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N1 ROL

Fair Housing Choice

qual and unimpeded access to

residential housing is a fundamental
civil right that enables members of pro-
tected classes, as defined in the federal
Fair Housing Act, to pursue personal,
educational, employment, or other goals.
Because housing choice is so critical to
personal development, fair housing is a
goal that government, public officials, and
private citizens must embrace if social
equity is to become a reality.

The federal Fair Housing Act prohibits
discrimination in housing based on a
person’s race, color, religion, gender, dis-
ability, familial status, or national origin.
In addition, the U.S. Department of Hous-
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ing and Urban Development (HUD) is-
sued a Final Rule on February 3, 2012
that prohibits entitlement communities,
public housing authorities, and other
recipients of federal housing resources
from discriminating on the basis of actual
or perceived sexual orientation, gender
identity, or marital status. Persons who
are protected from discrimination by fair
housing laws are referred to as members
of the protected classes.

HUD awards funds from the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant (CDBG),
HOME Investment Partnerships, Hous-
ing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS
(HOPWA), and Emergency Solutions
Grant (ESG) programs directly to eligible
municipalities of a certain size. Cumber-

land County and the Borough of Carlisle
are both federal entitlement grantees. As
a condition of receiving HUD grants, the
County and the Borough have specific fair
housing planning responsibilities, includ-
ing:

— Conducting an Analysis of Impedi-
ments to Fair Housing Choice

— Developing actions to overcome the
effects of identified impediments to
fair housing, and

— DMaintaining records to support initia-
tives to affirmatively further fair hous-

ing.
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HUD interprets these three certifying ele-
ments to include:

— Analyzing housing discrimination in
a jurisdiction and working toward its
elimination

— Promoting fair housing choice for all
people

— Providing racially and ethnically in-
clusive patterns of housing occupancy

— Promoting housing that is physically
accessible to and usable by all people,
particularly individuals with disabili-
ties, and

— Fostering compliance with the non-
discrimination provisions of the Fair
Housing Act.

The Borough of Carlisle and Cumberland
County have chosen to collaborate on a
regional Analysis of Impediments, which
will allow both grantees to understand
and jointly address housing problems that
often transcend political boundaries.
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Purpose of the
Analysis of
Impediments

The Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1974 requires that any com-
munity receiving HUD funds affirmatively
further fair housing. Communities receiv-
ing HUD entitlement funds are required
to:

— Examine and attempt to alleviate
housing discrimination within their
jurisdiction

— Promote fair housing choice for all
persons

— Provide opportunities for all persons
to reside in any given housing devel-
opment, regardless of race, color, reli-
gion, gender, disability, familial status,
or national origin

— Promote housing that is accessible
to and usable by persons with disabili-
ties, and

— Comply with the non-discrimination
requirements of the Fair Housing Act.

These requirements can be achieved
through the preparation of an Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al).

An Al is a review of a jurisdiction’s laws,
regulations, and administrative policies,
procedures, and practices affecting the
location, availability, and accessibility of
housing.

It is also an assessment of conditions,
both public and private, affecting fair
housing choice.

This Al will:

— Evaluate population, household, in-
come, and housing characteristics by
protected classes

— Evaluate public and private sec-
tor policies that impact fair housing
choice

— Identify blatant or de facto impedi-
ments to fair housing choice where
any may exist, and

— Recommend specific strategies to
overcome the effects of any identified
impediments.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice



An impediment to fair housing choice is
defined as any action, omission, or deci-
sion that restricts or has the effect of re-
stricting the availability of housing choic-
es of members of the protected classes.

This Al serves as the basis for fair hous-
ing planning; provides essential infor-
mation to policy makers, administrative
staff, housing providers, lenders, and fair
housing advocates; and assists in build-
ing public support for fair housing efforts.
The County and Borough are expected to
review and approve the Al and use it for
direction, leadership, and resources for
future fair housing planning. The Al will
serve as a point-in-time baseline against
which future progress in implementing fair
housing initiatives will be evaluated and
recorded.
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The Relationship
Between Fair
Housing and

Affordable Housing

To the extent that members of the
protected classes tend to have lower
incomes, then access to fair housing is re-
lated to affordable housing. In many areas
across the U.S., a primary impediment to
fair housing is a relative absence of af-
fordable housing. Often, the public poli-
cies implemented in towns and cities can
contribute to the lack of affordable hous-
ing in these communities, thereby dispro-
portionately affecting housing choice for
members of the protected classes.

