52,639 24.5%

Single Family Homes 80.5% 34,050 67.0% 35,268 3.6%
Small Middle-Density 
(Attached ADUs, 
Duplex, Twinhomes)

2.2% 931 7.2% 3,790 307.1%

Large Middle-Density 
(Detached ADUs, 
Triplex, Quadplex, 
Townhomes, Condos)

2.8% 1,184 7.4% 3,895 228.9%

Multi-Family 11.8% 4,991 16.1% 8,475 69.8%
Manufactured Homes 2.7% 1,142 2.3% 1,211 6.0%
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4. Demographic and Socioeconomic Trends

Trends in Population Growth

20  N. Evangelou, “Where People Moved in 2022”, National Association of Realtors https://www.nar.realtor/
blogs/economists-outlook/where-people-moved-in-2022

Population and demographics serve as 
essential indicators when evaluating the 
economic dynamics that influence housing 
markets. This holds particularly true for 
Oklahoma, which ranked as the 10th most 
popular state in 2022 in terms of domestic net 
migration. 20 Within Oklahoma, Broken Arrow 
stands out with its remarkable growth rate, 
surpassing both Tulsa County and Wagoner 
County, and significantly outpacing the 
state as a whole. Broken Arrow’s impressive 
growth rate of nearly 20% exceeds the 
national growth rate by a substantial margin 
of approximately 11 percentage points 
during the same period. This growth pattern 
is expected to continue in the coming years, 
according to projections carried out by the 
Oklahoma Department of Commerce. Table 5 
provides details on the growth of each region 
between 2010 and 2023, while Table 6 shows 
the compound annual growth rate (CAGR) for 
population over time. 

Figure 18 shows the cumulative rate of 
population change for Tulsa County and 
Wagoner County and compares it with the 
state’s rate. The growth rates for both Tulsa 
and Wagoner Counties are expected to 
remain firmly above Oklahoma’s rate over the 
next 30 years. The Department of Commerce 
projects a population in 2050 of 750,600 for 
Tulsa County, 90,000 for Wagoner County, and 
4.3 million for Oklahoma. 

When viewed within a broader historical 
perspective, the ongoing surge in population 
becomes even more remarkable. The City of 
Broken Arrow experienced a population surge 
commencing in the 1970s, a phenomenon 
largely propelled by the growth of nearby 
Tulsa and the completion of the Broken Arrow 
Expressway in the mid-1960s. These factors, 
combined with the City’s relatively affordable 
housing options and a broader national trend 
towards suburban living, resulted in the City’s 
resident population experiencing a three-

Area 2010 
Population

2023 
Population

Numerical 
Change % Change

Broken Arrow 98,317 117,762 19,445 19.8%
Tulsa County 603,403 685,694 82,291 13.6%
Wagoner County 73,085 84,565 11,480 15.7%
Oklahoma 3,751,351 4,022,510 271,159 7.2%
United States 308.7M 337.5M 28.8M 9.3%

Table 5: Population Change, 2010-2023

Area 2010 
Population

2023 
Population

Numerical 
Change % Change

Broken Arrow 98,317 117,762 19,445 19.8%
Tulsa County 603,403 685,694 82,291 13.6%
Wagoner County 73,085 84,565 11,480 15.7%
Oklahoma 3,751,351 4,022,510 271,159 7.2%
United States 308.7M 337.5M 28.8M 9.3%

Source: Esri Business Analyst, 2023

Table 6: Population Growth Over Time

Oklahoma Department of Commerce, Oklahoma Population Projection 2020-2070

https://www.nar.realtor/blogs/economists-outlook/where-people-moved-in-2022
https://www.nar.realtor/blogs/economists-outlook/where-people-moved-in-2022
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fold increase. Illustrating this trend, Figure 19 depicts an average annual growth rate of 4.5% from 
1970 to 2020. Although the pace has slightly diminished, the City continued to demonstrate a 
robust growth rate of 2.7% from 2020 to 2023.

