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Executive Summary

Every March, the Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development surveys 
Alaska’s landlords for residenƟ al rental informaƟ on for the Alaska Housing Finance 
CorporaƟ on. For each unit, property owners and managers report the monthly 
contract rent, building type, number of bedrooms, energy sources, and the uƟ liƟ es 
the rent includes. We also collect the vacancy status of each unit for the week that 
includes March 11.

The following analysis makes current and prior year comparisons, unless otherwise 
menƟ oned. 

• Median adjusted rents in Alaska increased from year-ago levels in seven of 10 
surveyed areas. 

• The vacancy rate for all surveyed areas and building types combined was 6.7 
percent in 2015, up from 6.2 percent in 2014 and above the 10-year average of 
6.0 percent.

• In 2015, the median adjusted rent for all surveyed areas and building types 
combined was $1,152 per month, up $6, or 1 percent, from 2014.

• The Kodiak Island Borough had the highest median adjusted rent for all building 
types combined at $1,419 (up 5 percent) per month, followed by the Valdez-
Cordova Census Area at $1,202 per month and the City and Borough of Juneau 
at $1,201.  

• The lowest median adjusted rents in 2015 were in the Wrangell Borough-
Petersburg Census Area at $853 and the Kenai Peninsula Borough at $940. The 
median adjusted rent in Wrangell-Petersburg rose 4 percent and in the Kenai 
borough it rose 3 percent.  

• The most common uƟ liƟ es included with contract rent in 2015 were garbage 
collecƟ on and snow removal, provided in 85 percent and 83 percent of sur-
veyed units respecƟ vely. Electricity was least likely to be included, part of con-
tract rent in only 21 percent of surveyed units. 

• Five out of the 10 surveyed areas reported higher median adjusted rents for 
vacant units. The diff erence between vacant and occupied units was greatest in 
the Kodiak Island Borough, where vacant units averaged $369 more.
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Response Rates

• In March, we mailed approximately 4,050 surveys to potenƟ al landlords and 
owners from property tax and business license lists and other public records. 
This year, 1,875 residenƟ al rental property owners and managers responded 
to the survey, a response rate of 46 percent.  

• Survey responses provided informaƟ on on 16,379 rental units in 57 
communiƟ es.

• Eighty-eight percent of surveyed units were apartments. For this survey, 
apartments included condominiums, duplexes, triplexes, and other mulƟ -
family properƟ es. Single-family residences were 10 percent of total units, 
while 2 percent of units consisted of mobile homes, apartments aƩ ached to 
a single-family home (“mother-in-law” apartments), or other building types.

• While most landlords had only one or two rental units (59 percent), 12 
landlords reported 100 or more units.

Vacancy Rates

Overall – All building types and bedroom sizes
Generally, areas with higher rents have lower vacancy rates. More tenants 
compeƟ ng for limited available units may drive up costs due to increased 
demand. Conversely, areas with lower rents tend to have higher vacancy rates 
as landlords maintain compeƟ Ɵ ve prices to aƩ ract a limited number of available 
tenants. Vacancy rates fl uctuate from year to year, not only for these reasons, 
but also from changes in housing stock inventory, seasonal factors, and other 
local economic factors.

• For all unit types combined, vacancy rates increased in fi ve of the 10 
surveyed areas in 2015. The overall vacancy rate was 6.7 percent, up from 
6.2 percent a year ago.

• The Matanuska-Susitna Borough had the lowest vacancy rate at 3.3 percent, 
followed by Juneau and the Valdez-Cordova Census Area at 3.4 percent each. 
The Juneau and Valdez-Cordova vacancy rates are similar to last year, but 
Mat-Su’s vacancy rate fell two full percentage points, from 5.3 percent in 
2014.  

• The Fairbanks North Star Borough conƟ nued to have the highest vacancy 
rate at 16.0 percent, up from 15.6 percent in 2014 and above its 10-year 
average of 10.3 percent. At 13.3 percent, the Ketchikan Gateway Borough 
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had the second-highest vacancy rate. 

• Vacancy rates were fairly stable from 2014 to 2015. Increases ranged from 
one-tenth of a percentage point in the Kenai Peninsula Borough to 2.9 
percentage points in Ketchikan. Vacancy rates fell by between one-tenth of a 
percentage point in Valdez-Cordova and 2.0 percentage points in Mat-Su. In 
2014, vacancy rates increased by as much as 6.4 percentage points and fell by 
as much as 5.8 percentage points.  

Single-family
• The statewide single-family vacancy rate was 5.4 percent, down from 5.8 

percent in 2014 and the same as in 2013.

• At 16.7 percent, the Ketchikan Gateway Borough had the highest vacancy 
rate for single-family homes for the eighth consecuƟ ve year. Ketchikan has 
relaƟ vely low single-family rents, perhaps as a result of long-term high 
vacancies. 

• The next-highest single-family vacancy rates were in the City and Borough of 
Sitka (14.5 percent) and the Wrangell Borough-Petersburg Census Area (7.4 
percent). 

• The City and Borough of Juneau had the lowest single-family vacancy rate at 
3.0 percent, followed by the Mat-Su Borough at 3.8 percent and Anchorage 
at 4.5 percent. Juneau and Anchorage are among the highest priced 
communiƟ es for single-family homes while Mat-Su is near the middle of the 
spread.  

• The Fairbanks North Star Borough, which had the highest overall vacancy 
rate, had a much lower vacancy rate for single-family homes, at 5.0 percent 
compared to 16.0 percent. Single-family homes in Fairbanks are among the 
most expensive.  

Apartments
• At 6.8 percent statewide, the vacancy rates for apartments were higher than 

those for single-family rentals, suggesƟ ng a higher demand for the laƩ er 
coupled with a much more limited supply. 

• The Fairbanks North Star and Ketchikan Gateway boroughs had the highest 
apartment vacancy rates, at 18.0 and 13.1 percent respecƟ vely. Ketchikan 
was the fourth least expensive, and Fairbanks was fi Ō h.   

• Wrangell-Petersburg had the lowest vacancy rate for apartments at 1.1 
percent as well as the lowest apartment rents. In 2014, its vacancy rate was 
3.8 percent. 

• At 3.1 percent, Juneau had the second-lowest apartment vacancy rate. 
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Valdez-Cordova and Mat-Su were close behind at 3.3 percent each. 

• Kodiak, Valdez-Cordova, Anchorage, and Juneau conƟ nue to have low vacancy 
rates for apartments and relaƟ vely high rents, suggesƟ ng Ɵ ght rental markets 
in these areas. 

• For the sixth consecuƟ ve year, Ketchikan had high apartment and single-
family home vacancies coupled with relaƟ ve low rents, which suggests its 
rental market is saturated.

Utilities Included in Contract Rent

Contract rent is the monthly amount the tenant pays. Contract rent may include 
some or all uƟ liƟ es. The included uƟ liƟ es and their costs can vary from unit to 
unit and community to community. For this reason, adjusted rent is a beƩ er 
measure for comparing between communiƟ es. 

