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Executive Summary
The Centre County Commissioners contracted with Diana T. Myers and Associates, Inc.
to conduct an Affordable Housing Needs Assessment to identify the County’s critical
housing needs and to provide information that can be used to address those needs
within the County’s 36 municipalities over the next ten years.
What is Affordable Housing?
According to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, housing is
affordable if a family pays no more than 30% of its monthly income for total housing
costs. When housing prices rise faster than incomes, an affordability gap is created.
As seen in the chart below, such a gap exists in Centre County, where a total of 14,641
or 29.7% of the households were paying more than 30% of their incomes for housing in
2000. Even more distressing, 7,245 households or 14.7% of the households were
paying in excess of 50% of their incomes for housing. Both of these percentages are
considerably higher than for the state of Pennsylvania as a whole.
Table 1: Cost Burdened Owners and Renters by Region 2000
Owners
housing cost >
30% of Income
Number Percent
698,268
20.5%
5,579
18.8%
387
18.4%
259
23.8%
482
26.6%
597
22.2%
1,099
18.8%
1,007
27.0%
2,136
16.4%

Renters
housing cost >
30% of Income
Number Percent
460,443
33.6%
9,062
46.2%
172
24.1%
36
22.4%
80
20.9%
130
20.9%
570
25.3%
218
27.2%
7,924
53.6%

Total
housing cost >
30% of Income
Number
Percent
1,158,711
24.3%
14,641
29.7%
559
19.8%
295
23.6%
562
25.6%
727
22.0%
1,668
20.4%
1,225
27.1%
10,061
24.3%

Owners
housing cost >
50% of Income
Number Percent
Pennsylvania
262,276
7.7%
Centre County
1,988
6.7%
Moshannon Valley
155
7.4%
Mountaintop
124
11.4%
Upper Bald Eagle Valley
204
11.3%
Lower Bald Eagle Valley
258
9.6%
Nittany Valley
340
5.8%
Penns Valley
399
10.7%
Centre Region
744
5.7%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000

Renters
housing cost >
50% of Income
Number Percent
228,851
23.2%
5,237
26.7%
72
10.1%
16
9.9%
32
8.4%
46
7.4%
249
11.0%
84
10.5%
4,759
32.2%

Total
housing cost >
50% of Income
Number
Percent
452,330
9.5%
7,245
14.7%
227
8.1%
140
11.2%
236
10.8%
305
9.2%
582
7.2%
483
10.6%
6,406
15.8%

Pennsylvania
Centre County
Moshannon Valley
Mountaintop
Upper Bald Eagle Valley
Lower Bald Eagle Valley
Nittany Valley
Penns Valley
Centre Region
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Who is most likely to need affordable housing? Low and moderate-income working
families, elderly, people with disabilities and homeless families and individuals are all
facing critical needs for affordable housing in Centre County. Low and moderateincome households are those whose incomes are below 80% of the County median, or
$29,650 for households and about $40,500 for families.
What is Work Force Housing?
The most prominent need for affordable housing is sales housing for the County’s work
force, defined by the Pennsylvania Housing Alliance as housing that is affordable to the
typical Pennsylvania worker. In 2004 the typical Centre County working family earned
$50,557. Using the Fannie Mae affordability calculation, a household at this income
could purchase a home costing no more than $128,545. This is far short of the median
priced home in Centre County, which was $156,000 according to a 2004 HUD Regional
Analysis. If we apply the lending convention that a household can afford to purchase a
home that costs three times its annual income, only those earning over $52,000 can
afford the median priced home. Families with incomes less than $52,000 are virtually
priced out of the homebuyers’ market. It is estimated that over 15,000 Centre County
working families fall into this category, including accountants and auditors, police,
ambulance drivers, dental assistants, cashiers, waiters and waitresses, home health
aides and crossing guards. And families such as that of Mark, his wife, Christina, and
their two children.
Mark earns in the low $40,000’s and he and his family currently live in a three-bedroom
apartment in Toftrees. He says “We currently pay $825 a month for rent plus utilities,
which leaves little room to save for a down payment on a house as well as car
payments, student loans (for me and my wife) and anything else unexpected. We have
found that in the Centre Region this rent and our situation is pretty common. We have
looked at just renting a house for a while and the costs associated with that are absurd.”
They have been looking for a home in the Centre Region for close to two years with no
success. The majority of homes in Mark’s price range are either mobile homes, located
in Philipsburg (too far from work), or “they just didn't have what we were looking for,
such as a yard or in move-in condition.” He concludes: “I have little hope at best that
my family and I will find a house in the Centre Region that we can afford to buy and we
have only slightly better hope for the Bellefonte area. For now we will continue to rent
and in fact we are thinking of moving to a townhouse soon where there are sidewalks
and parks and maybe even a few less college kids. My long-term outlook isn't that great
for finding a home in the Region either. My family's plan is to be permanently settled by
the time the kids are in first or second grade, but if that doesn't happen we will probably
move back home to Buffalo where you can buy two houses for the price of one in
Centre County.”
This is a distressing situation, not only for Mark and his family, but also for Centre
County, which stands to lose good workers and possibly more businesses if it does not
increase its work force housing.
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Who Else Needs Affordable Housing in Centre County?
Unfortunately, Mark and other workers attempting to purchase their first homes are not
the only ones challenged by the lack of affordable housing in Centre County. There is
also a sizable gap between the cost of housing and the incomes of households seeking
affordable rental housing. In fact a full 46.2% of the County’s renters are paying in
excess of 30% of their incomes for housing, which is in part affected by the large
student population. This is far greater than the number of owners who are cost
burdened, which is 18.8%. Twenty-six percent of renters are paying over 50% of their
incomes for housing compared to 6.7% of the owners. Using the affordability standard
that a household should not spend more than 30% of its income on total housing costs,
only those earning over $25,520 can afford the average two-bedroom apartment in
Centre County that rents for $638. (This is the median gross rent from the 2000 census
adjusted according to HUD Fair Market Rent increases).
Among these households are the elderly, female-headed households, the disabled and
homeless. In fact the elderly aged 65 years and older are the fastest growing
population group in Centre County. Their numbers increased by almost 3000 persons
between 1990 and 2000 and are expected to continue to be the fastest growing age
group through the year 2030. Of elderly renters, 35% or 677 households are cost
burdened, paying in excess of 30% of their income for housing. Since elderly prefer to
age in place, the greatest challenge is to subsidize their current housing and to ensure
access to assistance with bathing, dressing, shopping, meal preparation and other
activities of daily living.
In addition to the elderly, people with disabilities living on SSI (Social Security Income)
or SSDI (Social Security Disability Income), and homeless households with no or very
low incomes, are in dire need of affordable housing since their incomes are also
significantly below $25,520. In fact, according to the Technical Assistance Collaborative
study Priced out in 2004”, an individual living on SSI in State College earns only 17.2%
of the local median income and would have to spend 87.3% of his or her income for an
efficiency and 97.2% for a one-bedroom unit. Compounding the problem is that in
addition to affordable housing, many of these households need accessible housing
and/or access to supportive services in order to remain in the community.
Are There Significant Municipal and Regional Differences?
Centre County has seven planning regions that vary greatly in their rates of growth,
housing costs, incomes and affordability. By far the greatest affordability problems are
in the Centre Region, in which 58% of the County’s population resides. There are
10,061 households in the Centre Region that are cost burdened, representing 69% of
the total households in the County that are paying in excess of 30% of their incomes for
housing. Other major regional differences are in homeownership rates. While most of
the regions meet or far exceed the Pennsylvania homeownership rate of 71.3%, in 2000
the rate in the Centre Region was only 59% due to the high number of students. The
other regions of the County have homeownership rates equal to or higher than the
state, some as high as 83%. In some regions such as Mountaintop, Upper and Lower
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Bald Eagle Valley, and Lower Penns Valley high percentages the homeowners are low
and moderate income elderly and disabled households who are cost burdened, which
means there is a greater need for home improvement and home modification loan and
grant assistance.
There are also significant demographic, economic and housing needs on the municipal
level in Centre County. The following chart enumerates differences among six selected
municipalities:
Table 2: Comparative Information Among Six Municipalities
Bellefonte

Walker
Twp

Potter
Twp

State
College

Worth
Twp

Rush
Twp

Centre
County

PA

Population
1990

6,358

2,801

3,020

38,923

709

3,411

123,784

11881643

2000

6,359

3,299

3,339

38,420

835

3,466

135,758

12,281,054

Estimated 2003

6,352

3,581

4,858

39,728

860

3,542

141,636

12,352,083

Elderly 65+

18.0%

11.3%

12.0%

5.8%

12.5%

20.5%

10.4%

15.6%

Workforce (25 - 55)

43%

44.6%

45.0%

20.3%

47.2%

42.20%

37.6%

42.4%

18-24

9.5%

7.0%

6.1%

65.5%

8.1%

6.60%

26.8%

8.9%

<18

21.0%

25.4%

26.0%

5.8%

23.4%

20.3%

18.0%

24.0%

Owner Occupancy
1990

52%

88%

83%

22.8%

84%

86.3%

59.8%

68.5%

2000

49.5%

89.5%

88%

24%

82.4%

86.0%

60.2%

71.3%

1990

62%

89%

92%

64.6%

86%

91%

78.2%

75.9%

2000

68%

94%

90.4%

65.1%

93.6%

88%

80.2%

77.8%

1990

46%

87.0%

80.0%

30.0%

81.0%

84.7%

64.3%

68.50%

2000

44%

87.0%

86.0%

29.8%

83.0%

86.6%

65.0%

69.50%

Families w/ children

18.8%

3.3%

8.5%

8.5%

7.8%

8.4%

8.7%

12.1%

Elderly

6.8%

15.6%

8.2%

2.2%

13.4%

7.4%

5.9%

9.1%

Median Household Income

$ 33,216

$ 48,835

$ 43,556

$ 21,186

$ 42,250

$ 35,239

$ 36,165

$ 40,106

Mean Household Income

$ 40,738

$ 51,594

$ 55,613

$ 35,400

$ 49,686

$ 38,712

$ 47,820

$ 52,682

>30% of Inc. on Hsg

25.2%

21.8%

26.3%

49.9%

25.9%

21.2%

29.7%

24.3%

>50% of Inc on Hsg

10.0%

8.6%

10.6%

30.0%

10.4%

9.8%

14.7%

10.3%

Elderly Owner Occ

Workforce Age Owner Occ

Below the Poverty Level

Cost Burden

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990, 2000, Small Area Estimations, 2003
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How Many New Units are Needed by 2030?
Projections for Centre County show an increase of 42,000 residents or about 16,091
households (at 2.61 persons per housing unit) by the year 2030. If homeowners remain
a consistent 60% of households in the county, there will be a demand for 9,654 sales
units and 6,437 rental units. Further, if 83% of the projected owners want single-family
homes, there will be a demand for 8,013 single-family homes. If the homeowner units
that are currently vacant become occupied, that number can be reduced to 7,276 new
single-family homes needed to meet the demand by 2030. This is more single-family
homes than there were residents in any of the municipalities outside the Centre Region
in 2000. In 2000, 13,200 or 27% of the 49,323 households in Centre County were
earning less than $52,000. Applying that same percentage to the demand for new
single-family units, we project that 1,964 of these homes need to be affordable to low
and moderate-income households. This is a very conservative estimate, since it
excludes families with male heads and no wife present as well as families with female
heads and no husband present since it is difficult to determine if these families have
workers.
Table 3: Working Families in Centre County Earning Less than $52,000 per year

Type of family
Married, both working
Married, Husband only works
Married, wife only works
Total working families
Total households in Centre Co.

% earning less
than $ 52,000
36%
52%
73%

Approximate number earning less
than $52,000
9,000

3,700
500
13,200
49,323

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000

What are the Greatest County Strengths and Obstacles?
Over thirty individuals were interviewed as part of the Needs Assessment in order to
gather anecdotal data on the County. Key among the information obtained from these
interviews are the major obstacles facing the County in addressing affordable housing,
and its strengths in overcoming those obstacles.
A major obstacle is the lack of public awareness of and support for the planning and
development of affordable housing in the County. The high cost of land in the Centre
Region, the lack of developable land in most of the County’s Boroughs and the lack of
public improvements in the more rural parts of the County are also problematic. The
critical lack of rental subsidies is an obstacle to the many families who are cost
burdened as well as to the production of new affordable units.
Analysis of policy barriers to the development of affordable housing in six of the
County’s municipalities (Bellefonte and State College Boroughs, and Potter, Rush,
Worth and Walker Townships) revealed that current regulatory practices inhibit the
production of affordable housing. The preservation of agricultural and farmland are
priorities in many areas, and there are few if any parcels in the growth areas that are
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zoned high density or that permit multi-family housing development by right outside of
the Centre Region. At present, State College is the only municipality that proactively
addresses the development of affordable housing by providing financial assistance to
developers and individuals.
Finally, there is no single entity or individual currently responsible for creating and
implementing housing policy nor for identifying and brokering resources, nor for
encouraging partnerships for the planning and development of affordable housing.
At the same time, the County has a number of notable strengths, including the quality of
life in the County, and the presence of Pennsylvania State University, which brings a
plethora of resources to the area. There is outstanding collaboration among key
stakeholders through the Affordable Housing Coalition, and the existing housing,
planning and human service offices are engaged. There are substantial financial
resources available, including a high level of charitable giving in the county and an
active United Way. Volunteerism is high and there are several nonprofit developers
who are interested in expanding their affordable housing activities in the County. Most
notably, the avid interest and support of the County Commissioners and the Borough of
State College in addressing the issue of affordable housing are major assets.
What Should be Done to Address the Situation?
Centre County is in the forefront of taking on the issue of affordable housing. The
County Commissioners and the members of the Centre County Affordable Housing
Coalition (AHC) in particular are to be commended for their commitment and dedication
to addressing the issue. The Centre Daily Times should also be commended for
helping to bring the affordable housing issue to the attention of the public. These are
excellent beginnings, but many challenges lay ahead.
Successfully meeting these challenges requires a paradigm shift--- a shift in the set of
assumptions, concepts, values, and practices that surround the issue of housing. The
community needs to fully understand the impact of the lack of affordable housing and
support its expansion in all areas of the County with unmet needs. The County housing
delivery system needs to be strengthened. Clear policies, strategies, priorities and
action steps must be established and resources must be generated and targeted to
accomplish the priorities identified. In other words, the County needs to place itself in
the driver’s seat in expanding affordable housing for its citizens.
Unfortunately there is no magic bullet for increasing affordable housing for the work force
and other populations in need. Rather, the county must adopt a range of policies and
undertake a series of actions that together will impact on affordability. The report
recommendations provide a blueprint for implementing such an approach. They range
from major to minor actions, and can be carried out in whole or individually. Our objective
is to provide an array of recommendations to stimulate discussion and facilitate
community involvement in addressing the challenge of expanding affordable housing in
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Centre County over the next ten years. The following summarizes the recommendations
found in the body of the report:
Summary of Recommendations
1- Strengthen the County Housing Delivery System
The County should have a single agency or entity responsible for housing policy,
program coordination and resource development. These functions could either be
assigned to existing agencies and staff or to a newly established Office of Housing and
Community Development (OHCD). Either option would require at least one full-time
staff person with affordable housing development experience (Housing
Coordinator/Director of OHCD) and aggressive pursuit of grants and financing for
housing programs and development projects. The County Commissioners should also
appoint a “Housing Cabinet” to determine policy and priorities and to review and monitor
programs. The Affordable Housing Coalition should continue to be a strong partner,
serving as advisory to the Cabinet, identifying unmet needs and providing input on
policy and other issues. Finally, the County Commissioners should also consider
appointment of a redevelopment authority, which has unique powers under state law
that can be indispensable for housing efforts that involve the revitalization of older
communities.
2- Facilitate Affordable Housing Development
The County needs to take concrete steps to expand the number of active development
entities and to stimulate and support affordable housing development. They should
support expansion of local non-profit developers by ensuring that they have the
resources to attract and retain experienced staff and by providing or assisting them to
obtain core operating support and/or predevelopment funds. The County should also
assist in formation of partnerships by maintaining an inventory of entities interested in
producing affordable housing in Centre County and by sponsoring periodic meetings in
which potential partners can be brought together. The County should continue to
provide data to facilitate the private sector’s development of affordable housing as well
as other information such as the inventory of vacant lots with R-zoning within the
county’s designated growth areas.
They should provide information on current financial resources available for affordable
housing and should develop a financing strategy for future development that
incorporates the use of all public and private, federal, state and local resources for
affordable housing development, operations and rental subsidies.
It is specifically recommended that a revolving loan fund be capitalized for use by nonprofit developers for the acquisition of land and buildings for the development of
affordable housing and that the County initiate an Employer Assisted Housing Program
(EAH), which enables employers to participate in providing housing for their employees.
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3- Increase Understanding of and Support for Affordable Housing
The Centre County Affordable Housing Coalition has been doing a laudatory job of
bringing the issue of affordable housing to the attention of members of the housing
industry and the general public. These efforts need to be continued and expanded.
There is a need to educate the public as well as individual interest groups such as
lenders, developers, builders, municipal planners, realtors, elected and other local
officials. Information should be presented in a variety of media and formats so as to be
embraced by as wide an audience as possible.
People must not only understand the need for affordable housing, but also be willing to
support the development of affordable housing. We recommend establishment of a
blue ribbon task force composed of community leaders to participate in community
education as well as identifying potential development sites, and a group of satisfied
neighbors of existing affordable housing developments that will be prepared to go to
public meetings and hearings in support of future developments.
4- Develop A County Housing Policy, Strategies and Priorities
If the County is to take the driver’s seat in meeting affordable housing needs, the next
step must be to develop and adopt housing policies, strategies and priorities that can be
used to develop action plans. Most important, these policies, strategies and priorities
must be used to determine the allocation and targeting of existing County housing
resources as well as to direct the pursuit of additional resources.
5- Reduce Development Barriers to the Production of Affordable Housing
The analysis reveals that current regulatory practices in the municipalities studied inhibit
the production of affordable housing. HUD has identified a wide range of regulatory
practices that can be used to reduce barriers to the development of affordable housing,
few of which are currently being used in Centre County. The consultant recommends
that the County Planning Office convene a group to consider the HUD recommended
methods for reducing regulatory barriers; identify those that are most applicable to
Centre County municipalities; identify existing or draft model ordinances/regulations;
and develop a strategy for continuing to educate municipalities about regulatory reform.
We also recommend that the County work with one or two municipalities that are willing
to adopt and test regulations that promote the development of work force housing;
provide financial and other incentives to those municipalities; and document and
showcase the results of these demonstration projects.
6- Continue to Increase Homeownership Options
At this time, both the County and State College Borough have homeownership
programs. Although these programs are highly effective in assisting individuals to
purchase existing housing, they do not stimulate the production of new sales housing to
meet the need of the many working families identified in this study. Further, Borough
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officials have noted the difficulty in finding homes for sale that can be made affordable
even with sizable subsidies. We recommend that:
•
•

•

•

•

•

The County promote land use and zoning regulations that allow for the development
of townhouses and other attached housing
The development of infill housing and small land parcels be promoted as more
affordable housing options, especially in State College, Bellefonte and other
Boroughs.
The County promote mixed income housing developments where lower-income
housing is a percentage of the housing built such as in Montgomery County,
Maryland; we suggest this be done on a voluntary basis with a target of 15-20%
affordable units in each new development.
Federal, state and local dollars be used to subsidize the construction of new sales
housing so that the units are affordable to working families and other low and
moderate-income households.
The County better utilize Fannie Mae, Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency,
Federal Home Loan Bank and Rural Development sales housing programs,
including those for sweat equity.
• The County investigate the feasibility of fostering ownership through
condominium and limited equity cooperatives vehicles in order to extend the benefits
of ownership to a broader segment of the population,
The County investigate establishment of Tax Abatement Programs for units
constructed or rehabilitated in designated areas of the county.

7- Expand the Number of Home Improvement Loans and Grants
The County should pursue additional resources to expand its home improvement
program, targeting areas outside of State College Borough. Since the state is
prioritizing community revitalization, we suggest that the County take a targeted
approach to the home improvement program in order to attract additional funds from the
Commonwealth. We recommend that the County expand its program to include the
rehabilitation of rental properties occupied by elderly and disabled households and use
funds for home modifications as well as for home improvements.
8- Promote Rental Housing in Targeted Submarkets
It is crucial that the Centre County Housing Authority (PHA) be extremely aggressive in
pursuing any and all opportunities to increase the number of housing vouchers available
through HUD. There is a need for tenant-based vouchers as well as for project-based
vouchers that attach to the unit. Under current HUD regulations, a public housing
authority (PHA) can project-base up to 20% of its vouchers. In Centre County that
means that 20% of 624, or up to 125 vouchers could be project-based. We recommend
that:
•

The PHA include project-basing as an option in their Administrative Plan and
prepare an RFP seeking interested property owners and developers.
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•

•
•
•

•

Other resources for rental subsidies be pursued such as state and State College
Borough HOME funds, which could be an excellent resource for subsidies to bridge
the period between leaving transitional housing and obtaining a PHA housing
voucher.
The County promote zoning incentives (e.g. density bonuses) for developments that
include not only affordable sales housing, but also affordable rental housing.
The County promote the development of units of varying sizes in mixed
developments, including for very-low income families and single individuals.
Public dollars be used to subsidize the construction or rehabilitation of new rental
housing so that the units are affordable to households identified as high priorities in
the County housing policy, such as working families and elderly.
The County should examine the feasibility of non-traditional housing options such as
the development of group shared residences for more active elderly residents.

9- Increase Housing Opportunities for People with Disabilities and Homeless
Households.
As described above, homeless and people with disabilities often face insurmountable
obstacles in meeting their housing needs. Their housing costs need to be extremely
affordable and they may need accessible housing and access to appropriate supportive
services. We recommend that:
•
•

•

•

•

•

•

The County require or provide incentives for a set-aside of a percentage of units in
new affordable housing developments for people with disabilities.
The County allocate funding through the Housing Trust Fund and/or through Project
Based Housing Vouchers to provide rental subsidies to individuals with disabilities
so that they can afford to live in projects developed through the low-income housing
tax credit program.
The Housing Authority watch for and be prepared to apply for Mainstream Section 8
Vouchers, which are an additional allocation of Section 8 Vouchers specifically for
people with disabilities, if and when they become available in the future.
The County encourage developers to pursue funding under the HUD Section 811
Program, which is the most significant financial resource for increasing the
availability of affordable housing for individuals with disabilities.
The County Housing Coordinator/Director of OHCD work closely with developers to
identify and provide the services needed by the residents of proposed housing for
the “frail elderly”.
The County provide both education about accessibility and special incentives for
projects that exceed the required Federal standard that 5% of units be wheelchair
accessible and 2% be accessible for individuals with hearing or visual disabilities.
The County Planning Office conduct a survey of the accessible subsidized rental
units in the county to determine whether they are actually occupied by individuals
needing the accessibility features and work to pro-actively market those units to
households that need the accessibility features.
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•

•

•

•
•

•
•

The County provides all single-family housing developers with information on
Visitability and consider adopting a requirement that all new or substantially
rehabilitated single-family homes receiving County or Borough assistance be made
Visitable.
The County Mental Health Administrator contact OMHSAS and request technical
assistance in an assessment and planning effort to ensure the development of
recovery-oriented housing and service options.
The County establish a Local Housing Options Team as a subcommittee of the
Affordable Housing Coalition to specifically target efforts to expand housing options
for people with disabilities.
The County Housing Authority apply for 10 to 15 additional slots of Shelter Plus Care
in the 2006 application round of the HUD Continuum of Care Program.
The Women’s Resource Center assess the extent to which the women they serve
have a disabling condition and begin to design a tenant-based rental assistance
program to help meet the affordable housing needs of the families leaving their
shelter and transitional housing program.
The County require or provide incentives for a set-aside of units in new affordable
housing developments for homeless individuals and families.
The County Offices of Adult Services and Aging be involved in the planning and
implementation of all housing for the homeless, frail elderly and others with
disabilities and that consideration be given to the adequate funding of all necessary
services.

10- Monitor and Evaluate Programs and Update Relevant Data
The County Housing Coordinator/OHCD Director should collect and analyze
performance data annually with assistance from the County Planning Office. A
countywide housing needs assessment should be conducted at least every ten years to
update the findings of this study. Other data analysis should occur on an as needed
basis in order to provide input to specific proposed activities or to evaluate existing
programs and policies.
What Strategies Should Guide Future Housing Development?
Given Centre County’s current situation and projected future growth, several strategies
are strongly recommended. First, in order to maximize the effective use of existing
resources, projects that involve adaptive reuse, in-fill development and revitalization of
older areas should receive priority consideration. Second, new development should
take place in designated growth areas with consideration for proximity to public
transportation. Third, municipalities should be encouraged and assisted in adopting
zoning ordinances and other regulations that support inclusionary communities with a
mix of residential and non-residential, single-family and multi-family, sales and rental
units. Requirements for a percentage of affordable units and for special needs
populations should also be included.
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What are Potential First Projects?
The report enumerates criteria for a successful first affordable housing project and
recommends six prototypes that would meet those criteria. The prototypes are offered
as the “next steps” for the implementation of the recommendations in the Needs
Assessment. Each of the projects is a model and has the prospect of being replicated
at various locations throughout the county. Other projects that meet these criteria might
also be considered for “first projects.” The six prototypes are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Employer Assisted Housing
Adaptive Reuse
Work Force Housing
Countywide Rental Housing Rehabilitation For Elderly And Disabled Households
Scattered Site Housing And Services For “Frail” Elderly
Fairweather Lodge For Individuals With Mental Illness

In summary, Centre County faces serious challenges in expanding affordable housing in
the County, especially in the Centre Region. However, the County has a solid base of
resources as well as the support of the County Commissioners, the Affordable Housing
Coalition and other public and private agencies. This report can serve as the County’s
Blueprint for Action in meeting these challenges over the next ten years.
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Introduction
According to HUD’s rule of thumb, housing is affordable if the total monthly costs do not
exceed 30% of the household’s monthly income. Unfortunately, in Centre County, due
to the fact that housing costs are increasing more rapidly than household income, more
and more families are finding it difficult to rent or purchase housing they can afford.
One such family is that of Mark and his wife Christina who currently live in a threebedroom apartment in Toftrees with their two children. This is their story as told in
Mark’s own words:
Family
Christina, age 29, is currently a homemaker taking care of our two children. She does
have a bachelor's degree but is not in the workforce so she can attend to our children.
Our daughter, Gwyneth, age 2.5, is my first born, who like most children likes to play
outdoors or indoors or really anywhere. My son, Ethan, age 1.3, is a little bit younger
than my daughter and also enjoys the same activities.
Living Situation
Our three bedroom apartment offers slightly more than 1,000 square feet and includes a
walk through kitchen, eating area, a living room, and access to a 5'x7' storage unit
located in the basement. Coin-op laundry is also located in the basement with no
change machines. The apartment is located on the first floor where we have a small
patio and access to the yard surrounding the building. This is where my children play,
which can be problematic since the yard belongs to everyone, which means lots of dogs
using our yard area as a bathroom. We cannot leave toys out in the grass area or they
will be mowed over and we cannot fence the area in if we want the kids to stick around.
The sight is pleasantly wooded but there are no sidewalks on the busy street (Toftrees
Avenue), meaning anytime I want to walk my kids to the nearest playground (over a
quarter of a mile away) I have to walk in the shoulder area amongst traffic moving at
35mph or greater through an intersection with no crosswalks.
Financial Situation
I am the sole bread earner for the family making in the low $40,000’s. We currently pay
$825 a month for rent plus utilities, which leaves little room to save for a downpayment
on a house as well as car payments, student loans (for me and my wife) and anything
else unexpected. We have found that in the Centre Region this rent and our situation is
pretty common. We have looked at just renting a house for a while and the costs
associated with that are absurd.
After being here for a little over two years, we have figured out what areas we would
consider buying a house in and have concentrated our efforts on such areas (State
College area, Bellefonte area and Philipsburg area). Roughly a year ago I started
looking for homes in these areas as my lease was running out at my current location. I
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began the search by using the multi-list serve and checking out a few local realtors
(their names escape me at this point). A maximum price of $100,000, a minimum
number of 3 bedrooms and the locations I listed above were my search criteria.
Generally every time I did this search with those criteria I was given a couple of dozen
homes to choose from, with the majority of them being either mobile homes or located
in Philipsburg. (I just did another search at happyvalleyhomes.com, which yielded 33
results with 26 of them in the Philipsburg/Osceola Mills area). We really don't want to
move to Philipsburg because of the distance to my job, so unless there was an
unbelievable buy, which there isn't, we pretty much were left with a handful of houses to
even consider, most of which we ended up writing off anyways because they just didn't
have what we were looking for, such as a yard or in move-in condition. I also had
difficulty getting pre-approved for a mortgage because of my salary, all the expenses I
incur every month, and the fact that I have 2 kids and a wife to support, versus the
amount we were asking for (I used $100,000 which is 2.5 times my gross salary) made
it difficult to find any mortgage company to work with, we settled for one company but
they were too slow on giving us the information we needed, so we gave up on looking
for a house.
Assessment
I have little hope at best that my family and I will find a house in the Centre Region that
we can afford to buy and we have only slightly better hope for Bellefonte area. For now
we will continue to rent and in fact we are thinking of moving to a townhouse soon
where there are sidewalks and parks and maybe even a few less college kids. My longterm outlook isn't that great for finding a home in the Region either. My family's plan is
to be permanently settled by the time the kids are in first or second grade, but if that
doesn't happen we will probably move back home to Buffalo where you can buy two
houses for the price of one here.
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Purpose of the Study
With stories like Mark’s in mind, the Centre County Board of Commissioners contracted
with Diana T. Myers and Associates, Inc. to prepare a comprehensive, countywide
Affordable Housing Needs Assessment. The assessment is intended to identify the
county’s critical housing needs and to provide information that can be used to address
those needs within the county’s 36 municipalities for a ten-year period.
The report documents existing conditions, identifies critical housing needs, and provides
options for addressing those needs. The Affordable Housing Needs Assessment
provides the basis for future planning and economic and community development
efforts in order to:
•
•

•
•
•
•

Develop new public policies and programs related to housing;
Facilitate the private sector’s development of affordable community housing by the
provision of market data that can be used to appropriately design and acquire
financing for residential projects;
Develop recommendations for ways to generate and allocate public and private
resources for housing development;
Plan for future housing impacts connected with anticipated growth;
Monitor the effectiveness of housing programs and projects that might be initiated;
and
Identify options for integrating affordable housing units within new and existing
neighborhoods.