This Al goes beyond an analysis of the
adequacy of affordable housing in Cum-
berland County and Carlisle Borough. It
defines the context of factors that influ-
ence the ability of protected classes to
achieve equal access to housing and
related services.
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The Federal Fair
Housing Act

The Federal Fair Housing Act covers most
housing. In some circumstances, the Act
exempts owner-occupied buildings with
no more than four units, single-family
housing sold or rented without the use of
a broker, and housing operated by organi-
zations and private clubs that limit occu-
pancy to members.

In the sale and rental of housing
No one may take any of the following ac-

tions based on race, color, religion, gen-
der, disability, familial status, or national
origin:

— Refuse to rent or sell housing

— Refuse to negotiate for housing

— Make housing unavailable

— Deny a dwelling

— Set different terms, conditions, or
privileges for the sale or rental of a
dwelling
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— Provide different housing services or
facilities

— Falsely deny that housing is available
for inspection, sale, or rental

— Persuade owners to sell or rent at a
loss (“blockbusting”)

— Deny anyone access to or member-
ship in a facility or service (such as a
multiple listing service) related to the
sale or rental of housing

In mortgage lending

No one may take any of the following ac-
tions based on race, color, religion, gen-

der, disability, familial status, or national

origin:

— Refuse to make a mortgage loan

— Refuse to provide information regard-
ing loans

— Impose different terms or conditions
on a loan, such as different interest
rates, points, or fees

— Discriminate in appraising property
— Refuse to purchase a loan

— Set different terms or conditions for
purchasing a loan

Other prohibitions

It is illegal for anyone to:

— Threaten, coerce, intimidate, or
interfere with anyone exercising a fair
housing right or assisting others who
exercise that right.

— Advertise or make any statement that
indicates a limitation or preference
based on race, color, religion, gen-
der, disability, familial status, or na-
tional origin. This prohibition against
discriminatory advertising applies
to single family and owner-occupied
housing that is otherwise exempt from
the Fair Housing Act.
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If someone has a disability (including but
not limited to hearing, mobility and visual
impairments, chronic alcoholism, chronic
mental illness, AIDS, AIDS Related Com-
plex, and intellectual disability) that
substantially limits one or more major life
activities, has a record of such a disabil-
ity, or is regarded as having such a dis-
ability, a landlord may not:

— Refuse to let the person with a dis-
ability make reasonable modifications
to a dwelling or common use areas at
the person’s expense, if necessary for
the person to use the housing. Where
reasonable, the landlord may permit
changes only if the person agrees to
restore the property to its original con-
dition when he or she moves.

— Refuse to make reasonable accom-
modations in rules, policies, practices,
or services if necessary for the person
with a disability to use the housing.

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

Unless a building or community quali-
fies as housing for older persons, it may
not discriminate based on familial status.
That is, it may not discriminate against
families in which one or more children un-
der the age 18 live with a parent, a legal
custodian, or a designee of the parent or
legal custodian with written permission.

Familial status protection also applies to
pregnant women and anyone securing
legal custody of a child under age 18.

Housing for older persons is exempt from
the prohibition against familial status dis-
crimination if:

— The HUD Secretary has determined
that it is specifically designed for and
occupied by elderly persons under
a federal, state, or local government
program

— It is occupied solely by persons who
are 62 or older, or

— It houses at least one person who is
55 or older in at least 80% of the oc-
cupied units, and adheres to a policy
that demonstrates the intent to house
persons who are 55 or older, as previ-
ously described.

A transition period permits residents on
or before September 13, 1988 to continue
living in the housing, regardless of their
age, without interfering with the exemp-
tion.