• Large diff erences between an area’s contract rents and adjusted rents 
indicate fewer uƟ liƟ es included in contract rent.

• In all surveyed units combined, the most common uƟ liƟ es provided in the 
contract rent were garbage collecƟ on and snow removal, provided in 85 
percent and 83 percent of the surveyed units, respecƟ vely.

• Electricity, provided with rent in 21 percent of surveyed units, was the least 
likely to be included.

• Overall, heat was included in three out of four units. Heat was most oŌ en 
included with rent in Fairbanks at 88 percent of units, followed by Ketchikan 
and Anchorage with 80 percent each. 

• For the eighth year in a row, Sitka had the lowest overall occurrence of 
landlords including uƟ liƟ es in contract rent. Just 37 percent of units in Sitka 
included heat in the rent, and only 11 percent included water.  

• Kodiak tenants were the least likely to have electricity included in contract 
rent, at 7 percent of units.

• UƟ liƟ es were more likely to be included in all surveyed areas combined in 
2015 than in 2014, with the excepƟ on of hot water, which was included 
slightly less oŌ en than last year.  
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Rents Adjusted by Utility Schedule

The uƟ liƟ es included in contract rent can vary widely, making comparisons of 
contract rents problemaƟ c. To make units more comparable, we add to the 
contract rent the esƟ mated cost of any uƟ liƟ es not already included. This is 
called the adjusted rent.

Median adjusted rent represents the middle value in the set of adjusted rents, 
where half the numbers in the series are greater and half are smaller. Using the 
median tends to smooth out a data series as opposed to an average, which can 
be skewed by extremely high or low values. 

Overall – All building types and bedroom sizes
• Median adjusted rents rose in seven out of 10 surveyed areas. Increases 

ranged from $11 in Anchorage to $69 in Kodiak. It also went up in Juneau, 
Kenai, Ketchikan, Mat-Su, and Wrangell-Petersburg. 

• The Fairbanks North Star Borough was the only locaƟ on where median 
adjusted rent fell, dropping 2 percent, or $25, to $1,113.

• In Sitka and Valdez-Cordova, median adjusted rents were the same as the 
year before, at $1,136 and $1,202 respecƟ vely.   

• Kodiak, Valdez-Cordova, and Juneau reported the highest median adjusted 
rents of all surveyed areas at $1,419, $1,202, and $1,201 respecƟ vely.  

• Wrangell-Petersburg had the lowest median adjusted rent at $853 per 
month, followed by Kenai and Ketchikan at $940 and $1,000 respecƟ vely. 

• As the most expensive area, Kodiak had a median adjusted rent 66 percent 
higher than the least expensive area (Wrangell-Petersburg) and 23 percent 
higher than the survey average.

• The largest diff erence between median adjusted rent and median contract 
rent was in Sitka and then Kodiak, where the adjusted rent was $246 and 
$204 higher than the contract rent, respecƟ vely. The diff erence is generally 
because uƟ liƟ es are included less frequently, but the higher cost of some 
uƟ liƟ es in these two communiƟ es also contributes to the diff erence. 

• Ketchikan and Anchorage had the smallest diff erences between median 
contract and adjusted rents. In general, these areas have more uƟ liƟ es 
provided in the rent.

• When available, natural gas was the preferred energy type, especially in the 
Municipality of Anchorage, Matanuska-Susitna Borough, and Kenai Peninsula 
Borough. Natural gas has recently become available in Homer, so the Kenai 
natural gas fi gures have increased.  
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• Oil is the most popular heat source where natural gas is unavailable. Oil heat 
is most common in Kodiak Island Borough, where 100 percent of surveyed 
units use it. Other areas where oil is predominant include the Valdez-Cordova 
Census Area (95 percent), Fairbanks North Star Borough (90 percent), and 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough (80 percent).

• Areas without natural gas but with hydro-powered electricity use electric 
heat more frequently than other areas. In Wrangell-Petersburg, 64 percent 
of surveyed units use electric heat, followed by Sitka (36 percent) and Juneau 
(35 percent). 

• Most rental units have electric ranges. Notable excepƟ ons are the Kenai 
Peninsula and Mat-Su boroughs, where only about 60 percent of rental units 
have electric ranges and the rest are mostly fueled by natural gas.    

Single-family
Rent comparisons below are for three bedrooms, as they are the most common 
size of single-family rentals.

• Three-bedroom single-family rentals had median adjusted rents ranging from 
a low of $1,063 in Wrangell-Petersburg to a high of $2,228 in Fairbanks.

• The diff erence between the median adjusted rent for a three-bedroom 
single-family rental in the most expensive area (Fairbanks) and the least 
expensive area (Wrangell-Petersburg) was $1,165. 

• Median adjusted rents for three-bedroom single-family homes fell in three 
areas: Mat-Su ($69), Sitka ($19), and Kodiak ($1), and rose in all other areas. 

• Median adjusted rents increased in seven areas, ranging from $204 in Juneau 
to an addiƟ onal $11 in Fairbanks. 

• In 2015, three-bedroom single-family rentals had higher median adjusted 
rents than three-bedroom apartments in all surveyed areas.

• Fairbanks and Valdez-Cordova had the greatest price diff erence for median 
adjusted rents between three-bedroom single-family homes and apartments, 
at $847 and $689 respecƟ vely. 

• The smallest diff erence in price between a three-bedroom apartment and 
a single-family unit was in Wrangell-Petersburg, where the average single-
family three-bedroom cost just $50 more than the average three-bedroom 
apartment. Mat-Su was next lowest with a diff erence of $57.  
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Apartments
Apartment rent comparisons below are limited to two-bedroom units, because 
they are the most common size in the apartment category.

• Median adjusted rents for two-bedroom apartments increased in seven of 
the 10 surveyed areas.

• In Fairbanks and Anchorage, the median adjusted rent for two-bedroom 
apartments fell by $25 and $20 respecƟ vely. 

• The highest median adjusted rent for a two-bedroom apartment was $1,419 
in Kodiak. Juneau ($1,316) and Anchorage ($1,312) also had high rents for 
two bedrooms. 

• Median adjusted rent for two-bedroom apartments grew the most in Kodiak, 
increasing by $50 to $1,419. The second-largest increase was in Valdez-
Cordova, up $49 to $1,202.

• Wrangell-Petersburg had the lowest median adjusted rent for a two-
bedroom apartment at $761, the same as in 2014. 

• Kenai, Mat-Su, and Wrangell-Petersburg all had median adjusted rents below 
$1,000 for two-bedroom apartments. 

• Moving from a one-bedroom to a two-bedroom apartment cost the most in 
Kodiak, where the median adjusted rent would cost $444 more. The second- 
highest premium was in Ketchikan, where the addiƟ onal bedroom increased 
the price by $241.  

• In Wrangell-Petersburg, it was actually $28 cheaper to move from a one-
bedroom apartment to a two-bedroom. The addiƟ onal bedroom cost $50 in 
Mat-Su, which had the second-smallest cost diff erence.