The work tasks included:
• Data collection
• Data analysis
• Identification of key findings
• Coordination with and reporting to county and local officials and agencies
• Preparation of a Housing Needs Assessment Final Report
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Background on Centre County
Centre County, located in central Pennsylvania, encompasses 1,112 square miles and
contains 25 Townships and 11 Boroughs within its boundary. This diverse county is
experiencing rapid growth due to increased development activity, the presence of the
Pennsylvania State University, and new highway construction. As a result, Centre
County is faced with keeping pace with the growing population and changing economic
conditions.
From 1980 to 2000, the county’s population grew by 20%; however, the number of
housing units increased by 34%. (The difference between the two figures may be
attributed to the decrease in family size over the past 20 years). One of the most
pressing challenges arising from the increased development activity is the continued
provision of safe, sanitary housing for all of the county’s residents.
While some areas of Centre County are experiencing rapid, new development, 17.4% of
the county’s overall housing stock was built before 1939. In nine of the county’s 36
municipalities, the number of housing units built prior to 1939 exceeds 40%. In addition,
data collected during the 2000 US Census indicates unsanitary conditions exist in 248
housing units, which lack complete plumbing.
Housing affordability is an increasing concern. In 1980, 96% of the owner-occupied
units were valued at $99,999 or less compared to 40% in 2000. The average cost of
building a single-family home in 2000 exceeded $160,000 which does not include the
price of land. With respect to rental unit affordability, 48.2% of renters were paying
greater than 30% of their 1999 gross income for housing. The groups most affected by
this are the workforce population, the elderly, people with disabilities and the homeless.
In particular, in the RFP for this Housing Needs Assessment, the County noted that the
impact of rising housing costs is especially troubling for homeless individuals and
families. The average length of homeless shelter stays has increased from 30 to 60
days over the last five years. Bridge housing program managers report that the length
of stay for some residents has increased from 12 to 24 months. Lack of affordable
permanent housing is the stated reason for these increases.
In light of these and other affordable housing needs that will be highlighted in this
Housing Needs Assessment, the Centre County Commissioner’s engaged a consultant
to recommend strategies to increase the availability of affordable housing in Centre
County.
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Methodology
Diana T. Myers & Associates, Inc. utilized a broad range of methods, both quantitative
and qualitative, to collect information and data for this report, including both primary and
secondary sources. Every effort was made to verify information as we proceeded.
Using multiple sources of information increased the validity and accuracy of the analysis
and improved understanding of the challenges facing Centre County in increasing
affordable housing. Interviews with local and county sources provided detailed
information on existing resources, housing needs and concerns, development
objectives, public policies, and regulations such as zoning that affect housing
development. In addition, county representatives provided quantitative detail on
housing permits and transfers, projected population growth and transportation zones.
Federal census data provided detailed information on population, housing and housing
cost burdens. Reports on Centre County from outside sources enhanced
understanding of the county’s affordable housing needs. Finally, a small work group of
key stakeholders was formed to review and comment on the interim and final reports.
Interviews
A series of formal face-to-face interviews and scheduled telephone interviews provided
in-depth information on housing services and programs, county and municipal
affordable housing concerns, developers’ economic objectives, the real estate market,
large employers and government concerns, and the availability of nonprofit resources.
(See Appendix A for a list of those formally interviewed.) These interviews took place
early in the process to help focus the housing needs assessment. In total, 23 face-toface interviews with stakeholders and 10 telephone interviews informed the process.
Throughout the analysis period informal telephone and email communications continued
the process of collecting information and verifying information. Local officials provided
details on taxes, zoning and land use. Housing developers and providers supplied
information on current and future housing developments. Real estate agents and
property managers discussed development and maintenance concerns. Penn State
Officials discussed future student housing development. If information gathered from
different sources was inconsistent, we clarified the information through additional data
analysis and follow-up telephone questions. In addition, the work group participants
provided corrections and focus to the analysis.
Documents
A large number of documents added crucial information. The Centre County Planning
Office provided access to the County Comprehensive Plan including the Housing
Section that concluded Phase I of the process in addressing affordable housing. The
Planning Office also supplied the Planning Region Summaries and links to the
consolidated plans of the Nittany Valley Planning Region and the Penns Valley Region;
maps of planning regions, infrastructure, transportation, and school districts; the County
Subdivision and Land Use Ordinance, the Draft Housing Authority of Centre County
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Administrative Plan, and a draft of the proposed zoning ordinance for Worth Township.
Bellefonte Borough, State College Borough, Walker Township and Potter Township all
provided copies of their zoning ordinances. In addition, State College Borough provided
the Centre Region Growth Forecasts 2003 – 2030 and the State College Borough
Consolidated Plan for 2005 – 2009.
Many other documents supported the analysis. The Appalachian Regional Commission
and the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia produced reports on the economic and
housing situation in the county. Likewise documents supplied by the Chamber of
Business and Industry of Centre County and the Moshannon Valley Economic
Development Partnership assisted in the analysis. The Pennsylvania Department of
Transportation website was used to obtain current information on the development of
I99 on their website. Nonprofit organizations also provided documents about their
programs and services.
Visual Inspection
Part of the qualitative data collection included physical inspection of different locales
and buildings. Visits across the county provided a better understanding of topography,
physical relationships between different municipalities, the size and age of existing
homes, appearance of newer homes and the variety of density and design of residential
buildings. Linda Marshall of the Centre County Planning Office provided a tour of
existing low-income housing developments and public housing and of possible sites for
locating workforce and other affordable housing developments.
Quantitative data
Quantitative data sources provided numbers to confirm and contrast with the qualitative
data collected above. U. S. Census data are available on the web both in interactive
formats and in data files that may be downloaded for analysis. Census data include the
1990 Census and Census 2000 data, the 2000 Public Use Microdata for Centre County,
Small Area Income & Poverty Estimates and the special tabulations for the
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data. The Department of
Housing and Urban Development supplies Fair Market Rents. The Bureau of Labor
Statistics provides information on wages by occupation. The Pennsylvania State Data
Center provides data on municipal population estimates. The Pennsylvania Center for
Workforce Information has data on occupational wages for the Central Workforce
Investment Area. The Centre County Planning Office provides real estate transfer and
permit data. Local municipal governments provide data on persons laid off due to plant
closings. Penn State University provides numbers on employees living in Centre
County and living outside Centre County and counts of students housed in student
residential buildings. Data on homeless persons and families comes from the Point-inTime Survey conducted by the Pa Department of Community and Economic
Development. This wide variety of data created the background information necessary
to conduct the data analysis.
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Limitations of the Data
The data detail, especially across ten-year periods, cannot be matched for some data
sources. Census data on households do not count students living in university
dormitories. Students in dormitories are counted as institutionalized populations not as
separate households. The CHAS data are only available at the county level and for
State College Borough in 1990, unlike the much more detailed 2000 CHAS data that are
available by municipality and Census Designated Places (CDP). Data at the municipal
and CDP level are highly inaccurate. To protect the confidentiality of residents in very
small geographic regions, the smallest number recorded, other than a zero for none, for
any particular information piece is four persons. Other numbers are rounded up as well.
These data provide a guide to housing burdens, but do not supply specific information.
The 1990 CHAS data also do not contain information on students housed in the county
as the 2000 CHAS data do. Data at very fine detail are estimates and should be used
with caution. Likewise, population estimates and projections are based on formulas and
not true counts of persons. All information is subject to the limitations noted by the
source.
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Organization of the Housing Needs Assessment
The Housing Needs Assessment consists of two volumes.
The first volume is the actual report, which includes the following information:
•

Quantitative data analysis: This includes a discussion of countywide population
trends, a description of the county’s housing stock, demographic information about
targeted populations, an analysis of the seven planning regions of the county and a
closer look at six specific municipalities.

•

Anecdotal data: This includes a summary of the information collected through both
face-to-face and telephone interviews. It includes a discussion of the populations
with the largest need for affordable housing, recommended housing models,
community strengths and opportunities, and community weaknesses and
challenges.

•

Summary of the affordable housing needs: This is a summary of the county’s
housing needs based on an analysis of both the quantitative and anecdotal data.

•

Recommendations: This section contains recommended actions in ten different
areas:
 strengthening the county housing delivery system;
 facilitating affordable housing development;
 increasing understanding and support for affordable housing;
 developing a county housing policy;
 reducing development barriers to the production of affordable housing;
 continuing to increase homeownership options;
 expanding the number of home improvement loans and grants;
 promoting rental housing in targeted submarkets;
 increasing housing opportunities for people with disabilities and homeless
households; and
 monitoring and evaluation programs and updating data.

•

Strategy and Prototypes: This section contains recommended strategies for
expanding affordable housing in Centre County. It also contains descriptions of six
different housing models including a definition of the housing model, the target
population, potential sites, potential implementation partners, possible funding
sources, examples of similar housing, and contacts for additional information.
Prototypes are provided for: employer assisted housing, adaptive reuse, work force
housing, countywide rental housing rehabilitation, scattered site housing and
services for the elderly, and Fairweather Lodge. These are the “next steps” for the
implementation of the recommendations in the Needs Assessment. Each of the
projects included in the prototypes could be replicated at various locations
throughout the county.
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•

Glossary: This contains brief definitions of technical terms used in the body of the
report.

•

Appendices: This contains specific technical information referenced in the body of
the report. Among the appendices are: the list of people interviewed, an inventory
of assisted housing and housing resources for the homeless, descriptions of housing
programs available in Centre County, a list of housing providers in Centre County,
and data tables.

The second volume is the Technical Supplement. It is divided into several sections:
•

The first contains the numerous detailed statistical tables providing demographic
and housing data by county, planning region, local jurisdictions, and Census
Designated Places. It also contains information according to income group.

•

The second section contains general information such as on Employer Assisted
Housing and Fairweather Lodges.

•

The third section includes descriptions of housing finance programs.
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Housing Needs
Demographic, Housing and Economic Data
Countywide Population and Economic Trends
Centre County is diverse geographically across its 1,112 square miles. This beautiful
and historic region has rural and forested areas, small towns and the Borough of State
College, home of the main campus of Pennsylvania State University (Penn State). The
county includes 25 townships and 11 independent boroughs split into seven planning
regions. The population in the County has increased from 99,267 residents in 1970 to
an estimated 140,476 in 2004, a much faster rate of growth than that of Pennsylvania
as a whole (see Chart 2 below). Changes in the county’s roadways, its attractiveness
as a retirement location and its expanding employment opportunities in education and
healthcare will sustain these population growth rates.
Chart 1: Centre County and Pennsylvania Population Changes
Percentage Change in Population
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000, Small Area Population Estimates 2003

I99 is a limited-access four-lane highway that runs from the southwest side of the
county to I80 in the center of the county, just east of Bellefonte Borough. Current
development of the I99 corridor that links the Pennsylvania Turnpike to I80 is expected
to encourage more commercial and industrial development along this high speed
alternative to local routes. In turn, population growth in the county is expected to
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continue as commuting times across the county decrease. Centre County population
projections show much faster growth than Pennsylvania as a whole. If these forecasts
are accurate, Pennsylvania will grow in population by 4% from 2000 to 2030 while
Centre County will grow by 24% in total population.
As seen in the chart below, the elderly population 65 years and older is increasing faster
as a percentage of total population in Centre County than in the state. While large
numbers of students concentrate the county population at lower age levels, residents in
Centre County from 18 to 24 years old declined as a percentage of the population
between 1990 and 2000. In Pennsylvania the elderly population 65 and older is
projected to increase by 34% by 2030 while the number of children under 18 years old
will decline. By 2030, there will be more residents of Pennsylvania 65 and older than
younger than 18. Correspondingly, Centre County can look forward to similar patterns
of changes in the elderly population through 2030. That is, older residents will become
an increasing share of the total population.
So, while Centre County can expect growth in all age levels the County can expect
faster growth in the number of older residents than in other population groups.
Chart 2: Population Shares by Age Group in Centre County and Pennsylvania
1990 and 2000
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Economic Development
Economic development in Centre County has been focused in the Centre Region
surrounding State College, although other areas also provide a variety of employment
opportunities. The largest employers in Centre County are Penn State University, State
government, State College Area School Systems and the Mt. Nittany Medical Center
(Center for Workforce Information and Analysis).
Centre County has seen the steady loss of manufacturing jobs. Most recent were the
closings of the Corning Asahi Video Products, Murata Electronics and Ruetgers
Organics located in Ferguson Township and College Township. Remaining
manufacturing employment is in smaller firms. As illustrated in the chart below,
neighboring counties also lost manufacturing jobs, further depleting the availability of
this type of employment for Centre County workers.

YEAR
2001
2002
2002
2002
2002
2003
2003
2004
2004
2005

Table 4: Manufacturing Plant Closings 2001 – 2005
Centre County and Neighboring Counties
COUNTY
NAME OF PLANT
LOST JOBS
Mifflin
Lear
300
Clinton
International Paper
800
Mifflin
Scotty’s Window Fashions
230
Clinton
Autoline
167
Clinton
Champion
175
Mifflin
Guardian Industries
69
Centre
Corning Asahi
1000
Centre
Murata Electronics
300
Centre
Ruetgers Organics
65
Clinton
Drive Plus
140

Source: Central Pennsylvania Workforce Development Corporation

While the manufacturing layoffs from Centre County plants affected all parts of the
county, many of the workers who lost their jobs resided outside Centre County. About
58% of laid-off workers from Corning Asahi resided in Centre County and just 51% of
Murata Electronics workers.
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Table 5: Centre County Manufacturing Workers Laid Off
After Centre County Manufacturing Closings in 2003 and
2004
Corning
Asahi
Aaronsburg
Bald Eagle Area
Bellefonte Borough
Benner Township
Centre Hall Borough
Coburn
College Township
Ferguson Township
Gregg Township
Halfmoon Township
Harris Township
Marion Township
Millheim Borough
Patton Township
Penn Township
Philipsburg Borough
Potter Township
Rebersburg
Rush Township
Spring Township
State College Borough
Walker Township
TOTAL
Percent of lost jobs

Ruetgers
Organics

5
169
37
37
5
4
21
45
16
18
12
5
30

Murata Electronics

15
4
6
1

17
16
12
3

5
9
1
1
3

6
19
1
6
10
3
2
14
1
12
7

7

40
16
5
71
17
25

10
3

7
9
4
4

578
58%

65
100%

153
51%

Sources: College Township Tax Office; Ferguson Township Tax Office

While Centre County businesses have strong retention of workers, there has been a
general lack of active start-up activity. The business incubators at the Moshannon
Valley Economic Development Partnership’s facility and Penn State University’s
Innovation Park are addressing the need for more emphasis on new businesses.
High growth industries (electronics, plastics and research) are more concentrated in
Centre County than in the U.S. economy as a whole, but according to the Appalachian
Regional Commission, these too remain smaller employers. Table 1 in Appendix F
shows a calculated comparison between the 1990 Census occupational categories and
the 2000 Census occupational categories. Although the categories are not a perfect
match between Census years, they provide a guideline to changes in occupational
groups over this ten-year period. The data shows that the largest growth has been in
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life, physical and social science occupations and education, training, and library
occupations. The most significant rate of decrease has been perfect match between
census years, they provide a guideline to changes in occupational groups over this tenyear period. The data shows that the largest growth has been in life, physical and
social science occupations and education, training and library occupations. The most
significant rate of decrease has been in health care support occupations and health
diagnosing and treating practitioners and technical occupations.
Job growth projections vary from 16.2% in the County by 2010 (The Pennsylvania
Center for Workforce Information and Analysis of the Bureau of Labor Statistics) to 0.9
percent a year or about 7% from 2003 to 2010 (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development). The higher projection would mean an increase of 12,310 positions by
2010. As shown in Table 2 of Appendix F, they project that the largest occupational
gains will be in education, training & library occupations (198 new positions per year);
sales & related occupations (128 new positions per year); office & administrative
support occupations (124 new positions per year); food preparation & serving
occupations (106 new positions per year). See detailed tables in the Technical
Supplement.
Mean annual wages in Centre County in 2004 were $34,410, up from the 2003 average
of $33,700. This represents a similar growth in wages to the state as a whole. The
Table below lists the 2004 Mean Annual Wages by Occupation. The following
summarizes some of the key points:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Mean annual wages for computer and mathematical, life, physical and social
sciences, and architecture and engineering occupations range from $33,530 to
$54,140, with technicians earning the lowest wages.
Educational workers, not including hourly paid employees, earn from $32,160 to
$47,700 in mean annual wages.
Health care practitioners and technical workers average just over $54,000 per year
in wages with registered nurses earning an estimated annual average of $43,130.
Construction workers earn an average of $14.89 per hour.
Those who serve and prepare food and provide personal care and services are the
lowest paid workers, earning mean hourly wages of just $8.13.
The largest group of sales employees, retail salespersons, also earns just more than
$9.30 an hour on average.
Those employed as management earn the highest wages with mean annual wages
of $69,820.
The largest single occupational group in Centre County, Office and Administrative
Support Occupations, employs 1 in every 6 workers at a mean annual wage of
$26,820.
In all occupational groups, the mean income is significantly above the median
annual wage, suggesting that lower paid groups dominate occupational groupings
(June 2005 Metropolitan Area Employment and Wage Estimates, Bureau of Labor
Statistics).
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In general, Centre County workers earn slightly to significantly lower wages than the
Pennsylvania averages. There are four exceptions as highlighted on Table 3 of
Appendix F: Healthcare practitioner and technical occupations, protective service
occupations, food preparation and serving related occupations and farming, fishing and
forestry occupations.
The majority of employment opportunities in the county are located around State
College and Bellefonte. However, economic development in the western areas of the
county, notably Rush Township, Philipsburg Borough and South Philipsburg Borough, is
tied to the Moshannon Valley which includes 21 other municipalities located in Clearfield
County. In this area the Moshannon Valley Economic Development Partnership and the
Philipsburg Revitalization Corporation are actively developing and rehabilitating
industrial, commercial and residential properties.
The unemployment rate in Centre County, 3.4% in 2002 and 3.7% in 2004 is
significantly lower than that of the surrounding counties and for Pennsylvania as a
whole. In 2002, the statewide unemployment rate was 5.8%. Clearfield County to the
west had an unemployment rate of 8.5% in 2002. The counties south of Centre County
(Blair, Huntingdon and Mifflin) and Clinton County to the north also experienced
unemployment rates above the Pennsylvania rate (Appalachian Regional Commission
and Clinton County Economic Partnership) in 2002. Centre County is clearly a
destination for workers commuting from surrounding areas with less active economies.
Increasing population, job growth and the sprawl of residential development all
contribute to changes in where workers live and how they commute to work. As roads
improve and travel across the county becomes more efficient, workers and students are
expected to move greater distances from State College in order to reduce housing costs
without significantly increasing their commuting time.
Employment and commuting patterns change over time. In Centre County, residents
are increasingly working outside the county. In 1990, 5.8% of Centre County residents
worked outside of the county but by 2000, 8.4% of residents worked in another county.
Commuting times to the workplace increased several minutes from 17.1 minutes in
1990 to 19.6 minutes by 2000.
The majority of workers employed at Penn State University at the University Park
Campus in State College also live in Centre County. However, part time employees,
full-time staff and technical workers are more likely to live outside the county than are
executive, administrative and academic employees. This is likely due to the lack of
affordable housing for these lower-wage employees near employment centers.
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Table 6: Penn State Employees at University Park Campus
By Residence, March 2005
Full-time employees
Reside
in
Centre
County

Part time employees

Reside
outside
Centre
County

%
living in
Centre
County

Reside in
Centre
County

9
202
1378
434

96%
93%
79%
76%

0
304
972
201

0
84
553
116

0%
78%
64%
63%

Total
9362
2023
82%
1477
Source: Penn State University Human Resources
Notes: These counts exclude student employees.
Part time numbers fluctuate from month to month

753

66%

Executive/
Administrative
Academic
Staff
Technical

212
2753
5032
1365

Reside
outside
Centre
County

% living in
Centre County

Transportation Patterns
Increases in population and shifts in employment also affect transportation patterns.
Predicted changes in the Long Range Transportation Plan by 2030 show especially
heavy traffic on I99 north of State College and along I80, both east and west along the
center of the county. The Transportation Analysis Zones show that I80 to the east cuts
through parts of Marion Township where the median income is above the median
county income and population density is very low. To the west, Route 80 cuts through
parts of Snow Shoe Township, with low density and median income below the county
median and parts of Boggs Township with slightly higher density mixed with commercial
and retail businesses and median incomes above the county median. The heavily
traveled section of the proposed I99 corridor north of State College Borough is mainly in
Spring Township. The majority of Transportation Analysis Zones along the corridor to
I80 show very little residential development; the majority of homes are mixed in zones
with office and retail businesses. Median incomes in these zones are on the whole
higher than the county median. In several zones, industrial and commercial businesses
dominate land use. These more commercial zones along the major routes may attract
residents to nearby, more rural communities, where homes are close to major routes for
easy commuting but retain a more suburban or small village feel.
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Income
Although median household income lagged behind the State median from 1989 to 2002,
the median income in Centre County is steadily rising. Median family income was
below the State level in 1989, but in 1999, the median family income exceeded
Pennsylvania figures. While the family incomes are rising, the lower household
incomes in the County reflect the high student population.
Table 7: Median Income, Centre County, 1989, 1999, 2002
1989
1999
2002*
Median Household
36,165
37,064*
26,060
Income
Median Family Income
34,313
50,557
N/A**
*Small Area Income & Poverty Estimates,
**Estimates for Median Family Incomes are not available on the County level

Table 8: Median Income, Pennsylvania, 1989, 1999, 2002
1989
1999
2002*
Median Household
40,106
42,043*
29,069
Income
Median Family Income
34,856
49,184
53,680**
* Small Area Income & Poverty Estimates
** Current Population Survey 2004

Despite economic activity and the relatively low unemployment rate, Centre County has
a surprisingly high level of residents living below the poverty level. The level is fairly
steady in recent years at about 10% of residents compared to Pennsylvania with a
poverty rate of 11% of all residents. Rates across the County vary widely. For
example, while 10% of families in Burnside, Curtin and Huston Townships have
incomes below the poverty level (U.S. Census Bureau), these Townships also have
more than 14% of residents 65 years and older with incomes below the poverty level, as
do Liberty and Marion Townships. Children under 18 in families are more likely to live
below the poverty level in Bellefonte Borough (23.5%), Burnside Township (22.2%),
Haines Township (24.8%), and Miles Township (24.5%) according to the 2000 Census.
Summary of Population and Economic Trends
Over the past 30 years, the population of Centre County has increased at a significantly
faster rate than for the state as a whole. Although the County has lost approximately
1500 manufacturing jobs in recent years, the unemployment rate in 2004 was only
3.7%. Further, there is projected to be an increase in employment opportunities of
approximately, 1,230 jobs per year through 2010. At the same time, wages are lower in
Centre County than the state as a whole for comparable occupations.
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The County’s Housing Stock
Houses on the market in Centre County are sold very quickly, which tends to escalate
prices. Median housing values have been consistently higher in Centre County than in
Pennsylvania. In Centre County, single family housing prices increased from a median
value of $74,900 in 1990 to $114,900 in 2000 (U.S. Bureau of the Census) to about
$156,000 today (U. S. Housing and Urban Development). The current home value in
Pennsylvania as a whole was $116,520 in 2004. Housing prices in Centre County are
expected to rise faster than wages because of both strong demand and low interest
rates.
Chart 3: Median Housing Values 1990 to 2004
Centre County & Pennsylvania
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Source: Centre County, Pennsylvania Data Center

Rents have increased as well. In 1990 gross median rent was $448 in Centre County.
By 2000, gross median rent was $602. Median gross rent was lower in Pennsylvania:
$404 in 1990 and $531 in 2000. HUD Fair Market Rents also reflect increased rents for
smaller rental units from 2000 through 2005, but larger units had reductions in Fair
Market Rents in 2005. These reductions in rents for larger units were not market driven,
rather they reflect a political change following the revision of Section 8 funding in 2004.

-30-

Centre County Affordable Housing Needs Assessment:
A Blueprint for Action
Table 9: HUD Fair Market Rents by Bedroom Size from 2000 to 2005
Centre County, PA
FMR Year
FY 2000
FY 2001
FY 2002
FY 2003
FY 2004
FY 2005
Source: HUD

Efficiency

OneBedroom

TwoBedroom

ThreeBedroom

FourBedroom

$415
$419
$433
$443
$446
$516

$508
$513
$530
$543
$547
$575

$629
$635
$656
$672
$677
$677

$824
$832
$859
$880
$886
$809

$882
$890
$919
$941
$947
$834

Cost burden for housing varies by tenure and income. Of all tenant households, 26.7%
have cost burdens greater than 50% of their income. Only 6.7% of homeowner
households have cost burdens greater than 50% of their income. However, more than
one in every three homeowner households with incomes at or below 50% of the median
area income have cost burdens greater than 50% of their income.
The county has a 60% owner-occupancy rate, a significantly lower rate than the rate for
Pennsylvania as a whole, which is 71.3%. As discussed elsewhere, this is due to the
large, transient student population which results in very low rates of homeownership in
State College and Bellefonte Boroughs. Indeed homeownership rates in other parts of
the County exceed those of the State as a whole. The owner-occupancy rate did not
change significantly from 1990 to 2000 in Centre County or in Pennsylvania.
The majority of renters moved into their unit the year the Census was taken.
Homeowners were in their homes longer, with only 8% having just moved in and the
median length of time in their home 10 years.
Table 10: Year Household Moved by Owner or Tenant:
2000
Number
Percent

Owner-occupied housing units
Moved in 1999 to March 2000
Moved in 1995 to 1998
Moved in 1990 to 1994
Moved in 1980 to 1989
Moved in 1970 to 1979
Moved in 1969 or earlier
Median Year

29,673
2,428
6,718
5,271
6,118
3,915
5,223
1989

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 2000
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Table 10: Year Household Moved by Owner or Tenant:
2000 (con’t)
Number
Percent

Renter-occupied housing units
Moved in 1999 to March 2000
Moved in 1995 to 1998
Moved in 1990 to 1994
Moved in 1980 to 1989
Moved in 1970 to 1979
Moved in 1969 or earlier
Median Year

19,650
10,653
6,233
1,425
842
236
261
1999

100
54.2
31.7
7.3
4.3
1.2
1.3

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 2000

The median age of housing is very similar, whether a household rents or owns its home.
A large number of rental units were built between 1960 and 1979, comprising almost
half of all units built during these years. More than 1 in every six owner-occupied unit
was built before 1940 and one in seven rental units was built before 1940.
Table 11: Tenure by the Year the Housing Unit was Built
TENURE BY YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT

Total units
Built 1999 to March 2000
Built 1995 to 1998
Built 1990 to 1994
Built 1980 to 1989
Built 1970 to 1979
Built 1960 to 1969
Built 1950 to 1959
Built 1940 to 1949
Built 1939 or earlier
Median Year

Owner-occupied units
Tenant Occupied units
Number
Percent
Number
Percent
29,673
100
19,650
100
656
2.2
201
1
2,111
7.1
1,464
7.5
2,754
9.3
1,309
6.7
5,127
17.3
2,606
13.3
5,051
17
4,705
23.9
3,532
11.9
3,517
17.9
3,561
12
1,790
9.1
1,361
4.6
1,157
5.9
5,520
18.6
2,901
14.8
1972
1971

Source: U.S. bureau of the Census, 2000

There were 3,838 (7%) vacant housing units out of 53,161 total housing units in Centre
County at the time of the 2000 Census. Forty percent of these (1,536) are seasonal
homes, which means that there was a vacancy rate of less than 2% for year-round
owner-occupied units and about a 4% vacancy rate for all rental units. Of the year-round
housing units that were found vacant and not yet rented or sold, 68% of these were
rental units. These are extremely low vacancy rates, which also contributes to the rising
cost of housing.
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The vast majority of homeowners, 83%, own single family detached homes in Centre
County and only an additional 2.5% own houses attached to the neighboring house.
Nearly 12% of homeowners own a mobile home, which is a significant source of
affordable housing. Tenants are spread across many different types of housing, from
single family homes to large buildings with more than 50 apartments and 4% renting
mobile homes.
Table 12: Type of Housing by Owner-occupied or Renteroccupied
Type of housing
1, detached
1, attached
2
3 or 4
5 to 9
10 to 19
20 to 49
50 or more
Mobile home or trailer
Other
Total owner-occupied

Owner
occupied:
21213
629
221
54
56
80
64
21
3038
153
25529

Renter
occupied:
83.1%
2.5%
0.9%
0.2%
0.2%
0.3%
0.3%
0.1%
11.9%
0.6%
100.0%

2288
1295
1544
1428
2062
2373
2507
2699
686
272
17154

13.3%
7.5%
9.0%
8.3%
12.0%
13.8%
14.6%
15.7%
4.0%
1.6%
100.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000

Centre County had few units without full plumbing facilities. 139 (.5%) owner-occupied
units and 109 (.6%) rental units lacked full plumbing facilities in 2000, about the same
as in the overall state. A number of these units may be those occupied by Amish
households. Despite this, sewage disposal remains a concern for Centre County, both
because of the limitations of existing public systems and the geographic composition of
the county. In 1990, 67.7% of housing units in Centre County had access to public
sewer systems compared to 74% for the state. The 2000 Census did not release rates
of access to public sewer systems for the continental United States.
Summary of Centre County Housing Stock
Home values in Centre County are rising at a faster rate than those in the State as a
whole, especially in recent years. Rents also increased faster than in the State from
1990 to 2000. Centre County has a lower owner-occupancy rate than in the state as a
whole, largely because of the large student population in State College. The overall
vacancy rate appears high because of the number of vacant seasonal homes, however,
an adjusted vacancy rate excluding seasonal homes shows a tight housing market with
less than 2% of year-round units for owner occupants vacant and about 4% of all rental
units vacant in 2000. The majority of owner-occupied units are single family detached
homes, with very few row homes or multi-family configurations, as would be found in
townhouse developments or condominiums.
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Highlights of Targeted Populations
This section of the report provides a profile of six targeted population groups: workforce
households, elderly, female-headed households, youth, people with disabilities, and
homeless families and individuals.
WORKFORCE POPULATION

Workforce populations are defined here as those between the ages of 25 and 54. In
Centre County, this age group makes 44.8 of the population, compared with 51.7% in
Pennsylvania as a whole. While they are also the largest group of homeowners, 58.5%
of homeowners, a smaller percentage of the workforce households are homeowners,
65%, compared with 83% of households of residents 55 years and older. For
Pennsylvania 69% of households 25 to 64 are homeowners compared with 79% of
households 55 and older. Centre County residents 55 and older are more likely to be
homeowners and residents 25 to 54 are less likely to be homeowners than are those in
the same age groups in the rest of Pennsylvania.
The Census data do not separate the amount of housing cost burden (costs to income)
for workforce households. Tenants fare worse than homeowners and large families are
more likely to pay more than 30% of their income for housing costs than are small
families of 2 to 4 persons (CHAS databook).
Chart 4: 2000 Tenure of the Workforce Population, 25 to 54 Years Old
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Households in this age group of 25 to 54 are most likely to have children under the age
of 18 than either younger or older age groups. The percentage of households with
related children ranges from 22% of households in the Centre Region where many
students live to 32% in Lower Bald Eagle Valley Region and in the Penns Valley
Region. The Centre Region has the largest number of families with children, but the
lowest percentage of total households with children. As shown in the chart below, the
Moshannon Valley Region has a significantly lower percentage of households with
children, perhaps a reflection of the larger elderly population.
Families with children in poverty are scattered across the county. The Centre Region
has the lowest percentage of children in poverty according to the 2000 Census data
even though more families with children live in this planning region. Over 10% of
children living in families in State College Borough are in families with incomes below
the federal poverty level, compared with 12% in Pennsylvania as a whole.
Chart 5: Families with Related Children in 2000
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Centre County is served by the following primary and secondary schools:
• Bald Eagle Area School District
• Bellefonte Area School District
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Central PA Institute for Science & Technology
Centre Learning Community Charter School
Penns Valley Area School District
State College Area School District
Philipsburg-Osceola Area School District (Philipsburg and Clearfield County)
Keystone Central School District
Tyrone Area School District

Student populations did not change significantly for the major Centre County school
districts between 2001 and 2002. As shown in the table below, the highest rate of
poverty among school-aged children, 19.3% is in the Tyrone Area School District
serving Taylor Township in the Upper Bald Eagle Valley Region. The State College
School District has the lowest percentage of children in poverty 6.1%.
Table 13: Poverty of School-Aged Children 2002 by School District
Centre County
Population School-aged School –aged
% School
School District
Children 5Children in
children
17
poverty 5-17
in poverty
Bald Eagle Area
School District
13,440
2,284
259
11.3
Bellefonte Area
School District
22,778
3,368
388
11.5
Penns Valley
School District
11,875
2,185
258
11.8
State College
School District
83,025
8,329
507
6.1
Keystone Central
School District
35,995
5,455
903
16.6
PhilipsburgOsceola School
16.7
374
2,241
14,546
District
Tyrone Area
School District
12,487
2,096
405
19.3
U.S. Census: Small Area Income & Poverty Estimates

ELDERLY

Ten percent of the population in Centre County is 65 years of age or older and about
4% of the population is over age 75. These percentages are lower than for
Pennsylvania as a whole where 16% of the population is 65 years or older and 7.7% is
over 75. Since students at the Penn State University Park campus in State College
Borough make up over 25% of the county population (2004 enrollments Penn State
University), the percentages of elderly in Centre County as a whole do not reflect the
actual prominence of elderly residents living in some areas of Centre County. For
example in 2000 in Rush Township 20.5% of the population was 65 or older up from
17% in 1990, partly due to the presence of several elderly housing developments. In
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contrast in Benner Township where family housing predominates, the percentage of
residents 65 years of age or older has remained consistently low over the past decade,
roughly 8% of the population.
For Centre County as a whole, 5.9% of residents 65 and older lived in poverty in 2000
compared with 9.1% for the state as a whole.. The 2000 Census data find that the
highest concentrations (more than 10%) of elderly residents age 65 or older with
incomes below the poverty level lived in the following communities:
Table 14: Elderly in Poverty in 2000
Planning Region

% in poverty

% population 65+

Lower Bald Eagle Valley Region
Boggs Township
Curtin Township
Liberty Township

12.6
14.3
14.0

11.8
14.7
13.9

Moshannon Valley Region
Philipsburg Borough

13.8

20.4

Mountaintop Region
Burnside Township

14.7

13.2

Nittany Valley Region
Marion Township
Walker Township

18.2
15.6

8.4
11.3

Upper Bald Eagle Valley Region
Taylor Township
Worth Township

12.0
13.4

10.8
12.5

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

The Centre Region and Penns Valley Region do not have high percentages of elderly
residents in poverty. Philipsburg Borough has larger concentrations of low-income
elderly residents partially because of the developments of low-income housing for
elderly there: Phillips Place, Phillipsburg Court and Philipsburg Tower. Other housing
developments for elderly residents are located in Bellefonte and State College. Neither
of these boroughs had a large percentage of elderly in poverty and lower counts of
persons 65 years or older in poverty than found in Philipsburg Borough.
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Due to its attraction as a retirement community, the number of persons 65 and older
increased by 26% in Centre County from 1990 to 2000 as compared to a 5% increase in
Pennsylvania during the same time period. The number of homeowners 65 and older
increased by 1,388 between 1990 and 2000 in Centre County; an increase of 24% as
compared to 4% in the state.
Chart 6: Owner Occupancy among Elderly Residents 65+ 1990 & 2000
1990 & 2000 Owner Occupancy 65+
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Chart 7: Owner Occupancy among Elderly Residents 75+ 1990 & 2000
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Although elderly households were increasingly homeowners from 1990 to 2000 there
has been a trend toward those over 75 to be renters rather than owners. Overall in
1990 26% of households over 75 were renters compared with 32% in 2000.
The pattern of tenants is changing across regions. Renters 65 years old and older are
23% of households 65 years and older in the Centre Region and 25% in the Moshannon
Valley Region. Between 1990 and 2000 the Moshannon Region remained stable in the
percentage of elderly households renting their homes. The Mountaintop, Nittany and
Centre Regions experienced a decrease in the percentage of renters to homeowners
from 1990 to 2000 while Upper Bald Eagles Valley, Lower Bald Eagle Valley, and
Penns Valley all had increasing percentages of elderly tenant households despite the
growth in homeownership shown above.
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Chart 8: Change in Tenant Counts for Residents 65+, 75+
Percent of elderly Households renting in 1990 and 200
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Housing cost burdens, those households spending over 30% of their income for
housing, also vary by region. Elderly homeowners in all parts of the county except the
Centre and Nittany Regions experience pockets of high housing costs (mortgage,
insurance and taxes) to income. In Marion Township over a third of all elderly
homeowners pay more than 80% of their income to housing costs. The small number of
tenants in most of the county makes it difficult to ascertain how difficult it is to meet rent
plus utilities. The percentage of elderly households paying 80% or more of their income
for housing costs for places in the county with 150 or more elderly (65 or older)
households ranges from 10.6% (Phillipsburg) to 18.4% (College Township).
FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS

There were 2,861 Female-headed Households in Centre County in 2000 or just less
than 6% of all households. This is lower than in Pennsylvania as a whole, where nearly
12% of households are headed by a female. Female-headed Households are less likely
to be homeowners and generally earn lower incomes than two-parent or other
households. The median income in 2000 for all households in Centre County was
$36,165, $54,946 for married couples and $26,533 for female-headed households.