On March 5, 2012, HUD implemented
policies to ensure that its core programs
are open to all eligible individuals and
families regardless of sexual orienta-

tion, gender identity, or marital status.

In response to evidence suggesting that
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender
individuals and families were being arbi-
trarily excluded from housing opportuni-
ties in the private sector, HUD’s aim was
to ensure that its own programs do not al-
low for discrimination against any eligible
person or household, and that HUD’s own
programs serve as models for equal hous-
ing opportunity.

This change to HUD program regulations
does not amend the Fair Housing Act to
prohibit all discrimination in the private
market on the basis of sexual orienta-
tion, gender identity, or marital status.
However, it prohibits discrimination of
those types by any housing provider who
receives HUD funding, including public
housing agencies, those who are insured
by the Federal Housing Administration
(including lenders), and those who par-
ticipate in federal entitlement grant pro-
grams through HUD.
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The Pennsylvania
Human Relations Act

In addition to the protected classes listed
under the Federal Fair Housing Act,

the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act
(PHRA) prohibits housing discrimination
based on ancestry, age (40 and above),
pregnancy, support animals, or the dis-
ability of an individual with whom the
person is known to have a relationship or
association.

While the state law appears to protect
additional classes of people, it primarily
expands on the classes protected under
federal law. For example, pregnant wom-
en are protected within the familial status
class of the federal law. The primary dif-
ference in the protected classes between
the federal law and the Pennsylvania law
is the lowering of the age to 40 for the
older persons class.
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Section 6 of the PHRA establishes the
Pennsylvania Human Relations Commis-
sion (HRC). The powers and duties of the
HRC include:

— The adoption of rules and regulations
to carry out the PHRA

— The formulation of recommendations
to units of local government

— The power to act upon complaints
filed with the HRC

— The issuance of publications and re-
ports to promote good will and elimi-
nate discrimination

— The distribution of fair practice no-
tices

— The provision of notification to lo-
cal human relation commissions of
complaints received by the HRC from
within a commission’s jurisdiction, and

— The publication of all findings, deci-
sions, and orders.

The PHRA describes unlawful acts of dis-
crimination and sets forth the procedure
for aggrieved parties to file complaints.
The act also describes the HRC’s process
for investigating and processing com-
plaints.

Section 5 of the PHRA deals with fair
housing. Prohibited practices include:

— Discriminatory real estate practices,
including refusal to sell or lease hous-
ing accommodations to members of
the protected classes

— Discrimination in the terms and
conditions of real estate transactions

— Discrimination in the lending of
money to acquire, construct, rehabili-
tate, repair, or maintain housing

— Discrimination in the refusal to make
reasonable accommodation

— Advertising or marketing real estate
in a way that makes members of the
protected classes feel unwelcome or
not solicited, and

— Making an inquiry concerning race,
color, familial status, age, religion
ancestry, sex, national origin or dis-
ability.
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Comparison
of Accessibility
Standards

There are several standards of accessibil-
ity that are referenced throughout the Al.
These standards are listed below along
with a summary of the features within
each category or a direct link to the de-
tailed standards.

In buildings that are ready for first occu-
pancy after March 13, 1991 and include
four or more units:

— There must be an accessible en-
trance on an accessible route

— Public and common areas must be
accessible to persons with disabilities

— Doors and hallways must be wide
enough for wheelchairs, and

— All ground floor units and all units in
elevator buildings must have:

- An accessible route into and
through the unit

- Accessible light switches, electri-
cal outlets, thermostats, and other
environmental controls

- Reinforced bathroom walls to allow
later installation of grab bars

- Kitchens and bathrooms that can be
used by people in wheelchairs.
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If a building with four or more units has
no elevator and will be ready for first
occupancy after March 13, 1991, these
standards apply to ground floor units.
These requirements for new buildings do
not replace any more stringent standards
in state or local law.

Title Il of the ADA applies to state and
local services, including state and local
housing programs. Government enti-
ties are obliged to assure that housing
financed through state and local pro-
grams complies with ADA accessibility
guidelines. A complete description of the
guidelines can be found at www.ada.gov.