• The median adjusted rent for two-bedroom apartments in the Municipality 
of Anchorage was 37 percent higher than in Mat-Su, at $1,312 versus $958.
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Survey Methods
The Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and 
Analysis SecƟ on has conducted the Alaska Rental Market Survey for Alaska 
Housing Finance CorporaƟ on annually since 1993. 

Each year in early March, we mail survey quesƟ onnaires to potenƟ al landlords, 
property managers, and owners of residenƟ al rental properƟ es. We search 
public records such as property tax fi les, business licenses, and classifi ed 
adverƟ sements to idenƟ fy people likely to own or manage residenƟ al rental 
properƟ es. We add these potenƟ al landlords to a list of survey parƟ cipants from 
prior years, then select the survey sample from this database. The sample size is 
based on the distribuƟ on of rental units reported in the 2010 U.S. Census.

We make every eff ort to exclude rental units that do not refl ect the overall 
residenƟ al rental market, such as units in boarding or rooming houses with 
shared kitchen and/or bath faciliƟ es, units rented to family members for a 
nominal amount, and cabins or other buildings that do not have complete indoor 
plumbing. We also exclude commercial rental properƟ es and mobile home lots.

The survey also excludes some units for which rents are subsidized by 
government assistance programs. Some subsidized properƟ es are normally 
available to anyone, regardless of income, but are currently rented to tenants 
receiving housing assistance. These units can be included in the survey as long 
as the landlord reports the full, unsubsidized rent amount. Other subsidized 
properƟ es may be required to only rent to low-income tenants. We exclude these 
from the survey because the rent is below market value.
  

Occupied vs. Vacant Units

• In 2015, fi ve of 10 surveyed areas reported higher median adjusted rents 
for vacant units. In some cases, landlords keep rents stable while they have 
tenants, and adjust the rent to refl ect market condiƟ ons when the long-term 
tenant moves out. In markets where vacancy rates are higher, landlords may 
reduce rents on vacant units to stay compeƟ Ɵ ve and aƩ ract a larger pool of 
potenƟ al tenants. 

• Fairbanks, Juneau, Kenai, Kodiak, and Mat-Su had vacant units that were 
more expensive than occupied units. Anchorage, Ketchikan, Valdez-Cordova, 
and Wrangell-Petersburg had vacant units that were less expensive. In Sitka, 
the rents were the same regardless of occupancy. 

• The largest diff erence between vacant and occupied units was in Kodiak, 
where vacant units cost $369 more. The next largest diff erence was in Mat-
Su, where vacant units averaged $186 more.
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The survey asks parƟ cipants to idenƟ fy units that were vacant during the week 
including March 11. Vacant units are available or expected to be available during 
the survey week. A unit is considered occupied if it is leased but the tenant 
has not yet moved in. The survey excludes units intenƟ onally leŌ  vacant or 
temporarily out of service, such as for repairs.

Most tables provide staƟ sƟ cs for both the contract and the adjusted rents. To 
preserve confi denƟ ality, we summarize data by census area or borough. Due to 
the limited number of rental units reported in smaller communiƟ es, we include 
only the 10 largest areas in this discussion. Data for any parƟ cular characterisƟ c 
are suppressed if six or fewer units were reported, but we include them in 
aggregated calculaƟ ons.  

In this survey, we use the terms “landlord” and “property manager” 
interchangeably to describe the survey respondent. We make no disƟ ncƟ on as to 
whether the property is managed by the owner or a third party.

We use a uƟ lity schedule to calculate adjusted rent values. AHFC publishes 
uƟ lity adjustment amounts for each of the 10 surveyed areas on their Web site 
at hƩ p://www.ahfc.us/rent/resources/uƟ lity-allowances/. The data are from 
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Offi  ce of Public and 
Indian Housing; Allowances for Tenant-Furnished UƟ liƟ es and Other Services 
(form HUD-52667). Values are given for each energy type (oil, electric, etc.) and 
geographic area.

We examine survey responses to see which uƟ liƟ es the contract rent includes. If 
the uƟ lity is included, we do not adjust the rent. If the uƟ lity is not included, we 
adjust the contract rent based on the uƟ lity schedule. Where a majority of the 
surveyed units include a high percentage of uƟ liƟ es, adjusted rents do not diff er 
greatly from contract rents.

It’s important to note that units reported in the “Balance of State” category are 
not adjusted for uƟ liƟ es. This parƟ cular category combines all areas of Alaska 
that do not fi t into one of the 10 idenƟ fi ed survey areas.
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Tables

Rental Costs and Vacancy Rates
All Units, Select Boroughs and Census Areas, 2015

Note: Areas or bedroom sizes for which six units or fewer were collected during the survey are not reported due to confi dentiality requirements.
Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and Analysis Section and Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2015 Rental Market 
Survey

Percent of Units with Utilities Included
in Contract Rent

Average Rent Median Rent Number of Units
Vacancy

Rate
Hot

WaterSurvey Area Contract Adjusted Contract Adjusted Surveyed Vacant Heat Light Water Garbage Sewer Snow

Municipality of Anchorage  1,141  1,255  1,091  1,189  8,247  323 3.9% 79.1% 24.2% 79.0% 48.7% 94.8% 48.8% 91.2%
Fairbanks North Star
   Borough  1,054  1,217  1,000  1,113  3,034  485 16.0% 88.1% 16.6% 77.4% 91.7% 84.2% 91.9% 79.8%

Juneau, City and Borough  1,151  1,300  1,100  1,201  1,084  37 3.4% 53.8% 21.5% 48.8% 98.9% 91.1% 98.0% 76.4%
Kenai Peninsula Borough  859  992  839  940  1,043  71 6.8% 64.0% 20.1% 61.1% 86.6% 72.0% 84.7% 76.6%
Ketchikan Gateway
   Borough  960  1,077  967  1,000  422  56 13.3% 79.4% 32.9% 69.9% 50.5% 45.5% 50.9% 70.1%

Kodiak Island Borough  1,277  1,446  1,215  1,419  390  18 4.6% 73.6% 6.7% 67.2% 97.7% 96.9% 97.4% 65.6%
Matanuska-Susitna Borough  1,069  1,214  900  1,044  1,198  40 3.3% 47.8% 9.8% 46.0% 90.0% 62.2% 92.0% 69.3%
Sitka, City and Borough  965  1,208  890  1,136  298  26 8.7% 37.2% 8.1% 38.9% 11.1% 20.8% 21.1% 60.4%
Valdez-Cordova CA  1,128  1,289  1,100  1,202  236  8 3.4% 70.8% 32.2% 61.0% 76.7% 75.4% 76.3% 80.5%
Wrangell Borough-
   Petersburg CA  685  869  700  853  132  5 3.8% 52.3% 14.4% 46.2% 50.8% 51.5% 45.5% 50.8%