-40-

Centre County Affordable Housing Needs Assessment:
A Blueprint for Action
Chart 9: Percent of Female-headed Households in 2000 by Region
Percent Female Headed Families: 2000
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Sixty-four percent of female-headed households are homeowners, in contrast to 84%
percent of married couples who are homeowners and 80% of male-headed households
who are homeowners in Centre County. Working women heads of families without a
spouse earned significantly less than married couples or working men who headed
families without a spouse. The median income for working women heads of households
was about $31,000 in 2000 as compared to $39,000 for working men who headed
families and about $48,000 for married couples with only the husband working (Public
Use Microdata, Census 2000).
YOUTH (AGES 18 – 24)

While the age group of 18-24 year olds, is significant to this study as future
homeowners, this groups is most likely to be students, In Centre County 26.8% of the
population is between the ages of 18 and 24 as compared with 8.9% in the state. As
expected, State College Borough has by far the largest percentage of youth as a
percentage of the population, 65.5% mainly students living off-campus associated with
the university. (Students living in University dormitories are not counted as households
in the Census data.) This age group is overwhelmingly tenants. As shown in the graph
below, a comparison between the percentage of tenants in 1990 and 2000 shows that
these younger residents are increasingly becoming homeowners in the western parts of
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the county (Moshannon Valley, Mountaintop and Upper Bald Eagle Regions) and
increasingly tenants in the eastern and northern regions.
Chart 10: Percent of Younger Households 18 – 24 Years Old Renting Homes
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In 2000, the Census reported 11,398 students living in college dorms. The percentage
of students living on campus has increased in recent years. University Park has 42
dormitories that house about 12,500 students. There is a requirement that all first-year
undergraduate students live on campus. In addition, the university has several off
campus apartment complexes managed by independent property managers.
PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES

The number of residents in Centre County ages 16 years old to 64 years old reporting a
disability is about 10% of the population, well below the national level of 19% and to the
Pennsylvania percentage of about 17% of the population 16 to 64 years old. The
number of non-institutional residents with a disability ages 16 years old to 64 years old
differs by region. The Moshannon Valley Region has by far the highest percentage of
residents in this age group (18.6%) reporting a disability in the 2000 Census and the
Centre Region has the lowest percentage of residents with a disability in this age group
(6.6%). In general, residents with physical disabilities follow the same pattern across
regions as all residents with a disability. In the Centre Region, persons 16 to 64 with
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physical disabilities are 1.7% of residents this age while in the Moshannon Valley
residents 16 to 64 with physical disabilities account for 12.9% of this age group.
Chart 11: Percent of Non-institutional Residents 16-64 with a Disability
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Residents 65 years old and older who report a disability also make up a smaller
percentage of the population in Centre County (27.4%) as compared with the other
regions and the State (39.4%). The Mountaintop Region and Upper Bald Eagle Region
have the highest percentage of older residents reporting a disability (47.4% and 47.6%
respectively) in the 2000 Census.

-43-

Centre County Affordable Housing Needs Assessment:
A Blueprint for Action
Chart 12: Percent of Non-institutional Residents 65+ with a Disability
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People with a disability often need special features in their homes. Persons with
physical disabilities are most likely to need accessible homes. Almost 75% of
households with a disabled person 16 or older are owner-occupants. Twenty-one
percent rent their homes and 4% do not pay for their lodgings (Census Public
Microdata).
Currently 81 units or 5.8% of the subsidized housing stock in Centre County are
accessible, with 46 of these units located in housing for the elderly and 35 in family
housing developments. This meets federal standards that 5% of subsidized units be
accessible to people with physical disabilities.
To date, 48 households in Centre County have received grants through the DCED
Access Program for home modifications to address their accessibility needs. There are
an additional 39 households on the waiting list for modifications, 32 of whom are elderly
and 7 non-elderly.
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PEOPLE WITH MENTAL ILLNESS

There are two facilities for individuals with mental illness in Centre County, a 7 bed Long
Term Structured Residence (LTSR) operated by Community Services Group and a 12
bed Community Residential Rehab (CRR) operated by Strawberry Fields, Inc. Both of
these programs are continuously at full –occupancy. The waiting list for mental health
residential services is typically 10 to 15 individuals, including those awaiting discharge
from the State Hospital and those living in the community and needing a higher level of
care. Several of the individuals living in the residential programs have Section 8
Vouchers to cover a portion of their expenses while living in these programs. They can
also use the vouchers when they are ready to move to the community.
Two additional individuals use a Section 8 subsidy to support their rent of a mobile
home and receive mental health support services from the County. Further, as
described below, 13 formerly homeless individuals with mental illness receive rental
subsidies under the Shelter Plus Care Program.
PEOPLE WITH SUBSTANCE ADDICTION

There is one 25-bed halfway house in Philipsburg for women in recovery from
substance addiction. The facility, operated by Pyramid, serves the entire state. There
are no facilities for men in the county, so all men needing this type of service are
referred to other counties. The women remain at Pyramid’s facility for approximately 6
months. Upon discharge, many choose to remain in the Philipsburg area because it is
safer than their place of origin. This puts added pressure on the affordable housing
market in the area.
PEOPLE WITH MENTAL RETARDATION

There are a total of 78 County licensed residential beds in community homes in Centre
County, 51 of which are in State College. The homes are operated by three providers:
Strawberry Fields, Inc., the Arc of Centre County, and Skills of Central PA, Inc. Each
agency operates roughly the same number of beds. All of the homes are at full
capacity. In addition there are five out of county placements, one in Lancaster County
and four in Huntingdon County. According to the September 1, 2005 Prioritization of
Urgency of Need for Services (PUNS), there are the following needs for residential
placements for individuals with mental retardation:
Service Need: Independent Living (A living situation in which there is no supervision
and resident lives independently).
Category of need: Emergency: 2
(Person needs services immediately. An example of
this is when there is a death in the family and there is
no other family member available to provide support)
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Critical:

6
(Person needs services within one year. Some
examples are when a person has an aging or ill
caregiver who soon will be unable to continue
providing support; there has been a death in the
family or some other family crisis reducing the
capacity of the caregiver to provide care; or a person
has a single caregiver who would be unable to work if
services are not provided)

Planning:

21
(Person's need for service is more than a year away.
Examples of this are when a person is eligible for
services, is not currently in need of services, but will
need service if something happens; or the person or
the family has expressed a desire to move; the
person is living in a large setting and needs
community services; or the person or caregiver wants
increased supports)

TOTAL:

29

Service Need: Out of home – group home or other
Category of need: Emergency:
Critical:
Planning:
TOTAL:

12
33
26
71

HOMELESS

The majority of homeless services in Centre County are located in State College
Borough. There are 16 emergency shelter beds for single adults and 6 units for families
with children. There are also 2 transitional housing beds for single adults and 10 units
for families with children. These programs are operated by Centre County Women’s
Resource Center and Housing Transitions, Inc. Centre County Youth Service Bureau
provides an additional 7 emergency shelter beds and 8 transitional housing beds
specifically for homeless youth. This is one of very few agencies in the state that
provides services for homeless youth. There is a total capacity of 45 emergency shelter
beds and 36 transitional housing beds.
The Centre County Housing Authority, in cooperation with Centre County MH/MR
operates a Shelter Plus Care Program, providing rental subsidies and services for
previously homeless individuals with mental illness or with co-occurring mental illness
and substance addiction. The co-occurring population is especially important because
of the lack of drug and alcohol residential programs for men in the county. The grant
requires that the Housing Authority serve 8 individuals at a time. However, the funds
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have been adequate to house 13 individuals at any point in time. Participants in the
Shelter Plus Care program come from the shelters as well as from such “unsheltered”
locations as a car, the streets or the woods. There are typically 10 to 15 individuals on
the Shelter Plus Care waiting list. The County MH/MR Program and the Centre County
Housing Authority are considering submitting an application for additional Shelter Plus
Care subsidies in the spring of 2006 with funds available by spring 2007.
On the night of the Point-In-Time Survey of the Homeless, January 26, 2005, 14 single
homeless persons and four homeless families (4 adults and 7 children) were reported
as using emergency shelter or transitional housing for that evening, occupying a total of
25 beds. The vacancies in shelter and transitional housing beds were attributed to: the
very cold weather on that night which resulted in people being doubled up with family
and friends; some larger family units were occupied by single individuals rather than
families; and some beds were vacant awaiting the completion of intake processing. The
providers who completed the surveys estimated that there were between 4 and 45
unsheltered homeless individuals on that night.
Point-in-Time data is not a good measure of the actual utilization and need for shelter
and transitional housing. Over the coming year, the State will begin implementing its
Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) which will provide longitudinal data
on the homeless system in Centre County and a mechanism to better evaluate the need
for homeless services in the county.
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Analysis of the Seven Planning Regions
Centre County is divided into seven planning regions. Each planning region reflects
unique geography and populations. The population density and therefore, the housing
stock, also varies widely from one region to the next. The Centre Region contains over
half of all households and housing units in the County. State College Borough alone
has over a quarter of all housing units in the County and the Mountaintop and Upper
Bald Eagle Regions have the fewest housing units. The housing vacancy rate in the
County is lower than that in Pennsylvania. However, vacancy rates reported in the
Census include seasonal housing, which accounts for the high vacancy rates in Penns
Valley Region, Lower Bald Eagle Region, Moshannon Valley Region and Mountaintop
Region.
As shown in Table 4 of Appendix F, the rate of growth in the number of housing units in
Centre County over the past decade significantly exceeds that for Pennsylvania as a
whole. Only the Moshannon Valley Region shows slower growth in housing units than
Pennsylvania.
The percentage of households owning their homes is lower in Centre County than in
Pennsylvania. This is largely due to the large student population living in the Centre
Region. Since the Centre Region contains over half the population of the County, the
overall rate of owning a home looks low. However, in all of the other planning regions,
the percentage of households owning a home is equal to or far above the state
percentage. In four regions---Lower and Upper Bald Eagle, Mountaintop and Penns
Valley, the rate of homeownership exceeds 80%.
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Chart 13: Percentage of Households Owning their Homes by Planning Region
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There are two sources of data available from the County that describe changes in
housing inventories and prices. The first are real estate transfers and the second are
values of new homes listed in building permits. Real estate transfers are homes that
have been sold at least one time after being developed. These data illustrate the
turnover of existing housing units and the prices existing houses command in the
regional markets. Seasonal housing and trailers are not included in these data.
Not surprisingly, from 1992 through 2002, 64% to 69% of all housing transfers in the
County took place in the Centre Region, with a significant drop in 2001. All other
regions have very stable numbers of transfers each year. The Nittany Valley Region
had an upward tick in 2002 along with the Centre Region. The number of residential
transfers increased by 50% of the previous year’s housing transfer total in the Nittany
Valley Region.
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Chart 14: Patterns of Residential Transfers by Region 1992 to 2002
Number of Residential Transfers by Region
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Changes in average values of residential transfers show an upward trend across all
planning regions, although Penns Valley Region had the slowest rate of increase in
residential transfer prices. The average residential transfer prices in all other regions
were about 60% higher in 2002 compared to 1992. In 2002, the average transfer price
varied from $70,285 in the Mountaintop Region to $163,752 in the Centre Region.
Table 15: Average Residential Transfer Values 1992 and 2002 by Region

Region
Centre County
Centre Region
Lower Bald Eagle Valley Region
Upper Bald Eagle Region
Nittany Valley Region
Penns Valley Region
Mountaintop Region
Moshannon Valley Region

1992
96,637

109,935
61,358
75,839
52,546
86,878
35,850
43,805

Source: Centre County
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2002
145,774
163,752
87,882
116,965
96,645
109,387
70,285
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Chart 15: Average Residential Transfer Values 1992 to 2002 by Region
Changes in Average Vlaue of Residential Transfers
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The number of building permits for new single family homes varied from year to year but
over time, continue at a fairly constant number (Chart 16). Average prices for new
single family homes also fluctuated from year to year but showed steady gains through
the 12-year time period (Chart 17). Average prices for new single family homes rose
fastest in the Moshannon Valley Region from 1991 through 2003 and slowest in the
Lower Bald Eagle Region. The Centre Region had the highest average prices for new
single family homes throughout this 12-year period, up to twice as high as the prices in
several other regions.
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Chart 16: Number of Permits for New Single Family Homes by Region
Number of Single Family Permits 1991 to 2003
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Chart 17: Average Prices for New Single Family Homes 1991 to 2003 by Region
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Table 16: Average new single family home prices 1992 and 2002 by Region
1992
2002
Region
Centre County
Centre Region
Lower Bald Eagle Valley Region
Upper Bald Eagle Region
Nittany Valley Region
Penns Valley Region
Mountaintop Region
Moshannon Valley Region

$98,830
108,711
37,500
76,887
55,482
65,551
65,730
59,958

$164,708
233,592
109,627
119,444
90,419
140,659
77,170
97,176

Source: Centre County

In 1992 the average residential transfer price for an existing single family home in the
Centre Region ($109,935) was greater than the average price in the County for a new
single family home ($98,830). In 2002, only in the Nittany Valley Region did the
average residential price of transferred homes exceed the average new single family
home price. In all other regions in 2002, average single family home prices exceeded
average existing home (transferred homes) prices. The difference between the average
price of new single family homes and the average price of transferred homes in the
Centre Region increased from $1,224 in 1992 to a whopping $69,840 in 2002.
The majority of new multifamily units were built in the Centre Region. 1,765 units were
built in the ten-year period 1993 to 2003 with 738 of those units were added in a single
year ---1995. In 1999, another 326 units were added. The Nittany Valley Region had
the second greatest number, 124 units, of multifamily units built over the ten-year
period.
Housing Cost Burden
Housing cost burdens occur when households pay more than 30% of their income for
housing costs. Those households with lower incomes have few alternatives if housing
values and rental prices are high compared to the wages they can expect to earn. The
trade-off may be to:
• Rent housing instead of buying a home
• Use a larger share of household income than 30% to pay for housing
• Live in lesser expensive regions and commute further to work
• Live in housing that is not in good physical condition
For homeowners, spending too great a share for housing may lead to failure to maintain
a home, reducing its value and leading to dangerous or unhealthy conditions. It may
also lead to foreclosure if families get behind in mortgage payments. For tenants
paying large shares of their income for rent and utilities there is little possibility of buying
a home, as demonstrated in the case study of Mark and his family. Insufficient income
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to cover rent and utilities may lead to living in rental properties that are poorly managed
and not well maintained and in the extreme, can lead to homelessness. In Centre
County, some tenants with high housing burdens may be students attached to the
university. However, as shown in the tables below, there are many other residents –
including families with children and elderly households that struggle with high housing
costs.
The Census provides information on households paying in excess of 30% of their
income for housing, considered cost burdened by HUD. They also provide data on
those who are extremely cost burdened—paying in excess of 50% of their income for
housing. The tables below contain estimates of the numbers and percentages of
households who experienced housing cost burdens in 2000.

Table 17: Estimated Numbers and Percentages of Households with Housing Costs
Greater than 30% of Household Income by Household Type, 2000

Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households

Owners
housing cost > 30% of
Income
Number
Percent
227,619
23.1%
283,545
16.8%
66,044
20.0%
120,447
29.9%
698,268
20.5%

Renters
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
131,700
43.7%
135,497
28.8%
28,080
31.3%
165,362
32.5%
460,443
33.6%

Total
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
359,319
27.9%
419,042
19.4%
94,124
22.4%
285,808
31.4%
1,158,711
24.3%

Total Households in
Pennsylvania

3,406,185

1,370,366

4,776,551

Owners
housing cost > 30% of
Income
Number
Percent
1,411
17.7%
2,653
17.2%
5,136
20.2%
993
26.8%
5,579
18.8%

Renters
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
677
35.0%
1,347
28.7%
154
29.3%
6,891
55.3%
9,062
46.2%

Total
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
2,087
21.1%
4,001
19.9%
5,290
20.4%
7,884
48.8%
14,641
29.7%

Pennsylvania

Centre County
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Centre County

19,615

29,673
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Table 17: Estimated Numbers and Percentages of Households with Housing Costs
Greater than 30% of Household Income by Household Type, 2000
(con’t)

Moshannon Valley
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Moshannon Valley

Mountaintop
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Mountaintop

Owners
housing cost > 30% of
Income
Number
Percent
106
16.2%
178
17.0%
31
19.4%
71
29.2%
387
18.4%

Renters
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
51
23.7%
55
25.6%
8
50.0%
58
21.5%
172
24.1%
715

2,100
Owners
housing cost > 30% of
Income
Number
Percent
82
28.7%
99
17.4%
36
28.6%
42
39.6%
259
23.8%

Renters
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
0
0.0%
16
26.3%
4
25.0%
16
28.6%
36
22.4%
161

1,089
Owners

Upper Bald Eagle
Valley
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Upper Bald Eagle Valley

Renters

housing cost > 30% of
Income
Number
Percent
144
33.2%
194
20.5%
64
32.8%
80
33.9%
482
26.6%

housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
20
26.3%
32
17.9%
4
20.0%
24
22.2%
80
20.9%
383

1,812
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Total
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
157
18.1%
233
18.5%
39
22.1%
129
25.2%
559
19.8%
2,815
Total
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
82
26.1%
115
18.2%
40
28.2%
58
35.8%
295
23.6%
1,250
Total
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
164
32.2%
226
20.1%
68
31.6%
104
30.2%
562
25.6%
2,195

Centre County Affordable Housing Needs Assessment:
A Blueprint for Action
Table 17: Estimated Numbers and Percentages of Households with Housing Costs
Greater than 30% of Household Income by Household Type, 2000
(con’t)
Owners
Lower Bald Eagle
Valley
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Lower Bald Eagle Valley

Nittany Valley
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Nittany Valley

Penns Valley
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Penns Valley

Renters

housing cost > 30% of
Income
Number
Percent
219
30.0%
238
17.1%
52
19.8%
88
29.1%
597
22.2%

housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
20
18.9%
54
18.7%
8
12.9%
48
29.1%
130
20.9%
622

2,685
Owners
housing cost > 30% of
Income
Number
Percent
286
18.6%
553
17.4%
83
19.5%
177
24.9%
1,099
18.8%

Renters
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
78
20.7%
158
19.2%
43
30.7%
295
30.8%
570
25.3%
2,256

5,855
Owners
housing cost > 30% of
Income
Number
Percent
258
24.5%
472
25.4%
108
30.4%
169
36.3%
1,007
27.0%

Renters
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
56
38.9%
64
19.2%
28
27.7%
70
31.4%
218
27.2%
801

3,730

-57-

Total
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
239
28.6%
292
17.4%
60
18.5%
136
29.1%
727
22.0%
3,307
Total
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
364
19.0%
712
17.8%
126
22.3%
472
28.3%
1,668
20.5%
8,153
Total
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
314
26.2%
536
24.5%
136
29.8%
239
34.7%
1,225
27.0%
4,531
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Table 17: Estimated Numbers and Percentages of Households with Housing Costs
Greater than 30% of Household Income by Household Type, 2000
(con’t)

Centre Region
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households

Owners
housing cost > 30% of
Income
Number
Percent
498
14.2%
972
14.9%
237
19.6%
427
24.1%
2,136
8.3%

Total Households Centre Region

Renters
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
441
42.0%
1,022
36.0%
73
35.3%
6,387
59.8%
7,924
53.6%
14,783

25,672

Total
housing cost > 30%
of Income
Number
Percent
939
20.6%
1,994
21.3%
310
21.9%
6,813
54.7%
10,061
36.2%
27,785

*Note: These data include large rounding error introduced in the process of protecting
the confidentiality of households for small areas – these are not exact numbers.
Elderly are 1 or 2 persons together, at least 1 of whom is 62 years or older
Small Families are 2 – 4 related household members living together
Large households are 5 or more related household members living together
Source: 2000 CHAS Databook
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Table 18: Estimated Numbers and Percentages of Households with Housing Costs
Greater than 50% of Household Income by Household Type, 2000

Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households

Owners
housing cost > 50% of
Income
Number
Percent
98,537
10.0%
91,139
5.4%
20,804
6.3%
51,562
12.8%
262,276
7.7%

Total Households in
Pennsylvania

3,406,185

Pennsylvania

Centre County
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Centre County

Moshannon Valley
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Moshannon Valley

Renters
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
64,192
21.3%
65,396
13.9%
13,726
15.3%
85,988
16.9%
228,851
16.7%
985,365

Owners
housing cost > 50% of
Income
Number
Percent
558
7.0%
787
5.1%
1,754
6.9%
463
12.5%
1,988
6.7%

Renters
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
269
13.9%
606
12.9%
73
13.9%
4,299
34.5%
5,237
26.7%
19,615

29,673
Owners
housing cost > 50% of
Income
Number
Percent
34
5.2%
54
5.2%
12
7.5%
55
22.6%
155
7.4%

Renters
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
19
8.8%
18
8.4%
4
25.0%
31
11.5%
72
10.1%
715

2,100
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Total
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
162,729
12.6%
156,535
7.3%
34,530
8.2%
137,551
15.1%
491,127
10.3%
4,391,550
Total
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
827
8.3%
1,392
6.9%
1,828
7.0%
4,762
29.5%
7,225
14.7%
49,288
Total
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
53
6.1%
72
5.7%
16
9.1%
86
16.8%
227
8.1%
2,815
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Table 18: Estimated Numbers and Percentages of Households with Housing Costs
Greater than 50% of Household Income by Household Type, 2000
(con’t)

Mountaintop
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Mountaintop

Owners
housing cost > 50% of
Income
Number
Percent
36
12.6%
46
8.1%
24
19.0%
18
17.0%
124
11.4%

Renters
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
0
0.0%
4
6.6%
4
25.0%
8
14.3%
16
9.9%
161

1,089
Owners

Upper Bald Eagle
Valley
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Upper Bald Eagle Valley

Renters

housing cost > 50% of
Income
Number
Percent
56
12.9%
84
8.9%
32
16.4%
32
13.6%
204
11.3%

housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
16
21.0%
8
4.5%
4
20.0%
4
3.7%
32
8.4%

1,812

383

Owners
Lower Bald Eagle
Valley
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households
Total Households Lower Bald Eagle Valley

Renters

housing cost > 50% of
Income
Number
Percent
99
3.8%
103
7.6%
24
6.5%
32
9.7%
258
7.4%

housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
4
13.6%
22
7.4%
4
9.1%
16
10.6%
46
9.6%
622

2,685
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Total
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
36
11.5%
50
7.9%
28
19.7%
26
16.0%
140
11.2%
1,250
Total
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
72
14.1%
92
8.2%
36
16.8%
36
10.5%
236
10.8%
2,195
Total
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
103
12.3%
125
7.4%
28
8.6%
48
10.3%
304
9.2%
3,307
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Table 18: Estimated Numbers and Percentages of Households with Housing Costs
Greater than 50% of Household Income by Household Type, 2000
(con’t)

Nittany Valley
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households

Owners
housing cost > 50% of
Income
Number
Percent
92
6.0%
151
4.7%
18
4.2%
171
24.0%
340
5.8%

Total Households Nittany Valley

Penns Valley
Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households

Elderly
Small Families
Large Families
Other Households
All Households

2,256

5,855
Owners
housing cost > 50% of
Income
Number
Percent
151
14.3%
134
7.2%
40
11.3%
74
15.9%
399
10.7%

Total Households Penns Valley

Centre Region

Renters
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
35
9.3%
74
9.0%
10
7.2%
130
13.6%
249
11.0%

Renters
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
28
19.5%
24
7.2%
8
7.9%
24
10.8%
84
10.5%

3,730

801

Owners
housing cost > 50% of
Income
Number
Percent
197
5.6%
255
3.9%
78
6.5%
214
12.1%
744
2.9%

Total Households Centre Region

Renters
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
164
15.6%
470
16.6%
43
20.8%
4,084
38.2%
4,759
32.2%
14,783

25,672

Total
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
127
6.6%
225
5.6%
28
5.0%
301
18.0%
589
7.2%
8,153
Total
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
179
14.9%
158
7.2%
48
10.5%
98
14.2%
483
10.7%
4,531
Total
housing cost > 50%
of Income
Number
Percent
361
7.9%
725
7.7%
121
8.6%
4,298
34.5%
5,503
19.8%
27,785

*Note: These data include large rounding error introduced in the process of protecting
the confidentiality of households for small areas – these are not exact numbers.
Elderly are 1 or 2 persons together, at least 1 of whom is 62 years or older.
Small Families are 2 – 4 related household members living together.
Large households are 5 or more related household members living together.
Source: 2000 CHAS Databook
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Corresponding to differences in housing prices, affordability varies in different parts of
the County. Countywide, of those earning less than 80% median area income, 2,129 or
just over 9% of owner-occupants paid more than 30% of their income for housing
including taxes and insurance. In Ferguson Township, only 7.5% of all homeowners
with incomes below 80% of the median area income paid more than 30% of their
income to housing costs. Lower-income households are less likely to be homeowners
in some regions of the county. In State College Borough just 16% (358) of total
homeowners out of 2,295 had incomes under 80% of the median value as compared to
24% (400) out of 1,688 homeowners in Spring Township. Tenants also have widely
different experiences. In Patton Township, fifty-four percent of renter-occupied units
had tenants with less than 80% of the median as compared to 61% in Ferguson
Township where rental units have increased rapidly over the past 15 years.
In Centre County as a whole, 46 % of all renters paid more than 30% of their income for
rent and 19% of all homeowners paid more than 30% of their incomes for housing costs
The percentage of cost burdened renters exceeded that in the state as a whole but was
slightly lower for homeowners. Looking across the seven planning regions, the largest
cost burden is among renters in the Centre Region where 53.6% are cost burdened.
The largest percentage of elderly renters experiencing a cost burden are in Penns
Valley (39%) and the Centre Region (42%). While these are high percentages within
the context of Center County where overall 35% of elderly tenants are rent burdened,
they are lower than for the state as a whole where nearly 44% of elderly renters are
paying more than 30% of their income for rent. Elderly homeowners in Centre County
also had a lower percentage of cost burden than the state as a whole, 18% in Centre
County versus 23% for the state. However, the rates were significantly higher in several
of the planning regions: in Upper Bald Eagle, 33% of elderly homeowners were cost
burdened, in Lower Bald Eagle, 30% and in Mountaintop, 29%.
Households Experiencing One or More Burdens in 2000
In order to provide a more in-depth look at housing deficiencies in Centre County, we
looked at households of varying incomes that were experiencing one or more of the
following in 2000: that paid more than 30% of their income to housing; were
overcrowded; were without complete kitchen facilities; and/or were without complete
plumbing facilities. Households with incomes below 50% are considered low income,
and those with incomes below 30% of the median are considered very low income. Not
surprisingly, the lower the income, generally the more likely a household is to
experience one or more housing burden.
There were 1,195 families of two to four family members with incomes equal to or less
than 50% of the HUD median area income renting housing in 2000 that faced housing
problems. Larger tenant households with five or more family members also
experienced problems, with 195 families with incomes equal to or less than 50% of the
HUD median area income facing housing problems in 2000. Elderly tenants and nonelderly tenants with daily living limitations also had more problems with their housing if
their income was at or below 50% of the HUD median area income.
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Table 19: Centre County Tenant Household Burdens in 2000
Centre County
Income Compared to HUD
Median Area Income
Elderly Family HH 62+
Elderly Non-Family HH 62+
Xtra Elderly HH 75+
w/limitation
Xtra Elderly HH 75+ no
limitation
Elderly HH 62-74 w/limitation
Elderly HH 62-74 no limitation
Non-elderly HH w/limitation
Non-elderly HH no limitation
Non-elderly small family HH
Non-elderly large family HH
Non-elderly non-family HH

Number of households
Experiencing One or More of Four Housing Problems
< 30.0%

30.1% 50%

50.1% 80.0%

80.1% 95.0%

>95%

10
180

30
260

10
115

0
20

25
50

60

35

30

15

15

65
30
30
245
4190
635
100
3700

150
30
70
85
2875
560
95
2305

40
4
45
65
1275
275
25
1035

4
0
0
10
150
20
4
135

55
0
4
20
185
40
35
135

*Note: These data include large rounding error introduced in the process of
protecting the confidentiality of households for small areas – these are not exact
numbers.
Elderly are 1 or 2 persons together, at least 1 of whom is 62 years or older
Small Families are 2 – 4 related household members living together
Large households are 5 or more related household members living together
Source: 2000 CHAS Databook

Owner Occupants in the County also struggled to afford housing. There were 775 small
families with two to four family members and incomes at or below 50% of the HUD
median area income who paid more than 30% of their income for mortgage, taxes,
homeowner insurance and utilities or were overcrowded, were without complete kitchen
facilities and/or were without complete plumbing facilities in 2000. There were 235
larger families with five or more family members who faced similar problems. For
homeowners, not having a mortgage does not necessarily relieve household burdens.
Elderly persons owning their homes and living alone or with unrelated persons were
more likely to be poor and struggle with housing than those living with related family
members.
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Table 20: Centre County Homeowner Burdens in 2000
Centre County
Number of households
Experiencing One or More of Four Housing Problems
Income Compared to HUD Median Area
Income
Elderly Family HH 62+
Elderly Non-Family HH 62+
Xtra Elderly HH 75+ w/limitation with a
mortgage
Xtra Elderly HH 75+ no limitation with a
mortgage
Elderly HH 62-74 w/limitation with a
mortgage
Elderly HH 62-74 no limitation with a
mortgage
Non-elderly HH w/limitation with a
mortgage
Non-elderly HH no limitation with a
mortgage
Xtra Elderly HH 75+ w/limitation no
mortgage
Xtra Elderly HH 75+ no limitation no
mortgage

< 30.0%

30.1% - 50%

50.1% 80.0%

80.1% 95.0%

>95%

140
410

135
225

145
85

50
55

160
40

40

35

20

10

4

10

10

20

10

15

20

45

25

10

30

60

80

125

70

130

90

70

105

40

90

325

645

1080

440

1195

90

45

4

0

0

130

70

4

0

10

70

15

10

4

10

135

60

20

0

4

Non-elderly HH w/limitation no mortgage

55

4

10

4

4

Non-elderly HH no limitation no mortgage
Non-elderly small family HH
Non-elderly large family HH
Non-elderly non-family HH
Source: CHAS data, U.S. Census 2000

195
305
85
280

50
470
150
150

15
705
205
305

20
370
80
60

10
890
185
230

Elderly HH 62-74 w/limitation no mortgage
Elderly HH 62-74 no limitation no
mortgage