Figure 18: Cumulative Population Change: 2015-2050

Source: Oklahoma Department of Commerce, Oklahoma Population Projection 2020-2070

Figure 19: Broken Arrow 100-year Population Growth

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, and Esri Business Analyst 2023

Population growth is influenced by three primary factors: births, deaths, and migration. Figures 
20 - 23 illustrate how these sources of population change have evolved from 2010 to 2021. From 
2010 to 2021, the county experienced a significant transformation in these sources of population 
change. Notably, net domestic migration exhibited a steady increase up to its peak in 2015. 
However, from 2016 onwards, there was a noticeable fluctuation in the rate of net in-migration. 
The years 2017 and 2018 saw negative net changes, while from 2019 to 2021, there was a return 
to positive rates. Natural population increase, which reflects the difference between births and 
deaths, remained consistently positive throughout this period. Overall, Tulsa County’s population 
has displayed a steady upward trend since 2010.
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Figure 20: Regional Population Change Comparison

Figure 21: Sources of Population Change in Tulsa County, 2010-2021*

Figure 22: Sources of Population Change in Wagoner County, 2010-2021*

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, and Esri Business Analyst 2022-2023

* Source: US Census Bureau, Population and Housing Unit Estimates
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Figure 23: Sources of Population Change in Oklahoma, 2010-2021

Source: US Census Bureau, Population and Housing Unit Estimates

In Wagoner County, population 
dynamics have been influenced pri-
marily by net migration since 2010, 
although with minor fluctuations in 
some years. Over the entire period, 
net migration increased by nearly 13% 
from 2010 to 2021. This consistent 
growth in net migration has been 
the principal driver of year-to-year 
population expansion in the county. 
Simultaneously, natural population 
increase has remained relatively stable 
throughout the years, contributing to 
the county’s overall population growth.

When looking at the state of 
Oklahoma, population changes ref-
lect a cyclical pattern in net migration, 
with an upswing commencing in 2010 
and extending until 2013. After this 
peak, migration rates experienced a 
temporary decline before resurging 
and reaching another peak in 2021. 
Conversely, natural population in-
crease has gradually decreased since 
2012. Despite this decline in natural increase, 
the state’s overall population has consistently 
followed an upward trajectory since 2010.

The City has grown unevenly, more in certain 
pockets than in others. The map in Figure 24 
breaks down population growth at the block 
group level. From 2010 to 2020 the highest 
rates of increase (greater than 50%) took place 
in the northern and southwestern areas of the 
Tulsa County portion of the City, as well as the 

northwestern and southeastern regions of the 
Wagoner County portion of the City.

Table 7 provides a detailed insight into 
migration dynamics, focusing on the top 10 
counties that contributed to both in-and-out-
migration for Tulsa County between 2016 
and 2020. During this period, the majority of 
in-migration flows to Tulsa County originated 
from Oklahoma, as well as from Texas 

Figure 24: Broken Arrow Population Growth 2010-
2020 by Block Group

Source: US Census Bureau, 2020
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and California. Specifically, 
Creek County, Oklahoma 
emerged as the primary 
source for incoming migration, 
followed by Washington County, 
OK, in the second position. 
Most outbound migration from 
Tulsa County was directed 
toward other counties within 
Oklahoma. Additionally, 
there were instances of Tulsa 
County residents relocating to 
Ramsey County in Minnesota 
and Clark County, Nevada. To 
further visualize these county-
to-county movements, Figure 
25 presents a map with color-
coded migration flows, where 
brown signifies positive net 
migration to Tulsa County, while 
blue represents negative net 
migration.

Figure 25: Tulsa County In- and Out-Migration Trends*

Positive Net Migration From Negative Net Migration To

Creek County, OK +840 Wagoner County, 
OK (1,151)

Washington County, 
OK +459 Payne County, OK (690)

Bexar County, TX +406 Cleveland County, 
OK (604)

Adair County, OK +346 Ramsey County, 
MN (405)

Sacramento County, 
CA +326 Clark County, NV (387)

OK County, OK +306 Washington 
County, AK (348)

Parker County, TX +300 Kaufman County, 
TX (348)

Pottawatomie 
County, OK +216 Osage County, OK (326)

Seminole County, 
OK +201 Gaston County, 

NC (298)

Fresno County, CA +195 Tarrant County, TX (283)

Table 7: Tulsa County Top In & Out Migration Counties, 
2016-2020*

*Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2016-2020 5-year American Community Survey
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Table 8 displays the key migra-
tion trends in Wagoner County 
from 2016 to 2020. Similar 
to the case of Tulsa County, 
the majority of incoming 
migration flows came from 
within Oklahoma, with Tulsa 
County being the primary 
source. Migrants leaving 
Wagoner County tended to 
seek new homes in other states, 
particularly Harris County, Texas, 
which attracted nearly 640 
migrants. Figure 26 provides a 
map of Wagoner County with 
color-coded migration patterns, 
similar to Figure 25 for Tulsa 
County.