Survey Total  1,097  1,229  1,030  1,152  16,379  1,096 6.7% 74.6% 20.6% 71.4% 67.0% 85.2% 67.2% 83.1%

Single-Family Residences and Apartments, Average Rent
Contract and Adjusted, Select Boroughs and Census Areas, 2015

Single-Family
Residences Apartments

Survey Area Contract Adjusted Contract Adjusted
Municipality of Anchorage  $1,789  $2,044  $1,118 $1,227
Fairbanks North Star Borough  $1,392  $1,892  $1,000 $1,103
Juneau, City and Borough  $1,524  $1,829  $1,112 $1,240
Kenai Peninsula Borough  $923  $1,185  $843 $939
Ketchikan Gateway Borough  $1,023  $1,248  $958 $1,065
Kodiak Island Borough  $1,570  $1,992  $1,214 $1,308
Matanuska-Susitna Borough  $1,372  $1,600   $954 $1,067
Sitka, City and Borough  $1,140  $1,462  $925 $1,145
Valdez-Cordova CA  $1,361  $1,727  $1,068 $1,179
Wrangell Borough-Petersburg CA  $672  $961  $704 $865

Note:  Areas or bedroom sizes for which six or fewer units were collected during the 
survey are not reported for confi dentiality purposes.   
Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and 
Analysis Section and the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2015 Rental Market 
Survey



ALASKA HOUSING MARKET INDICATORS, 2015 RESIDENTIAL RENTAL MARKET SURVEY 13

A
p

a
rt

m
e

n
t 

R
e

n
ta

l 
C

o
st

s 
a

n
d

 V
a

ca
n

c
y

 R
a

te
s

Se
le

ct
 B

or
ou

gh
s 

an
d 

Ce
ns

us
 A

re
as

, 2
01

5
P

er
ce

nt
ag

e 
of

 U
ni

ts
 w

ith
 U

til
iti

es
 In

cl
ud

ed
in

 C
on

tra
ct

 R
en

t
Av

er
ag

e 
R

en
t

M
ed

ia
n 

R
en

t
N

um
be

r o
f U

ni
ts

Va
ca

nc
y

R
at

e
H

ot
W

at
er

Su
rv

ey
 A

re
a

C
on

tra
ct

A
dj

us
te

d
C

on
tra

ct
A

dj
us

te
d

S
ur

ve
ye

d
Va

ca
nt

H
ea

t
Li

gh
t

W
at

er
G

ar
ba

ge
S

ew
er

S
no

w

M
un

ic
ip

al
ity

 o
f A

nc
ho

ra
ge

0 
B

ed
ro

om
$8

31
$8

99
$8

15
$8

50
59

5
29

4.
9%

92
.3

%
50

.9
%

92
.3

%
52

.3
%

99
.5

%
52

.3
%

99
.8

%
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,0

16
$1

,1
12

$9
76

$1
,0

94
3,

15
6

12
2

3.
9%

88
.9

%
38

.8
%

89
.0

%
39

.8
%

99
.1

%
39

.8
%

97
.4

%
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,2

04
$1

,3
27

$1
,1

89
$1

,3
12

3,
56

0
12

2
3.

4%
77

.2
%

10
.6

%
77

.0
%

52
.5

%
98

.2
%

52
.7

%
94

.8
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,4
05

$1
,5

40
$1

,3
50

$1
,5

40
58

9
34

5.
8%

62
.1

%
10

.0
%

62
.5

%
76

.6
%

83
.5

%
76

.6
%

73
.0

%
Fa

irb
an

ks
 N

or
th

 S
ta

r B
or

ou
gh

0 
B

ed
ro

om
$6

34
$6

48
$6

15
$6

39
14

3
25

17
.5

%
99

.3
%

83
.9

%
99

.3
%

10
0.

0%
93

.7
%

10
0.

0%
30

.8
%

1 
B

ed
ro

om
$8

79
$9

55
$9

00
$9

83
97

7
15

5
15

.9
%

99
.9

%
18

.4
%

93
.6

%
98

.4
%

94
.7

%
98

.7
%

82
.5

%
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,0

69
$1

,1
85

$1
,0

70
$1

,2
12

1,
15

1
24

8
21

.5
%

98
.1

%
9.

4%
86

.2
%

98
.3

%
92

.1
%

98
.0

%
93

.7
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,3
06

$1
,5

02
$1

,2
25

$1
,3

81
24

4
29

11
.9

%
92

.2
%

10
.2

%
57

.8
%

96
.3

%
79

.9
%

93
.9

%
89

.3
%

Ju
ne

au
, C

ity
 a

nd
 B

or
ou

gh
0 

B
ed

ro
om

$8
33

$8
92

$9
02

$9
36

11
1

3
2.

7%
72

.1
%

9.
0%

77
.5

%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

88
.3

%
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$9
79

$1
,0

72
$9

50
$1

,1
00

32
7

6
1.

8%
62

.1
%

23
.9

%
59

.6
%

99
.7

%
10

0.
0%

99
.7

%
89

.9
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,1
78

$1
,3

30
$1

,1
60

$1
,3

16
33

5
12

3.
6%

51
.0

%
20

.6
%

40
.6

%
98

.2
%

94
.9

%
98

.2
%

81
.8

%
3 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,6

04
$1

,8
36

$1
,6

00
$1

,8
18

97
6

6.
2%

51
.5

%
16

.5
%

35
.1

%
99

.0
%

76
.3

%
95

.9
%

48
.5

%
K

en
ai

 P
en

in
su

la
 B

or
ou

gh
0 

B
ed

ro
om

$6
03

$6
31

$6
25

$6
50

52
4

7.
7%

94
.2

%
57

.7
%

90
.4

%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$7
29

$8
07

$7
25

$7
87

17
5

6
3.

4%
84

.6
%

13
.1

%
84

.0
%

96
.0

%
96

.6
%

95
.4

%
96

.6
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$8

68
$9

68
$8

50
$9

50
40

5
28

6.
9%

82
.5

%
17

.5
%

74
.3

%
97

.3
%

88
.1

%
94

.8
%

89
.1

%
3 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,0

62
$1

,2
16

$1
,0

25
$1

,1
67

87
7

8.
0%

62
.1

%
14

.9
%

65
.5

%
95

.4
%

80
.5

%
96

.6
%

94
.3

%
K

et
ch

ik
an

 G
at

ew
ay

 B
or

ou
gh

0 
B

ed
ro

om
$6

30
$6

82
$7

00
$7

00
43

8
18

.6
%

93
.0

%
62

.8
%

97
.7

%
62

.8
%

60
.5

%
62

.8
%

93
.0

%
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$7
96

$8
85

$8
00

$8
75

12
1

14
11

.6
%

80
.2

%
35

.5
%

76
.0

%
57

.0
%

50
.4

%
57

.9
%

81
.8

%
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,0

41
$1

,1
45

$1
,0

65
$1

,1
16

14
7

17
11

.6
%

86
.4

%
34

.7
%

74
.8

%
53

.7
%

51
.0

%
53

.1
%

72
.8

%
3 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,2

46
$1

,4
08

$1
,2

00
$1

,3
58

62
8

12
.9

%
90

.3
%

12
.9

%
61

.3
%

21
.0

%
19

.4
%

21
.0

%
62

.9
%

K
od

ia
k 

Is
la

nd
 B

or
ou

gh
0 

B
ed

ro
om

$7
42

$8
02

$6
89

$7
67

47
0

0%
97

.9
%

2.
1%

55
.3

%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

87
.2

%
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$9
52

$1
,0

04
$9

20
$9

75
62

1
1.