For the lowest income groups, both tenants and homeowners experienced housing
burdens, either due to cost burdens or poor household conditions in 2000. As
expected, as incomes increase the percentage of households experiencing housing
burdens fall. There are far fewer homeowners in the very lowest income groups than
there are tenants. This is also to be expected.
As shown in Tables 5 to 12 in Appendix F, the planning regions experienced a varied
rate of problems among homeowners. The tables are estimates from HUD tables that
come from samplings of households. For this reason, the seven regions do not sum to
equal the county data. However, these data provide a good idea of the differences
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between the regions and an estimate within about 10 of the total number of households
affected by housing problems.
The Centre Region both contains the largest number of households and the largest
percentage of tenants. For both homeowners and tenants, over 50% of households
with income at or below 60% of the local area median income had housing problems.
Households with higher income than in other regions struggled more to own and
maintain their housing than elsewhere in the county. Tenants in the Centre Region had
by far the highest housing burdens in the county with 57% of all tenant households
reporting problems. The modal category of income for tenants with housing problems is
less than or equal to 20% of the median area income reflecting in part, the student
population.
Both the Nittany Valley Region and Penns Valley Region had more than 50% of tenants
with incomes at or below 50% of the median area income with housing problems.
These two regions have many fewer tenants than the Centre Region. None of the other
four planning regions had such high percentages of tenants experiencing housing
problems at 50% of median area income.
Homeowners in all but the Centre Region had more problems with housing. In the
Centre Region 17% of homeowners experienced housing problems in 2000, while
almost 27% of homeowners in the Penns Valley Region had housing problems and
almost 26% of homeowners in the Upper Bald Eagle Region. The distribution of
households among the income levels that experience housing problems varies by
region. Almost 95% of homeowners in the Moshannon Valley Region with incomes at
or below 20% of the median area income had housing problems, but only 64% of
homeowners in the same income group in the Penns Valley Region had similar
problems.
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Public Policy Barriers to Affordable Housing Development
Map 1: Centre County and its Seven Planning Regions

Source: Centre County Planning Office

This section takes a closer look at six municipalities selected by the County Planning
Office to identify public policy barriers to affordable housing. The six municipalities are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Bellefonte Borough
Walker Township
Potter Township
State College Borough
Worth Township
Rush Township

Each of the municipalities examined has populations with high housing costs compared
to household income, known as housing cost burden.
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Public policy that might impact affordable housing development are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ease of obtaining information and permits
Zoning, generally inclusive of denser housing development
Minimum Lot size
Minimum setback
Regional Planning process in place
Mixed commercial & residential uses permitted
Accessory apartments permitted
Multi-family housing permitted
Specific set asides for affordable housing
Incentives for development of affordable housing
Specific populations granted conditional use or exception
Adoption of a fair housing ordinance
Sufficient infrastructure for affordable housing

Subdivision and land development activities can be carried out by both the county and
its municipalities. In Centre County, the Centre County Planning Office performs a dual
function concerning its involvement with subdivision and land development activity. The
Planning Office staff administers and enforces the Centre County Subdivision and Land
Development Ordinance, applicable throughout much of Centre County. They also
receive, review or monitor for review all plans originating from those municipalities
having adopted their own subdivision and land development regulations. Presently,
there are nine (9) municipalities within the County that administer their own subdivision
and land development ordinances, with the remaining twenty-seven (27) municipalities
under the jurisdiction of the County’s Ordinance.
In cooperation with the County Recorder of Deeds Office, the Planning Office
monitors all subdivision and land development plans to verify if they have been
properly approved by the appropriate municipal officials prior to recording.
Subdivision and land development ordinances, whether under the jurisdiction of
the County or a locally adopted ordinance, require the developers to address such items
as storm water management, the design of street systems, sanitary
sewage, water supply, etc.
In addition to subdivision and land development ordinances, many of the municipalities
in Centre County have adopted other land use controls in the form of a zoning
ordinance and/or storm water management ordinance, street standards ordinance,
highway occupancy permit ordinance, etc. These ordinances are adopted and
administered at the local level (i.e., township or borough).
Finally, the Centre County Planning Office is required to charge processing fees for the
review of applicable subdivision and land development plans and for the reviews of
applicable Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection Sewage Facilities
Planning Modules (per the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act).
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The following section provides a background on each municipality, identifies the most
vulnerable persons who need housing and then examines policy barriers. The section
concludes with a summary of the findings across the six municipalities.
Background information on the six municipalities
On the following page is Table 21 that summarizes population trends, income, and cost
burden in each of the municipalities examined.
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Table 21: Comparative Information Among Six Municipalities
Bellefonte

Walker
Twp

Potter
Twp

State
College

Worth
Twp

Rush
Twp

Centre
County

PA

Population
1990

6,358

2,801

3,020

38,923

709

3,411

123,784

11881643

2000

6,359

3,299

3,339

38,420

835

3,466

135,758

12,281,054

Estimated 2003

6,352

3,581

4,858

39,728

860

3,542

141,636

12,352,083

Elderly 65+

18.0%

11.3%

12.0%

5.8%

12.5%

20.5%

10.4%

15.6%

Workforce (25 - 55)

43%

44.6%

45.0%

20.3%

47.2%

42.20%

37.6%

42.4%

18-24

9.5%

7.0%

6.1%

65.5%

8.1%

6.60%

26.8%

8.9%

<18

21.0%

25.4%

26.0%

5.8%

23.4%

20.3%

18.0%

24.0%

Owner Occupancy
1990

52%

88%

83%

22.8%

84%

86.3%

59.8%

68.5%

2000

49.5%

89.5%

88%

24%

82.4%

86.0%

60.2%

71.3%

1990

62%

89%

92%

64.6%

86%

91%

78.2%

75.9%

2000

68%

94%

90.4%

65.1%

93.6%

88%

80.2%

77.8%

1990

46%

87.0%

80.0%

30.0%

81.0%

84.7%

64.3%

68.50%

2000

44%

87.0%

86.0%

29.8%

83.0%

86.6%

65.0%

69.50%

Elderly Owner Occ

Workforce Age Owner Occ

Below the Poverty Level
Families w/ children

18.8%

3.3%

8.5%

8.5%

7.8%

8.4%

8.7%

12.1%

Elderly

6.8%

15.6%

8.2%

2.2%

13.4%

7.4%

5.9%

9.1%

Median Household Income

$ 33,216

$ 48,835

$ 43,556

$ 21,186

$ 42,250

$ 35,239

$ 36,165

$ 40,106

Mean Household Income

$ 40,738

$ 51,594

$ 55,613

$ 35,400

$ 49,686

$ 38,712

$ 47,820

$ 52,682

>30% of Inc. on Hsg

25.2%

21.8%

26.3%

49.9%

25.9%

21.2%

29.7%

24.3%

>50% of Inc on Hsg

10.0%

8.6%

10.6%

30.0%

10.4%

9.8%

14.7%

10.3%

Cost Burden

Public Transportation

Provided

No
Service

Park-NProvided
Ride
being
planned
for Old
Fort
area
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990, 2000, Small Area Estimations, 2003

No
Service

No
Service

NA

NA

BELLEFONTE BOROUGH
Bellefonte Borough is a historical town proud of its preservation of older, historic
buildings. Bellefonte is north and slightly east of State College Borough in the
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Nittany Valley Region. All types of housing are available here, from large historic
single family homes and until a recent fire, to buildings supplying single room
occupancy for tenants. The trip between downtown Bellefonte and downtown
State College takes less than 25 minutes under normal traffic conditions. The
Centre County Government is located here. The soon-to-be-completed I-99 creates a
development corridor that runs above State College and skims the eastern boundaries
of Bellefonte Borough. Bellefonte will gain new possibilities for commercial, industrial
and to a lesser extent residential development associated with the expansion in traffic
and ease in traveling.
Bellefonte has less than two square miles in area. The population has been very stable
with no growth between 1990 (6,358 residents) and 2000 (6,359 residents) and an
estimated decline of 7 residents between 2000 and 2003. As might be expected, the
population density is much higher in the borough than in the other parts of the Nittany
Valley Region (about 3,500 persons per square mile).
Homeowners lived in 49.5% of occupied units as reported by the 2000 Census, a
decline from 52% in 1990. Elderly homeowners increased from 62% in 1990 to over
68% in 2000. The percentage of homeowners between the ages of 25 and 55 fell by
about 2% to 44% in 2000 from 46% in 1990. Almost half (48%) of tenant occupied
homes had a single occupant in 2000, indicating the high number of students and single
persons living in the Borough.
Elderly residents 65 years old and older were 18% of the population in the 2000
Census. Twenty-one percent of residents were under the age of 18. Those residents
25 years old to 54 years old are almost 43% of the total population. Eighteen to 24
years old residents were 9.5% of the total borough population in 2000.
In the 2000 Census, 6.8% of families living with related children under 18 years old
were below the poverty level. Almost 7% of elderly residents were below the poverty
level in 2000. Median household income was $33,216 in 2000 and mean household
income was significantly higher at $40,738. Median family income was $42,578 and
mean family income was also much higher than the median at $51,467 in 2000.
Eighteen percent of households had incomes between $50,000 and $74,999 in 2000.
Over 29% of households earned less than $20,000. Some of these low incomes may
be attributed to Penn State students living in Bellefonte.
Almost 10% of all households had housing costs greater than 50% of their income in
2000. Forty-three percent of those with incomes 30% below the median family income
had housing cost burdens greater than 50%. This was higher for tenants (46%) than
for homeowners (43%). For residents with incomes equal to or above 30% income and
under 50% of the median family and with housing cost burdens greater than 50%,
tenants (14%) fared better than homeowners (16.4%). Higher household cost burdens
affected more elderly households than other residents, both owners and tenants.
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Bellefonte Borough still has some, though few, developable lots. All of these lots have
access to public sewer and water. Empty residential lots currently listed in the multiple
listings average $49,000 for a third of an acre.
Bellefonte has several affordable housing developments in its boundaries: Brockerhoff
House (elderly Section 202), Crestside Terrace (elderly Section 8) and Beaver Farms
(family public housing).
Codes: Bellefonte Borough Zoning Ordinance
The Borough has 12 zoning districts. Of relevance, five of these are residential districts
and three of these are commercial districts. R2 zoning districts (medium density
residential and medium density residential/office zones) include single family homes,
duplexes and townhouses. The R3 zone allows these and apartment buildings. Village
Commercial and Central business commercial districts allow mixed use. Residential
units are not permitted on the first floor front of the building unless the building was built
exclusively as a residential unit. Heights may not exceed 35 feet in all the residential
districts (2 stories) or 65 feet in the commercial zone for mixed-use buildings.
Table 33: Bellefonte Borough Residential Zones
Zone
Types of Residential Structures
Single family detached units, side-by-side
R1- Low density residential
duplexes
Single family detached units, all duplexes,
R2- Medium density residential
townhouses
RO2– Medium density
Single family detached units, all duplexes,
residential office district
townhouses
R3– High density residential
Single family detached units, all duplexes,
district
townhouses, apartment houses
RO3– High density residential
Single family detached units, all duplexes,
office district
townhouses, apartment houses
Single family detached units, all duplexes,
VC– Village commercial district
townhouses – except no residential units in
the front, street level of office buildings
Single family detached units, all duplexes,
townhouses, apartment houses townhouses –
C1– Central business district
except no residential units in the front, street
level of office buildings
Source: Bellefonte Borough Zoning Ordinance

Bellefonte has a local historic district which must comply with the same demolition
regulations as other properties in the Borough.
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Recent code changes require parking as a part of any new rental property:
rehabilitated or newly developed. Two parking spaces are required for each residential
unit. Given the tight space in Bellefonte Borough, this is a challenge for future
residential development.
Codes permit accessory apartments only attached to the primary dwelling.
Borough allows up to two occupants and requires an additional parking space.

The

Bellefonte has a good deal of housing that does not conform to the current zoning
because of the age of the buildings. The mix of housing often changes block-to-block,
i.e.: row homes for part of a block then detached single family homes on the next block.
Parking is often on-the-street. This diversity offers a wide range of housing choices in
the Borough and allows more dense development in these mixed areas without
fundamentally altering the character of the neighborhood.
The Nittany Valley Region is developing a regional zoning ordinance to control growth
and land use (see the Nittany Valley Region Comprehensive Plan, September 2004).
The impact on Bellefonte would be to expand opportunities for mixing more dense
housing in existing residential districts as long as these changes do not alter the basic
feel and value of the neighborhood. Other possible changes in zoning might move
some residential districts into commercial districts and allow for multi-family housing
mixed with commercial space. Suggestions for uniform zoning across the Nittany Valley
Planning Region would also designate a residential zone, R-4, specifically for
multifamily housing.
Property Maintenance: All properties must meet the building, zoning and safety codes
enforced in the Borough. A once-a-year inspection is required of all rental properties.
Fair Housing Ordinances: None known.
Bellefonte uses the Pennsylvania Uniform
Building and accessibility codes:
Construction Code. A third party building inspector grants a building permit at a price
consistent with the International Building Code construction factor formula. The
accessibility code follows the Pennsylvania guidelines.
Residential Process: Bellefonte manages all development through the zoning office in
the municipal offices. Forms and information are readily accessible. Staff are
knowledgeable. The procedures are as follows:
•
•

Submit a zoning permit application along with a site plan and pay for the zoning
permit.
The zoning officer gives the developer a building permit application and the
contact information for the building inspector.
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•
•

A building permit is issued and construction begins
A final inspection for compliance with codes is made before granting an
occupancy permit

Fees:
Zoning permit: $15.00 (includes all inspections.)
Building permit: Calculated at a rate consistent with the majority of the county using
International Building Code multiplication factors for structure types.
Sewer tapping fee: $500
Water tapping fee: $500.
School tax:

36.9861 mils (to increase to 38.986 mils)

Municipal real estate taxes: 7.925 per mil based on assessed values. Homestead
provisions would reduce taxes for residents whose primary home is in the borough.
Particular issues: The Borough is mostly developed. Bellefonte is particularly proud of
its historical homes. Much of the housing is older, which means they are generally
more difficult to maintain. Some of the older homes are converted from single family
units to duplexes. A few of these are being converted back. Mobile homes are allowed
in approved mobile home parks only. There are no provisions for detached accessory
units in the zoning. The borough is open to adaptive reuse of unused commercial
buildings and encouraging residential units over and behind commercial storefronts.
WALKER TOWNSHIP
Walker Township is also located in the Nittany Valley Planning Region, east and north
of Bellefonte Borough. The township’s population density is well below that of Spring
and Benner Townships, part of the same planning region. Total population was 3,299 in
the 2000 Census and was estimated to be 3,581 in 2003. Walker Township has one of
the higher population growth rates in the county. Total population increased by almost
18% between 1990 and 2000 and by another 8.5% between 2000 and 2003.
Walker has an extremely high rate of homeownership. Homeowners made up 88% of
households in 1990 and 89.5% of households in 2000. The percentage of householders
65 years or older who were homeowners increased from 89% in 1990 to 94% in 2000.
In 1990, 10.8% of residents were 65 or older and in 2000, 11.3% of the population was
65 years or older. Residents of Walker Township between the ages of 18 and 24 were
7% of the population. Over a quarter of the population (25.4%) was under age 18.
Families make up 81% of all households.
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Median household income was $48,835 in 2000. Mean household income was not
much higher at $51,594. Median family income was $54,613 in 2000 and mean family
income was $56,236. Almost 41% of households had income between $50,000 and
$99,999. Twenty-seven percent had incomes between $50,000 and $74,999.
Only 3.3% of families living with related children under 18 years old were below the
poverty level. Elderly residents 65 years and older were more likely than younger
groups to be below the poverty level (15.6%) in 2000. Likewise, elderly householders
(10%) were slightly more likely to have housing cost burdens over 50% than all
households (8.6%). Poorer households had higher levels of housing costs to income.
Almost half of households earning less than 30% of the median income had housing
burdens greater than 50% and 16.5% of households earning from 30% up to less than
50% of median family income had housing burdens great than 50%.
Unlike Bellefonte Borough, that expects community revitalization from commercial and
industrial growth associated with the I99 corridor but little residential growth, Walker
Township is struggling to slow the rapid residential development. Population is
expected to grow from 3,299 in 2000 to 4,159 in 2030, an increase of over a quarter of
the 2000 population. The Nittany Valley Region Comprehensive Plan forecasts an even
faster growth in population.
Table 23: Forecast Population Growth in Walker Township
2000
2010
2020
Population

3299

Cumulative
Change

3800

4301

501

1,002

Source: Nittany Valley Region Comprehensive Plan, September 2004

Codes:
There are 10 zoning districts in Walker Township, including the Floodplain overlay
district. Walker Township has prime farmland within its boundaries. Parts of the
township are designated rural residential and agriculture to preserve use for farming.
Almost half the township area is zoned as a woodland / conservation area. These
areas have steep slopes and no access to public sewer. The degree of the slope
determines the minimum lot size for residential units subject to meeting perk
requirements for on-site sewers.
Of the 10 zoning districts, six permit residential dwellings. Access to public sewer
dictates the density of the residential areas. Geographically, the township has
constraints on the number and type of on-site sewer systems both because of the high
water table and because of the porous limestone formations that allow surface water to
quickly reach underground springs. The minimum size of residential lots reduces by
about half in areas served by public sewers compared to areas without. All
townhouses, multifamily dwellings, cluster developments and mobile home parks must
tap into public sewer and water systems. Two parking spaces are required for each
residential unit, except in the Village district.
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Zone

Table 24: Walker Township Residential Zones
Types of Residential Structures

RR – Rural residential
district

SR – Suburban residential
district

UR – Urban residential
district

V – Village district

A – Agricultural district

W/C –
Woodland/conservation
district

Single family detached homes, mobile homes on individual
lots;
Special exceptions: duplexes, conversion apartments up to
2 units, group homes;
Conditional uses: residential clusters of above housing
types with open space requirement
Single family detached homes, mobile homes on individual
lots, duplexes, conversion apartments up to 2 units;
Special exceptions: more than 2 conversion apartments,
townhouses up to 4 units, apartment buildings with up to 4
units, group homes;
Conditional uses: residential clusters of above housing
types with open space requirement, multifamily housing
developments
Single family detached homes, mobile homes on individual
lots, duplexes, conversion apartments up to 2 units;
Special exceptions: more than 2 conversion apartments,
townhouses up to 8 units, apartment buildings with up to 8
units; group homes, institutional homes
Conditional uses: multifamily housing developments, mobile
home parks
Single family detached homes, mobile homes on individual
lots, duplexes, conversion apartments up to 2 units;
Special exceptions: more than 2 conversion apartments,
boarding or rooming homes;
Conditional uses: institutional developments
Single family detached homes, mobile homes on individual
lots;
Special exceptions: duplexes, conversion apartments up to
2 units, group homes
Single family detached homes, mobile homes on individual
lots, seasonal dwellings;
Special exceptions: group homes;
Conditional uses: residential clusters of above housing
types with open space requirement

Source: Walker Township Zoning Ordinance

The Spring, Benner, Walker Joint Authority serves Walker Township and connects to
the Bellefonte Borough Municipal Authority. At the eastern end of the township, the
East Nittany Valley Joint Municipal Authority provides service. However, due to storm
water inflows, only limited access is available to this system. Currently, there is
sufficient capacity for development; in fact, some of the service area reaches prime
agricultural land. To inhibit suburban style sprawl along the service area that reaches
farms, zoning is mainly agricultural or rural residential. A new public sewer is planned
for Hublersburg midway in the Township along Route 64 where zoning will permit
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mostly rural residential, agricultural or medium density residential development (in the
town).
The proposed uniform zoning suggested by the Nittany Valley Region Comprehensive
Plan would expand rural residential districts along the length of the township and lowdensity residential (R1) districts especially along Zion at the southwestern end of the
township while preserving prime farmland. Sites for Multifamily housing R-4 are also
proposed for Pleasant Gap.
Property Maintenance: All properties must meet the building, zoning and safety codes
enforced in the township.
Fair Housing Ordinances: None known.
Building and Accessibility Codes: Walker Township uses the Pennsylvania Uniform
Construction Code. A third party building inspector grants a building permit at a price
consistent with the International Building Code construction factor formula. The
accessibility code follows the Pennsylvania guidelines.
Residential Process: Walker Township manages all development through the zoning
office in the municipal offices. The zoning officer has hours Mondays and Wednesdays,
though he is often out of the office during these hours. Other staff have access to
information in his absence. Forms and information are generally available. The
process is as follows:
•
•
•
•

Submit a zoning permit application along with a site plan. Pay for the zoning
permit.
The zoning officer gives the developer a procedures list that describes the
required process and contacts for securing a building permit
A building permit is issued and construction begins
A final inspection for compliance with codes is made before granting an
occupancy permit

Fees:
Zoning permit: $20.00 for all construction under $1,000.
$2. per $1,000 of construction costs for projects over $1,000.
(includes all inspections.)
Building permit: Calculated at a rate consistent with the majority of the county using
International Building Code multiplication factors for structure types.
Water tapping fee: $2,500
Sewer tapping fee: varies from $1,800 for each residential unit, $790 for each
residential units in developments (Spring, Benner, Walker Joint Authority), to $2,500 per
residential unit for the East Nittany Valley Joint Municipal Authority.
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School tax: 36.9861 mils (to increase to 38.986 mils)
Municipal real estate taxes: 1.34 per mil based on assessed values. 1.00 of this
amount is fire and safety tax. Homestead provisions would reduce taxes for residents
whose primary home is in the borough.
Particular issues: Preservation of farmland while expanding residential areas is the
primary goal of the township. Unlike other rural areas in the County, Walker Township
has adequate public sewer to serve large areas where residential growth may occur.
Areas around Pleasant Gap are expected to contain the densest residential, commercial
and industrial growth. Future land use forecasts reflecting suggested changes in zoning
show rural residential growth in areas now designated as woodland/conservation.
POTTER TOWNSHIP
Potter Township is part of the Penns Valley Planning Region. It is adjacent to the
Centre Region and to the Nittany Valley Region. Between the 1990 Census and the
2000 Census and through the 2003 Census estimates, Potter Township experienced
population growth similar to that of the county as a whole and lower than that of the
Centre Region. Population was recorded as 3,339 people in the 2000 Census and was
estimated to be 3,481 people in 2003. Projected population is 4,858 in 2030.
Homeowners dominate with 83% of all households owning their own homes and 17%
renting their homes in 1990. Homeownership increased to over 88% of all households
by 2000. Almost 92% of households with a person 65 or older (a total of 194
households) were homeowners in 1990. This rate fell slightly to 90.4% of households
with a person 65 or older (a total of 261) in 2000.
Persons 65 years or older accounted for about 12% of the total population. Young
people 18 to 24 made up 6.1% of residents. The largest concentration of residents by
age is between 35 years old to 49 years old making up 26% of the township population.
Residents 25 to 54 years old made up 45% of total residents. Another 26% of the
population in Potter Township was under age 18 in 2000.
Eight-and-a-half percent of families living with related children were below the poverty
level in 2000. The median household income was $43,556 in 2000 and the mean
household income was significantly higher at $55,613. Twenty-two percent of
households earned between $50,000 and $74,999. Almost 11% of all homeowners
experienced housing burdens (costs to income) greater than 50% of their income. More
elderly homeowners (21.4%) had high housing burdens greater than 50% than did
younger homeowners. As expected, those homeowners with the lowest incomes had
the highest rate of housing costs, greater than 50% of their incomes: 60.2 % of families
with incomes below 30% of the median family income and 44.1% of families with
incomes of 30% to less than 50% of the median family income.
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Less than 4% of land in Potter Township was residential in 2000. The vast majority of
the Township is used for agricultural purposes or for conservation as State Game Lands
and State Forests. There are a large number of seasonal homes in Potter Township
and also the largest mobile home park in the Penns Valley Planning Region is in the
Township. Potter Township surrounds the Borough of Centre Hall. Route 45 is an
east/west corridor that connects State College with the Lewisburg area.
The Centre Hall-Potter Sewer Authority serves the area closest to Center Hall Borough
and along Route 45. Originally developed to replace failing on-site systems, it provides
services to new development as well. A second public sewer located in the Country
Club Park subdivision serves just the 28 homes in that development. There are no
plans to expand this system.
The fast pace of population growth in Potter Township led to concerns about
suburbanization of the rural areas. Potter Township sits closest to the Centre Region of
the municipalities in the Penns Valley Region. Growth expands outward from State
College Borough across the region. The County Comprehensive Plan finds that
preservation of the agricultural and woodland areas of the township are served by
having public sewer located closely to Centre Hall Borough and not spread throughout
the township.
Potter Township’s Comprehensive Plan focuses on maintaining the rural character of
the township and limiting growth to areas where past growth has already created some
density. Zoning mostly prohibits strip commercial or residential development along
Route 45, the main artery of the township.
Potter Township has 10 zoning districts. Two of these, the floodplain district and the
Water Quality District, are overlying districts. Five of the zoning districts allow
residential development. According to the Penns Valley Region Comprehensive Plan,
the proposed future land use shows the majority of the township zoned agricultural or
open-space. Minimum lot sizes for single family dwellings in agricultural zones are 3
acres and for open-space zones 2 acres.
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Table 25: Potter Township Residential Zones
Zone
Types of Residential Structures
A – Prime agricultural district
O – Open space/forest district

RR – Rural residential district

R – Residential district

V – Village district

One-family detached dwellings
One-family detached dwellings, seasonal
homes;
Conditional use: mobile home parks
One family detached dwellings, conversion
apartments/duplexes;
Conditional uses: multifamily housing
developments, mobile home parks
One family detached dwellings, conversion
apartments/duplexes;
Conditional uses: multifamily housing
developments, multifamily dwellings (3 or
more units)
One family detached dwellings, conversion
apartments/duplexes

Source: Potter Township

Property Maintenance: All properties must meet the building, zoning and safety codes
enforced in the township. Bonds or “other financial arrangements” are required to
insure the maintenance of onsite sewage disposal system for any multifamily housing or
mobile home park.
Fair Housing Ordinances: None known.
Building and Accessibility Codes: Potter Township uses the Pennsylvania Uniform
Construction Code. A third party building inspector grants a building permit at a price
consistent with the International Building Code construction factor formula. The
accessibility code follows the Pennsylvania guidelines.
Residential Process: Potter Township manages all development through the zoning
officer. Since the zoning officer does not have hours or an office in the municipal
building, and staff at the municipal building do not have copies of zoning information,
forms and information can be difficult to access. The process for development is:
•

•
•
•
•

Submit a zoning permit application along with a site plan (and the necessary
documents for onsite septic and water where needed). Pay for the zoning
permit.
The zoning officer gives the developer referrals to third party building inspectors
who can issue a building permit
A building permit is issued and construction begins
The zoning officer is required to inspect the development during construction for
compliance to all codes.
A final inspection for compliance with codes is made before granting an
occupancy permit
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Fees:
Zoning permit: $100.00 (includes all inspections.)
Building permit: Calculated at a rate consistent with the majority of the county using
International Building Code multiplication factors for structure types.
Sewer tapping fee: $ 3,500 in the tapping area (higher for extending the line)
Water tapping fee: $ 1,265.65.
School tax:

37.87 mils

Municipal real estate taxes: 1.58 per mil based on assessed values. 1.00 of this
amount is fire and safety tax. Proposed homestead provisions would reduce taxes for
residents whose primary home is in the borough.
Particular development issues: Preservation of farmland and woodland areas are high
priorities of the Township. Much of the expanding residential areas are confined to the
area around Centre Hall Borough where there is access to public sewer. Maintaining
adequate commercial development is also a concern to ease taxes on residential
properties without creating strip development along Route 45.
STATE COLLEGE BOROUGH
State College Borough has the largest number of residents of any municipality
(township or borough) in Centre County. Total population was 38,420 residents in
2000, over 28% of the county total. Population was about 1% lower in 1990 but was
estimated to increase by about 3.4% (1,308 residents) from 2000 to 2003. University
Park, Penn State University’s largest campus, is located in State College. About 12,128
single students and over 200 families were housed in university housing in 2004 (Lynn
DuBois, Associate Director, Penn State Housing). University housing is not included in
tenant- and owner-occupant statistics. Only 24% of residents were homeowners in
2000, although this is up from 22.8% in 1990 according to Census data. Tenants
between 15 years old and 34 years old made up 82% of all tenants in 2000. Only 5.2%
of tenants are 65 years old or older. Homeowners 65 years and older were almost a
third (33.1%) of all homeowners. About 65% of all householders 65 or older were
homeowners in 2000 up just a fraction from 1990. In 2000, 65.5% (25,182) of all
residents were 18 to 24 years old, 5.8% (2,247) were over 65 years old and 5.8% were
younger than 18 years old.
About 8.5% of families with related children were below the poverty level in 2000.
Almost all the single persons under the poverty level (88%) are 18 to 24 years old. Only
43 persons (2.2%) 65 years old and older were reported to be under the poverty level in
the 2000 Census. Median household income was $21,186 and mean household
income was $35,400 in 2000. These poverty levels and low incomes reflect the large
student population living in the borough. The median family income was $54,949 in
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2000 and the mean income was significantly higher at $67,881. A third of all
households made between $50,000 and $99,999.
Household cost burdens of 50% affect 30% of all households. Eighteen percent (117
residents) of one and two member householders 65 years old or older spend more than
50% of their income on housing costs. Elderly renters are three times more likely than
home owners to spend more than 50% of their income on housing costs. In 2000,
elderly tenants with income below 30% of the median family income (157 elderly
households) had the greatest probability (83.3%) of any group of tenants to face 50% or
higher housing cost burdens. Low-income elderly homeowners fared better in 2000, but
over 90% of other non elderly homeowners with incomes below 30% of the median
income (50 households) had housing cost burdens of over 50%.
The Centre Region Planning Agency projected growth in the borough through 2030
given existing zoning ordinances. The Agency projects an increase in population of
1,550 and an increase of 750 residential units. Their projections include sufficient detail
to plan for capital improvement projects including sewer and roadway projects.
There are 18 zoning categories in State College Borough and few remaining lots to be
developed. Parking is a difficulty for development. In 1991, Diana T. Myers &
Associates conducted a Fair Housing Analysis for the State College Planning and
Community Development Department that found the following impediments to fair
housing:
•
•
•
•
•

A lack of affordable housing and financing
An inadequate supply of family-sized units
A lack of local fair housing enforcement, focus and support
Zoning barriers to affordable housing
Non-specific acts of housing discrimination

An update report by the Department details the significant progress made to address
these impediments. This report also identifies new trends around housing.
Penn State University housed over 12,000 single persons in university housing in Fall
2004. They recently developed an additional 806 beds for students. Now that these
are occupied, older housing units are being renovated and are therefore not presently
occupied. Renovation will reduce the number of beds in existing developments. The
net increase will be about 450 beds for singles. Family units are also under going
renovation. There are over 200 family apartments in university housing at this time
(Lynn DuBois, Associate Director, Penn State Housing). Some rental property owners
are reporting higher vacancy rates in the borough. However, it is unlikely that increased
university housing is competing at this time given the number of units removed from use
due to renovation.
There are four affordable housing developments in State College Borough: Arnold
Addison Court (elderly and disabled housing, multiple funding sources), Bellaire Court
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(elderly, multiple funding sources), Waupelani Heights (families, multiple funding
sources) and Yorkshire Village (families, multiple funding sources). Just outside of the
borough are three more low-income housing developments: Pheasant Glenn (families,
low-income housing tax credits), Park Crest Terrace (families, low-income housing tax
credits) and Sylvan View (families, low-income housing tax credits). Other housing
assistance in State College Borough includes: the First Time Homebuyer Program, the
Temporary Housing Foundation, and Community Land Trust. Homeless services are
also provided by a number of nonprofit organizations.
State College Borough is the center of the public transportation system. This system
provides free service around the Loop and fare travel outside the loop.
The State College Planning Department posts the local zoning ordinances and a map
indicating differently zoned lots on the website. In addition, The Department also posts
applications and information on their website listing the steps from application though
approval of a development project. Two different organizations have jurisdiction over
developments in State College Borough. The Borough Planning Department approves
and enforces zoning. The Centre Region Code Office is responsible for enforcing the
International Building Code with the amendments approved by the Borough. Penn
State University must meet all zoning requirements of the Borough, but enforcement of
the building code is the responsibility of the Pennsylvania Department of Labor and
Industry. State College Borough actively enforces its zoning code.
Of the 18 zoning districts, the commercial districts are most likely to have larger
multifamily buildings of up to six stories. The R2 residential zone allows for duplexes,
but these must meet all zoning requirements. Commercial districts allow for mixed use
buildings with both commercial and residential spaces.
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Table 26: State College Borough Residential Zones
Zone
Types of Residential Structures
Family dwelling, family dwelling with a
single apartment attached, student
home with 3 or fewer unrelated
R1 – Residential district
students- 1 building on a lot
Conditional uses: elderly housing of not
more than 6 row homes
Family dwelling, family dwelling with a
single apartment attached, 2-family
dwelling, student home
Conversion use: conversion of existing
R2 – Residential district
fraternity housing to a home for elderly
persons
Conditional uses: elderly housing of not
more than 6 row homes
Family dwelling, family dwelling with a
single apartment attached, 2-family
dwelling, student home,
fraternity/sorority house, multiple
dwelling except row dwellings
exceeding 6 units in length, group
R3 – Residential district (R, R3-A, R3dwelling project
B)
Conversion use: conversion of existing
fraternity housing to a home for elderly
persons
Special exceptions: elderly housing
development (R3, R3-B only)
Family dwelling, family dwelling with a
single apartment attached, 2-family
dwelling, student home, small personal
R3H – Historic district
care home for adults
Special exceptions: mixed use
(commercial and residential) as
permitted in the overlay district
Family dwelling, family dwelling with a
single apartment attached, 2-family
dwelling, student home,
fraternity/sorority house, multiple
dwelling except row dwellings
R4 – Residential district
exceeding 6 units in length, group
dwelling project, boarding/rooming
homes
Special exceptions: housing for elderly
persons
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RO – Residential-office district