Positive Net Migration From Negative Net Migration To

Table 8: Wagoner County Top In & Out Migration Counties, 
2016-2020

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2016-2020 5-year American Community Survey 

Figure 26: Wagoner County In- and Out-Migration Trends

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2016-2020 5-year American Community Survey

Tulsa County, OK +1,151 Harris County, TX (637)
Muskogee County, 
OK +235 Broomfield 

County, CO (116)

Osage County, OK +111 Payne County, OK (115)
Outagamie County, 
WI +107 Cherokee County, 

OK (109)

Delaware County, 
OK +75 Douglas County, 

CO (104)

Ventura County, CA +63 Denver County, 
CO (79)

Pittsburg County, 
OK +58 Cape Girardeau 

County, MO (72)

OK County, OK +57 Lincoln County, NC (67)

Benton County, AK +49 Ramsey County, 
ND (60)

Wayne County, NY +49 Prince William 
County, VA (53)
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The rates of geographic mobility within Broken Arrow, referring to the movement from one 
home to another within the City, have exhibited relative stability when comparing data from 
2017 to 2022. In 2022, a slightly higher percentage of Broken Arrow residents opted to stay in 
place compared to five years prior, showing a modest increase of nearly 2 percentage points. 
The proportion of individuals relocating from a different county remained unchanged, while 
there was a slight decrease in those arriving from another state. Overall, the characteristics of 
geographic mobility have remained largely consistent over the past five years. These patterns are 
broken down in Table 9.

Table 9: Geographic Mobility in Broken Arrow

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2022

Regional Demographic Data
Race and ethnicity significantly influence housing needs and markets, with factors like multi-
generational living, income levels, and household size closely tied to these demographics. 
In Broken Arrow, Wagoner County, and Oklahoma, the largest non-white group comprises 
individuals identifying as two or more races, making up 14.6%, 15%, and 15.3% of their 
populations, respectively. These figures exceed the national average of 10.6% but align closely 
with the state’s 13.3%. Tulsa and Wagoner Counties have notably higher proportions of American 
Indian and Alaskan Native residents compared to the national average but lag behind in Black, 
African American, and Asian representation. The percentages of Native Hawaiian and Other 
Pacific Islander residents show minimal variation across different levels, as shown in Table 10.

Table 10: Race and Ethnicity Comparison, 2023

2017 Pop 5 
years and older % 2022 Pop 5 

years and older %

Total 98,435 100.0% 106,572 100.0%
Lived in the same house as in 
previous year 83,940 85.3% 92,571 86.9%

Lived in a different house as in 
previous year 15,061 15.3% 14,001 13.1%

Of Residents Living in a Different House as the Previous Year:
Lived in the same county as in the 
previous year 7,493 7.6% 8,113 7.6%

Lived in a different county than the 
previous year 3,298 3.4% 3,437 3.2%

Lived in a different state than the 
previous year 2,842 2.9% 2,158 2.0%

Of those not Living in the United States as the Previous Year:
Foreign country or at sea 394 0.4% 293 0.3%

Region White
Black or 
African 
American

American 
Indian & 
Alaska Native

Asian
Native Hawaiian 
& Other Pacific 
Islander

Some 
other 
race

Two or 
more 
races

Hispanic 
or Latino

Broken 
Arrow 66.2% 5.1% 5.6% 4.6% 0.1% 3.9% 14.6% 10.3%

Tulsa 
County 57.1% 10.1% 5.9% 4.0% 0.2% 7.6% 15.0% 15.9%

Wagoner 
County 66.0% 3.4% 10.4% 1.7% 0.1% 3.1% 15.3% 8.2%

Oklahoma 62.5% 7.4% 8.3% 2.5% 0.2% 5.7% 13.3% 12.7%
US 60.6% 12.5% 1.1% 6.2% 0.2% 8.7% 10.6% 19.4%

Source: Points Consulting using Esri Business Analyst, 2023
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Table 11 illustrates how the rates for each race and ethnicity have changed in Broken Arrow since 
2010. Most notably, the White population has decreased 16%, while those of two or more races 
have increased 170%. Some other race and Hispanics have also grown substantially as a share of 
the City’s population, both with increases of over 60% in 13 years.