6%
98

.4
%

14
.5

%
96

.8
%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
88

.7
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,3
39

$1
,4

34
$1

,3
00

$1
,4

19
11

6
9

7.
8%

92
.2

%
3.

4%
88

.8
%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
78

.4
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,5
77

$1
,7

32
$1

,6
50

$1
,7

33
61

3
4.

9%
82

.0
%

3.
3%

77
.0

%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

68
.9

%
M

at
an

us
ka

-S
us

itn
a 

B
or

ou
gh

0 
B

ed
ro

om
$5

67
$5

72
$5

75
$5

75
23

0
0%

10
0.

0%
87

.0
%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$7
93

$8
68

$8
35

$9
08

22
9

4
1.

7%
80

.3
%

12
.7

%
74

.7
%

99
.6

%
97

.4
%

99
.6

%
95

.6
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$8

69
$9

81
$8

50
$9

58
37

5
7

1.
9%

66
.4

%
7.

2%
64

.0
%

97
.3

%
92

.0
%

96
.5

%
91

.7
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,3
22

$1
,4

85
$1

,4
00

$1
,6

13
18

0
16

8.
9%

35
.0

%
3.

3%
35

.0
%

93
.3

%
40

.6
%

93
.9

%
90

.6
%

S
itk

a,
 C

ity
 a

nd
 B

or
ou

gh
0 

B
ed

ro
om

$6
91

$8
23

$7
35

$8
47

15
0

0%
80

.0
%

6.
7%

93
.3

%
0%

86
.7

%
86

.7
%

93
.3

%
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$7
92

$9
56

$8
50

$1
,0

02
80

3
3.

8%
65

.0
%

8.
8%

75
.0

%
16

.3
%

36
.3

%
36

.3
%

85
.0

%
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$9
89

$1
,2

33
$9

00
$1

,1
67

89
12

13
.5

%
33

.7
%

6.
7%

31
.5

%
7.

9%
7.

9%
7.

9%
51

.7
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,1
74

$1
,4

91
$1

,1
00

$1
,4

39
34

3
8.

8%
14

.7
%

5.
9%

11
.8

%
5.

9%
5.

9%
8.

8%
64

.7
%

N
ot

e:
  A

re
as

 o
r b

ed
ro

om
 s

iz
es

 fo
r w

hi
ch

 s
ix

 o
r f

ew
er

 u
ni

ts
 w

er
e 

co
lle

ct
ed

 d
ur

in
g 

th
e 

su
rv

ey
 a

re
 n

ot
 re

po
rte

d 
fo

r c
on

fi d
en

tia
lit

y 
pu

rp
os

es
.  

 
S

ou
rc

e:
 A

la
sk

a 
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f L

ab
or

 a
nd

 W
or

kf
or

ce
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t, 

R
es

ea
rc

h 
an

d 
A

na
ly

si
s 

S
ec

tio
n 

an
d 

th
e 

A
la

sk
a 

H
ou

si
ng

 F
in

an
ce

 C
or

po
ra

tio
n,

 2
01

5 
R

en
ta

l M
ar

ke
t S

ur
ve

y



14 ALASKA HOUSING MARKET INDICATORS, 2015 RESIDENTIAL RENTAL MARKET SURVEY

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 U

ni
ts

 w
ith

 U
til

iti
es

 In
cl

ud
ed

in
 C

on
tra

ct
 R

en
t

Av
er

ag
e 

R
en

t
M

ed
ia

n 
R

en
t

N
um

be
r o

f U
ni

ts
Va

ca
nc

y
R

at
e

H
ot

W
at

er
Su

rv
ey

 A
re

a
C

on
tra

ct
A

dj
us

te
d

C
on

tra
ct

A
dj

us
te

d
S

ur
ve

ye
d

Va
ca

nt
H

ea
t

Li
gh

t
W

at
er

G
ar

ba
ge

S
ew

er
S

no
w

Va
ld

ez
-C

or
do

va
 C

A
0 

B
ed

ro
om

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

1 
B

ed
ro

om
$9

53
$1

,0
11

$9
00

$1
,0

00
52

1
1.

9%
90

.4
%

59
.6

%
86

.5
%

80
.8

%
80

.8
%

80
.8

%
96

.2
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,1
01

$1
,2

45
$1

,0
50

$1
,2

02
10

0
2

2.
0%

80
.0

%
23

.0
%

60
.0

%
93

.0
%

93
.0

%
93

.0
%

98
.0

%
3 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,2

38
$1

,3
54

$1
,2

00
$1

,3
22

21
1

4.
8%

95
.2

%
23

.8
%

85
.7

%
95

.2
%

95
.2

%
95

.2
%

95
.2

%
W

ra
ng

el
l B

or
ou

gh
-P

et
er

sb
ur

g 
C

A
0 

B
ed

ro
om

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

1 
B

ed
ro

om
$6

48
$7

83
$6

45
$7

89
21

0
0%

61
.9

%
33

.3
%

42
.9

%
52

.4
%

57
.1

%
42

.9
%

47
.6

%
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$7
01

$8
35

$7
00

$7
61

47
1

2.
1%

76
.6

%
6.

4%
63

.8
%

66
.0

%
70

.2
%

57
.4

%
76

.6
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$7

89
$1

,0
23

$8
00

$1
,0

13
22

0
0%

40
.9

%
4.

5%
45

.5
%

54
.5

%
45

.5
%

54
.5

%
50

.0
%

B
al

an
ce

 o
f S

ta
te

0 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,2
11

$1
,2

11
$1

,2
84

$1
,2

84
19

1
5.

3%
10

0.
0%

0%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

1 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,1
02

$1
,1

02
$1

,0
50

$1
,0

50
90

7
7.

8%
90

.0
%

15
.6

%
87

.8
%

87
.8

%
84

.4
%

90
.0

%
72

.2
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,3
61

$1
,3

61
$1

,3
65

$1
,3

65
10

4
11

10
.6

%
76

.9
%

1.
9%

82
.7

%
82

.7
%

83
.7

%
82

.7
%

76
.0

%
3 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,8

02
$1

,8
02

$2
,0

08
$2

,0
08

43
1

2.
3%

88
.4

%
7.