RO-A -- Residential-office district

UPD – University planned district

P – Public district

CP-1&2 – Planned commercial districts

MP – Planned industrial district
C -- General commercial district
M – Industrial district
UV – Urban village district

Family dwelling, family dwelling with a
single apartment attached, 2-family
dwelling, student home,
fraternity/sorority house, multiple
dwelling except row dwellings
exceeding 6 units in length, group
dwelling project, boarding/rooming
homes
Special exceptions: housing for elderly
persons
Family dwelling, family dwelling with a
single apartment attached, 2-family
dwelling, 3-family dwellings not
exceeding 2 bedrooms per unit, small
personal care homes for adults,
student home, mixed use, rooming
houses (not more than 5 persons)
Student residence halls and other
student housing units, non-student
housing (in designated subdistricts)
Special exceptions: housing for the
elderly or persons with disabilities,
conversions of existing school buildings
for housing for the elderly or persons
with disabilities
Family dwelling, family dwelling with a
single apartment attached, 2-family
dwelling, student home,
fraternity/sorority house, multiple
dwelling except row dwellings
exceeding 6 units in length, group
dwelling project
Dwellings for caretakers and
supervisory or maintenance personnel
Mixed use: All dwelling types that meet
height, width and other space
requirements where no ground floor is
residential
Dwellings for caretakers
Mixed use: residential uses may not be
expanded or created with less than
3,000 square feet in gross floor area
and are limited in the amount of
building used for residential purposes

Source: State College Borough
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Conditional use permits may be issued for elderly housing in commercial districts.
These permits reduce the parking requirements for the building and increase the ratio of
residential living space to other spaces.
In residential zones R-3, R-3B and R-4, zoning requirements for lot area, width and yard
requirements may be modified (reduced) through a special exception from the Zoning
Hearing Board. These buildings must be built for persons 62 years or older and nonelderly people who have a disability. These residential districts also allow multi-family
dwellings that meet the height requirements of the zoning district and that do not exceed
6 attached units side-by-side.
Accessory units are permitted in State College Borough. They are limited to one
accessory unit in-house or separate accessory unit for a single family home. There
must be two parking places for every residential unit on a property. Providing parking
that meets code can be a challenge in State College Borough.
Property Maintenance: State College Borough has a property maintenance code. The
Borough adopted the International Property Maintenance Code except where it conflicts
with Pennsylvania law or regulations. Structural complaints about maintenance are
enforced by the Centre Region Code Administration Office. If properties are not being
used for the purpose intended, the State College zoning officer investigates these.
Fair Housing Ordinances: State College has a Fair Housing Ordinance and enforces it
through the Planning Department.
Building and accessibility codes: State College uses the Pennsylvania Uniform
Construction Code. The code is enforced by the Centre Region Code Office.
Approval process. Securing a building permit requires the following five-step process.
1. Complete the application. The Borough makes application forms available at
two locations or from the website.
2. Obtain a sewer tapping permit by paying the required fee at the Borough
Engineer’s Office.
3. Get zoning approval by taking the completed application, the sewer tapping
permit, receipt for payment of the sewer tapping fee and a plot plan to the
Planning Office. The plot plan must show property lines, location of the
driveway, curb cuts and building setbacks.
4. Obtain a water permit from the State College Borough Water Authority.
5. Obtain a building permit by taking the completed application, the sewer tapping
permit, water permit, zoning permit, two sets of construction plans and paying
the building permit fee to the Centre Region Code Administration Office.
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Time period to move through the steps is about 3 months for a new building. Plans to
rehabilitate a property take several weeks because no land use plan or tapping permits
are needed.
Fees:
Sewer tapping fees: There is a $5,990 sewer tapping fee for each residential
connection. For multifamily development the cost per units is calculated based on the
number of units multiplied by the equivalent dwelling unit at $5,990 per dwelling unit. All
other users are based on the estimated water usage. There is a $100 permit fee.
Water permit: Single-family homes cost $570 for a tap connection and $550 in tapping
fees. For multifamily housing the fee is $570 for the connection and a $550 tapping fee
for each unit.
Zoning permit: Fees are $100 for approval of the concept (initial phase) and $225 for
the final land use plan.
Building permit fee: Building permits are issued based on the type of residential
structure. For new construction the fees are calculated based on square footage and
the type of construction. A schedule of fees is available from the Centre Region Code
Office. Fees are consistent with the rest of the county.
Storm water fees: $500 -$1000 is put in escrow. The unused portion is returned to the
developer. A contracted expert does the assessment and bills from about $400 – $500.
Inspection fees: All inspections are included in the permits for both the building and the
zoning.
School Taxes: School tax rate is 30.745 per $1,000 of assessed value.
The Borough’s real estate taxes are $7.3 per $1,000 of assessed value. The Borough
has a higher real estate tax rate than the surrounding counties in the Centre Region,
except for Patton Township. The average price of a residential transfer in State College
in 1992 was $101,589 as compared to $109,935 for the Centre Region as a whole. By
2002, the average price of a residential transfer in State College was $133,083 as
compared to $163,752 for the Centre Region. Existing home prices in State College
rise more slowly than in the Centre Region.
Particular Development Issues: State College Borough has projected changes in growth
and patterns of development through 2030. The Borough is sensitive to the need for
housing for special populations like the elderly and persons with disabilities. The
Borough allows mixed use in a number of districts. Difficulties arise in the need for
sufficient parking for residential development and both the lack of and high prices of
possible building sites.
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WORTH TOWNSHIP
Worth Township is west of State College Borough and east of Rush Township in the
Upper Bald Eagle Valley Region. The I99 extension will pass through Worth Township
just north of Port Matilda. The township has just less than 22 square miles with a
population density under 39 persons per square mile. This is a small, less densely
populated township with 709 residents in 1990, 835 residents in 2000 and an estimated
860 residents in 2003. Population growth (17%) was higher than most of the county
between 1990 and 2000, but slowed to just under 3% as compared to 4% growth in the
county as a whole from 2000 to 2003 according to Census estimates.
About 84% of all households were homeowners in 1990. The percentage of
homeowners fell in 2000 to 82.4%. Eighty-six percent of elderly householders were
homeowners in 1990 and unlike other households, more elderly householders were
homeowners in 2000 (93.6%), a total of 50 households. Residents 65 years and older
were 12.5% of the population in 2000. Younger residents 18 to 24 made up 8.1% of the
population. There were 195 children under 18 years old in 2000 reported by the
Census (23.4% of all residents).
Twenty-six families were under the poverty level in 1990. Families living with children
had a poverty rate of 7.8% in 2000. Fifteen residents 65 years old or older were below
the poverty level in 2000 (13.4%). Median household income was $42,250 and mean
household income was $49,686 in 2000. Median family income was $49,773 according
to the 2000 Census data. Mean family income was $4,552. Over 28% of all
households earned between $50,000 and $74,999.
Over 10% of all households paid more than 50% of their income for housing costs.
Sixteen percent of all householders 65 years old or older living in one or two member
households had housing burdens greater than 50%. The lowest income families, those
with less than 30% of the median family income, were more likely to pay a higher share
of income to meet housing costs. Sixty percent of all households with income under
30% of the median paid more than 50% of their income for housing costs while 17.4%
of households with incomes from 30% of the median to less than 50% of the median
paid more than 50% of their income to pay housing costs.
Codes: Worth Township does not have a zoning ordinance. They come under the
Centre County Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance. There is no zoning in
the township for specific uses except where designated as State Land. A second draft
of a zoning ordinance for the township completed in June 2001 was never adopted.
Large areas of Worth Township are woodland and conservation districts. The zoning
ordinance would have established 7 zoning districts. Of these, residential structures
would have been permitted in the rural residential districts (low density), general
residential district (medium density) and village residential district (higher density).
However, there are few constraints over development on individual lots beyond meeting
sewage, water and building codes.
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Property Maintenance: No specified maintenance requirements.
Fair Housing Ordinances: None
Building and Accessibility Codes: Worth Township uses a third party approved building
inspector who issues building permits consistent with the Pennsylvania UCC. In
general, the building inspector also looks to be certain there are no violations of the
County Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance.
Process: Worth Township has office hours by appointment. Contacting officials takes
patience. Most have other jobs and cannot be available during the day. After the land
is purchased, the developer:
•
•

meets with township officials to get an information package on how to proceed
with development and to discuss roadway access and other requirements
presents plans to the building inspector for approval. After construction and a
final inspection, the building inspector grants an occupancy permit.

Fees:
Building permit: Consistent with the rest of the county, calculated as a formula derived
from the construction factors of the International Building Code
Tapping fees: The only access to sewer is close to Port Matilda Borough. All on-site
sewage systems must be approved by the township engineer.
School tax:

34.43 per mil

Municipal real estate taxes: Information not available.
Particular Issues: The I99 corridor is expected to expand growth in Worth Township.
Growth of a mix of residential, retail and lighter commercial along the corridor is
restricted by the high water tables and steep slopes. Growth is not expected to expand
much outside the interchange area and Port Matilda Borough. Multi-family housing and
denser developments will require access to the Port Matilda Borough Authority Sewer
System.
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RUSH TOWNSHIP
Rush Township is located in the Moshannon Valley Planning Region on the south
western part of the county. The township makes up the vast geographic majority of this
planning region with only Philipsburg and South Philipsburg included as part of the
same region. Rush Township is the largest municipal area in Centre County with 149
square miles. The township is fairly sparsely populated with just over 23 residents per
square mile. Population growth in Rush Township has been much slower than for other
parts of the county. Total residents increased by less than 2% from 1990 to 2000
according to U.S. Census data and are estimated to have increased by just over 2%
from 2000 to 2003. Total population in 2000 was 3,542. One in five residents (20.5%)
was over the age of 65 in 2000 and the same percentage (20.3%) was under the age of
18. Residents between the ages of 18 and 24 years old were 6.6% of the total
population.
Owner occupants made up 86% of all households. Homeowners made up 91% of all
households with a head of household 65 years old or older in the 1990 Census. This
percentage fell to 88% in 2000. The number of elderly householders 65 years or older
increased from 365 in 1990 to 392 in 2000. Families with children under 18 made up
27.4% of the households.
Median household income was $35,239 according to the 2000 Census and median
family income was $39,826. Mean household and family incomes were not a great deal
higher at $38,712 and $44,245 respectively. Income is distributed fairly evenly across
the lowest levels to under $100,000. Eight percent of families with children under 18
years old were below the poverty level in 2000.
Just 9.81% of all homeowners reported housing burdens (costs to income) of 50% or
more. Elderly homeowners had fewer problems with household burdens with 7.5%
experiencing housing burdens over 50%. The lowest income groups experienced the
highest housing burdens with 55.8% of households earning less than 50 percent of the
median family income and another 14.4% of households earning between 30% to less
than 50% of median family income reporting housing burdens greater than 50%.
Codes: Rush Township has no zoning ordinance at this time. The Township comes
under the Centre County Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance. There is no
zoning in the township for specific uses except where designated as State Land. There
are few constraints over development on individual lots beyond meeting sewage, water
and building codes.
Property Maintenance: No specified maintenance requirements.
Fair Housing Ordinances: None
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Building and Accessibility Codes: Rush Township uses a contracted Pennsylvania
approved building inspector who issues building permits consistent with the
Pennsylvania UCC. In general, the building inspector also looks to be certain there are
no violations of the County Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance.
Process: Rush Township does not have a zoning officer, but provides guidance and
information for development purposes. Given the lack of public sewer, most residential
development requires an application for an on-site sewer system permit before
proceeding with applying for a building code. The process is:
•

the developer meets with the township and arranges for the sewage engineer to
approve and grant a permit for an onsite system.

•

the developer presents plans to the building inspector for approval. After
construction and a final inspection, the building inspector grants an occupancy
permit.

Fees:
Building permit: Consistent with the rest of the county, permits are calculated as a
formula derived from the construction factors of the International Building Code
Sewer tapping fees: The access to public sewer is difficult. The Moshannon Valley
Joint Sewer Authority has had overloading difficulties due to storm water and needs
corrective action. The Black Moshannon State Park facility is a small system serving
the State park and the mid-state airport. A new treatment plant in Clearfield County
may expand possibilities for extending service through more of Rush Township. The
permit for installing a new onsite system is $160.
School tax: 37.26 mils
Municipal real estate taxes: None
Particular Issues: Very little of the land area in Rush Township is serviced by sewer
systems. Some of the land area has a high water table limiting the ability to use septic
systems. Large amounts of State land and forested areas also limit growth in the
township.
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Analysis of the Public Barriers to Affordable Housing Development
The six municipalities reviewed in this section are very different in size and land use.
The resources available to address zoning and planning vary widely as well.
Development of affordable housing in each of these municipalities should reflect the
goals of the local government in maintaining the character and quality of life for all
residents. However, some special exceptions may be needed to facilitate affordable
housing growth.
Increasing affordable housing in areas where access to public sewer systems is limited
may be difficult if competition for the developable residential lots drives land prices
higher. Likewise, in rural townships like Walker and Potter, efforts to maintain farmland
and woodlands creates competition for land closer to villages where greater density is
more in keeping with development goals. For State College and Bellefonte, the
challenge is finding creative ways to include affordable housing given the limited
developable land for residential growth.
Table 27: Population & Physical Barriers for Affordable Housing in Six Municipalities

Population
2000
Predicted
Population
2030
Population
increase
Populations
with
high
housing
burdens
Physical
Limitations

Development goals

Bellefonte
Borough

Walker
Township

Potter
Township

State
College
Borough

Worth
Township

Rush
Township

6,395

3,299

3,339

38,420

835

3,466

7,434

4,159

4,858

41,166

1,281

4,313

1,039

860

1,519

2,746

446

847

Elderly
tenants;
home
owners
under 65

Families
with
children;
elderly
home
owners

Families
with
children
Public
sewer
access
very
limited;
large State
land areas

Not clearly
defined

Elderly
homeowners &
elderly
tenants

Elderly
home
owners

Elderly
home
owners;
families
with
children

Very few
undevelope
d lots;
Many old
homes;
historic
district

Woodland areas
difficult to
develop

Public
sewer
access
very limited

Very few
undeveloped lots

Limited
access to
public
sewer;
wood-lands

Develop
commercial area
with I99
growth;
Maintain
older
housing

Limit
housing
development in
farm areas;
focus
development in
existing
towns

Limit
housing
development to low
density;
focus
development in
existing
towns

Maintain
housing,
both rental
and owner
occupied ;
expand
home
ownership

Not clearly
defined
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Table 28: Policy Barriers in Six Municipalities

Bellefonte
Borough

Walker
Township

Potter
Township

Worth
Township

Rush
Township

information

Fairly
easy

Difficult;
zoning
officer not
in
municipal
offices

Very easy

Difficult;
no
municipal
office

Fairly
easy

Zoning
generally
inclusive of
denser
housing
development

Yes

Some
what in
areas
zoned
residential with
access to
public
sewer

No –
limited
access to
public
sewer for
homes

Yes

No local
zoning
code

No local
zoning
code

10,000
square
feet (R3)

10,000
square
feet (V)

20,000
square
feet (V)

8,000
square
feet (R4)

8,500
square
feet

8,500
square
feet

8 feet

20 feet or
in-line
with
existing
homes

15 feet

20 feet

½ the right
of way
width or
40 feet

½ the right
of way
width or
40 feet

80 feet

60 feet

100 feet

75 feet

120 feet

120 feet

Coordinate
residential
areas with
public
sewer;
adaptive
reuse of
unused
industrial
structures

Yes, use
rural
residential to
limit
density;
increase
density
around
existing
towns

Yes,
keeping
residential growth
around
existing
public
sewer

No – State
College
Borough
rezones
as needed

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Ease of
obtaining
and permits Very easy

Minimum
Lot size
Duplex with
public
sewer
Minimum
setback

Minimum
lot width for
both units
Regional
Planning
leading to
suggest
changes in
zoning

Mixed
commercial
& residential
permitted
Accessory
apartments
permitted
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Table 28: Policy Barriers in Six Municipalities

Multifamily
housing
permitted
Specific
set asides
for affordable
housing
Incentives
for
development of
affordable
housing
Specific
populations
granted
conditional

use or
special
exception
Fair
Housing
Ordinance
Sufficient
infrastructure
for
affordable
housing

Bellefonte
Borough

Walker
Township

Potter
Township

Yes, as a
conditional use

Yes, as a

Yes

No

No

No

No

State
College
Borough

Worth
Township

Rush
Township

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Uses
Borough
funds for
development;
partners
with
others

No

No

No

No

conditional

use

No

No

No

Elderly
(over 62);
group
homes for
adults

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes – but
may be
crowded
out of
public
sewer
areas

Yes

Limited
access to
public
sewer

Almost no
access to
public
sewer

Yes
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Anecdotal Data
Priority Populations
Several populations are consistently identified as struggling to find affordable housing.
These include established working families of moderate to low income, elderly
households, very-low income households, single-parent families of moderate to low
income and persons who are homeless or have other special needs. These residents
require a wide range of housing types.
A major need identified is for work force housing for those working in Centre County,
especially in the Centre Region and in particular, in State College Borough where there
is the largest concentration of employment opportunities. Many workers, both those in
entry level professional jobs and those working in lower wage service sector jobs are
currently living far from their employment, often in a different county because of the
shortage of nearby affordable housing. This includes first-time homebuyers who must
postpone homeownership or live far from employment because of the high cost of
purchasing a home close to work. Single-parents face special difficulties related to the
distance between work and home due to the need for day care and other logistical
concerns. Other Boroughs also report tight housing markets for lower-income families.
Finally, there is concern that the quality of available housing for lower income working
families is poor.
Increased elderly housing is another identified need. These units are built specifically
for the requirements of aging residents. Both assisted living and housing targeted to
mobile, more active elderly residents are needed. There has already been some growth
in elderly housing in Centre County, which is reported to be a popular place for
retirement, suggesting a need for continued growth in this segment of the housing
market. In addition to new housing for the elderly, there is also a need to address the
many elderly households who prefer to “age in place.” Rather than move to another
home or to an institutional setting, “frail” elderly who need assistance in bathing,
dressing, shopping, meal preparation and other activities of daily living need access to
affordable services in their homes.
Lower-income households and families also need affordable rental housing. While
there is a good deal of rental housing available for the transient student population,
other very-low income households reportedly struggle to find housing. Additional rental
subsidies are needed to make rental housing affordable to very low-income households.
This is especially important for people employed in lower paying service jobs, those
transitioning out of homelessness or fleeing domestic violence, those who have or are
at risk of losing their mobile homes, and persons with disabilities. The majority of
available rental subsides are through the Housing Choice Vouchers Program (formerly
known as Section 8). However the waiting listing for these vouchers had been closed
for a year prior to opening on March 7, 2005. The waiting list remained open for 9 days
during which time 380 households applied for Housing Choice Vouchers.
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Some low and moderate-income residents in rural parts of the county are able to find
housing, but this housing is reported to often be in disrepair. Subsidized home repair
programs need to be available to assist these households.
In areas where housing is more expensive, for example Bellefonte Borough and State
College Borough, affordable housing for very-low income households is difficult, if not
impossible, to locate. There is a perception that more moderate-income households
tend to crowd-out very-low income households from available subsidized housing.
Furthermore, housing built with low-income tax credits does not serve the lower-low
income populations without an additional subsidy.
Those who work with people with disabilities noted the need for not only affordable
housing but also accessible housing. Finally, there is a need to increase supportive
housing opportunities for the homeless, survivors of domestic violence, youth aging out
of foster care, and people with serious mental illness/co-occurring disorders, including
inmates re-entering the community from county jail and state prisons.
Housing Models
As described above, preferred housing types and models vary with the population being
served. Following are some suggested models that would address the needs identified:
Elderly households need access to loans and grants for rehabilitation and home
modifications as well as affordable rental units. A small percentage of well elderly might
be interested in “shared housing” or housing in which each individual has his/her own
private space and shares common living areas with housemates. Information on shared
housing is included in the Technical Supplement. As stated above, as retiree’s age, the
need for affordable assisted living options will become an increasing need, and funding
for services will become a significant challenge.
Home ownership is the most popular housing model for most working families. This
includes single-family detached homes as well as attached homes or townhouses. It
may also include a range of ownership options such as fee simple, condominium or
housing cooperatives, as well as a range of financing options such as lease purchase.
Due to the affordability gap, creating homeownership opportunities will require a number
of strategies as recommended below.
Some working families prefer rental housing, which can be in single family or multifamily structures, publicly or privately owned. Clearly rents will need to be subsidized
through federal or other subsidies.
Lower income households and populations with special needs need affordable,
accessible transitional and permanent housing in a range of housing types including
Single Room Occupancy, shared housing, apartments and homes. They also need
appropriate supports that can be accessed in their homes.
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Community Strengths and Opportunities
Centre County has a wealth of strengths and resources that can be harnessed to
address affordable housing:
QUALITY OF LIFE
Centre County is perceived as a desirable place to live, with a good quality of life. It is a
beautiful area with historical significance. Pennsylvania State University (PSU) and its
educational, cultural and athletic resources is a strong draw for younger families as well
as recent retirees. The University also serves as a resource for skilled professionals
who can participate in the economic development of the region. The low crime rate, low
foreclosure rate and good school systems, especially in the Centre Region, are also
perceived as major assets.
POLITICAL SUPPORT AND HUMAN CAPITAL
There is a strong sense among the community that the timing is optimal for addressing
the affordable housing needs in Centre County. This is evidenced by the current
interest and support of the County Commissioners, the maturing of the Affordable
Housing Coalition, and the highlighting of the issue by the Centre Daily Times. In
addition, the funding of the Affordable Housing Needs Assessment indicates the
willingness of the Commissioners to consider changes necessary to effectively expand
affordable housing. The interest is supported by strong human capital. A number of
key stakeholders noted the strength of the County, Borough and Region Planning
Offices in housing and community development planning, and in particular, the recent
leadership by the County Planning Office in filling the role of “field general” for the
Affordable Housing Coalition. A strong corps of volunteers was also cited as a source
of human capital.
COLLABORATION AND INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT
The second major strength is that people are willing to communicate and work on
addressing the issue of affordable housing. The Affordable Housing Coalition, which
was initiated in 1996 and expanded last year to include realtors, developers and other
private sector representatives, has gained the respect of the community and was the
prime mover behind the Affordable Housing Needs Assessment. The Coalition has
become an excellent model of collaboration around County housing issues. Along with
the Council for Human Services, which has 90 representatives of human service
agencies, the Coalition provides an opportunity for collaboration with and input by all
key County housing and human agencies around affordable housing issues.
On the operational level, the good relationship between the Centre County Housing
Authority and the Centre County Department of Mental Health/Mental Retardation has
resulted in expanding resources for mental health consumers. The Realtors Association
has been active in promoting opportunities for alternative financing of housing and
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finally, the police work closely with the health and building officials to identify and
condemn unsafe housing, especially in State College Borough.
ECONOMIC RESOURCES
There is growth in employment in Centre County, including stable jobs, although many
are in the lower wage service sector.
An initial review of public funding for housing indicates that State College Borough is
taking advantage of a number of available federal, state, and local housing dollars. In
addition, Community Development Block Grant funds are used effectively in expanding
the public infrastructure in selected areas of the county. Although substantial private
resources are not devoted to housing and community development activities at the
current time, one interviewee noted that there is a high level of charitable giving in the
County. It was also noted that under the right circumstances some of these dollars
might be redirected to affordable housing activities. For example, the United Way
representative stated that it might be willing to move beyond the funding of individual
housing programs and activities to a community impact model. Under this scenario, the
United Way would provide funds to meet housing needs through a collaborative effort,
including long term funding for housing staff and/or initiatives.
There are a number of national and local banks serving Centre County, several of which
operate programs for first time homebuyers. Lenders actively participate in
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency and Fannie Mae programs, two other major
financial resources. A representative of Fannie Mae serves on the Affordable Housing
Coalition and noted that they too stand ready to assist in carrying out strategies that
emerge from the Needs Assessment.
LAND, BUILDINGS AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Centre County’s land use, especially in the Centre Region, is impacted by the location
of the main campus of Pennsylvania State University. There are currently 40,000
students matriculated in the University, with University housing provided for
approximately 12,500. Eight hundred beds were recently added through Eastview
Terrace. Despite the fact that the University has no plans to increase student
enrollment in the near future, PSU grows at approximately 1% per year.
The County currently has a mix of housing types, from SRO dwellings (Single Room
Occupancy) to luxury apartments. The housing stock is generally attractive, especially
in the older boroughs. There are a variety of opportunities for residential development
in the County. There are a number of residential and non-residential structures in the
County’s older boroughs that are vacant and could be rehabilitated and/or converted
into affordable housing. As students and elderly move from older apartment buildings to
newer ones with more amenities, these buildings too become a resource for affordable
housing development.
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There are also thousands of acres of vacant land, although many areas lack public
sewer and water, and there are land speculators that control significant acreage. The
public infrastructure in the County is growing, especially in the Centre Region.
Economic development representatives cited as an asset the cooperation among
municipalities in planning transit to support economic and housing development. In
addition, there is good mass transit in the Centre Region. Most significantly, the
construction of I99, which will run through the center of the County and link I80 to the
PA Turnpike, will create additional opportunity for residential growth. Further, the new
County prison being built between I99 and Bellefonte will create 90 new jobs.
HOUSING DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY
Centre County has a number of experienced for-profit housing developers. However its
two most active affordable housing developers are not currently engaged in
development. Calibre, Inc. is only managing their properties since “affordable housing
is not as profitable as it used to be,” and S & A Homes is currently targeting other parts
of the Commonwealth. Other for-profit developers that were mentioned by interviewees
were: UNICO, Marvin Myers, Tom Songer, Jr., Granite Realty, Abruzzo, John Imbt, Fine
Line Homes, Phil Jury, Michael Glass and the Vernon Development Group.
Non-profit developers are an alternative to for-profit developers, especially for affordable
housing development, since they are motivated by need rather than profit. In addition,
nonprofit organizations provide better opportunity for long term affordability and control
of housing, which is beneficial to lower income households. Although few interviewees
named any nonprofit organizations when asked about experienced developers working
in the county, there are a number of experienced non-profit organizations engaged in
affordable housing in the County. These include Housing Transitions, Inc. /Temporary
Housing Foundation (HT/THF), the Moshannon Valley Economic Development
Partnership, the Centre County Women’s Resource Center, Centre County Youth
Services Bureau’s Stepping Stone Transitional Living Program, State College
Community Land Trust, SEDA COG, Tri-County Habitat for Humanity, the Central PA
Development Corporation (an arm of the community action agency) and Centre Homes,
Inc. (an arm of the Centre County Housing Authority).
With the exception of HT/THF, which has partnered with S & A Homes to develop
several apartment complexes, most of the nonprofit organizations have addressed a
single population (i.e. the homeless, survivors of domestic violence or youth) or a single
housing program (i.e. homeownership; acquisition, rehabilitation and resale; or the
rehabilitation of owner-occupied housing).
However several of the organizations interviewed expressed an interest in expanding
their development activities:
1. The Community Land Trust is considering expansion outside of the Borough of State
College;
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2. HT/THF would be willing to expand its activities outside of State College Borough if
funding opportunities were available, and
3. The Central PA Development Corporation is willing to expand its activities to Penns
Valley
Community Weaknesses/Barriers/Challenges
There are six major impediments to the planning and development of affordable housing
in Centre County:
PUBLIC AWARENESS/SUPPORT FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING
There was consensus among those interviewed that the Centre County public neither
understands the need for affordable housing nor supports its expansion. This
opposition is expressed in a number of ways, including through zoning practices and by
opposition to specific affordable housing developments. Unfortunately the existence of
several affordable housing projects that were poorly planned or poorly managed fuels
this opposition. Other factors that contribute to the opposition include the perception
that affordable housing brings crime to the community and that it produces no return for
the cost of services provided.
These factors not only suppress the planning of new projects, but also have resulted in
local disapproval of at least one affordable housing project that had already received
federal Low Income Housing Tax Credits. Since housing and land use decisions are
controlled at the municipal level, this “NIMBYism” (Not in My Back Yard) is a major
impediment to the expansion of affordable housing.
Although the Centre County Board of Commissioners and the Affordable Housing
Coalition were mentioned as supporters of affordable housing efforts, the lack of active
participation by the University is seen as a significant barrier. The affordable housing
issue could be elevated by the involvement of Penn State University since they are not
only the major employer in the County, but also a potential source of educational and
other resources.
HOUSING MARKET CONDITIONS
The data clearly indicates that affordability is the major housing need that must be
addressed in Centre County. The cost of housing has increased much faster than the
incomes of potential homebuyers and renters. This is caused by a number of factors,
including the presence of Penn State. Thousands of students and white-collar families
entering the housing market, which, along with low interest rates, has caused housing
costs in the County to escalate. This has been exacerbated by the decreased income
of local workers due to the loss of manufacturing jobs and the increase in lower wage
service sector employment. The loss of low-income housing stock due to the closing of
trailer parks and to the fire that destroyed Academy Apartments further exacerbates the
situation.
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There is a much higher percentage of rental housing in the Centre Region than in other
communities in PA, which generally has a negative impact on the condition of the
housing stock and neighborhoods. It was noted that there have been numerous
apartment conversions, especially in Bellefonte Borough. It was also noted that the
number of rental vacancies in the Centre Region has increased in recent months. It is
surmised that these vacancies are due to people moving from older privately owned
apartments in State College to newer apartments in outlying areas with parking and
other amenities. It is also surmised that the vacant apartments are unsubsidized, since
there is a two-year waiting list for Housing Choice Vouchers.
A peculiar problem in the Centre Region rental market is that landlords require leases
from August to August to coincide with the academic year. This is an impediment to
households leasing under certain HUD programs such as Shelter Plus Care, which
require 12-month leases.
LAND, HOUSING STOCK AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Issues related to affordable housing are different in the Centre Region than in other
parts of the County. In the Centre Region the cost of land, buildings and site
improvements is extremely high. The average housing cost in the Centre Region is
$170,000- $180,000 compared to $120,000 outside the region. This is a major
impediment, especially for potential first time homebuyers.
While the housing is more affordable outside the Centre Region, the lack of public
transportation means that the housing is not accessible to employment opportunities,
which are concentrated inside the region. Vacant land is also more plentiful outside the
Centre Region, but the lack of infrastructure impedes development, especially of
affordable housing. Not only is there a lack of infrastructure, but also poor coordination
of land use planning across municipal boundaries despite regional planning efforts.
Finally, land speculators are purchasing and holding vacant land, especially parcels with
multi-family zoning, which further escalates prices.
Several interviewees mentioned that there is a lack of upkeep by absentee and
negligent landlords in the older boroughs, and one person specifically cited poor
management by Section 8 landlords. Coupled with the lack of code enforcement and
the low volume of housing rehabilitation loans and grants, these practices have resulted
in unsafe housing and the under-utilization of certain housing stock.
HOUSING FUNCTIONS
Although there are a number of agencies involved in housing in Centre County, there is
no single entity or individual responsible for creating and implementing county housing
policy. Nor is there anyone clearly responsible for identifying and brokering resources
or for encouraging development partnerships, which are critical for implementing policy.
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This vacuum was confirmed during the interviews of key stakeholders. When asked
“Who in the County is responsible for housing policy, program development and
implementation?” individuals interviewed either said that no one has primary
responsibility, or they cited different agencies (the Housing Authority, the Centre Region
Council of Governments (COG), the Office of Adult Services, the County or Borough
Planning Offices), or they said that it is a collaborative effort through the Affordable
Housing Coalition.
When asked about the need for centralizing the county housing functions, interviewees
expressed different opinions. Some felt centralization is desirable and others are
comfortable with a collaborative entity. Regardless of whether the housing functions are
centralized in a single entity or individual, however, there was agreement that there
needs to be a single individual or entity responsible for leadership and coordination of
housing functions. This was especially important to business, elected officials and
community leaders.
Most of those who felt the housing functions should be centralized say it should be on
the county level. Several expressed the opinion that the lead agency should be a policy
maker/planner rather than a development entity, so as not to compete with other
developers. Some see the County Planning Office as possibly playing some of these
roles. They were seen as doing a good job as lead of the Affordable Housing Coalition,
which is clearly recognized and respected in its emergent role around housing issues.
Others see the Planning Office as providing planning guidance and direction only, and
the Affordable Housing Coalition playing a lead role in advising the Commissioners on
housing matters.
DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY
At the present time there are no developers in Centre County devoted to the mission of
creating affordable housing for working families. As stated above, there are several
larger for-profit builders that have engaged in affordable housing development in the
past. However, these developers are now finding the development of luxury housing
both easier and more profitable. One reason it is more profitable is that Centre County
is a non-union area, which means that they are exempt from paying prevailing wages,
which are required under most government funded programs. Another effect of this
exemption is the dearth of qualified subcontractors and suppliers to work on smaller
affordable development projects.
Although there are a number of nonprofit organizations involved in housing, they are
generally single purpose, targeting specific populations and/or target areas, and few are
involved in developing housing for working families, especially rental housing. In
addition, few if any of the existing nonprofit organizations have the capital necessary to
engage in the development of larger projects, since such projects require that the
developer has sufficient predevelopment dollars to acquire land and buildings in a
market with rapid turnover of properties.
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HOUSING FINANCE
Although the County is taking advantage of some available resources for the planning
and development of affordable housing, there are a number of untapped and underutilized resources, such as through the Department of Community and Economic
Development (DCED) and the Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency (PHFA is poised
to take over the state HOME and Access Grant Programs from DCED during the next
fiscal year). In addition, for the past several years funds from the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s Rural Development Program have been underutilized, especially for the
guaranteed sales program and 502 loans for homeownership. The County has also not
taken advantage of the resources available through Fannie Mae.
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Summary of Affordable Housing Needs
Countywide Needs
Centre County has a diverse population in age, household type, educational level, and
occupation. The population is expected to continue to grow faster than in the
surrounding counties, providing opportunities and challenges for residential
development. The County’s economy has very large employers such as the University
Park Campus of Penn State University, State government offices, local school districts
and the Mt. Nittany Medical Center that provide stable employment.
Smaller businesses dominate manufacturing, service and retail sectors. Although these
as a group provide less stable employment, they do provide a large number of jobs.
Despite the growth in electronics, plastics and research, county employment
opportunities continue to shift away from manufacturing. Three plant closings meant
796 jobs were lost to employees living in Centre County in the past five years. Plant
closings in other counties also affect Centre County residents. In neighboring Clinton
County (north of Centre County) and Mifflin County (south of Centre County) there were
over 1,800 jobs lost to plant closings since 2001. Families experiencing job disruptions
face difficulty maintaining their housing when comparable employment is not available.
•

According to the living wage estimator developed by the Living Wage Project
(http://www.povertyinamerica.psu.edu/projects/living_wage/) annual gross
income required in 2000 to live in Centre County for a family of 4 was $42,420
and the hourly living wage for this family was $20.39. The largest single
occupational group in Centre County, Office and Administrative Support
Occupations, employed1 in every 6 workers at a mean annual wage of $26,070
in 2003. It takes 1.6 such workers to support a family of 4 at the living wage.