UFAS accessibility standards are required
for facility accessibility by people with
motor and sensory disabilities for fed-
eral and federally-funded facilities. These
standards are to be applied during the
design, construction, and alteration of
and facilities to the extent required by
the Architectural Barriers Act of 1968, as
amended. A complete description of the
guidelines can be found at www.access-
board.gov.

The term “visitability” refers to housing
designed so that it can be visited by peo-
ple with disabilities. A house is visitable
when it meets three basic requirements:

— At least one no-step entrance

— Doors and hallways wide enough to
navigate a wheelchair through

— A bathroom on the first floor large
enough to use while in a wheelchair

Universal design means products and
environments are inherently accessible
by all people, regardless of age or ability.
Seven principles guide universal design:

— Equitable use (e.g., make the design
appealing to all users)

— Flexibility in use (e.g., accommodate
right- or left-handed use)

— Simple and intuitive use (e.g., elimi-
nate unnecessary complexity)

— Perceptible information (e.g., provide
compatibility with a variety of tech-
niques or devices used by people with
sensory limitations)

— Tolerance for error (e.g., provide fail-
safe features)

— Low physical effort (e.g., minimize
repetitive actions)

— Size and space for approach and use
(e.g., accommodate variations in hand
and grip size)
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Methodology

A comprehensive approach was used to
complete the Analysis of Impediments
to Fair Housing Choice for Cumberland
County and the Borough of Carlisle. The
following sources were utilized:

— The most recently available demo-
graphic data regarding population,
household, housing, income, and
employment at the census tract and
municipal level

— Public policies affecting the siting
and development of housing

— Administrative policies concerning
housing and community development

— Financial lending institution data
from the Home Mortgage Disclosure
Act (HMDA) database

— Agencies that provide housing and
housing related services to members
of the protected classes

— Fair housing complaints filed with
HUD and the Pennsylvania Human
Relations Commission

— The most recent Al

— Consolidated Plan, Annual Plans and,
CAPERs for the County and Borough

— Interviews and focus group sessions
conducted with agencies and organi-
zations that provide housing and hous-
ing related services to members of the
protected classes
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The data used for the tables and maps in
this Al cover the entire County and Bor-
ough of Carlisle, and are presented as
collective countywide and boroughwide
conditions. In addition, some data points
are presented for other non-entitlements
municipalities in the County when avail-
able and appropriate. These other mu-
nicipalities are included in the Al because
of their importance in driving regional
trends.

To ensure that the Al is as up-to-date as
possible, most of the census data used

in this report is American Community
Survey (ACS) sample data rather than
2010 Census data. To make the best

of sample based ACS data and reduce
sampling error, data compiled at five year
increments between 2008 and 2012 were
used. Census 2010 Summary File 1 data
were used as the most recent data source
when 2008-2012 ACS data were unavail-
able. Additionally, 2000 Census data

and earlier were used when comparing
current trends with past trends. Census
tracts were used as the smallest unit of
geographic analysis and form the basis of
most maps, although other geographies
(such as block groups) were also used
when appropriate.

Each ACS dataset is subject to sampling
error and non-sampling error, since sta-
tistics in census data products are based
on the collection, tabulation, editing, and
handling of questionnaires.

By the Census Bureau’s definition, a mar-
gin of error (MOE) is the difference be-
tween an estimate and its upper or lower
confidence bounds. Confidence bounds
can be created by adding the MOE to
the estimate (for the upper bound) and
subtracting the MOE from the estimate
(for the lower bound). All published ACS
MOESs are based on a 90-percent con-
fidence level. A 90-percent confidence
interval can be interpreted roughly as
providing 90 percent certainty that the
interval defined by the upper and lower
bounds contains the true value of the
characteristic.

For the sake of clarity and simplicity, ACS
MOESs are not reported in this Al. Vari-

ables with an especially high MOE are ei-
ther specifically identified or not analyzed.