Table 11: Percentage Change in Race and Ethnicity in Broken Arrow, 2010-2023

Source: Points Consulting using Esri Business Analyst, 2023

Housing needs, influenced by population factors like parcel size, home size, and proximity to 
services, also hinge on age considerations, particularly in forecasting housing markets over 
the next 10 to 20 years. A key demographic shift will occur as many Baby Boomers vacate their 
homes between 2030 and 2050. Examining age distribution in Broken Arrow, Tulsa County, 
Wagoner County, Oklahoma, and the US (Figure 27) reveals similarities and noteworthy 
differences. In Broken Arrow, both the 55-64 and 20-34 age groups are smaller than the national 
average, while Tulsa County exhibits a higher proportion of individuals in the 20-34 age group 
than both Broken Arrow and the national average. Wagoner County, on the other hand, has fewer 
young people (20-34) and seniors (65+) compared to Broken Arrow. In the broader context, 
Oklahoma boasts a higher percentage of young people under 34 compared to the national 
average. 

Figure 27: Population by Age, 2021

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017-2021 5-year American Community Survey, Table S0101

It is necessary to be conscious of the age distribution in a region, since the housing needs 
of an aging population are going to be different to those of younger renters and first-time 

Region White
Black or 
African 
American

American 
Indian & 
Alaska Native

Asian
Native Hawaiian 
& Other Pacific 
Islander

Some 
other 
race

Two or 
more 
races

Hispanic 
or Latino

Broken 
Arrow (16.4%) 18.6% 7.7% 27.8% -- 77.3% 170.4% 60.9%

Tulsa 
County (17.5%) (5.6%) (1.7%) 73.9% 100.0% 31.0% 158.6% 44.5%

Wagoner 
County (12.8%) (8.1%) 4.0% 21.4% -- 72.2% 106.8% 70.8%

Oklahoma (13.4%) 0.0% (3.5%) 47.1% 100.0% 39.0% 125.4% 42.7%
US (16.3%) (0.8%) 22.2% 29.2% 0.0% 40.3% 265.5% 19.0%
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homebuyers. Figure 28 shows a 
comparison of the median age in the 
regions of interest and compares them 
to the state and national level. The 
median age in Broken Arrow is slightly 
higher than the state median, mainly 
due to Wagoner County’s higher 
median age of close to 39. The City 
has a lower median age than the US, 
however, given Tulsa County’s lower 
median age.

Figure 28 shows the percentage of 
residents aged 55 and over in the 
same regions as the previous figure. 
The City of Broken Arrow has a slightly 
lower population of those 55 and over 
than the state or the nation, however 
Wagoner County has a slightly higher 
proportion of older residents than the 
US overall. This age cohort is important 
to keep track of, because research 
from the Joint Center for Housing Studies of Harvard University shows that most adults prefer to 
age in place in their communities. Additionally, the 55+ cohort increased 26% in Broken Arrow, 
compared to 12% in Oklahoma, and 18% at the national level.21  Therefore, it is vital to have a 
supply of age-appropriate housing available in such areas. Some mechanisms that can be used 
to meet the housing needs of a more senior population of a range of income levels include 
zoning to permit accessory dwelling units, so seniors with disabilities and other health conditions 
can live close to their family caregivers, multifamily housing, and mixed-use developments.22

Figure 29: Population aged 55+, 2021

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017-2021 5-year American Community Survey, Table S1501

Figure 30 provides a snapshot of the educational achievements of residents aged 25 and over in 
Broken Arrow, Tulsa, and Wagoner Counties, Oklahoma, alongside the broader United States. In 
Broken Arrow, a notable majority of the population has attained some level of college education, 
surpassing the educational attainment levels seen in the other regions depicted in the chart. 
Conversely, most residents in these regions have secured high school diplomas as their highest 

21  U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 

22  “Housing America’s Older Adults: Meeting the Needs of an Aging Population” Joint Center for Housing 
Studies of Harvard University, 2014

Figure 28: Median Age Comparison, 2021

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2021



 

Figure 30: Educational Attainment, Population 25+, 2021 

Figure 31: Family Composition by Household, 2021

https://housingmatters.urban.org/articles/how-housing-can-determine-educational-health-and-economic-outcomes
https://housingmatters.urban.org/articles/how-housing-can-determine-educational-health-and-economic-outcomes
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Figure 32: Median Household Size, 2021 

Figure 33: Percentage of Households with Children by 

Household Type, 2021 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5130094/


 