There are numerous factors that have contributed to the rise in housing prices in Centre
County, especially in the Centre Region. The following summarizes the most
significant:
•
•
•
•

•

Major employers express a desire to have employees live close to their
employment to reduce late arrivals and difficulty with winter weather conditions.
Many college students rent housing in Centre County, mainly in the Centre
Region and Spring Township.
Market rate housing is often not affordable to workforce families and home
ownership is difficult to achieve.
Population growth puts price pressure on housing originally planned for working
families. As a result, single-family homes escalate in price becoming
unaffordable to the targeted population.
Families living in Centre County experience a lower unemployment rate than
neighboring counties, thus, Centre County is a magnet in central Pennsylvania
as a place to live and work.
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For all these reasons, Centre County faces pressure from without and within to expand
housing. The pressure on the existing housing stock raises prices.
•

In 2004 the typical Centre County working family earned $50,557. Using the
Fannie Mae affordability calculation, a household at this income could purchase
a home costing no more than $128,545. This is far short of the median priced
home in Centre County, which was $156,000 according to a 2004 HUD Regional
Analysis. If we apply the lending convention that a household can afford to
purchase a home that costs three times its annual income, only those earning
over $52,000 can afford the median priced home. Families with incomes less
than $52,000 are virtually priced out of the homebuyers’ market.

All population age groups grew in number between 1990 and 2000. However, the
distribution of age groups shifted away from those 18-24 and increased for persons 65
years and older. Residents between 18 and 24 accounted for 28.2% of the total
population in 1990 but only 26.8% in 2000. The workforce group between 25 and 54
remained a constant percentage of the population at just under 45% of the population.
•

Centre County residents 65 and older increased by almost 3,000 persons between
1990 and 2000 and increased in percentage from 9.0% to 10.4% of the total
population. Elderly residents are the fastest growing population group. Elderly
populations require housing close to services and healthcare.

Geographic Differences: Housing Needs of the Seven Planning Regions
The seven planning regions in Centre County are varied in terms of the amount of
developed land and the size of their towns and cities. Each planning region faces
separate challenges in providing affordable housing.
MOSHANNON VALLEY REGION
The Moshannon Valley Region includes Rush Township, Philipsburg Borough and
South Philipsburg Borough. Closely tied in economic development to the remainder of
the Moshannon Valley in Clearfield County, this planning region is a mix of very rural
and the third largest small urban area in the County. Philipsburg Borough is especially
struggling after a recent fire that destroyed housing for about 100 people and several
active businesses. Single Room Occupancy (SRO) housing is no longer available after
a building was condemned. Population growth in the Moshannon Valley was much
slower than for Centre County as a whole growing around 1.5% and median income
was lower. Median income was $28,356 in 2000 for households in Philipsburg Borough
and $36,687 for families or just 77% of the County median household income.
Elderly households make up 20% of the region’s households and in Philipsburg 13.8%
of elderly households live in poverty. Larger concentrations of low-income elderly
residents are found in Philipsburg partially because of the low-income housing for
elderly there: Phillips Place, Phillipsburg Court and Philipsburg Tower. Philipsburg
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Tower is a project-based Section 8 development for qualifying residents 60 years or
older. The Moshannon Valley Region has a higher percentage of female-headed
families than any other planning region (9.5%). Over 18% of the non-institutionalized
population has a disability and 13% of these are physical disabilities. These
percentages of persons with disabilities exceed all other planning regions and the rates
for Pennsylvania as a whole.
In 2000, the average transfer value for an existing home was $63,446 and the permit
value for a new single family home was $118,059. By 2002 and the average price for
an existing home was $85,759 and $134,179 for a new single family home. Over the
ten-year period from 1992 to 2002, the Moshannon Valley has had the third highest rate
of increase in housing prices of the planning regions.
•
•

•

Affordable housing for the elderly remains a priority.
Workforce housing affordable to all families including female-headed households is
needed to help offset the rising price of housing compared to the modest levels of
income.
The large number of persons reporting disabilities requires affordable housing that
accommodates their physical and service needs.

MOUNTAINTOP REGION
The Mountaintop Planning Region is in the upper northwest corner of the County and is
comprised of Burnside Township, Snow Shoe Township and Snow Shoe Borough. It is
the least populated planning region, with only 3,000 persons in 2000, roughly 17
persons per square land mile. Income levels and housing prices are some of the lowest
in the County. The population is generally older in this region with fewer residents
between 18 and 24 than found elsewhere in the county. In Burnside Township elderly
residents 65 years old and older make up over 13% of the total population and almost
15% of these live in poverty. In the Mountaintop Region the percentage of noninstitutional elderly with a disability is 47.4%. Snow Shoe Township had no growth in
population from 1990 to 2000, and Snow Shoe Borough had a decline in population
(3.8%). Building of new single-family homes is about 10 on average each year.
•

•

The Mountaintop Region is sparsely populated, but has a high concentration of
elderly residents with disabilities. Affordable housing in this region needs to be
accessible and close to service populations.
The declining population in Snow Shoe Borough leaves opportunities to develop
affordable housing where sewer service and other amenities already exist.

LOWER BALD EAGLE VALLEY REGION
The Lower Bald Eagle Valley Region includes Boggs Township, Curtin Township,
Howard Township, Liberty Township, Howard Borough and Milesburg Borough. The
majority of land is forested and there is much state farmland. The overall population
growth in this region between 1990 and 2000 was 2.3%. Housing prices are relatively
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modest here and growth in new single-family homes is also moderate with an average
of about 27 homes per year. Curtin Township has a large number of recreational
homes.
The Lower Bald Eagle Valley Region has the highest percentage of homeowners in the
County. Both elderly homeowners and families with children living in their own homes
and earning less than 50% of the median area income experienced housing cost
burdens in 2000 – these homeowners pay more than 30% of their income to pay
mortgage, taxes, insurance and utilities. There are comparably few households renting
their homes in the Lower Bald Eagle Valley Region, but tenants with lower incomes also
struggled to meet their housing costs.
•
•

Both elderly and family homeowners with low incomes have high cost burdens
and are likely to need home improvement grants.
Tenants with low incomes also struggled with housing costs and need rental
assistance.

UPPER BALD EAGLE VALLEY REGION
Four townships (Huston, Taylor, Union and Worth) and two boroughs (Unionville and
Port Matilda) make up the Upper Bald Eagle Valley Region. Population growth in this
region (9.6%) exceeded the County rate. Union Township had a 25% increase in
population between 1990 and 2000 and Worth Township had a 15% increase. Housing
prices have been steadily increasing; the average price of an existing single family
home was $116,965 in 2002, the highest price of all regions except the Centre Region.
The rate of growth of new homes is not exceptionally high, on average about 23 per
year over the last 10 years. New single-family homes cost on average $144,670 in
2003. There have been no permits issued for multifamily housing in the past 10 years.
There has been an increase in the number of elderly persons renting housing in the
Upper Bald Eagle Region. In contrast, fewer households between the ages of 25 and
54 rented housing and 249 more persons became owner-occupants between 1990 and
2000.
•
•

Rapid increases in population are starting to escalate prices in this region.
Low-income families with children are especially likely to be closed out of
housing market.

NITTANY VALLEY REGION
The Nittany Valley Region is north of State College and includes Bellefonte Borough,
Benner Township, Spring Township, Walker Township and Marion Township.
Population growth was slower from 1990 to 2000 than that of the county as a whole at
7%. Rural areas in the planning region are home to an Amish population. Marion and
Benner Townships were the fastest growing areas of this region from 1990 to 2000
while the 2003 population estimates show Walker Township as the fastest growing
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municipality in this region since the 2000 Census. Bellefonte Borough, the second
largest urban area in Centre County, had less than 1% change in population. Bellefonte
is largely developed, though some possibilities for conversion of existing structures and
infill on empty lots still exist.
Student housing has been increasing in Benner Township and Spring Township. There
were 248 multifamily units approved from 1998 through 2003.
There are a large number of tenants, both younger and older. Almost 20% of the
elderly are tenants in the Nittany Valley Region. Elderly households 65 years old and
older had high rates of poverty in 2000 in the growth areas of Marion Township (18.3%)
and Walker Township (15.6%). There was an increase in both the number of tenants
and homeowners from 1990 to 2000. The number of householders between 18 and 24
years old who owned their homes declined. There are a large number of transfers of
existing housing. On average 171 existing homes change hands each year. Though
the population is over 22,000 residents, this is still a high turnover rate compared with
all other regions except the Centre Region. Seventy-three new single-family homes are
built on average each year.
•
•
•

Younger households are finding it more difficult to own homes in this region.
Older households are increasingly tenants and many live below the poverty level.
New multi-family units compete with existing rental buildings, especially in Bellefonte
Borough.

PENNS VALLEY REGION
The Penns Valley Region is a mixture of farmland, mountains and small municipal
centers. There is an Amish population in this region. Households are largely
homeowners and families with children dominate other types of households. Potter
Township has the largest population in this region (3,481 in 2003) and adjoins the
Centre Region. The average price for an existing home has slowly increased between
1996 ($92,382) and 2002 ($109,387) in Penns Valley. Younger households from 18 –
24 are declining in this region. The two boroughs, Centre Hall and Millheim both lost
over 10% of their population from 1990 to 2000. The population for the region for the
region as a whole increased 6.7% from 1990 to 2000.
•
•

Maintaining existing towns where infrastructure exists is an essential part of
relieving development growth in other areas.
Two-parent families dominate this area. At this time housing prices have not
escalated because growth is still modest.

CENTRE REGION
The Centre Region, with 58% (79,406) of the County’s residents, includes College
Township, Ferguson Township, Half Moon Township, Harris Township, Patton
Township and State College Borough. The Centre Region is the main employment
center of the county with almost all of the largest non-government employers located in
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or near State College Borough. State College Borough is home to 28% (39,728) of the
total population in Centre County. Ferguson and Half Moon Townships are the fastest
growing areas of this region. State College had a slight decline in population between
1990 and 2003 reflecting the high cost of housing, the limited room for development and
the shift of student populations outside the borough.
This Centre Region has the most expensive housing. The average price of an existing
house was $163,752 in 2002. On average 750 homes are transferred from one owner
to another each year and the average price of a new single family home was $206,763
in 2003. On average 240 new homes are built in the Centre Region each year. Over
3,530 multifamily units have been developed from 1993 to 2003. In 2003 alone, 1,765
multifamily units were built.
•

•

According to the living wage estimator developed by the Living Wage Project
(http://www.povertyinamerica.psu.edu/projects/living_wage/) annual gross
income required in 2000 to live in State College was $43,074 or almost 80% of
the median family income for a family of 4.
The highest incomes are in College Township with median family income being
over $65,649. All the other parts of the Centre Region around State College
Borough have residents with higher median incomes than in the Borough.
Higher incomes put pressure on housing prices pushing lower income families
out of the market.

Priority Populations
REGIONAL WORKFORCE POPULATIONS
Regional workforce households between the ages of 24 and 55 years old continue to
increase. While the homeownership rate in this group remained relatively stable at
roughly 65 % from 1990 to 2000, there were 2,244 more homeowners in 2000 ages 25
to 54 than in 1990, based on the growth of this segment of the population.
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Chart 18: Homeownership Rates of the Workforce Population
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Housing cost burdens are high for larger family (5 or more family members)
homeowners in this group with incomes less than 30% of the local area median. Three
out of four of these homeowners paid more than 50% of their income for housing costs
in 2000. Of all larger families who were homeowners in 2000, 177 of these (6.9%) paid
more than 50% of their incomes to cover housing costs in Centre County.
Although there are many fewer tenants in this age group, more of these suffered from
high housing costs than homeowners. More than one in every eight families with two or
more members paid more than 50% of their income for rent and utilities. These
households have few resources to buy a home if desired.
ELDERLY RESIDENTS
Elderly residents are expected to be the fastest growing age group in Centre County
through 2030. There were almost 3,000 very elderly households (head-of-household 75
years or older) in Centre County in 2000 -- an increase of 857 households. Many of
these will need not only affordable housing, but also access to supportive services as
they age in place.
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Elderly homeowners are increasing throughout the county. Looking at the most
extreme cost burdened households, those spending more than 50% of their income for
housing, shows that over the past decade, an increasing number of homeowners with
the head-of-household age 65 or older experienced this excessive cost burden. There
was an increase of 106 elderly homeowners paying more than 50% of their income for
mortgage, taxes, insurance and utilities between 1990 and 2000. Fewer elderly renters
had housing cost burdens greater than 50% of their income in 2000 (226) as compared
to 1990 (249). Cost burdens in 2000 for elderly residents were higher in many
townships outside State College Borough and Bellefonte Borough suggesting many
older residents are aging in place (see table below). These statistics point to the
potential need for home improvement loans and grants among this population.
Table 29: Elderly Households and Household Cost Burdens > 50% of Income
Elderly
owner
occupants
62 and
older
Bellefonte Borough
Benner
Boggs
Burnside
Centre Hall Borough
College
Curtin
Ferguson
Gregg
Haines
Half Moon
Harris
Howard
Howard Borough
Huston
Liberty
Marion
Miles
Milesburg Borough
Millheim Borough
Patton
Penn
Phillipsburg Borough
Port Matilda Borough
Potter
Rush
South Phillipsburg Borough
Snowshoe
Snowshoe Borough

534
260
209
38
142
642
36
960
164
156
48
347
100
84
102
195
44
169
105
95
579
71
279
64
257
318
56
172
76

Elderly
% cost
burden
> 50%
1.9
3.1
17.7
0.0
8.5
2.8
22.2
7.3
9.8
12.8
25.0
4.3
12.0
9.5
11.8
11.3
36.4
14.2
11.4
16.8
7.8
11.3
3.6
6.3
21.4
7.5
0.0
11.6
21.1
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% all
owner
burden
> 50%
5.0
4.1
8.0
9.3
4.1
4.5
13.2
7.4
10.4
10.8
6.2
4.2
10.2
5.0
12.3
10.6
14.9
13.4
12.2
10.8
5.4
12.2
4.4
8.7
11.5
9.1
9.3
11.9
11.6

Elderly
renters
62 and
older
228
24
16
8
28
217
20
85
28
16
16
40
8
12
12
22
4
24
28
20
130
16
179
12
12
36
0
16
4

Elderly
% cost
burden
> 50%
15.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
14.3
18.4
0.0
23.5
0.0
25.0
25.0
25.0
0.0
0.0
33.3
18.2
0.0
16.7
0.0
60.0
7.7
0.0
10.6
33.3
33.3
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

% all
renters
burden
> 50%
14.8
0.0
7.1
0.0
8.8
16.2
0.0
26.1
7.1
8.7
15.0
21.9
5.8
5.1
10.0
7.1
9.5
14.8
12.1
30.4
25.0
5.3
8.4
12.4
3.1
0.0
0.0
11.9
0.0
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Table 29: Elderly Households and Household Cost Burdens > 50% of Income
(con’t)
Spring
420
7.1
5.0
105
0.0
State College Borough
888
4.1
5.4
540
15.6
Taylor
62
25.8
11.8
12
33.3
Union
97
8.2
10.2
16
0.0
Unionville Borough
28
14.3
12.3
8
0.0
Walker
283
9.9
7.6
16
0.0
Worth
81
14.8
11.7
16
25.0
Centre County*
7,969
7.0
6.7
1,934
13.9
*The total of all municipalities does not equal the County total due to rounding errors
Source: CHAS data 2000, U.S. Bureau of the Census

2.5
37.4
15.4
0.0
0.0
18.9
5.1
26.7

FEMALE-HEADED HOUSEHOLDS
Female-headed households are more likely to have lower income and less likely to be
homeowners than other households. In 1990 the economic situation in the country, and
in particular in Pennsylvania, was poorer than in 2000. The percentage of
Pennsylvanians at or below the poverty level was 8.2% in 1990 and 7.8% in 2000. In
Centre County the poverty rate was not as extreme, 6.2% in 1990 and 6.1% in 1990.
However, female-headed households with children in Centre County had a poverty rate
of 31.6% in 1990 and 28.2% in 2000, more than one in four families. The number of
female-headed households with children and incomes at or below the poverty level
increased by 27 families between 1990 and 2000 to a total of 484 families, while in
Pennsylvania the number of female-headed household below the poverty level declined
between 1990 and 2000 by 423 families.
Female-headed households are much less likely to be homeowners than are married
couple households or male-headed households. Income levels are lower for these
women and their families. Working women who head families had median family
income of $31,000 in 2000 compared to all families at $50,557. These working families
need safe, affordable housing.
YOUNGER POPULATIONS AGES 18 TO 24
The number of tenants in this age group in Centre County is large because of the
student population associated with Penn State University in State College Borough.
More than one in three tenants in Centre County is between the ages of 18 and 24.
This age group is more apt to be tenants than other age groups. Of the 7,824 tenant
households with head-of-household between 18 and 24 years of age in 2000, only 526
of these lived outside the Centre Region, with more than half of these households living
in the Nittany Valley Region. The percentage of households renting their homes and
headed by persons between 18 and 24 increased slightly between 1990 and 2000. The
largest increases in this age tenant were in the Nittany Valley Region and Lower Bald
Eagle Valley Region.
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PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
There are no equivalent measures of disability between the 1990 and 2000 Census. In
Centre County more residents report physical disabilities than mental health disabilities,
while in Pennsylvania many more persons report mental health disabilities than physical
disabilities. Centre County needs a wide range of accessible housing, both homeowner
and tenant opportunities with access to the needed services.

Pennsylvania
Centre County

Table 30: Disability 1990 and 2000
1990
2000
Mobility & 2000
Mental
2000 ALL
Self-Care Physical
Health
Limitation Disability Disability disabilities
325,503
468,704 290,100
2,269,457
1,637
2,907
2,365
14,574

Source: 1990 & 2000 Census

For those living on SSI or SSDI, affordable housing is especially challenging. They
would need to spend 97.2% of their income to afford a one-bedroom apartment in
Centre County.
HOMELESS FAMILIES AND INDIVIDUALS
Four families with children and 14 single persons utilized emergency shelter and
transitional housing on the night of the most recent statewide Point-in-Time Survey of
the Homeless, January 26, 2005. This represents only one night of homeless service
utilization. After the State implements its Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS), Centre County will have longitudinal data on all homeless services and will be
better able to analyze the utilization of services and gaps in service. In general, it is
crucial to prevent homelessness through more affordable housing opportunities for the
County’s lowest income residents and to create affordable housing opportunities for
those who become homeless so that they can minimize their length of stay in
emergency shelter and transitional housing.
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Assisted Housing
As described above, the need for affordable housing in Centre County is great and the
number of private market units that are affordable to low- and moderate-income
households is extremely limited.
Therefore an important resource for meeting the need is public subsidies. These can
be in the form of rental assistance such as Housing Vouchers and Shelter Plus Care, in
the form of subsidized rental units such as conventional public housing or Section 202
for the elderly, or in the form of downpayment and closing cost assistance.
As shown in Appendix B, there are a total of 1,400 assisted rental housing units in
Centre County. Of these 530 are for the elderly and 854 for families. Eighty-one of the
assisted housing units are accessible. These units were financed using the following
sources: public housing, Section 202, Section 8/515, Farmer’s Home, Low Income
Housing Tax Credits, bond financing, CETA Labor, Community Development Block
Grants, and HOME.
Appendix C provides a list of all housing programs targeted to homeless individuals and
families. There are a total of 16 shelter beds, 36 transitional housing beds, and 8
permanent supportive housing beds available in the county for homeless individuals and
families. These are funded through the HUD McKinney Continuum of Care and the PA
Homeless Assistance Program (HAP).
Appendix D contains a description of the housing programs currently being utilized in
Centre County to provide affordable housing opportunities. It includes eight
homeownership programs, three owner-occupied rehab programs and rental subsidy
programs for the general population and for homeless individuals with mental illness.
Appendix E contains a list of all affordable housing providers in Centre County,
including the number of units they have developed to date and their development plans
for the next three years.
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Unmet Need
Centre County is experiencing rising housing values without an equivalent rise in wages
and income. Population is expected to continue to grow by about 42,000 residents
through 2030. Elderly residents will become a larger percentage of the population and
younger children will become a smaller part of the population. The workforce population
will remain a constant percentage of the total population and will increase by about
18,690 residents through 2030.
The increase in population places pressure on existing housing and on new housing
production. Competition for housing has increased average values of homes in Centre
County above the average value in Pennsylvania, although most occupations pay lower
wages than elsewhere in the State. This will increase demand for both rental and
owner-occupied housing for a wide range of incomes.
If homeowners remain a consistent percentage of households in the county, with an
increase of 42,000 residents or about 16,091 households (at 2.61 persons per housing
unit) by 2030 of which 60% will be homeowners and of these homeowners 83% will
want single family homes, there will be a demand for 8,013 single family homes. If the
vacant homeowner units are all occupied, the demand for new units will be reduced to
7,276 single-family homes. This represents more single-family homes than there were
residents in any of the municipalities outside the Centre Region in 2000.
However, in order for homeownership to continue at its previous rate, families must
have sufficient resources to purchase and maintain their homes in the face of rising
sales prices. Some households are being left far behind as the housing value boom
continues. Families with lower incomes who are renting their homes will struggle to
move into homeownership.
The chart below shows, according to the 2000 census, the number of sales and rental
units affordable in the Centre County housing stock to households of very low (income
<30% of median), low (income >30% and <50% of median) and moderate income
(income >50% and <80% of median). It also indicates the number of these housing
units affordable at each income level that were occupied in the second column. The
column titled, “units occupied by households with matching income” is the number of
households in that income group with incomes that enable them to afford the available
housing units. HUD defines matching incomes as those households who pay 30% or
less of their income to cover housing costs, in other words, those living in housing they
can afford. For homeowners, housing costs are the sum of mortgage payments, taxes,
insurance and utilities. For tenants, housing costs include rent and utilities.
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Table 31: Number of Units Available for Households with less than 80%
of the Median Area Income in 2000

Rental Units
2000
Total units
Units affordable
to HH with
incomes <30%
of the HUD
median
Units affordable
to HH with
incomes > 30% < 50% of the
HUD median
Units affordable
to HH with
incomes > 50% < 80% of the
HUD median

Occupied
units

Vacant
units for
rent

Units with
problems

Units built
before
1970

Units
occupied
by
households
with
matching
income

3,075

2,855

220

699

1,450

1,137

6,405

6,190

215

2,872

3,572

3,250

8,590

8,405

185

4,505

3732

5,606

Homeowner
Units 2000
Occupied
units

Total units
Units affordable
to HH with
NA
NA
incomes <30%
of the HUD
median
Units affordable
to HH with
7,944
7,660
incomes > 30% < 50% of the
HUD median
Units affordable
to HH with
9,352
9,437
incomes > 50% < 80% of the
HUD median
Source: CHAS data book, 2000 Census

Vacant
units for
sale

Units with
problems

Units built
before
1970

Units
occupied
by
households
with
matching
income

NA

NA

NA

NA

284

567

4,282

6,205

85

206

4,966

2,731

These data show that both homeowners and tenants with the lowest incomes are living
in homes they cannot afford. Some rental units that should be available to households
with incomes less than 30% of the HUD median area income are occupied by
households with higher incomes. Only 1,137 tenant households with the lowest income
captured one of the 3,075 rental units they could afford.
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The following chart shows the number of both rental and sales units that would be
needed to enable all households in each income group to live in affordable housing.
Table 32: Needed Units in 2000 for Rental and Homeowner Units
by Income Level

Renters
Tenant Households with
incomes <30% of
the HUD median
Tenant Households with
incomes > 30% < 50% of the
HUD median
Tenant Households with
incomes > 50% < 80% of the
HUD median

Homeowners
Homeowner
households with
incomes <30% of
the HUD median
Homeowner
households with
incomes > 30% < 50% of the
HUD median
Homeowner
households with
incomes > 50% < 80% of the
HUD median

Total number of
renters

Rental units with
no problems
available to this
income group

Rental units
available to this
income group

Needed units =
total tenants –
rental units with
no problems

5,700

3,075

2,376

3,324

4,312

6,405

3,533

779

4,041

8,590

4085

0

Total number of
homeowners

Homeowner
units available to
this income
group

Needed Units =
total
homeowners –
owner units with
no problems

Homeowner
units with no
problems
available to this
income group

1,667

0

0

1,667

2,438

7,944

7,377

0

4,767

9,437

9,231

0

Total number of
counted
homeless
households
Homeless
18
Source: CHAS data book, 2000 Census, Point-in-Time Survey January 2005

Unmet Need =
Total number of
homeless
households
18

This chart shows that all 1,667 households with the lowest incomes owned homes with
monthly housing costs higher than 30% of their income.
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Total unmet need is more complicated than the simple tables above that calculate
needed units. Since homeowners do not move around to occupied homes that are
affordable to them, some homeowners live in housing that costs equal to or less than
30% of their income. Perhaps they have paid off their mortgages. Likewise, there are
no data to tell us how many tenant households would like to become homeowners. Nor
do we know the number and housing costs associated with accessible housing units.
The following chart estimates the total unmet need. Above, we assume that tenants
and homeowners can move freely. In the following chart, we assume that occupied
homeowner units are not fluid in the market and represent households who have paid
off their mortgages or choose to spend less of their income on housing. Thus, these
occupied homeowner units are not available to households who have inadequate
housing. At each income level we calculate the number of homeowner units with no
problems and affordable at the specified income. We subtract the number of units
occupied by homeowners who can afford the available homes and also subtract any
housing that was “unused” and affordable at a lower income level. In this way, we
adjust for the fact that homeowners are not particularly mobile.
Table 33: Unmet Need for Homeowner Units by Income, 2000

Homeowners
Homeowner
households with
incomes <30% of
the HUD median
Homeowner
households with
incomes > 30% < 50% of the
HUD median
Homeowner
households with
incomes > 50% < 80% of the
HUD median

Homeowner
units with no
problems
available to this
group

Number of units
owned by HH of
same income as
the affordability
of the home

Number of units
affordable and
unused at a
lower cost level

Unmet need

0

0

0

1,667

7,377

6,205

0

0

9,231

2,731

1,172
= 7377-6205

5,328

Needed housing may also be calculated by type of household if we assume that
households will not move from renting a home to buying a home and vice versa. Lowincome elderly homeowners and small, related families are more likely to need more
affordable housing than other homeowners. Single households and unrelated persons
renting a home together are most in need of affordable rental housing.
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Table 34: Unmet Need for Housing by Type of Household and Income Level

Renters:
Renter Households with
incomes <30%
of the HUD
median
Renter Households with
incomes > 30%
-< 50% of the
HUD median
Homeowners
Homeowner
households with
incomes <30%
of the HUD
median
Homeowner
households with
incomes > 30%
-< 50% of the
HUD median
Homeowner
households with
incomes > 50%
-< 80% of the
HUD median

Total number
of needed
units of
affordable
housing

Elderly
households
62 and older
– 1 or 2
persons

Small
families of 2
– 4 related
family
members

Large
families of 5
or more
related family
members

All others

3,324

223

451*

73

2,577

779

115

139

21

504

1667

880

353

93

341

0

0

0

0

0

5,328

1,919

2,075

497

837

* Includes 4 homeless families
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Recommendations
General Approach
The report findings clearly identify the populations most in need of affordable housing in
Centre County—working families, the frail elderly, people with disabilities, and homeless
families and individuals. Each of these groups requires appropriate housing costing no
more than 30% of their incomes. Some also require support services in order to live
independently in the community.
Centre County is in the forefront of taking on the issue of affordable housing. The
County Commissioners and the members of the Centre County Affordable Housing
Coalition (AHC) in particular should be commended for their commitment and dedication
to this effort. The Centre Daily Times should also be commended for helping to bring
the issue to the attention of the public. These are excellent beginnings, but many
challenges lay ahead.
Successfully meeting these challenges requires a paradigm shift--- a shift in the set of
assumptions, concepts, values, and practices that surround the issue of housing. The
community needs to fully understand the impact of the lack of affordable housing and
support its expansion in all areas of the County with unmet needs. The County housing
delivery system needs to be strengthened. Clear policies, strategies, priorities and
action steps must be established and resources must be generated and targeted to
accomplish the priorities identified.
The findings of the needs assessment clearly demonstrate that given the high cost of
market rate housing in most areas of the county, government subsidies are essential to
making housing affordable, including for working families. It is also evident that those
government subsidies are limited and competitive. At present developers identify
projects and sites in Centre County and proceed with state and federal financing. If
necessary, they request additional subsidies from State College Borough and/or
County, who approve or disapprove the request. Given the pressing shortage of
affordable housing, the County and Borough have and probably should support most
such requests. However, these projects may not have served the neediest populations
or geographic areas of the County.
In order to ensure the best use of these limited resources, the County must first
determine its priorities and then provide incentives to developers to build or rehabilitate
housing that meets those priorities. In other words, the County should be in the driver’s
seat in expanding affordable housing for its citizens. The following recommendations
provide a blueprint for implementing such an approach. Unfortunately there is no magic
bullet for increasing affordable housing for the work force and other populations in need.
Rather, the county must adopt a range of policies and undertake a series of actions that
all together will impact on affordability.
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Further, not all of the recommendations can be accomplished in the immediate future.
In some cases, the consultants have distinguished between long and short-term time
frames for accomplishing the recommendations. In others, it is up to the community to
make that determination.
Most notably, the recommendations are designed to capitalize on Centre County’s
unique strengths and to overcome the obstacles to the expansion of affordable housing
options. The recommendations range from major to minor actions, and can be carried
out in whole or individually. Our objective is to provide an array of recommendations to
stimulate discussion and facilitate community involvement in addressing the challenge
of expanding affordable housing.
1- Strengthen the County Housing Delivery System
As described above, while Centre County has many agencies active in the housing
arena, there are a number of serious gaps. Like many other counties in the
Commonwealth, there is a major gap in formulating and implementing county housing
policy. Equally important, there is no single entity or individual clearly responsible for
identifying and brokering resources or for encouraging development partnerships.
a. Suggested Principles for Organizing for Housing on the County Level
The consultant recommends the following principles for guiding the allocation or
reallocation of housing responsibilities in Centre County. The Centre County housing
delivery system should:
1) Incorporate each of the following housing functions:
• Planning
• Policy
• Program Coordination and Oversight
• Public Housing
• Redevelopment
• Residential Development
2) Clearly delineate the responsibilities for each function
3) Assign each responsibility to one specific individual or entity
4) Make sure that the community is aware of who is responsible for each function
5) Designate a single person or entity to direct and coordinate all of the county housing
functions and activities
6) Utilize existing entities and resources to the maximum extent possible
7) Maximize the use of private resources, both human and financial
8) Be structured to include active participation by the County Commissioners or their
designees in housing policy and resource management
9) Include at least one full-time paid staff person dedicated to housing
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b. Alternative Approaches to Assigning Housing Functions
There are many viable approaches used in the Commonwealth for fulfilling county
housing functions. Some functions by law must be carried out by public bodies
(planning, public housing and redevelopment) while others can be carried out by either
public or private agencies (policy, program coordination and oversight, and
development).
The responsibilities for each function can rest with a single entity, or can be carried out
by different agencies, but the allocation of county housing functions and responsibilities
is generally based upon local history and practice. Most counties have a planning
department that carries out the traditional planning functions listed above and a public
housing authority that carries out its statutory functions including the development and
management of conventional public housing and administration of housing vouchers. In
addition to these functions, some housing authorities also administer Shelter Plus Care,
Supportive Housing Program, and homeownership programs as well as undertake
affordable housing development.
Many counties, such as Bucks, Chester, Montgomery, Delaware, Allegheny and others
that are designated as Participating Jurisdictions by HUD, have offices of housing and
community development (OHCD) in addition to separate housing and redevelopment
authorities. The OHCD oversees the Community Development Block Grant, (CDBG)
HOME, and housing rehabilitation programs. Some counties have a joint housing and
redevelopment authority that carries out both public housing and redevelopment
functions (Blair, Butler, Dauphin, Lancaster, Lebanon, Lehigh, McKean, Potter,
Tioga/Bradford, Wyoming). In a least one case, Cumberland County, the joint authority
also administers the community development programs.
However, even among the counties that have agencies similar in name, there is great
variation in the actual distribution of functions among those agencies. In fact, there are
almost as many housing delivery models as there are counties. Following are examples
of how a few counties in Pennsylvania have allocated housing, community development
and redevelopment functions among their local agencies:
•

Adams County has a Public Housing Authority (PHA) that works closely with a local
non-profit housing development corporation (with one shared board member) but no
Redevelopment Authority. Their Planning Department administers the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds received from the state Department of
Community and Economic Development (DCED).