Non-sampling error includes confiden-
tiality edits applied by the Census Bu-
reau to assure that data do not disclose
information about specific individuals,
households, or housing units. Because of
sampling and non-sampling errors there
may be discrepancies in the reporting of
similar type of data. These discrepancies
do not negate the usefulness of the cen-
sus data.
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The Cumberland County Housing and
Redevelopment Authorities (CCHRA) was
the lead agency for the preparation and
implementation of the Al. Staff members
identified and invited numerous stake-
holders to participate in the process for
the purpose of developing a thorough
analysis with a practical set of recom-
mendations to eliminate impediments to
fair housing choice.

CCHRA employed an engagement pro-
cess with public agencies, nonprofit orga-
nizations, and other interested entities in
an effort to develop the Al. During March
2014, the consulting team conducted a
series of group and individual interviews
to identify current fair housing issues
impacting the various agencies and orga-
nizations and their clients.

Comments received through these meet-
ings and interviews are incorporated
throughout the Al where appropriate.

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough
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(I nderstanding the social, racial,
economic, and other characteris-
tics of a population, as well as how those
characteristics change over time, is cru-
cial to evaluating current and future hous-
ing needs. Analyzing demographic trends
can indicate places or people who may
not be served by the housing market and
who need assistance or intervention.

This chapter will explore demographic
differences that affect housing choice
among the population of Cumberland
County and Carlisle Borough. It will pro-
vide context to existing conditions that
reflect the effects of past policy decisions,
and will pinpoint issues to inform strate-
gies for broadening the availability of
housing opportunities for all residents.

Data and analysis is presented for Cum-
berland County as a whole, as well as for
Carlisle Borough and for the Urban Coun-
ty, which is the County’s CDBG jurisdic-
tion outside of Carlisle.
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Locational Context

The County’s transportation connections
have greatly affected its land use char-
acteristics and patterns. Easily acces-
sible by 1-81, 1-83, and I-76, Cumberland
County is within a three-hour drive of
many major east coast cities, including
Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, New York City,
Washington D.C., and Baltimore. A close
proximity to Harrisburg affords con-
nections to the Harrisburg International
Airport and Amtrak. After the completion
of 1-81, a large number of trucking com-
panies and businesses located along U.S.
Route 11 near the junction of [-81 and the
Turnpike. The trucking industry currently
moves more tons of goods through Cum-
berland County than any other county

in South Central Pennsylvania, and the
County has the second most warehousing
and distribution space in the region.

Suburban development pressures gener-
ated in the greater Harrisburg area have
caused higher densities in eastern town-
ships, with townships becoming less
densely populated moving westward. High
population density patterns have also
developed along the major transportation
corridors connecting Carlisle with Har-
risburg and in townships surrounding the
Borough.
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The presence of a state forest and steep
slopes have limited development in the
County’s southwestern townships. West-
ern and central townships are prime
agricultural areas, which has played an
important role in preserving their rural
character. The northern fringes of the
northern townships lie on the flanks of
Blue Mountain. State forests, state game

lands, and topography account for the low

density in those municipalities.

Historically, the County has hosted a wide
variety of industrial facilities, such as the
manufacturing of carpets, tires, textiles,
paper products, and printing services.

A naval inland supply depot located in
Hampden Township comprises 150 build-
ings, including housing.
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Population

For decades, the population of Cumber-
land County has been growing at rates
much higher than the state overall. While
Pennsylvania grew by 7% between 1980
and 2012, the County’s population in-
creased by 31% over the same time
period. This is not to say that the County
has changed uniformly during that time,
however. Between 2000 and 2012, Cum-
berland County grew by 10%. Fourteen
municipalities also grew at double-digit
rates during these years, including three
at 30% and higher, while six lost popula-
tion.

The population of Carlisle Borough has
been less stable over time than the Coun-
ty’s. While the County has experienced
consistent growth, Carlisle lost 2.4% of
its population from 1990 to 2000, only

to grow the following decade by almost
4%. To put this in perspective, however,
4% of Carlisle’s 2000 population was only
712 people. In terms of total numbers, the
population of Carlisle has remained rela-
tively flat for decades.
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If population trends in the County con-
tinue, the demand for housing will only in-
crease. Among the Borough, the County,
and the state, Carlisle is the only juris-
diction to have increased in population
between 2010 and 2012, however. This

of course represents a much shorter data
period, but may indicate important impli-
cations for both the near- and long-term
housing market.