0%
83

.7
%

86
.0

%
79

.1
%

88
.4

%
90

.7
%

N
ot

e:
 A

re
as

 o
r b

ed
ro

om
 s

iz
es

 fo
r w

hi
ch

 s
ix

 u
ni

ts
 o

r f
ew

er
 w

er
e 

co
lle

ct
ed

 d
ur

in
g 

th
e 

su
rv

ey
 a

re
 n

ot
 re

po
rte

d 
fo

r c
on

fi d
en

tia
lit

y 
pu

rp
os

es
.  

 
S

ou
rc

e:
 A

la
sk

a 
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f L

ab
or

 a
nd

 W
or

kf
or

ce
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t, 

R
es

ea
rc

h 
an

d 
A

na
ly

si
s 

S
ec

tio
n 

an
d 

th
e 

A
la

sk
a 

H
ou

si
ng

 F
in

an
ce

 C
or

po
ra

tio
n,

 2
01

5 
R

en
ta

l M
ar

ke
t S

ur
ve

y

A
p

a
rt

m
e

n
t 

R
e

n
ta

l 
C

o
st

s 
a

n
d

 V
a

ca
n

c
y

 R
a

te
s,

 c
o

n
ti

n
u

e
d

Se
le

ct
 B

or
ou

gh
s 

an
d 

Ce
ns

us
 A

re
as

, 2
01

5

S
in

g
le

-F
a

m
il

y
 R

e
n

ta
l 

C
o

st
s 

a
n

d
 V

a
ca

n
c

y
 R

a
te

s
Se

le
ct

 B
or

ou
gh

s 
an

d 
Ce

ns
us

 A
re

as
, 2

01
5

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 U

ni
ts

 w
ith

 U
til

iti
es

 In
cl

ud
ed

in
 C

on
tra

ct
 R

en
t

Av
er

ag
e 

R
en

t
M

ed
ia

n 
R

en
t

N
um

be
r o

f U
ni

ts
Va

ca
nc

y
R

at
e

H
ot

W
at

er
Su

rv
ey

 A
re

a
C

on
tra

ct
A

dj
us

te
d

C
on

tra
ct

A
dj

us
te

d
S

ur
ve

ye
d

Va
ca

nt
H

ea
t

Li
gh

t
W

at
er

G
ar

ba
ge

S
ew

er
S

no
w

M
un

ic
ip

al
ity

 o
f A

nc
ho

ra
ge

1 
B

ed
ro

om
$8

84
$1

,0
02

$8
63

$9
73

14
1

7.
1%

42
.9

%
42

.9
%

42
.9

%
64

.3
%

64
.3

%
64

.3
%

42
.9

%
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,2

56
$1

,4
45

$1
,2

00
$1

,4
65

42
1

2.
4%

11
.9

%
9.

5%
9.

5%
59

.5
%

57
.1

%
59

.5
%

23
.8

%
3 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,7

91
$2

,0
54

$1
,7

50
$1

,9
99

15
0

5
3.

3%
6.

0%
4.

0%
6.

0%
23

.3
%

18
.7

%
24

.0
%

9.
3%

4 
B

ed
ro

om
$2

,2
29

$2
,5

46
$2

,2
50

$2
,5

60
62

3
4.

8%
3.

2%
3.

2%
3.

2%
16

.1
%

9.
7%

16
.1

%
4.

8%
Fa

irb
an

ks
 N

or
th

 S
ta

r B
or

ou
gh

1 
B

ed
ro

om
$8

86
$1

,1
82

$9
00

$1
,1

83
68

5
7.

4%
51

.5
%

22
.1

%
39

.7
%

57
.4

%
38

.2
%

58
.8

%
64

.7
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,1
81

$1
,5

74
$1

,2
00

$1
,5

85
11

5
10

8.
7%

44
.3

%
7.

8%
28

.7
%

60
.9

%
44

.3
%

61
.7

%
52

.2
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,5
70

$2
,1

34
$1

,6
00

$2
,2

28
18

7
5

2.
7%

24
.1

%
5.

3%
15

.5
%

54
.0

%
45

.5
%

57
.8

%
41

.7
%

4 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,8
61

$2
,6

50
$1

,8
00

$2
,7

08
52

1
1.

9%
3.

8%
0%

7.
7%

40
.4

%
42

.3
%

40
.4

%
28

.8
%

Ju
ne

au
, C

ity
 a

nd
 B

or
ou

gh
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,0

05
$1

,1
70

$9
50

$1
,1

00
23

0
0%

34
.8

%
26

.1
%

39
.1

%
10

0.
0%

82
.6

%
95

.7
%

60
.9

%
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,4

32
$1

,6
80

$1
,4

98
$1

,7
41

18
1

5.
6%

38
.9

%
16

.7
%

22
.2

%
10

0.
0%

72
.2

%
94

.4
%

50
.0

%
3 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,7

60
$2

,1
65

$1
,7

25
$2

,1
84

44
1

2.
3%

9.
1%

6.
8%

9.
1%

90
.9

%
52

.3
%

88
.6

%
20

.5
%

4 
B

ed
ro

om
$2

,3
94

$2
,8

31
$2

,5
00

$2
,9

36
9

0
0%

22
.2

%
22

.2
%

22
.2

%
10

0.
0%

77
.8

%
88

.9
%

22
.2

%

N
ot

e:
 A

re
as

 o
r b

ed
ro

om
 s

iz
es

 fo
r w

hi
ch

 s
ix

 o
r f

ew
er

 u
ni

ts
 w

er
e 

co
lle

ct
ed

 d
ur

in
g 

th
e 

su
rv

ey
 a

re
 n

ot
 re

po
rte

d 
fo

r c
on

fi d
en

tia
lit

y 
pu

rp
os

es
.  

 
S

ou
rc

e:
 A

la
sk

a 
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f L

ab
or

 a
nd

 W
or

kf
or

ce
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t, 

R
es

ea
rc

h 
an

d 
A

na
ly

si
s 

S
ec

tio
n 

an
d 

th
e 

A
la

sk
a 

H
ou

si
ng

 F
in

an
ce

 C
or

po
ra

tio
n,

 2
01

5 
R

en
ta

l M
ar

ke
t S

ur
ve

y



ALASKA HOUSING MARKET INDICATORS, 2015 RESIDENTIAL RENTAL MARKET SURVEY 15

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 U

ni
ts

 w
ith

 U
til

iti
es

 In
cl

ud
ed

in
 C

on
tra

ct
 R

en
t

Av
er

ag
e 

R
en

t
M

ed
ia

n 
R

en
t

N
um

be
r o

f U
ni

ts
Va

ca
nc

y
R

at
e

H
ot

W
at

er
Su

rv
ey

 A
re

a
C

on
tra

ct
A

dj
us

te
d

C
on

tra
ct

A
dj

us
te

d
S

ur
ve

ye
d

Va
ca

nt
H

ea
t

Li
gh

t
W

at
er

G
ar

ba
ge

S
ew

er
S

no
w

K
en

ai
 P

en
in

su
la

 B
or

ou
gh

1 
B

ed
ro

om
$6

35
$8

15
$6

50
$8

31
55

3
5.