Table 12: Number of Schools and Enrollment in Broken Arrow 

Table 13: Students Per Household by Housing Type 

https://lbmjournal.com/home-prices-are-rising-2x-faster-than-income/#:~:text=But%20buyers%20aren't%20feeling,annual%20income%20on%20a%20home
https://lbmjournal.com/home-prices-are-rising-2x-faster-than-income/#:~:text=But%20buyers%20aren't%20feeling,annual%20income%20on%20a%20home
https://lbmjournal.com/home-prices-are-rising-2x-faster-than-income/#:~:text=But%20buyers%20aren't%20feeling,annual%20income%20on%20a%20home


 

Figure 34: Median Household Income*

Figure 35: Broken Arrow Monthly Household Budget 

Expenditures* 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 37: Household Income Distribution*

Figure 38: Household Net Worth, 2023*  

Figure 36: Oklahoma Monthly Household Budget 

Expenditures* 



 

Table 14: Cost of Living Comparison 

Figure 39: Monthly Family Budget Comparison 



 

Figure 40: Growth in Social Program Beneficiaries, 2012-2022* 

Figure 41: Growth in the Benefits from Social Programs, 2012-2022*



 

Figure 42: Growth in Seniors Receiving Benefits from Social Programs, 2012-2022* 

Figure 43: Growth in Benefits Received by Seniors from Social Programs, 2012-2022* 



 

Underserved Populations 

Population in Poverty 

Figure 45: Percentage of Families in Poverty by Composition, 2022*

 

Figure 44: Percentage of the Population in Poverty, 2012-2022*

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2022/demo/families/cps-2022.html


 

Figure 46: Percentage of Seniors (65+ Years Old) in Poverty, 2022 

Figure 47: Broken Arrow Population in Poverty, 2021 



 

Low Income Population Groups 

Table 15: Composition of Low-Income Households in Broken Arrow

https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2016/02/18/3-well-being-of-older-adults-living-alone/#:~:text=These%20survey%20findings%20are%20in,with%20others%20to%20be%20poor
https://www.pewresearch.org/social-trends/2016/02/18/3-well-being-of-older-adults-living-alone/#:~:text=These%20survey%20findings%20are%20in,with%20others%20to%20be%20poor


 

Table 16: Composition of Low-Income Households in Tulsa County 

Table 17: Composition of Low-Income Households in Wagoner County 



 

Disabled Population 

Figure 47: Percentage of Population with Disabilities, 2022* 

Table 18: Population with Disabilities, 2022*

https://www.apa.org/pi/ses/resources/publications/disability#:~:text=Despite%20these%20and%20other%20forms,age%20and%20want%20to%20work
https://www.apa.org/pi/ses/resources/publications/disability#:~:text=Despite%20these%20and%20other%20forms,age%20and%20want%20to%20work


 

Veteran Population 

Figure 48: Veterans by Age in Broken Arrow, 2012-2022* 

Table 19: Veteran Population* 

https://www.coloradocoalition.org/help-for-homeless-veterans
https://greendoors.org/facts/veteran-homelessness.php#:~:text=Veterans%20are%2050%25%20more%20likely,considered%20at%2Drisk%20of%20homelessness
https://greendoors.org/facts/veteran-homelessness.php#:~:text=Veterans%20are%2050%25%20more%20likely,considered%20at%2Drisk%20of%20homelessness
https://greendoors.org/facts/veteran-homelessness.php#:~:text=Veterans%20are%2050%25%20more%20likely,considered%20at%2Drisk%20of%20homelessness


 

Figure 49: Veterans by Age in Tulsa County, 2012-2022

 

Figure 50: Veterans by Age in Wagoner County, 2012-2022

https://baveteranscenter.org/


 

Figure 51: Veterans in Poverty, 2013-2022* 

Figure 52: Disabled Veterans, 2013-2022* 



 

Homeless Population 

 

Figure 53: Point-in-Time Homeless Count in Tulsa 

City/County, 2015-2023 



 

Figure 54: Demographics of Homeless in Tulsa City/County, 2015-2023* 

Figure 55: Shelter Type of Homeless in Tulsa City/County, 2015-2023* 



 

Figure 58: Annual Wage Growth Rate, 2010-2022* 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Economic Drivers 

Labor Force, Earnings, 

and Establishments 

Figure 56: Annual Employment Growth Rate, 2010-2022* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 57: Annual Establishments Growth Rate, 2010-2022* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Employment and Earnings by Industry 

 —  — 

 

Figure 59: Annual Rate of Unemployment, 2018-2022 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

https://brokenarrowedc.com/innovation-district/
https://www.baschools.org/vnews/display.v/SEC/Project%20Pathways%7CTulsa%20Tech


 