11% -
9% -
7% -
5% -
3% -

1% -

1% -
1980-90 1990-2000

2000-10

Carlisle Borough
# Cumberland County

B Pennsylvania

2010-12
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Population Change, 2000-2012

Camp Hill borough
Carlisle borough

Cooke township
Dickinson township

East Pennsboro township
Hampden township
Hopewell township
Lemoyne borough

Lower Allen township
Lower Frankford township
Lower Mifflin township
Mechanicsburg borough
Middlesex township
Monroe township

Mount Holly Springs borough
New Cumberland borough
Newburg borough
Newville borough

North Middleton township
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2000

7,636
17,970
117
4,702
18,254
24,135
2,096
3,995
17,437
1,823
1,620
9,042
6,669
5,530
1,925
7,349
372
1,367
10,197

2012

7,858
18,727
210
5,208
20,387
27,803
2,387
4,543
17,953
1,920
1,731
8,966
7,076
5,831
1,814
7,272
266
1,441
11,127

Change

2.9%
4.2%
79.5%
10.8%
11.7%
15.2%
13.9%
13.7%
3.0%
5.3%
6.9%
-0.8%
6.1%
5.4%
-5.8%
-1.0%
-28.5%
5.4%
9.1%

North Newton township
Penn township
Shippensburg borough
Shippensburg township
Shiremanstown borough
Silver Spring township
South Middleton township
South Newton township
Southampton township
Upper Allen township
Upper Frankford township
Upper Mifflin township
West Pennsboro township
Wormleysburg borough
Cumberland County
Urban County*

2000 2012 Change
2,169 2,384 9.9%
2,807 2,897 3.2%
4,467 4,420 -1.1%
4,504 5,401 19.9%
1,521 1,523 0.1%
10,592 13,763 29.9%
12,939 14,644 13.2%
1,290 1,466 13.6%
4,787 6,396 33.6%
15,338 18,024 17.5%
1,807 2,052 13.6%
1,347 1,211 -10.1%
5,263 5,568 5.8%
2,607 3,045 16.8%
213,674 235,314 10.1%

195,704 216,587 10.7%

* The County’s CDBG jurisdiction excludes the Borough of Carlisle.
Source: 2000 Census (P001), 2012 Five-Year ACS (B01003)
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Race and Ethnicity

According to the 2012 American Com-
munity Survey (ACS), 91% of all Cum-
berland County residents are White. Since
2000, however, the County has gradually
become more diverse. Although Cum-
berland saw a net increase in White resi-
dents during the past decade, the growth
amongst other racial and ethnic groups
was much more pronounced.

For example, the countywide Hispanic!
population increased 126% (3,624 peo-
ple), and the Asian population increased
84% (2,993). People claiming two or
more races increased 151% (3,121), the
highest rate in the County. Of the non-
White population groups, the Black popu-
lation increased the least, but its rate of
increase was still an order of magnitude
higher than the White population’s in-
crease (46% compared to 6%).

This diversification is even more con-
spicuous in the Borough of Carlisle, where
the White population has decreased in
raw numbers. In Carlisle’s case, the non-
White Hispanic population increased by
the highest rate.

Despite these changes, Cumberland
County remains primarily White. The
Black population is the largest racial or
ethnic minority in the County, but only
holds a 2.6% share of the population at
the Urban County level and 8.8% at the

Borough level.
1. Hispanic ethnicity is counted separately from race in U.S.
Census Bureau data