•

Beaver County has a Public Housing Authority and a Community Development
Program. The Redevelopment Authority operates out of the Planning Department.

•

In Delaware County there is an Office of Housing and Community Development
(OHCD) and a separate Planning Department, although they have the same
Executive Director. The OHCD is responsible for oversight of CDBG, HOME and
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Emergency Shelter Grant funds and makes recommendations to the County
Commissioners for allocation of these funds as well as Act 137 funds. The
Redevelopment Authority is part of the Commerce Center. It is inactive, but
available if there is a need for powers of eminent domain.
•

In Monroe County, the Redevelopment Authority administers the CDBG, HOME and
housing rehabilitation programs in addition to the redevelopment programs. The
Housing Authority administers conventional public housing and the housing voucher
programs.

•

In Montgomery County, the Office of Housing and Community Development
administers the CDBG and HOME programs while the Redevelopment Authority
oversees redevelopment and major revitalization projects. The Housing Authority
oversees public housing, and the Housing Choice Voucher Program including the
Section 8 homeownership program.

•

York County’s Planning Department operates out of its Office of Housing and
Community Development. It has a separate PHA and no redevelopment authority.

c. Centre County Options
The above examples clearly demonstrate that each county organizes its housing and
community development functions in a way that draws on local history and takes
advantage of local resources. The consultant offers two options for enhancing the
housing delivery system in Centre County, both of which would be consistent with the
above principles and take into account Centre County’s particular resources and
environment. They would also maximize control of housing resources and decisions by
the County Commissioners. Finally, it is imperative that all agencies involved commit
their full cooperation in carrying out their roles.
1) Assign all functions to existing agencies/staff and appoint one person to be
responsible for policy, program coordination and resource development.
Given the current configuration of agencies and staff, the first option is for the
County Planning Office to officially take responsibility for policy, program
coordination and resource development, with the Housing Authority taking
responsibility for program oversight, including compliance with regulations, bidding
procedures, fair housing laws and regulations, etc. This would mean that the
Planning Office would take the role of designing new housing programs, developing
housing strategies, targeting existing resources, and generating new resources, in
addition to administering the County Community Development Block Grant Program
(CDBG). His/her responsibilities would also include marketing programs, meeting
with developers, and brokering development deals.
In order to fulfill these roles, the Planning Office would need to have at least one fulltime staff person dedicated to these pursuits. We recommend that the position be
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entitled “County Housing Coordinator” in recognition of his/her authority for
coordinating the activities necessary to expand affordable housing in the County.
He/she would report to the Planning Director.
Two things are critical to the success of this model and to carrying out the above
principles. First, in order to ensure effective coordination, the County
Commissioners should appoint a “Housing Cabinet” to be chaired by the County
Housing Coordinator. The cabinet should be no more than 10 members and should
also include the County Commissioners or their designee, the Executive Director of
the Housing Authority, the County Planning Director, the County Adult Services
Director, the State College Borough Planning Director, representative/s of the seven
Planning Regions, the development community (changing bi-annually), and other
members as appropriate. The Cabinet should meet quarterly or as needed to
determine policy and priorities and to review and monitor programs.
Second, the Affordable Housing Coalition should continue to be a strong partner. It
should serve as advisory to the Cabinet, identifying unmet needs as well as
providing input on policy and other issues.
2) Establish a New Office of Housing and Community Development.
The second option is to establish a separate Office of Housing and Community
Development (OHCD) responsible for policy, program coordination, and resource
development functions. It would also be responsible for the County Community
Development Block Grant program and other community development activities.
The Director would be equal in position to the Planning Director and would, of
course, be full-time. He/she would have the same role as the County Housing
Coordinator in convening the Housing Cabinet and working with the Affordable
Housing Coalition as described above. Program oversight functions could also be
operated in this office or they could be contracted out to another entity such as the
Housing Authority. If feasible, the physical office of the OHCD Director could be colocated with either the County Planning Office or the County Housing Authority in
order to share administrative and other expenses and resources. Co-location would
also maximize coordination among the sharing entities.
Both of the above options are organizationally viable. However, in order to be
successful, either option would require a clear mandate from the County
Commissioners. Each would require a full-time staff person with affordable housing
development experience. While Option 1 has the advantage of requiring fewer
modifications to the county system, Option 2, by creating a separate office, would
elevate the county housing and community development functions. It would not only
give the issue of housing more stature, but also greater strength in applying for state
and federal funds.
It should be noted that either approach would necessitate excellent cooperation and
coordination with the State College Borough Planning Office to ensure that County
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and Borough programs and policies are consistent and well coordinated. If the
Borough’s level of cooperation with the housing needs study is any indication, no
problems should be anticipated in this regard.
Either approach would also necessitate aggressive pursuit of grants and financing
for housing programs and development projects. The use of consulting services for
grant writing and for affordable housing development expertise should be considered
and, if necessary, budgeted. While the major expense associated with either option
is the funding of a full-time position and related expenses, a more detailed analysis
is recommended to determine the logistical and financial viability of each alternative.
d. Redevelopment Authority
In addition to the above changes, the County Commissioners should consider
appointment of a redevelopment authority. A redevelopment authority has unique
powers under state law to condemn land and buildings, to designate and acquire
blighted properties, to carry out relocation activities, and to develop and implement
redevelopment area plans. These powers can be indispensable for housing efforts that
involve the revitalization of older communities.
However, since there is no specific project requiring these activities at this time, it would
not be advisable to create a separate authority with a separate board and staff. Instead,
the County should consider creating a joint authority with the Centre County Housing
Authority, such as in those counties listed above. A joint authority with an identical
Board of Directors would position the County to use these powers if and when they
were needed. For small projects such as spot condemnation, current staffing should be
sufficient. At such time as a significant redevelopment project were contemplated, such
as revitalization of the fire-damaged areas of Phillipsburg, there would be a need for
either adding expertise and person power to the Housing Authority, or setting up a
separate authority.
Short Term Plan
Implementation of either of the above options, or indeed any reorganization plan, will
take time. In anticipation of an expansion of the housing functions, however, the County
should begin to position itself by identifying funding for a full-time housing position. As
described above, a full-time staff position is critical for any serious affordable housing
effort.
In addition, upon acceptance of this Report, the Commissioners should appoint a single
agency or individual to be responsible for reviewing and evaluating the study
recommendations, recommending which ones should be adopted, and developing a plan
for implementation. While one individual or entity must be accountable for this activity,
the Affordable Housing Coalition and other appropriate groups need to play central roles.
Responsibility for the implementation plan would later be transferred to the County
Housing Coordinator or Director of Housing and Community Development.
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2- Facilitate Affordable Housing Development
As described above, the County has a number of developers who have undertaken
affordable housing development. However, the County needs to take concrete steps to
expand the number of active entities and to stimulate and support affordable housing
development in the County:
a. Strengthen Housing Development Capacity
A critical part of improving the County housing delivery system is to ensure that
there is a cadre of experienced developers devoted to expanding affordable housing
opportunities in the County, both non-profit and for-profit.
For-profit developers have the advantage of being able to move quickly, and to be
able to obtain site control more readily. They generally have more development
experience than non-profit developers, although that experience is not necessarily in
the development of affordable housing.
Non-profit developers bring other advantages. They are more likely to:
• Undertake projects that are more difficult and are not profitable, which is
especially important for small projects and for those addressing populations with
very low incomes and special needs.
• Be devoted to a specific population and/or community over the long haul. Forprofit entities are more likely to follow the bottom line; if greater profit can be
found in another community or type of project, they may shift their resources.
• Put a larger percentage of their developer’s fee back into the project---for
services, internal subsidies, etc.
• Retain the project as affordable past the required retention period; a for-profit
entity is more likely to allow the units to go market rate at that time.
While maintaining the involvement of for-profit developers largely requires incentives,
non-profit developers, especially start-ups, often require capacity building and financial
supports.
Three non-profit housing organizations have expressed interest in significantly
expanding their activities in Centre County. The State College Community Land Trust is
exploring the possibility of expanding its services outside the Borough of State College.
Central Pennsylvania Community Action, the county’s community action agency, is a
certified CHDO and they have expressed interest in developing five to ten sales housing
units over the next three years. They would like to expand their service area from
Phillipsburg, State College and Bellefonte to include the lower/eastern portions of the
county. Finally, the Transitional Housing/Temporary Housing Foundation, Inc. is
interested in continuing to expand their efforts in producing affordable housing.
The County can support the efforts of these groups to expand by assisting them to
increase their capacity. This means ensuring that they have the resources they need to
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attract, train and retain experienced staff and/or consultants. In particular, this may
mean providing or assisting them to obtain core operating support and/or
predevelopment funds, especially for their initial expansion efforts. As described above,
the United Way would be an excellent source of funds for capacity building Their
representative expressed a willingness to consider a request for this type of support in
order to increase affordable housing in Centre County.
Another way of strengthening housing development capacity is through the formation of
partnerships. For example, a partnership between an experienced for-profit developer
and a non-profit service provider can be beneficial to both. The developer can bring
sites, buildings and experience to the development process and the service provider
can bring public and charitable resources to the project as well as an understanding of
the population to be served and the ability to provide those services.
Since many variations of partnerships can be forged, the County should serve as a
clearinghouse for facilitating the formation of such partnerships. Specifically they
should:
•
•

Produce a listing of developers, consultants, engineers, support service providers,
and others interested in producing affordable housing in Centre County.
Sponsor periodic meetings in which potential partners can be brought together to
identify common interests and goals.

b. Develop Informational and Technical Resources for Developers
Another clearinghouse role for the County is to provide data to facilitate the private
sector’s development of affordable housing. The data provided in this report is an
excellent first step in this regard. The report provides data on the populations and
geographic areas most in need of affordable housing, the type of housing needed, and
information on alternative models and approaches (see especially the Prototypes at the
end of the report). The County should update this data periodically or as needed in
order to inform or support specific initiatives.
The County could also be proactive in providing other information to developers such as
a resource bank of available residential development sites and buildings. In fact the
County Planning Office has recently created an inventory of all vacant lots with Rzoning within the county’s designated growth areas. The County Housing
Coordinator/OHCD Director should make sure developers are aware of and have easy
access to this excellent resource. The Planning Office has also started compiling an
inventory of vacant structures that might be appropriate for residential development,
which should also be readily available to interested developers.
Finally, the County should make available to developers the information provided in the
Appendix to this report on financial resources for affordable housing.
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Map 2: Growth Area Boundaries – Centre County

c. Increase Financial and Human Resources Devoted to Affordable Housing
As described above, although State College Borough is taking advantage of most
available housing and community development resources, the County is underutilizing
several resources, including DCED HOME funds, Brownfield funds, McKinney CoC
dollars, Fannie Mae, PHFA, Rural Development programs, and the Federal Home Loan
Bank Affordable Housing Program.
We recommend that the County develop a financing strategy that incorporates the use
of all public and private, federal, state and local resources for affordable housing
development, operations and rental subsidies. In addition, if necessary, the strategy
should consider shifting existing resources to meet high priority needs for which few
resources exist. Aggressive pursuit of United Way and private foundation dollars should
also be included in this strategy.
Recommendations regarding the use of specific resources for homeownership and
rental housing are contained in recommendations number 6 and 7 listed below. In
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addition, there are two recommendations that apply to increasing resources for either
sales or rental housing:
•

The County should use a combination of public and private funds to capitalize a
revolving loan fund to be used by non-profit developers for the acquisition of land
and buildings for the development of affordable rental or sales housing. The
availability of funds for this purpose is critical given the speed at which properties
change hands in the Centre County real estate market.

•

The County should initiate an Employer Assisted Housing Program (EAH) which
involves the participation of employers in providing housing for their employees. An
EAH program can be used to stimulate the development of either sales or rental
housing. It is recommended that the County partner with Fannie Mae and/or the
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency to create an EAH. Both of these agencies
have Employer Assisted Housing Programs. PHFA has expressed interest in
initiating a program in Centre County, and Fannie Mae has already initiated
discussions with several of the county's major employers. Many colleges throughout
the Country, including the University of Pennsylvania, University of Scranton and
Franklin and Marshall College, in Pennsylvania are operating EAH programs for
their employees. Not only PSU but also Centre County itself could participate in an
EAH for its employees along with private employers that are being negatively
affected by the lack of affordable housing for their workers. Prototype 1 contains
more information on a proposed EAH program. In addition, information on the
concept of Employer Assisted Housing and on the PHFA and Fannie Mae Programs
is included in the Technical Supplement to this report.

Maximizing the use of human resources and contributions is also critical. The
Affordable Housing Coalition is extremely strong and its representation is
comprehensive. However, as noted under the interview summaries, the lack of active
participation by Pennsylvania State University (PSU) is regrettable. PSU is the largest
employer in the county and its employees have a significant impact on the housing
market. PSU is in a position to make a contribution, not only as a member of the
Coalition, but also in other major and minor ways. For example, the University’s training
expertise and facilities would be invaluable in implementing the community education
recommendations listed below. As stated above, PSU could also participate in an
Employer Assisted Housing Program or donate or lease land for the construction of
affordable housing.
They could provide employment opportunities for members of the Fairweather Lodge
housing option described below; or provide student interns to work on data collection,
program evaluation and monitoring; or encourage architectural students to provide
design assistance. We recommend continued efforts to gain PSU’s meaningful
participation in the Coalition and in specific affordable housing efforts.
The Technical Supplement contains “A Primer on University-Community Housing
Partnerships from the Center for Urban and Regional Policy at Northeastern University.
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It also contains descriptions of numerous affordable housing finance programs and
funding sources that must be thoroughly explored and matched with County needs.
3- Increase Understanding of and Support for Affordable Housing
As described above, over the past few years the Centre County Affordable Housing
Coalition has been doing a laudatory job of bringing the issue of affordable housing to
the attention of members of the housing industry and the general public. These efforts
need to be continued and expanded. The community needs to understand that:
•
•
•
•

the need for affordable housing is local;
the need is especially pressing for the County’s workers, elderly, homeless
and people with disabilities;
there are regional differences and nuances in housing need; and
there are successful strategies that can address the need.

There is a need to educate the public as well as individual interest groups such as
lenders, developers, builders, municipal planners, realtors, elected and other local
officials. It should be recognized that various segments of the population need different
information and need separate approaches. While specific educational strategies need
to be developed for each subgroup, our experience is that individuals will be most
responsive to information presented by their peers. As such, we recommend that
whenever possible, information be sponsored or presented by the members of the
subgroup to be addressed rather than by “outsiders.” For example, realtors should
present to other realtors at their regular meetings or through continuing education
courses.
Recognizing that adults have different learning styles, the consultant recommends that
information be presented in a variety of ways so as to embraced by as wide an
audience as possible. The following communication methods can be used:
•
•
•

•
•
•

Forums with expert speakers and panelists,
Films, video and other audio-visual presentations
Print and other media including local newspapers, radio and TV stations;
human interest stories should be documented by members of the coalition for
this purpose
Small meetings on site of particular subgroups such as the landlord
association, realtors, lenders, etc.
Open houses and tours of successful projects
Visual and written documentation of demonstration and innovative projects to
be presented for replication

We suggest a minimum of two major events per year, to maintain the pattern already
established by the Affordable Housing Coalition.
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We suggest that information on the following topics be presented, to include both
general information and information specific to Centre County, as appropriate:
•
•
•

Housing Needs
Barriers
Solutions/best practice models such as mixed income developments, use
of density bonuses, and internal rental subsidies

Ample general information is already available on affordable housing such as on
approaches for reducing regulatory barriers to affordable housing, and on the impact of
affordable housing on surrounding neighborhoods. Specifically, the publication
prepared by Sara Pratt for the Housing Alliance of Pennsylvania entitled “Addressing
Community Opposition to Affordable Housing Development: A Fair Housing Toolkit”
includes a full range of strategies for overcoming community opposition, from education
to filing fair housing lawsuits. This report is posted on the County’s website under
“Planning.” In addition, the information contained in this report can be used to develop
written materials, training modules and other materials specifically about and for Centre
County.
Finally, it is important to recognize that education is different than action and that both
are essential. People must not only understand the need for affordable housing, but
also be willing to support the development of affordable housing. In this regard, we
suggest creation of a mechanism for identifying and supporting the development of
specific sites in the County for affordable housing. Two possible mechanisms are
offered:
•

•

A blue ribbon task force composed of representatives of the business community
and other community leaders to not only participate actively in community
education among their peers, but also to identify potential development sites
A group composed of satisfied neighbors of existing affordable housing
developments in the county that would be willing to go to public meetings and
hearings in support of future developments

4- Develop a County Housing Policy, Strategies and Priorities
If the County is to take the driver’s seat in meeting affordable housing needs, the next
step must be to develop and adopt housing policies, strategies and priorities that can be
used to develop action plans. Most important, these policies, strategies and priorities
should be used to determine the allocation and targeting of existing County housing
resources as well as to direct the pursuit of additional resources.
The development of the policy should be the responsibility of the Housing Cabinet as
coordinated by the Housing Coordinator/Director of Housing and Community
Development with the Affordable Housing Coalition serving as a strong advisory
partner.
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This report, including this recommendation, is an excellent starting point for this task.
The needs assessment suggests a policy and strategy that includes priorities for certain
populations, including low and moderate income working families, frail elderly, homeless
and people with disabilities. And while the long term goal of the policy should be to
provide a broad range of affordable housing options throughout the county, the
assessment also suggests inclusion of the strategies and priorities found in the section
entitled “Development Strategies and Opportunities” at the end of this report.
5- Reduce Development Barriers to the Production of Affordable Housing
The above analysis of policy barriers to the development of affordable housing in six of
the County’s municipalities reveals wide differences in land use and regulatory
practices. The greatest obstacles to affordable housing development appear to be the
lack of developable land in most of the County’s Boroughs and the lack of public
improvements in the more rural parts of the County.
However the analysis also reveals that current regulatory practices in the municipalities
studied inhibit the production of affordable housing. The preservation of agricultural and
farmland are priorities in many areas, and there are few if any parcels in the growth
areas that are zoned high density or that permit multi-family housing development of
more than 4 units by right. At present State College is the only municipality that
proactively addresses the development of affordable housing through specific financial
assistance to developers and individuals.
In order to assist communities such as Centre County, HUD has identified a wide range
of regulatory practices that can be used to reduce barriers to the development of
affordable housing. The following is a summary of practices found on the Regulatory
Barriers Clearinghouse from their website www.huduser.org/rbc/newsletter/vol4Iss3.
html. A copy of the full report along with a HUD questionnaire for their Initiative on
Removal of Regulatory Barriers is included in the Technical Supplement.
Reducing Regulatory Barriers
1. Administrative Changes
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

One-stop development center to coordinate all permitting and processing
Fast track/accelerated reviews for affordable housing developments
Maximum target dates for review steps
Process for conflict resolution
Pre-development team meetings
Easy to obtain zoning variances
Flexible development standards- i.e. accessory units permitted on all lots over
10,000 square feet
Streamlined environmental requirements for small developments
Pre-approval of common house plans
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2. Waiver of Fees
•
•
•
•
•

Waive fees based on amount of affordable housing in the development
Waiver of permit fees for all affordable housing developments
Exempt inspection, right of way and street cut fees for affordable housing
Reimbursement of sewer and transportation fees
Exempt building permit and platting fees

3. Changes to Zoning and Land Development Regulations
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Density bonuses
Smaller lot sizes
Clustered housing/conservation design
Reduced side yard and setback requirements
Affordable Housing Mixed Use District- increases densities, reduces parking
requirements and increases commercial space
Use of manufactured and modular housing in residential districts subject to site and
design standards
Reduced builder bonding and landscaping requirements
Reduced street widths, rights-of-way and sidewalk widths
Eased code requirements for accessory units

4. Tax Policy Adjustments
•
•
•

Sales and use tax rebates on materials to affordable housing builders
2-yr tax exemption for first $75,000 of value
3-yr property tax exemption for increased values from rehabilitation

5. Utilization of Publicly-Owned Lands
•
•
•

Publicly-owned housing available at below market rates to non-profits
Redevelopment land
Inventory of publicly-owned land

6. Affordable Housing Programs
•
•
•

Community education around zoning changes
Use “design-build” bids
Affordable housing marketing effort and establish affordable housing board to
recommend reform efforts

On this same website is a description of Montgomery County, Maryland’s inclusionary
zoning ordinance, which is considered the most successful program of its kind in the
country. Under this ordinance nearly 10,000 affordable units have been produced since
it was enacted in1974. The local Moderately Priced Dwelling Unit (MPDU) ordinance
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requires developments of more than 50 units to include 15 percent MPDUs. Of that 15
percent, moderate-income first-time homebuyers can purchase two-thirds of the units
and the local housing commission or local non-profits can purchase the remainder for
use in their affordable rental programs.
Montgomery County provides a "density bonus" to developers; that is, within local
planning constraints, the County grants a builder the ability to build 22 percent more
units in the subdivision than otherwise would be allowed. Thus, the land for the MPDU's
is "free.” The Ordinance makes certain that private developers are not penalized for
constructing moderately priced dwelling units, and that they have reasonable prospects
of realizing a profit on such units by virtue of the MPDU density bonus. Also,
developers of residential units in qualified projects are given extra flexibility to meet the
broad objective of building housing that low and moderate income households can
afford by letting them contribute to a County Housing Initiative Fund.
Few, if any, of the regulatory practices listed above are currently being used in Centre
County. Notably, College Township has recently adopted a Traditional Neighborhood
Development Overlay District that includes incentives if units meet requirements for
Workforce Housing. Several communities are examining these issues: Ferguson
Township is considering draft Traditional Town Development regulations that would
include a density bonus for Work Force Housing, and Patton Township is exploring
ways to incorporate affordable housing into residential development. In addition, the
Nittany Valley Region is working on a regional zoning ordinance. These and other
similar efforts are to be strongly encouraged and supported. A sample Traditional
Neighborhood Development Ordinance from Mt. Joy Borough in Lancaster County is
provided in the Technical Supplement.
In addition, in order to reduce regulatory barriers in Centre County the consultant
recommends that:
•

The County Planning Office convene the State College, Centre Region Planning
Offices, members of the Affordable Housing Coalition and other interested parties to
consider the above methods for reducing regulatory barriers; identify those that are
most applicable to Centre County municipalities; identify existing or draft model
ordinances/regulations; and develop a strategy for continuing to educate
municipalities about regulatory reform.

•

The County work with one or two municipalities that are willing to adopt and test
regulations that promote the development of work force housing; provide financial
and other incentives to those municipalities (such as expedited review by the County
Planning Office); and document and show case the results of these demonstration
projects. More information on this approach can be found in Prototype 3.
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6- Continue to Increase Homeownership Options
The positive benefits of homeownership in stabilizing and maintaining communities is
well known. Although the homeownership rates in the rest of the County match or
exceed state and national rates, the number of homeowners in the Centre Region is
extremely low due to the student population. It should also be noted that in several
other regions the percentage of elderly homeowners has increased over the past ten
years, which means that there are fewer first time homebuyers, many of whom are
working families. Therefore the goal of increasing the number and percentage of first
time buyers is important throughout the County.
At this time, both the County and State College Borough have homeownership
programs. There are 8 programs operating in the County, four of which exclusively
serve State College Borough. (See Current Housing Programs Centre County in
Appendix D.) Although these programs are highly effective in assisting individuals to
purchase existing housing, they do not stimulate the production of new sales housing to
meet the need of the many working families identified in this study. Further, Borough
officials have noted the difficulty in finding homes for sale that can be made affordable
even with sizable subsidies.
We make the following recommendations with the goal of continuing to increase
affordable homeownership through the expansion of existing programs and increased
production of sales housing:
Planning
•

•

•

The County should promote land use and zoning regulations that allow for the
development of townhouses and other attached housing, since these units are more
affordable than detached single family homes.
The development of in-fill housing and small land parcels should also be promoted
as more affordable housing options, most notably in State College, Bellefonte and
other Boroughs.
Finally, the County should promote mixed income housing developments where
lower-income housing is a percentage of the housing built such as in Montgomery
County, Maryland as described above. We suggest this be done on a voluntary
basis in Centre County with a target of 15%-20% affordable units in each new
development.

These mechanisms can be promoted through the provision of written information
(including model ordinances) and with financial incentives as described below.
Financing
As described above, the County has 8 different programs that promote homeownership,
several of which provide down payment, closing cost and mortgage assistance to
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individual buyers, and several of which subsidize the purchase, rehabilitation and resale
of properties. We recommend the following:
•

The use of federal, state and local dollars to subsidize the construction of new sales
housing so that the units are affordable to working families and other low and
moderate income households. These subsidies should be targeted for use in
supporting the priorities identified in the County housing policy as described above,
such as for units built in designated growth areas, in-fill sites, and/or mixed income
developments. The County subsidies should be applied in such a way as to
maximize the leveraging of other public and private resources.

•

Fannie Mae, the Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency and Rural Development
have sales housing programs that are not being fully utilized in the County. These
include sweat equity programs that give opportunities to potential buyers to assist in
rehabilitation or construction of a property to reduce the final purchase price. The
new Housing Coordinator/Director of OHCD should meet with representatives of
these agencies, identify the specific obstacles to full use of these programs (such as
inadequate marketing of the products) and design strategies to ensure their full
utilization, including targeted use of subsidies as suggested above. It is important to
note that a number of these programs are accessed through local lenders, who
should also be included in appropriate discussions. Descriptions of a number of the
Fannie Mae, PHFA and Rural Development Homeownership programs are included
in the financing section of the Technical Supplement to this report.

•

The Federal Home Loan Bank of Pittsburgh (FHLB) has recently upgraded the
Home Buyers Equity Fund (HBEF) to increase its down payment and closing cost
assistance program, to up to $5,000 per household if matched by the buyer. The
County should contact the FHLB Community Investment Department at 412-2882826 to find out more about this program, since it will enable the County and State
College Borough to better leverage their funds.

•

Although fee simple homeownership is highly valued in the USA, this type of
ownership is not appropriate or desirable for all families. Other forms of ownership,
such as condominium and limited equity cooperative, can provide the same longterm control as fee simple ownership with fewer obligations. We suggest that the
County investigate the feasibility of fostering ownership through these vehicles in
order to extend the benefits of ownership to a broader segment of the population.
Information on a housing cooperative developed for and owned by nine people with
mental illness in Montgomery County, PA is included in the Technical Supplement.

•

Another vehicle that can be used to expand homeownership is a Tax Abatement
Program for units constructed or rehabilitated in designated areas of the community.
All or a portion of the taxes on a property can be abated for a specified period of
time to ease the tax burden, especially for first-time homebuyers. This vehicle can
be a small or large incentive depending on the number of taxing bodies that are
willing to participate. Obviously the participation of the local school district is critical
if large savings are to be realized through this vehicle. In addition to county and
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local taxes, state tax relief can be obtained in designated Keystone Opportunity
Zones. This program is designed to revive economically distressed urban and rural
communities in Pennsylvania and can be accessed by contacting the KOZ
Coordinator in the PA Department of Revenue at 717-783-9568. A brochure on the
KOZ program is included in the Technical Supplement to this report.
Resale/Recapture Provisions
As described above, there are a number of ways to achieve affordability of sales
housing, the most common being through zoning density bonuses and/or through the
direct provision of public subsidies. However, a major concern raised during the
stakeholder interviews was how to maintain these units as affordable over the long
term. Maintaining affordability is especially important in a rapidly appreciating real
estate market such as experienced in Centre County, and even more so if public
subsidies are used to achieve affordability.
There are a number of methods that can be used to accomplish long-term affordability.
The most common is resale/recapture provisions that are secured by a deed, property
lien or ground lease that must be satisfied before the property is sold or transferred.
These liens can contain a variety of terms and conditions as determined by the County
and agreed to by the home purchaser. For example, if the homeowner has received a
subsidized loan or other direct financial benefit, the lien can require full repayment of the
loan upon resale or transfer. Or it could be transferred to the next buyer if that buyer
also meets the program’s eligibility requirements. The lien could also provide for the
loan to be fully or partially forgiven after a fixed number of years or the repayment
obligation could decline gradually over a specified period of time. Variations of these
mechanisms are currently being used by State College Borough in their First Time
Homebuyer and Community Land Trust Programs.
The Montgomery County, Maryland program described above provides a model of how
long term affordability can be retained when no public subsidy is involved.
Until recently, the price of the units was controlled for 10 years through a Deed
Covenant on the land. If the house was sold within 10 years, the County calculated a
sales price based on the Consumer Price Index. If sold after the 10-year period, the
unit was sold at market rate but the County recovered some of the appreciation, which
they then put back onto a County fund for housing. However, that particular unit was
lost as affordable housing. Recently the County changed the retention period to 30
years because too many affordable units were lost.
For more information on the Montgomery County program contact Chris Anderson,
240-777-3713, or Janet Lewis, 240-777-3600, at the Montgomery County Department of
Housing.
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7- Expand the Number of Home Improvement Loans and Grants
In addition to promoting homeownership among renters, the County needs to ensure
preservation of its existing housing stock. Many current homeowners are low income
and/or living on fixed incomes without the means to make necessary home repairs. In
addition, many rental properties occupied by low and moderate-income elderly and/or
people with disabilities need home modifications and/or improvements. While State
College Borough, the Moshannon Valley Economic Development Partnership and
Centre County are operating home improvement programs for owner-occupied
properties, the County program is modest relative to the need and none of the programs
currently address rental properties. We therefore recommend that:
•

The County pursues additional resources to expand its home improvement program,
targeting areas outside of State College Borough. Since the state is prioritizing
community revitalization, we suggest that the County take a targeted approach to
the home improvement program in order to attract additional funds from the
Commonwealth.

•

The County expands its program to include the rehabilitation of rental properties
occupied by elderly and disabled households. Funds should be used for home
modifications as well as for home improvements to bring the property up to
applicable code standards. Continued funding should be sought from DCED/PHFA
for this program as well as funding from the HOME and Access Grant programs
specifically for home modifications. (Please note: The administration of the Access
Grant Program is in the process of being transferred from DCED to PHFA).
Prototype 4 contains additional information on this recommendation.