5%
30

.9
%

30
.9

%
34

.5
%

60
.0

%
32

.7
%

60
.0

%
50

.9
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$8

37
$1

,0
94

$8
33

$1
,1

05
77

7
9.

1%
9.

1%
7.

8%
10

.4
%

51
.9

%
15

.6
%

49
.4

%
26

.0
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,0
82

$1
,3

76
$1

,1
00

$1
,4

00
97

4
4.

1%
6.

2%
5.

2%
9.

3%
54

.6
%

18
.6

%
50

.5
%

19
.6

%
4 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,2

99
$1

,6
61

$1
,2

13
$1

,6
95

20
2

10
.0

%
15

.0
%

5.
0%

5.
0%

70
.0

%
30

.0
%

70
.0

%
40

.0
%

K
et

ch
ik

an
 G

at
ew

ay
 B

or
ou

gh
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$8
63

$9
71

$7
75

$9
74

8
1

12
.5

%
37

.5
%

37
.5

%
50

.0
%

87
.5

%
75

.0
%

87
.5

%
37

.5
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$8

04
$1

,0
25

$8
00

$1
,0

12
9

2
22

.2
%

33
.3

%
11

.1
%

11
.1

%
44

.4
%

33
.3

%
55

.6
%

11
.1

%
3 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,2

14
$1

,5
15

$1
,2

00
$1

,5
94

7
2

28
.6

%
0.

0%
0.

0%
14

.3
%

57
.1

%
42

.9
%

71
.4

%
14

.3
%

4 
B

ed
ro

om
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
K

od
ia

k 
Is

la
nd

 B
or

ou
gh

1 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,2
57

$1
,4

37
$1

,1
00

$1
,2

60
7

0
0%

42
.9

%
42

.9
%

42
.9

%
10

0.
0%

85
.7

%
10

0.
0%

14
.3

%
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,3

19
$1

,6
73

$1
,4

00
$1

,6
96

29
1

3.
4%

13
.8

%
6.

9%
20

.7
%

89
.7

%
93

.1
%

89
.7

%
31

.0
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,7
16

$2
,1

96
$1

,7
00

$2
,1

61
27

3
11

.1
%

3.
7%

3.
7%

7.
4%

85
.2

%
77

.8
%

81
.5

%
3.

7%
4 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,8

86
$2

,5
07

$1
,7

50
$2

,3
87

7
0

0%
0%

0%
0%

10
0.

0%
10

0.
0%

10
0.

0%
14

.3
%

M
at

an
us

ka
-S

us
itn

a 
B

or
ou

gh
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$7
82

$9
33

$8
00

$9
50

31
1

3.
2%

25
.8

%
22

.6
%

25
.8

%
87

.1
%

41
.9

%
83

.9
%

48
.4

%
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$9
97

$1
,1

82
$9

00
$1

,1
68

59
5

8.
5%

30
.5

%
8.

5%
32

.2
%

79
.7

%
40

.7
%

79
.7

%
35

.6
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,4
47

$1
,6

80
$1

,4
00

$1
,6

70
17

3
4

2.
3%

2.
3%

1.
7%

2.
9%

72
.8

%
8.

1%
79

.8
%

2.
9%

4 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,6
88

$1
,9

64
$1

,7
00

$1
,9

84
69

2
2.

9%
1.

4%
1.

4%
1.

4%
60

.9
%

5.
8%

82
.6

%
7.

2%
S

itk
a,

 C
ity

 a
nd

 B
or

ou
gh

1 
B

ed
ro

om
$8

94
$1

,0
21

$8
00

$9
54

7
2

28
.6

%
57

.1
%

57
.1

%
57

.1
%

57
.1

%
57

.1
%

57
.1

%
42

.9
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,0
06

$1
,3

36
$9

63
$1

,2
98

28
4

14
.3

%
7.

1%
3.

6%
3.

6%
3.

6%
3.

6%
3.

6%
28

.6
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$1

,2
88

$1
,6

76
$1

,2
50

$1
,6

89
15

0
0%

0%
0%

0%
6.

7%
6.

7%
6.

7%
33

.3
%

4 
B

ed
ro

om
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D

S
in

g
le

-F
a

m
il

y
 R

e
n

ta
l 

C
o

st
s 

a
n

d
 V

a
ca

n
c

y
 R

a
te

s,
 c

o
n

ti
n

u
e

d
Se

le
ct

 B
or

ou
gh

s 
an

d 
Ce

ns
us

 A
re

as
, 2

01
5

Va
ld

ez
-C

or
do

va
 C

A
1 

B
ed

ro
om

$8
08

$9
05

$6
25

$6
25

6
1

16
.7

%
66

.7
%

66
.7

%
66

.7
%

66
.7

%
66

.7
%

66
.7

%
66

.7
%

2 
B

ed
ro

om
$9

64
$1

,2
50

$8
50

$1
,1

96
7

0
0%

14
.3

%
28

.6
%

28
.6

%
28

.6
%

28
.6

%
28

.6
%

14
.3

%
3 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,5

87
$2

,0
16

$1
,6

00
$2

,0
11

23
0

0%
0%

0%
0%

17
.4

%
13

.0
%

17
.4

%
8.

7%
4 

B
ed

ro
om

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

W
ra

ng
el

l B
or

ou
gh

-P
et

er
sb

ur
g 

C
A 1 
B

ed
ro

om
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$7
06

$9
86

$7
00

$9
55

13
0

0%
7.

7%
7.

7%
15

.4
%

15
.4

%
15

.4
%

15
.4

%
30

.8
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
$7

21
$1

,0
88

$6
35

$1
,0

63
9

1
11

.1
%

0%
0%

11
.1

%
0%

0%
0%

11
.1

%
4 

B
ed

ro
om

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

B
al

an
ce

 o
f S

ta
te

1 
B

ed
ro

om
$9

44
$9

44
$9

00
$9

00
9

1
11

.1
%

66
.7

%
11

.1
%

44
.4

%
44

.4
%

22
.2

%
55

.6
%

55
.6

%
2 

B
ed

ro
om

$1
,0

28
$1

,0
28

$1
,0

50
$1

,0
50

10
1

10
.0

%
40

.0
%

10
.0

%
20

.0
%

30
.0

%
0%

40
.0

%
40

.0
%

3 
B

ed
ro

om
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
N

/D
4 

B
ed

ro
om

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
/D

N
ot

e:
 A

re
as

 o
r b

ed
ro

om
 s

iz
es

 fo
r w

hi
ch

 s
ix

 u
ni

ts
 o

r f
ew

er
 w

er
e 

co
lle

ct
ed

 d
ur

in
g 

th
e 

su
rv

ey
 a

re
 n

ot
 re

po
rte

d 
fo

r c
on

fi d
en

tia
lit

y 
pu

rp
os

es
.  