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

White
Non-White
Black
Asian
Some other race
Two or more races

Hispanic**

White
Non-White
Black
Asian
Some other race
Two or more races

Hispanic**

White
Non-White
Black
Asian
Some other race
Two or more races

Hispanic**

201,716
11,958
5,048
3,578
915
2,068
2,883

185,736
9,968
3,805
3,290

788
1,765
2,531

15,980
1,990
1,243

288
127
303
352

94.4%
5.6%
2.4%
1.7%
0.4%
1.0%
1.3%

94.9%
5.1%
1.9%
1.7%
0.4%
0.9%
1.3%

88.9%
11.1%
6.9%
1.6%
0.7%
1.7%
2.0%

* The County’s CDBG jurisdiction excludes the Borough of Carlisle.
** Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race.
NOTE: The American Indian/Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander categories were omitted due to a lack of

statistical significance

Source: 2000 Census (QT-P3), 2012 Five-Year ACS (B02001, B0O3003)

214,006
21,308
7,324
6,571
1,794
5,189
6,507

198,435
18,152
5,685
5,940
1,631
4,502
5,675

15,571
3,156
1,639

631
163
687
832

90.9%
9.1%
3.1%
2.8%
0.8%
2.2%
2.8%

91.6%
8.4%
2.6%
2.7%
0.8%
2.1%
2.6%

83.1%
16.9%
8.8%
3.4%
0.9%
3.7%
4.4%

6.1%
78.2%
45.1%
83.7%
96.1%

150.9%
125.7%

6.8%
82.1%
49.4%
80.5%

107.0%
155.1%
124.2%

-2.6%
58.6%
31.9%
119.1%

28.3%
126.7%
136.4%
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Segregation
Residential segregation is a measure
of the degree of separation of racial or
ethnic groups living in a community. An
extreme example of segregation would
be a perfect split between predominantly
high-income, White, suburban communi-
ties and low-income, minority, inner-city
neighborhoods. For this analysis, racial
statistics for each census tract in the
County were compared to countywide
numbers.

The distribution of racial or ethnic groups
across an area can be analyzed using an
index of dissimilarity.! This method al-

lows for comparisons between subpopula-

tions, indicating how much one group is
spatially separated from another within a
community. The index of dissimilarity is
rated on a scale from 0 to 100, in which a
score of O corresponds to perfect integra-
tion and a score of 100 represents total
segregation. Typically, an index under 30
is considered low, between 30 and 60 is
moderate, and above 60 is high.

1. For a given geographic area, the index is equal to

1/2 ¥ ABS [(b/B)-(a/A)], where b is the minority popula-
tion of a sub-region, B is the total minority population in the
larger region, a is the majority population of a sub-region,
and A is the total majority population in the larger region.
ABS refers to the absolute value of the calculation that fol-
lows.

16 § Demographics

In 2000, the dissimilarity indices county-
wide by census tract for all non-White
groups were principally in the low range,

with the exception of the index for Blacks.

By 2012, most of the indices had in-
creased, again with the exception of the
one for Blacks.

Segregation can be reinforced both unin-
tentionally and by deliberate actions. The
highest concentrations of non-White resi-
dents in the County occur within Carlisle
and the near-suburbs of Harrisburg. The
increases in the dissimilarity indices are
more likely the result of natural changes
in settlement patterns due to urbanization
than deliberate segregation.

Black 55.83 47.85
Asian 29.89 38.95
Some other race 23.94 47.01
Two or more races 17.62 32.24
Hispanic* 26.39 34.06

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race.

Source: 2000 Census (QT-P3), 2012 Five-Year ACS
(B02001, BO3003)
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RCAPs/ECAPs

Federal regulations require grantees of
HUD Community Planning and Develop-
ment programs to identify and describe
any areas within their jurisdictions that
are concentrations of racial or ethnic
minorities and low-income families. These
areas are known as racially/ethnically
concentrated areas of poverty (RCAPs
and ECAPs).

In order to analyze the RCAPs/ECAPs in
the Borough of Carlisle at a meaningful
geographic scale, 2012 data was col-
lected for Census block groups for all of
Cumberland County.

Although ethnicity and race as described
by the Census are not the same, this
study uses rates of both non-White and
Hispanic populations to map a single
combined group of racial and ethnic con-
centrations, henceforth referred to col-
lectively as RCAPs. Each block group was
evaluated by the share of its non-White

or Hispanic population, whichever was
higher.