Table 21: Tulsa MSA Employment Projections by Industry, 2020-2030 

Table 22: Broken Arrow Employment by Industry, 2022 



 

Table 23: Broken Arrow Employment by Occupation, 2022 

Table 24: Top Employers in Broken Arrow 



 

Community Tapestries 

Figure 60: Dominant Tapestry Map for Broken Arrow 



 

Broken Arrow Tapestry Segmentation Details 

• 

• 

• 

Table 25: Tapestries Segmentation Distribution for Broken Arrow 

 



 

Table 26: National-Level Characteristics of Broken Arrow Tapestry Segments 

Commuter and Transportation Data 

 

Table 27: Where Workers are Employed who Live     

in Broken Arrow 



 

Table 28: Where Workers Live Who are Employed  

in Broken Arrow* 

Figure 62: Broken Arrow Drive Time Radius 

 

Figure 61: Broken Arrow Employee 

Commute Radius



 

Figure 63: Commuter Inflow and Outflow from Broken Arrow 

Figure 64: Broken Arrow Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) Percent Change 2019-2022 



 

Table 29: Comparison of Percent of Workers Working from Home 

  

https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20210920005140/en/Fiber-Internet-is-Coming-to-Broken-Arrow-from-Kinetic
https://www.businesswire.com/news/home/20210920005140/en/Fiber-Internet-is-Coming-to-Broken-Arrow-from-Kinetic


 

5. Housing Trends 

Building Types and Tenure introduction 

Table 30: Percent Housing by Type, 2021*

Figure 65: Owner-Occupied and Renter-Occupied Homes, 2021* 



 

 

Figure 66: Locations of Multifamily and Senior Housing Projects 

  

Table 31: Supply of Multifamily Dwellings by Type, 

2023



 

Figure 67: Housing Units per Square Mile 

Home Value Trends 

 



 

Table 32: Owner-Occupied Housing Units by Value and Median Home Value, 2023 
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Figure 68: Zillow Home Value Growth 2015-2023



 



 

Figure 70: Median Home Value to Median Household     

Income Ratio 

Figure 71: Percent Change in Median Income, Median Rent, 

and FHFA House Price Index 2010-2022, by Type 
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Figure 72: Regional Comparison of Home Price Appreciation, 2018-2023 

https://finance.yahoo.com/news/federal-reserve-raises-interest-rates-to-highest-since-2007-sees-higher-rates-in-23-190034046.html
https://finance.yahoo.com/news/federal-reserve-raises-interest-rates-to-highest-since-2007-sees-higher-rates-in-23-190034046.html


 

Figure 74: Average Annual Federal Mortgage Interest Rate

Table 34: Change in Average Federal Mortgage Loan Amount 

Figure 73: Total Annual Federal Mortgage Applications to 

Purchase a Home 

https://www.investopedia.com/articles/personal-finance/050715/how-federal-reserve-affects-mortgage-rates.asp
https://www.investopedia.com/articles/personal-finance/050715/how-federal-reserve-affects-mortgage-rates.asp


 

Housing Stock and Occupancy Rates 

Figure 75: Age of Housing Stock* 

Figure 76: Vacancy Rate



 

Figure 77: Vacancy Status 

Figure 78: Housing Units per 1,000 Residents



 

Table 36: Residence by Occupants per Room in Tulsa County, 2020-2021 

 

Figure 79: Jobs-to-Housing Ratio



 

Table 37: Residence by Occupants per Room in Wagoner County, 2020-2021* 

 — 

Table 38: Residence by Occupants per Room in Broken Arrow, 2020-2021* 



 

New Housing Production 

Figure 80: Total Housing Permit Units in the City of Broken Arrow, 2005-2023*

 

Figure 81: Single-Family and Multi-Family Permit Units in the City of Broken Arrow, 2005-

2023*

*



 

Figure 82: Total Housing Permit Units in Tulsa and Wagoner County, 2005-2022*

Figure 83: Single-Family and Multi-Family Permit Units in Tulsa and Wagoner County, 2005-

2022* 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-economy-housingstarts/u-s-housing-starts-building-permits-scale-12-year-high-idUSKBN1W31LF
https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-economy-housingstarts/u-s-housing-starts-building-permits-scale-12-year-high-idUSKBN1W31LF


 

Cost of Construction 

Figure 84: Building Cost Average of 1 Story SFH, 2024 Q1

 



 