8- Promote Rental Housing in Targeted Submarkets
Affordable rental housing is critical for lower income households, including those who
are saving to become homeowners and those for whom ownership is neither desirable
nor appropriate. As demonstrated clearly in the data, rental housing affordability is a
major issue in Centre County, especially in the Centre Region where the strong impact
of the University is felt on the rental market.
A telephone survey conducted by the Centre County Housing Authority of larger rental
developments in the region revealed that rental vacancies are higher than they have
been in recent years. Of 10,680 units in 43 market rate and subsidized developments
that responded, 547 or 5% of the apartments were reported as vacant. Analysis of this
data seems to indicate that vacancies are being created primarily in market rate
apartments in State College Borough as students move from older to newer apartments.
Although these vacancy rates are still not high compared to other housing markets, it
does indicate the critical need for rental subsidies rather than for the construction of
additional rental units in this area of the County.
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It is important to note that in both of these cases, the availability of rental subsidies is
critical to affordability. Even with grants for 100% of the development cost so that there
is no debt service, the monthly operating costs of rental housing till exceeds the amount
of dollars most low and moderate income households can pay for housing. Rental
subsidies are still needed to make those apartments affordable. Further, in order to
obtain development financing from PHFA and other sources for rental development, it is
critical that rental subsidies be project-based, or attached to the units, and that they be
committed during the pre- development phase of the project.
The most obvious source of rental subsidies is the Centre County Housing Authority.
Unfortunately they only have 634 HUD Housing Choice Vouchers at the present time.
The pressing need for additional vouchers is demonstrated by the fact that 380 people
signed up for the waiting list during a recent 9-day application window. With such high
unmet need, it is crucial that the PHA be extremely aggressive in pursuing any and all
opportunities to increase the number of housing vouchers available through HUD.
As described above, there is a need for tenant-based vouchers as well as for projectbased vouchers that attach to the unit. Under current HUD regulations, a public
housing authority (PHA) can project-base up to 20% of its vouchers. In Centre County
that means that 20% of 624, or up to 125 vouchers could be project-based. In order to
accomplish this, the PHA must amend its Administrative Plan to include project-based
vouchers and issue a Request for Proposals from interested developers. Several
developers have already expressed interest in this option. We urge the PHA to include
project-basing as an option in their Administrative Plan and to prepare an RFP for
issuance, starting with a small number and increasing to the maximum over time as
needed to support new rental development.
Although HUD housing choice vouchers are an important source of rental assistance,
other alternatives must also be pursued. For example, HOME dollars can be used for
rental assistance for up to two years. This can be an excellent resource for bridge
subsidies, or rental assistance for the period when a household is waiting for its name to
come to the top of the PHA housing voucher waiting list. State College Borough could
use its HOME funds for this purpose and DCED is considering a change of policy to
allow for this option that would apply to the rest of the county. This would be a good
time to approach DCED with a proposal to utilize HOME funds for rental assistance,
making sure to include a mechanism for ending or taking over the subsidies at the end
of the two year period.
Artists’ Housing
The consultant was asked to address the specific issue with regard to artists. In
addition to being low and moderate income, many artists prefer to combine their
workspace with their living space, both for reasons of affordability as well as
convenience. This need translates into the need for affordable housing that meets
special physical requirements such as for large space, special lighting, extra plumbing
and other features. The development of artists’ housing not only provides affordable
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housing for artists, but also can contribute to the economic development and
revitalization of a community. Educational opportunities may be provided as well as
increased tourism, and retail activity.
The consultant met with a developer interested in developing artists’ housing in Millheim
Borough and provided technical assistance on potential funding sources. More
information on that project is provided in Prototype 2.
The consultant also contacted a developer who successfully developed artists’ housing
in Philadelphia and summarized pertinent information in a memo that is found in the
Appendix. Finally, we identified a national resource for artists housing, Artspace,
located in Minneapolis, whose mission is to “create, foster, and preserve affordable
space for artists and arts organizations.“ Artspace is available for consultation and is
currently working on projects in Scranton and Philadelphia. They can be reached at
www.artspaceuse. Additional information on Artspace is in the Technical Supplement.
Other specific recommendations to stimulate rental development and affordability
include:
Planning
•

•

The County should promote zoning incentives (e.g. density bonuses) for
developments that include not only affordable sales housing, but also affordable
rental housing.
It should also promote the development of units of varying sizes in mixed
developments, including for very-low income families and single individuals.

These mechanisms can be promoted through the provision of written information
(including model ordinances) and technical assistance, as well as with financial
incentives as described below.
Financing
•

The most effective incentive for promoting rental development is through financial
incentives. Public dollars should be used to subsidize the construction or
rehabilitation of new rental housing so that the units are affordable to households
identified as high priorities in the County housing policy, such as working families
and elderly. Incentives should be designed to maximize the leveraging of other
pubic and private dollars. This might include the provision of matching dollars for
state and federally funded programs such as the Low Income Housing Tax Credit
Program, PennHOMES, Rural Development, McKinney or the Federal Home Loan
Bank Affordable Housing Programs. Local matching dollars are critical for attracting
these dollars, not only in order to ensure financial feasibility, but also to demonstrate
local support for the project. In short, use of County controlled funds for this purpose
should carefully align with County housing priorities.
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•

The County should examine the feasibility of non-traditional housing options such as
the development of group-shared residences for more active elderly residents. Such
models can provide not only safe, affordable housing, but also supports and
companionship. More information on this option is provided in Prototype 5.

9- Increase Housing Opportunities for People with Disabilities and Homeless
Households
As described above, homeless and people with disabilities often face insurmountable
obstacles in meeting their housing needs. Their housing costs need to be extremely
affordable (since their incomes are often only 20%-30% of the median), and they may
need accessible housing and access to appropriate supportive services.
The following series of recommendations addresses these needs and barriers.
a- Housing for all People with Disabilities
•

Set-asides: In working with developers, the County should require or provide
incentives for a set-aside of a percentage of units in new affordable housing
developments for people with disabilities. Both PHFA and the Federal Home Loan
Bank Affordable Housing Program give additional rating points for projects that serve
people with disabilities.

•

Rental Subsidies: The County should allocate funding through the Housing Trust
Fund and/or through Project Based Section 8 to provide rental subsidies to
individuals with disabilities so that they can afford to live in projects developed
through the low income housing tax credit program (LIHTC), since these units are
only required to be affordable to households at 50% or 60% of the median. Although
these rental developments are “affordable housing”, they are not affordable to very
low-income households with disabilities.

•

Mainstream Section 8: In the past HUD has issued an RFP for Mainstream
Section 8 Vouchers, which are an additional allocation of Section 8 Vouchers
specifically for people with disabilities. Although these vouchers have not been
available recently, the Housing Authority should watch for and be prepared to apply
for these vouchers if and when they become available in the future.

•

Section 811: The County should encourage developers to pursue funding under
the HUD Section 811 Program, which is the most significant financial resource for
increasing the availability of affordable housing for individuals with disabilities. It is
also the only HUD program that allows developers to target a specific disability
group such as people with physical disabilities or people with mental illness. The
program provides funding for project development and for long term rental subsidies.
The applicant must be a non-profit organization. The applications are typically due
in June with the NOFA from HUD issued in March. This is a highly competitive
program and planning should begin well in advance.
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•

The County should actively consider innovative housing options such as shared
housing and housing cooperatives.

b- Housing for “Frail” Elderly
It is well documented that the elderly prefer to age in place. However, as they become
“frail” and in need of assistance with bathing, dressing, shopping, preparing meals and
other daily needs, staying at home becomes a serious challenge to those without
adequate resources to pay for these services. In some cases, people have been forced
to leave their homes for the sole purpose of receiving those services. In recent years
elderly individuals have been able to receive services in their own home through funding
from Medicaid waivers and the Department of Aging. The availability of these services
has been invaluable in enabling people to age in place and to delay institutionalization.
However, integrating housing and long-term supports for low- and moderate-income
“frail” elderly can be a major challenge.
It is recommended that the Housing Coordinator/Director of OHCD work closely with
developers to identify the services needed by the residents of proposed housing; work
closely with the County Office of Human Services and the County Office of Aging to
identify sources for those services; identify obstacles and gaps in providing the
necessary services, and develop strategies for overcoming obstacles and filling gaps.
The use and coordination of Medicaid Waiver Services for the elderly and disabled
should be a high priority in these efforts.
More information on this is included in Prototype 5.
c- Housing for People with Physical Disabilities
There are a range of building features that can be used to accommodate people with
physical disabilities, including accessible housing, visitable housing, adaptable housing
and universal housing, as defined below:
•

Accessible Housing: HUD ‘s Fair Housing Accessibility Guidelines include the
following seven requirements:
Accessible building entrance on an accessible route
Accessible common and public use areas
Usable doors (usable by a person in a wheelchair)
Accessible route into and through the dwelling unit
Light switches, electrical outlets, thermostats and other environmental
controls in accessible locations
 Reinforced walls for grab bars
 Usable kitchens and bathrooms







•

Visitable Housing: This is a relatively new concept to include people with
disabilities into the life of the community. The three features of a visitable unit are:
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 An at-grade or zero-step entrance to the home that is approachable by an
accessible route such as a sidewalk
 Doors (one exterior and all interior) that are at least 2 feet, 10 inches wide to
allow 32 inches of clear passage space. (Three-foot doors are required in
fully accessible units)
 A powder room on the first floor
•

Adaptable Housing: This is housing designed in such a way that it can be easily
modified in the future to meet changing needs of occupants and visitors. This might
include increased doorway and hallway width, adjustable countertops and cabinetry,
no steps, electrical outlets and light switches placed at more accessible heights,
larger bathrooms, wall reinforcements for handrails, and accessible baths and
toilets.

•

Universal Design: The universal design concept targets all people of all ages,
sizes, and abilities. The concept promotes designing every building so that
everyone can use them to the greatest extent possible.

It is important to note that while all new multi-family housing built for occupancy after
March 13, 1991 must be fully accessible, these requirements do not apply to multifamily units with fewer than 4 units, single family housing, or buildings with less than
substantial rehabilitation.
The following recommendations are therefore designed to increase the number of
affordable housing units in the County for people with physical disabilities:
•

Exceed required accessibility requirements: In working with developers, the
County should provide both education about accessibility and special incentives for
projects that exceed the required Federal standard that 5% of units be wheelchair
accessible and 2% be accessible for individuals with hearing or visual disabilities.
Currently PHFA awards points in the tax credit program for projects in which 10% of
the units are wheelchair accessible and 4% are accessible for individuals with
hearing or visual disabilities. We recommend that the County provide incentives for
projects meeting these or higher percentages.

•

Assure that accessible units are occupied by people needing the accessibility
features: Given the very limited number of wheelchair accessible units in Centre
County, it is critical that they all be occupied by households that need these features.
To determine the extent to which these units are being properly utilized, the County
Planning Office should conduct a survey of the accessible subsidized rental units in
the county to determine whether they are actually occupied by individuals needing
the accessibility features. If not, property managers should work with local service
providers to pro-actively market the unit to a household that needs the accessibility
features and then relocate the current occupants to the next appropriate sized
vacant unit. An affirmative marketing plan should be established to market all newly
developed accessible units to households that need the accessibility features.
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•

Make all new single-family homes visitable: The County should provide all
single-family housing developers with information on Visitability. The County should
also consider adopting a requirement that all new or substantially rehabilitated
single-family homes receiving County or Borough assistance be made Visitable.
This may necessitate a county level committee that would be empowered to waive
this requirement if the building or site considerations would prohibit Visitable design.
Additional information on Visitability can be obtained from the Pennsylvania Housing
Research Center (contact Mark Fortney at 814-863-2366) and in the Technical
Supplement to this report.

d- Housing for People with Mental Illness
The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, consistent with the federal New Freedom
Initiative, is strongly encouraging counties to adopt the recovery model for people with
mental illness. This includes conversion of the county residential system to include
recovery-oriented housing options. As part of this effort, the PA Office of Mental Health
and Substance Abuse Services has recently initiated a process to assist the
Lycoming/Clinton MH/MR in assessing their current mental health residential system
and determining how to develop a service-rich environment that will make it more
recovery oriented. Free technical assistance to the County is being provided by Diana
T. Myers and Associates, Inc., OMHSAS’s housing consultant.
Centre County’s Office of Mental Health/Mental Retardation/Drug and Alcohol is aware
of these initiatives and has expressed an interest in participating in a planning effort
similar to the one being undertaken by Lycoming/Clinton MH Office. We recommend
two actions towards accomplishing this objective:
•
•

The County MH Director should contact OMHSAS and request technical assistance
in an assessment and planning effort
The County establishes a Local Housing Options Team or other subcommittee of the
Affordable Housing Coalition to assist with this and other efforts to expand housing
options for people with disabilities. Information on LHOT’s is included in the
Technical Supplement.

In addressing housing for this population, the County should consider options other than
the traditional group home. Three innovative models are being suggested by OMHSAS:
Fairweather Lodge, shared housing and housing cooperatives. The Fairweather Lodge
provides affordable housing and employment for its residents and the cooperative
provides a flexible ownership option for its residents. OMHSAS is providing technical
assistance in pursuing these options including written materials included in the
Technical Supplement. In addition, the County MH Office is working with one of its
provider agencies to explore the Fairweather Lodge concept in Centre County, including
the feasibility of taking advantage of DCED HOME funds that are available to support
the development of Fairweather Lodges. We encourage aggressive pursuit of this
option as described in Prototype 6. Finally, we suggest that the County contact the
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Central Pennsylvania Community Housing, a newly formed organization that is
promoting cooperative housing. (Pacommunityhousing@gmail.com).
Homeless Individuals and Families:
Individuals and families moving out of homelessness have an especially difficult time
accessing affordable housing, especially those who have disabilities. The following are
several recommendations to increase access to affordable housing for homeless
households.
•

Shelter Plus Care: The HUD McKinney Vento funded Shelter Plus Care Program
provides rental subsidies for homeless individuals and households in which at least
one of the adults has a disability. The program applicant must be a public housing
authority or unit of local government. The rental subsidy funds must be matched by
supportive services. Currently the Centre County Housing Authority, in collaboration
with the Office of Mental Health, has funding for 8 Shelter Plus Care units. However,
the funding is adequate to house 13 households because participants have become
employed while in the program and are paying a higher share of the rent. This
program consistently has a waiting list of 10 to 15 individuals. Shelter Plus Care
applications must be submitted through the Central-Harrisburg Region Continuum of
Care which typically has had adequate funds to add several new projects each year.
We therefore recommend that the Housing Authority apply for 10 to 15 additional
slots of Shelter Plus Care in the 2006 application round. The initial grant is for five
years with annual renewals thereafter. Notices of Intent will be due in early 2006
with full applications due in the spring or summer. Funding will be announced
December 2006 and available June 2007.

•

Permanent Supportive Housing Program: The HUD McKinney Vento Program
also provides funding under the Supportive Housing Program (SHP) for Permanent
Supportive Housing for People with Disabilities. This program provides funding for
50% (with a maximum of $400,000) for the development of housing for homeless
individuals with a disability of households in which at least one adult has a disability.
Most of the match for development (not to exceed $400,000) may be obtained
through a HOME grant from the PA Department of Community and Economic
Development if the project is located outside of State College Borough. Funding is
also available through SHP for 80% of the cost of supportive services and 75% of
the cost of operations. Alternatively, funding is available for 100% of the cost of
leasing rental units plus 80% of supportive services. The applicant may be a nonprofit organization, a unit of local government, or a public housing authority. These
are two or three year grants with renewal funding available. The application process
and timeline is the same as Shelter Plus Care. This may be a valuable resource for
the Women’s Resource Center. We recommend that the Women’s Resource Center
assess the extent to which the women they serve have a disabling condition and
begin to design a tenant-based rental assistance program to help meet the
affordable housing needs of the families leaving their shelter and transitional housing
program.
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•

Set-asides: In working with developers, the County should require or provide
incentives for a set-aside of units in new affordable housing developments for
homeless individuals and families. Both PHFA and the Federal Home Loan Bank
Affordable Housing Program give points for projects that serve homeless
households.

Support Services
Although this report focuses on housing, the availability and access to appropriate
support services is critical to the County’s success in addressing the housing needs of
homeless, frail elderly and people with disabilities. The County Office of Adult Services
has long been a proponent of affordable housing and has taken affirmative steps to
ensure that the necessary support services are available to assist people in obtaining
and maintaining their housing. They are supported in these efforts by the Office of
Aging and a number of active and committed service providers.
It is recommended that the County Offices of Adult Services and Aging be involved in
the planning and implementation of all housing for the homeless, frail elderly and others
with disabilities and that consideration be given to the adequate funding of all necessary
services. It is important to note that while services must be available, acceptance of
service should not be a requirement of obtaining the housing. All existing sources,
including HSDF, CSBG, and Medicaid Waivers should be tapped to ensure access to
support services. However, in the event that no funding source exists, the county
should encourage developers to use developer’s fees and other innovative sources to
ensure the availability of services.
10- Monitor and Evaluate Programs and Update Relevant Data
The long-term success of the County’s affordable housing efforts will depend upon
effective program monitoring and evaluation. The responsibility for these functions
should rest with the Housing Cabinet. In order for monitoring to be effective, clear
program goals and objectives must be established at the outset The Housing
Coordinator/OHCD Director should collect and analyze data on performance annually
with assistance from the County Planning Office.
In addition to program monitoring, a countywide housing needs assessment should be
conducted at least every ten years to update the findings of this study. To be most
effective, the needs assessment should take place following the decennial census,
when the most up-to-date data is available. As such, the next update should be
undertaken in 2011 or 2012 and then every ten years.
Other data analysis should occur on an as needed basis in order to provide input to
specific proposed activities or to evaluate existing programs and policies. The County
Planning Office has been doing an excellent job in this area and should continue in this
role.
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Development Strategies and Opportunities
The data provided in this report is an excellent first step in understanding the need for
affordable housing in Centre County. However it has been clear to the consultant from
the beginning of the study that the County Commissioners are also looking for a
“Blueprint for Action” i.e. recommendations for specific actions that can be taken to
address the needs identified.
This section of the report meets that expectation. First, it recommends a number of
strategies that can be used to guide future housing development in the county to ensure
that affordable housing needs are met. These recommended strategies are based on
the County’s current and future growth patterns and resources. Second, it offers
several criteria that should be used in selecting a first project. Third, it presents six
prototypes, any of which can serve as a model for a first project to be undertaken in
expanding affordable housing in the County. Each prototype or housing model
addresses a critical housing need identified and contains basic information needed to
realize its implementation.
Strategies
The following strategies are recommended:
•

Centre County’s long term affordable housing strategy should be inclusionary--- in
addition to housing for working families, it should incorporate housing for people with
disabilities, formerly homeless and other very low-income populations.

•

Adaptive reuse of blighted buildings for housing and incorporation of housing in the
revitalization of older communities with public sewer and water should be priorities in
order to maximize the use of existing resources. Prototype 2 provides an example
of a potential adaptive reuse project.

•

Public improvement expansion and new development, including affordable housing,
should be prioritized in areas within the county growth boundaries.

•

Priority for new development should be for communities that provide a mix of market
rate housing and subsidized housing as well as a mix of housing sizes, types and
tenures.

•

Cluster/conservation design regulations should be amended into the Centre County
Subdivision and Land Development Ordinance for residential development to reduce
fragmentation of open space for small farming, forestry and recreation uses. (See
Pivo, Small and Wolfe Rural Cluster Zoning: Survey and Guidelines, Commentary,
Land Use Law, September 1990, p.3 for sample guidelines.)
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•

Clusters should be coordinated with public transportation services to reduce the
amount of traffic and offer an alternative to driving a car to make the trip to work or
shop.

•

Small off-site sewerage systems that exceed current PA standards and that are
ecologically friendly should be investigated for cluster development outside of public
sewer areas.

•

Development and financing strategies should account for regional and municipal
differences: i.e. In the Centre Region, strategies should focus on making both new
and existing housing affordable; in other regions, which have greater housing
shortages, the production of affordable new units should be emphasized.

•

Development should match the nature of the municipality where the housing is built
(e.g. high rise buildings may not fit well into smaller towns or match the historic
nature of others).

•

While the numbers of working families and elderly households suggest great need
for affordable housing among these groups, the plight of homeless and people with
disabilities cannot be overlooked; they need not only affordable housing but also
access to supportive services (see Recommendation 9 below).

Criteria for First Project
The strategy for expanding affordable housing in Centre County should include the
careful selection of a first project. The first project should be one which:
•
•
•
•
•
•

the community can enthusiastically support
is doable in a reasonable period of time
has a high potential for success
is visible and can be replicated elsewhere in the community
is done by a local developer
one agency or individual is clearly responsible for moving the project forward

Prototypes
The six prototypes listed below are offered as potential first projects that meet the above
criteria. They are also designed to carry out specific strategies and recommendations
presented in this report. Several of the prototypes are innovative and will require the
cooperation of a number of agencies and individuals. However, as described elsewhere
in this report, it is often those partnerships that contain the germ of successful
affordable housing development.
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PROTOTYPE 1:
Employer Assisted Housing
Definition:

Employer-assisted housing (EAH) is a benefit employers offer

to employees to help them afford housing. The employer can use a wide range
of techniques to promote affordability. Most frequently employers provide
workers with home-buying assistance in the form of a grant or forgivable loan
that can be used for the down payment or closing costs on a home purchase.
Others support the development of affordable rental or homeownership units
or subsidize rent payments, including the donation or nominal lease of land or
structures to lower development costs. Recognizing the many benefits of EAH
to the community and the employer, Fannie Mae and the Pennsylvania Housing
Finance Agency both have Employer Assisted Housing Programs, and HUD is
promoting the use of HOME funds in concert with Employer Assisted Housing
Programs. Information on the EAH concept, models and Fannie Mae and HFA
programs are found in the Technical Supplement.

Target population:

Employees of the sponsoring employer.

Potential Employers:

Fannie Mae has begun investigating the possibility
of initiating an EAH program in Centre County. They are contacting the
County’s largest employers in order to gauge their interest in establishing such
a benefit. At least one employer has agreed to survey their employees and
will get back to Fannie Mae to indicate their interest.

Partners (Funders, Technical Assistance providers, and
other resources):
Employers
Lenders
Fannie Mae
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency
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Possible Sources of Financing:
Fannie Mae Employer Assisted Housing Program
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency EAH
HOME funds
USDA Rural Development 502 Loans
Local lenders

Examples:
University of Scranton
Hill Section EAH Initiative, Scranton

Contact:
Gerry Zabowski, University of Scranton 570-941-7669
Ed Carlin, Fannie Mae 570-830-4362
Dona Stewart, PHFA 717-780-3908

Next Steps:
•
•
•

Contact Gerry Zabowski, Ed Carlin and Dona Stewart
Meet with interested employers to determine need and types of assistance
Explore options for supporting an EAH program including a possible setaside of funds from the County first-time homebuyer program
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PROTOTYPE 2:
ADAPTIVE REUSE
Definition:

Adaptive reuse projects involve the conversion of vacant,

blighted, obsolete buildings to residential use. These restored buildings help
to revitalize older communities and to bolster the local tax base. Old schools,
hotels, warehouses, factories and mills are excellent candidates for adaptive
reuse.

Target population:

Centre County artists of low and moderate income
and other working families.

Potential site:

The North Street School in Milheim, Penns Valley

Project Description:

Conversion of an 1896 six-room Victorian
schoolhouse that has been vacant for 50 years into a combination of retail and
residential use. Each classroom will be converted into a 1200 s.f.
apartment/art studio. The ground floor will be used for exhibit space, retail
sales and art classes. The structure is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places and the proposed renovation includes restoration of the original
wainscoting, hardwood floors and blackboards. The reuse of this building
would also contribute significantly to the Borough’s revitalization efforts.

Other Potential Sites: Vacant

public schools, factories, warehouses,

and hotels

Partners (Funders, Technical Assistance providers, and
other resources):
Architect/Developer: Albertinvernon
Centre County government
Milheim Borough government
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Possible Sources of Financing:
Low Income Housing Tax Credits
Federal Historic Tax Credits
State Tax Credits for Historic Preservation Rehabilitation
(see new legislation for the Growing Greener Program)
DCED HOME funds
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency
Homeownership Choice Program Mixed Use Facility
Financing Initiative (MUFFI)
PennHOMES
Fannie Mae American Communities Funds (for construction
financing as well as purchase of LIHTC’s and Historic Tax
Credits)
Owner equity
County CDBG/Housing Trust Fund

OR
Limited Equity Cooperative

Examples:
Contact:

Coral Street Arts House, Philadelphia
Art Space, Scranton
David Cleghorn, New Kensington CDC
215- 427-0350 X124
Artspace www.Artspaceusa.org
Greg Handberg, Vice President, Properties
(612) 465-0210
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Next Steps:
•

•
•
•
•

Contact Artspace, a nonprofit organization located in Minneapolis, whose
mission is to create, foster and preserve affordable space for artists and
arts organizations. They offer development assistance, asset management
activities, consulting services, and community-building activities that serve
artists and arts organizations. Additional information in the Technical
Supplement.
Develop a financing strategy, implementation plan and time table for the
project
Complete project description
Do market survey of artists and space needs
Write and submit specific funding proposals
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PROTOTYPE 3:
WORKFORCE HOUSING
Definition:

The Pennsylvania Housing Alliance defines Work Force housing
as housing that is affordable to the typical Pennsylvania worker who earns
between $15,000 and $50,000 gross annual income. In this income range are
accountants and auditors, police, ambulance drivers, dental assistants,
cashiers, waiters and waitresses, home health aides and crossing guards. The
housing could be for sale or high quality well managed apartment rentals. In
Centre County, according to a 2004 HUD Regional Analysis, the median priced
home was $156,000 and the typical working family earned $50,557. Using
the standard rule of thumb that a household can afford to purchase a home
that costs three times its annual income, only those earning over $52,000 can
afford the median priced home in Centre County. For renters the rule of
thumb is that the household should not spend more than 30% of its gross
household income on contract rent plus utilities. Therefore, only those earning
over $25,520 could afford the average priced two-bedroom apartment, which
rents for $638 including utilities.

Target population:

Average Centre County workers, meaning someone

earning $37,064.

Project Description:

There are two ways of providing affordable housing
to the workforce: by subsidizing the purchase of existing housing or by
building new homes. Since Centre County has several successful programs that
address existing housing, and since there is a shortage of affordable homes in
the County, this prototype addresses the development of new units for working
families. The suggested model would require significant enough density to
accomplish economies of scale--most likely a minimum of 25- 50 units --- and
the homes would be 3-4 bedrooms in 1400-1500 s.f. The development could
include a mix of rental and sales housing as well as commercial and light
industrial uses. Mixed incomes should be accommodated, including 15%-20%
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affordable to working families. This could be accomplished using one or more
of the following techniques: density bonuses and other regulatory relief;
internal subsidies; sweat equity; the use of modular units or 84 Lumber
Housing Kits to decrease financing costs, and/or government financing.

Potential Sites:

College, Ferguson, Harris, Patton, Walker or Worth

Townships, including on county- or municipal-owned land.

Partners (Funders, Technical Assistance providers, and
other resources):
Developer
Township (for zoning and regulatory relief)
County and/or municipal government (for public financing)
SEDA-COG

Possible Sources of Financing:
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency Homeownership Choice
Program
Homeownership Construction Initiative (HCI)
Federal Home Loan Bank of Pittsburgh Affordable Housing Program
State College or DCED HOME funds
DCED Housing and Redevelopment Assistance funds
County Housing Trust Funds (Act 137)
Fannie Mae American Communities Fund (for predevelopment and
development financing and end loans for sales and rental units)
USDA Rural Development Mutual Self-Help Loans

Example:
Florin Hill Development
Mt. Joy, Lancaster County (for zoning and regulatory reforms)

Contact:
Terry Kauffman, Borough Manager
Lancaster Housing Opportunity Partnership
Charter Homes, Builder
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Next Steps:
• Identify a Township

that is either already working on an ordinance or
interested in doing a demonstration project for the county

•
•
•
•

Meet with local officials

•

Showcase the project for the community and other developers upon
completion

Identify and pursue resources for subsidies
If no developer, do RFP for developer
Document all regulatory reforms and other steps taken to ensure
affordability
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PROTOTYPE 4:
Rental Housing Rehabilitation Program
Definition:

The provision of low interest loans to owners of rental

properties. Funds would be used to make accessibility modifications as well as
home repairs to bring the housing up to HUD and/or local code standards.
Loans could be deferred (due upon sale or transfer of the property) and/or be
forgivable over a period of 5-10 years if they remain occupied by eligible
households.

Target population:

Properties occupied by the elderly and/or persons
with disabilities of low and moderate income.

Potential sites:

All geographic areas of Centre County. For greatest

impact and for maximizing the potential of state funding, consideration should
be given to targeting different areas of the County each year.

Partners (Funders, Technical Assistance providers, and
other resources):
County Commissioners
Administering agency (possibly the Borough of State College)
Local code enforcement officials
Private landlords

Possible Sources of Financing:
State College Borough HOME funds (for rehab in the Borough)
DCED HOME funds (for rehab in other parts of the county)
PA Access Grant Program
Rural Development Housing Preservation Program
County CDBG
County Housing Trust Funds (Act 137)
DCED Brownfields for Housing Initiative
Fannie Mae American Communities Fund
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Example: None
Next Steps:
• Obtain approval of County Commissioners
• Determine agency to administer the program
• Design program including eligibility criteria, guidelines,
• Prepare and submit funding proposals
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PROTOTYPE 5:
Scattered Site Housing and Services for Elderly
Definition:

A majority of elderly households prefer to remain at home as

they age. However, in order to do so they need access to affordable personal
care services. They may also need housing subsidies in order to accommodate
rising housing costs on fixed incomes. Centre County needs to develop a
scattered site model in which low and moderate income elderly can age in
place.

Target population:

Low and moderate-income elderly, or those aged 62
and older who need services in order to continue to live independently in the
community.

Potential sites:

Scattered sites throughout Centre County

Project Description:

The County should develop a prototype in areas of
the county with high concentrations of low and moderate income “frail” elderly,
or those needing assistance in bathing, dressing, shopping, preparing meals,
and other daily activities. For renters, the County Housing Authority could
designate a preference for “frail” elderly households that would give them a
priority for Housing Choice Vouchers, Assuming their rentals are within the
County’s Fair Market Rents, this would provide needed housing subsidies to
these households. Alternately, the Housing Authority could do a Request for
Proposals to Project-Base Housing Vouchers to specific apartments already
occupied by frail elderly. For elderly households who need to move, several
techniques could be used to provide affordable housing. A non-profit
developer could apply for the HUD Section 202 program that provides capital
and long-term operating subsidies for housing for the elderly and/or the
Housing Authority could designate Project-Based vouchers for use by
developers interested in developing or rehabilitating apartments under other
funding programs.
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A critical element of this model is to ensure that the elderly households have
access to the services needed to maintain independent housing.
An increasingly popular and cost-effective approach to the linking of services
and housing is through service clustering, an approach with reproduces assisted
living with an off-site service provider. A description of clustered service
approaches and several examples are found in Part 2 of the Technical
Supplement.
The Centre County Office of Aging needs to be an important participant in
implementing this prototype. Their role would be to ensure that the service
needs of each household are assessed, and that all eligible services are
identified and obtained, including the full use of Medicaid waivers.

Partners (Funders, Technical Assistance providers, and
other resources):
Centre County Planning Office
Centre County Housing Authority
Centre County Office of Aging
Rental property owners

Possible Sources of Financing:
HOME funds
County Housing Trust Funds
Rural Housing Services
Fannie Mae American Communities Fund and other special products
PA Department of Aging funds
Medicaid Waivers

Example:

Neighbors Program
Jewish Association on Aging

Contact: Mary Pivawer 412-661-5640
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Next Steps:
The newly-formed Housing Cabinet should coordinate the agencies and
individuals needed to pursue this concept including the Director of Aging, and
others with housing and service resources. A good place to start would be
with identifying a “NORC” or Naturally Occurring Retirement Community” in
which there is a community or building with a concentration of older adults who
need access to services.
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PROTOTYPE 6:
Fairweather Lodge

Definition:

A Fairweather Lodge is a model developed by George
Fairweather that incorporates housing and employment for people with mental
illness in a shared setting. Lodge members are guaranteed access to
employment. They are responsible for approval of policies and procedures that
pertain to their employment as well as for the day-to-day operations of the
household including screening and selection of housemates. Since all Lodge
members work, share accommodations and contribute to the household
expenses, this is an affordable housing option. Although this model is
generally self-sustaining in the long run, short term operating or rental
subsidies will be needed.

Target population:

Individuals with mental illness who are active
members of society and wish to live independently with the support of their
peers.

Potential sites:

Bellefonte or other Borough outside of the Centre Region;

this will not only enable the County to take advantage of state HOME funds
available for Fairweather Lodges and but also to take advantage of the larger
older homes in these areas that are conducive to the Lodge concept.

Partners (Funders, Technical Assistance providers, and
other resources):
Centre County Mental Health/Mental Retardation, Drug and Alcohol
Strawberry Fields
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Possible Sources of Financing:
DCED HOME funds
County Base Unit funds for Supportive Services
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency PennHOMES
Federal Home Loan Bank of Pittsburgh Affordable Housing Program
County Housing Trust Fund (Act 137)
Centre Community Foundation

Example:

Stairways, Inc. has six Fairweather Lodges operating in Erie, PA;
they are available to provide free technical assistance to counties interested
in pursuing the development of a Lodge. A detailed description of this
particular program can be found in Part 2 of the Technical Supplement.

Contact:

Kim Stucke, Stairways
814-878-2170

Next Steps:
•
•
•
•

Contact Stairways for technical assistance on setting up a Lodge
Identify potential Lodge members
Identify appropriate sites for a Lodge
Develop a financing plan
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