 
S

ou
rc

e:
 A

la
sk

a 
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f L

ab
or

 a
nd

 W
or

kf
or

ce
 D

ev
el

op
m

en
t, 

R
es

ea
rc

h 
an

d 
A

na
ly

si
s 

S
ec

tio
n 

an
d 

th
e 

A
la

sk
a 

H
ou

si
ng

 F
in

an
ce

 C
or

po
ra

tio
n,

 2
01

5 
R

en
ta

l M
ar

ke
t S

ur
ve

y



16 ALASKA HOUSING MARKET INDICATORS, 2015 RESIDENTIAL RENTAL MARKET SURVEY

Occupied vs. Vacant Rental Unit Costs
All Units, Select Boroughs and Census Areas, 2015

Occupied Units Vacant Units
Average Rent Median Rent # Units

Surveyed
Average Rent Median Rent # Units

SurveyedSurvey Area Contract Adjusted Contract Adjusted Contract Adjusted Contract Adjusted
Municipality of Anchorage 1,142 1,257 1,095 1,192 7,924 1,108 1,206 1,005 1,126 323
Fairbanks North Star Borough 1,060 1,232 1,000 1,113 2,549 1,024 1,136 1,030 1,123 485
Juneau, City and Borough 1,148 1,297 1,100 1,201 1,047 1,243 1,369 1,195 1,316 37
Kenai Peninsula Borough 857 992 839 940 972 881 995 825 950 71
Ketchikan Gateway Borough 962 1,077 980 1,000 366 947 1,077 923 999 56
Kodiak Island Borough 1,265 1,434 1,200 1,400 372 1,516 1,700 1,625 1,769 18
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 1,065 1,208 900 1,044 1,158 1,183 1,383 988 1,230 40
Sitka, City and Borough 952 1,194 890 1,136 272 1,098 1,364 900 1,136 26
Valdez-Cordova CA 1,130 1,294 1,100 1,203 228 1,056 1,136 950 1,001 8
Wrangell Borough-Petersburg CA 696 879 700 862 127 N/D N/D N/D N/D N/D

Note: Areas or bedroom sizes for which six or fewer units were collected during the survey are not reported for confi dentiality purposes.   
Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and Analysis Section and the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2015 
Rental Market Survey

Change in Median Adjusted Rent by Bedroom Size, Apartments
2015 vs. 2014

Survey Area 1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom

Municipality of Anchorage $12 -$20 $45

Fairbanks North Star Borough -$25 -$25 -$112

Juneau, City and Borough $53 $30 $48

Kenai Peninsula Borough $50 $36 $64

Ketchikan Gateway Borough $25 $34 $37

Kodiak Island Borough 0 $50 0

Matanuska-Susitna Borough $60 $7 $169

Sitka, City and Borough 0 $31 $7

Valdez-Cordova CA $95 $49 0

Wrangell Borough-Petersburg CA $54 0 -$4

Balance of State $250 $207 $508

Note: Areas or bedroom sizes for which six or fewer units were collected during the 
survey are not reported for confi dentiality purposes.   
Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and 
Analysis Section and the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2015 Rental Market 
Survey
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Survey Area 1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom

Municipality of Anchorage $27 $128 $100

Fairbanks North Star Borough $78 $85 $11

Juneau, City and Borough -$22 $109 $205

Kenai Peninsula Borough -$43 $27 $25

Ketchikan Gateway Borough -$26 -$12 $200

Kodiak Island Borough $60 0 -$1

Matanuska-Susitna Borough -$15 -$63 -$69

Sitka, City and Borough -$30 0 -$19

Valdez-Cordova CA $25 -$54 $77

Wrangell Borough-Petersburg CA $37 -$16 $29

Balance of State $25 $100 $150

Note: Areas or bedroom sizes for which six or fewer units were collected during the survey are 
not reported for confi dentiality purposes.   
Source:  Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and Analysis Sec-
tion and the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation - 2015 Rental Market Survey

Change in Median Adjusted Rent by Bedroom Size, Single-Family
2015 vs. 2014

Survey Area
Adjusted

Rent
Number
of Units

Municipality of Anchorage $1,125 8,247

Fairbanks North Star Borough $1,033 3,034

Juneau, City and Borough $1,126 1,084

Kenai Peninsula Borough $891 1,043

Ketchikan Gateway Borough $948 422

Kodiak Island Borough $1,269 390

Matanuska-Susitna Borough $958 1,198

Sitka, City and Borough $1,067 298

Valdez-Cordova CA $1,153 236

Wrangell Borough-Petersburg CA $801 132

Survey Total $1,077 16,379

Note: Areas or bedroom sizes for which six or fewer units 
were collected during the survey are not reported for 
confi dentiality purposes.   
Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce De-
velopment, Research and Analysis Section and the Alaska 
Housing Finance Corporation, 2015 Rental Market Survey

40th Percentile Adjusted Rent
All Units, Select Boroughs and Census Areas, 2015
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Percentage of Surveyed Units Using Select Energy Types
All Units, Select Boroughs and Census Areas, 2015

Heat Hot Water Cooking

Survey Area
Natural 

Gas Oil Electric Other
Natural 

Gas Oil Electric Other
Natural 

Gas Oil Electric Other

Municipality of Anchorage 96.2% 0.1% 3.7% 0% 96.4% 0% 3.6% 0% 5.4% 0% 94.5% 0%

Fairbanks North Star Borough 3.3% 89.9% 0.2% 6.6% 2.9% 68.2% 22.1% 6.8% 0.1% 0.2% 98.6% 1.0%

Juneau, City and Borough 0.2% 64.0% 35.4% 0.4% 0.6% 43.8% 55.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 97.6% 2.0%

Kenai Peninsula Borough 74.1% 17.5% 3.1% 5.3% 67.4% 6.1% 25.3% 1.2% 33.9% 0% 59.2% 6.9%

Ketchikan Gateway Borough 0% 80.1% 19.0% 0.9% 0.9% 53.6% 44.8% 0.7% 0% 0.5% 98.6% 0.9%

Kodiak Island Borough 0% 100.0% 0% 0% 0% 86.2% 13.1% 0.8% 0% 0% 96.2% 3.8%

Matanuska-Susitna Borough 89.2% 3.3% 7.0% 0.5% 83.6% 1.1% 14.6% 0.7% 37.9% 0.5% 60.6% 1.0%

Sitka, City and Borough 0% 61.4% 36.2% 2.3% 0.3% 32.2% 67.1% 0.3% 0.3% 0% 98.0% 1.7%

Valdez-Cordova CA 3.0% 94.9% 0% 2.1% 4.2% 76.3% 17.4% 2.1% 0.4% 0% 94.5% 5.1%

Wrangell Borough-Petersburg CA 0% 35.6% 63.6% 0.8% 0% 13.6% 86.4% 0% 0.8% 0% 94.7% 4.5%

 

Note: Areas or bedroom sizes for which six or fewer units were collected during the survey are not reported for confi dentiality purposes. Totals may not sum to 
100 due to rounding.
Source: Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and Analysis Section and the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation, 2015 Rental 
Market Survey
 