Figure 85: Cost per Square Foot Average of 1 story SFH, 2024 Q1 

Table 39: Building Costs for Average One-story Home by Region, 2024 Q1 

 



 

Planned Developments 

Table 40: Multi-family Data at Various Stages of Development* 

Rental Rates  

Figure 86: Residential Plats Recorded in 

Broken Arrow, 2020-2023*



 

Figure 88: Rental Price Range for all Unit Sizes, 2010-2022*
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Figure 87: Rental Prices in Broken Arrow by Unit Size, 

2010-2022* 

https://www.rentcafe.com/blog/rental-market/market-snapshots/how-much-space-for-1700-by-zip-code/
https://www.rentcafe.com/blog/rental-market/market-snapshots/how-much-space-for-1700-by-zip-code/


 

Table 41: Average Annual Listings Change by Unit Size, 2020-2022 

 

Figure 89: Rent-to-Income and Level of Cost 

Burden, 2022 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr_edge_featd_article_092214.html


 

Short-Term Rentals 

Figure 90: STR Active Listings Over Time 



 

Figure 91: STR Operators’ Monthly Revenue 

 

Figure 92: STR’s Average Daily Rate (ADR) 



 

Figure 93: STR Revenue by Unit Type* 

Figure 94: STR Revenue by Bedroom Number* 

https://www.airdna.co/blog/unique-airbnbs-outperform-the-rest


 

Table 42: STR Patterns in Broken Arrow and Peer Communities

Figure 95: STR Occupancy Rate 

https://www.airdna.co/blog/airbnb-hosting-tips-for-occupancy-in-2023


 

Figure 96: Active STR Listing Forecast, 2018-2026 

Table 43: Housing Subsidies in Broken Arrow, 2023 

Table 44: Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Projects in Broken Arrow

  



 

6. Community Engagement Summary 

In-Depth Interview Key Themes 

 



 

Community Survey 

Introduction 



 

Community Survey Responses 

Demographics 

Figure 97: What is your age group?  

 

  

Figure 98: Where do you live? 

Figure 100: Do you own a second home 

or a rental property in Broken Arrow? 

Figure 99: How long have you Lived in 

Broken Arrow?  



 

 

Figure 101: What is your employment situation? 

 
 

 

Figure 102: What is your current housing status?  

 

Figure 103: Who else resides in your 

residence? 



 

Figure 104: In what type of housing do you reside? 

 
 

Cost Perceptions Questions 

Figure 105: Perceptions of rental costs in Broken Arrow 

 

Figure 106: Perceptions of purchasing cost in Broken Arrow 

  



 

Figure 107: Which, if any, of the following housing aspects are you dissatisfied with in 

Broken Arrow? 

 
 

Figure 108: Are you currently looking to move to  

a new home in Broken Arrow or elsewhere? 

  



 

Figure 109: What should the local government’s role be in regulating the housing market? 

 

 

Housing Supply Questions 

Figure 110: Would you like to see Broken Arrow’s housing stock increase? 

 
  



 

Figure 111: What options would you be in favor of the City of Broken Arrow encouraging or 

allowing in order to provide more housing? 

 
 

Figure 112: What types of neighborhoods in Broken Arrow would be most suitable for the 

townhome housing type? 

 
  



 

Figure 113: What types of neighborhoods in Broken Arrow would be most suitable for the 

duplex and triplex housing type? 

 

 
Figure 114: What types of neighborhoods in Broken Arrow would be most suitable for 

cottage neighborhoods? 

  



 

Figure 115: What types of neighborhoods in Broken Arrow would be most suitable for the 

multi-family/apartment housing type? 

 
 

Figure 116: What types of neighborhoods in Broken Arrow would be most suitable for the 

condominium housing type? 

 



 

Figure 117: What types of neighborhoods in Broken Arrow would be most suitable for the 

accessory dwelling unit housing type? 

 
 

Figure 118: Coded responses for additional thoughts or comments related to housing in 

Broken Arrow 

 



 

Figure 119: Coded responses for additional thoughts or comments related to housing in 

Broken Arrow (continued) 

 
 

Additional Statistical Analysis of Survey Data 

•  

•  

•  
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Figure 120: Would you like to see the City of Broken Arrow’s housing stock increase? (Cross-

tabulated Responses) 

Figure 121: Townhome preferences based on tenure 



 

Figure 122: Duplex and triplex preferences based on age of respondent 

 

Figure 123: Cottage neighborhood preferences by residence type 

 
  



 

Figure 124: Dense multi-family or apartment preferences by tenure 

 
 

Figure 125: Owner-occupied condominium preferences by residence type 

 
  



 

Figure 126: Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) – attached or detached preferences based on 

time spent living in Broken Arrow 

 



 

Appendix A – Detailed Data 

Benchmarking to Peer Cities 

Table 45: Housing Regional Comparison

Table 46: Regional Demographic Comparison 

 



 

Table 47: Regional Housing Cost Comparison 

LifeMode Group Descriptions 

Table 48: LifeMode Groups
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Tulsa County Tapestry Segmentation Details 

Figure 127: Dominant Tapestry Map for Tulsa County



 

Figure 128: Dominant Tapestry Map for Wagoner County
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Table 49: Tapestries Segmentation Distribution for Tulsa County 

Table 50: National-Level Characteristics of Tulsa County Tapestry Segments 

• 

• 

• 

 



 

Table 51: Tapestries Segmentation Distribution for Wagoner County 

Table 52: National-Level Characteristics of Wagoner County Tapestry Segments

Table 53: Number of Lots



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

Housing Permit & Land Use Maps 

Figure 129: Broken Arrow Urbanized Area Vacant Parcel Map 

 

  



 

Figure 130: Broken Arrow Total Building Permits Issued 2005-2022* 

Figure 131: Broken Arrow Single Family Building Permits Issued 2005-2022* 

  



 

Figure 132: Broken Arrow Multi-Family Building Permits Issued 2005-2022* 

 

Figure 133: Broken Arrow Single Family Building Permits Issued 2010-2014* 

 

  



 

Figure 134: Broken Arrow Single Family Building Permits Issued 2020-2022* 

 

Figure 135: Broken Arrow Single Family Building Permits Issued 2015-2019* 

  



 

Figure 136: Broken Arrow Single Family Building Permits Issued 2005-2009* 

Figure 137: Broken Arrow Multi-Family Building Permits Issued 2020-2022* 

  



 

Figure 138: Broken Arrow Multi-Family Building Permits Issued 2015-2019* 

 

Figure 139: Broken Arrow Multi-Family Building Permits Issued 2010-2014* 

  



 

Figure 140: Broken Arrow Multi-Family Building Permits Issued 2005-2009* 

 

Figure 141: Broken Arrow Total Building Permits Issued 2005-2022* 



 

Demographic Maps 

 



 

 



 

  



 

Figure 147: Broken Arrow Population Age 55 and Above by Block Group 

  



 

Housing Maps 

Figure 148: Broken Arrow Renter-Occupied Homes by Block Group* 

Figure 149: Broken Arrow Owner-Occupied Homes by Block Group* 

  



 

Figure 150: Broken Arrow Occupants per Room by Block Group 

  



 

Figure 151: Broken Arrow Number of Households by Block Group 

  



 

Figure 152: Broken Arrow Housing Units without a Mortgage by Block Group* 

Figure 153: Broken Arrow Housing Units with a Mortgage by Block Group* 

  



 

Figure 154: Broken Arrow Mortgage Status by Block Group 

  



 

Figure 155: Broken Arrow Average Household Size by Block Group 

  



 

Figure 156: Broken Arrow Vacancy Rate for Owner-Occupied Homes by Census Tract 

  



 

Figure 157: Tulsa County Structure Year Built by Parcels 

 



 

Boundaries and Land Use Maps 

Figure 158: Broken Arrow Boundaries 

  



 

Figure 159: Broken Arrow Next Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 

  



 

Figure 160: Broken Arrow Zoning* 

Figure 161: Broken Arrow County Reference Map* 



 

Figure 162: Broken Arrow Floodplain and Developable Land* 

Figure 163: Broken Arrow FEMA Floodplain and Floodway* 

  



 

Figure 164: Broken Arrow Public Sanitary Sewer Lines* 

Figure 165: Broken Arrow Public Water Lines* 



 

Figure 166: Broken Arrow Rose District 

  



 

Appendix B: Questions used on Broken 

Arrow Community Survey 

Introductory Questions 
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Housing Related Questions 
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Geographic Preferences for Housing 
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Additional Demographic Questions 
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Appendix C: Images Used in Broken    

Arrow Community Survey 

Figure 167: Townhome Housing Type 

Figure 168: Duplex and triplex housing types

 



 

Figure 169: Cottage neighborhood 

Figure 170: Multi-family/apartment housing type 

 



 

Figure 171: Condominium housing type 

Figure 172: Accessory dwelling unit (ADU) housing type 