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

HUD provides baseline thresholds for
defining RCAPs that are meant to serve
as a starting point for communities across
the nation. The standard HUD RCAPs are
areas where the total non-White popula-
tion is greater than 50% and the poverty
rate is greater than 40%. HUD encourages
communities to modify these thresholds

if they do not make sense for local demo-
graphics.

This was the case for Cumberland County,
as HUD’s standard definitions do not ap-
propriately describe the County’s popula-
tion. Areas of racial and ethnic concentra-
tion were determined to be where rates

of non-Whites are more than twice the
countywide rate (9.06%). As a proxy for
poverty, any block groups that qualify as
low/moderate-income (LMI) according to
HUD were considered to be a low-income
concentration.!

There are twice as many block groups in
the County that meet the RCAP threshold
for poverty concentration (30) than for
racial/ethnic concentration (15). In total,
there are seven block groups that qualify
as a RCAPs, five of which are within the
Borough of Carlisle. The remaining two
are just outside of the Borough of Me-
chanicsburg.

1. In Carlisle Borough, HUD considers a block group to be
LML if at least 51% of the population it contains fall below
HUD’s income threshold. Across the balance of Cumberland
County, an LMI block group is one in which at least 42.69%
of the population falls below the threshold.

Demographics § 17



Percent of Non-White Population, 2012
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Percent of LMI Households, 2010
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Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (RCAPs)
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Across racial and ethnic groups, Asians

Race and Income have the highest MHI in both Carlisle and

Household income is one of several fac- Cumberland County, although Asians are
tors used to determine a household’s less than 4% of the population in those
eligibility for a home mortgage loan or jurisdictions. Black households have the
a rental lease. Median household in- lowest MHI of any racial or ethnic group
come (MHI) in Cumberland County was in the County, and earn less than half of
$60,883 in 2012, higher than both the the MHI for White households in Carlisle.
statewide median of $52,267 and the na- Hispanic households (one of the fastest
tional median of $53,046. The median of growing groups) have an MHI toward the
$44,215 in Carlisle Borough, on the other middle of the range in Cumberland Coun-
hand, was much lower. ty and the low end in Carlisle.

Median Household Income by Race, 2012

Carlisle Cumberland County Pennsylvania

Median % of Median| Median % of Median| Median % of Median

All Households S44.215 - $60,883 - $52,267 -
White $46,317 104.8% $61,331 100.7% $55,073 105.4%
Black $29,556 66.8% $38,702 63.6% $32,496 62.2%
Asian $48,909 110.6% $80,167 131.7% $63,627 121.7%
Some other race $23,750 53.7% $38,850 63.8% §29,782 57.0%
Two or more races $16,250 36.8% $57,317 94.1% $39,065 74.7%
Hispanic* $22,944 51.9% $40,047 65.8% $33,376 63.9%

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race
Source: 2012 Five-Year ACS (S1903)
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The distribution of household income Household Income by Race in Carlisle, 2012
across income tiers by race and ethnic-

ity is comparable to the trends previously 100% - EZZZ2

described, showing a disparity between 90% 1 ﬁ

White and non-White households. While 80% 1

White households are somewhat evenly 70% 1

distributed across income tiers, 62% of 60% - |
Black households and 60% of Hispanic 50% - @$75,000 or higher
households earn less than $50,000 in 40% - 1 $50,000 to $74,999
Cumberland County. In Carlisle, those 30% A m525,000 10 $49.999
figures are 82% and 84%, respectively. 20% - 224,996 or leee

In contrast, about one-third of White and 10%

Asian households in Carlisle have annual 0% . .

incomes exceeding $75,000. In Cumber- Q)\,b&

land County, those figures are 40% and
55%, respectively.

Household Income by Race in Cumberland County, 2012

100% -~
90% -
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% - $75,000 or higher
40% - 7$50,000 to $74,999
30% - W $25,000 to $49,999
20% -
m 824,999 or less
10% -
0%
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Poverty

Household poverty is strongly related

to limited housing choice. The federal
poverty level in 2012 was defined as an
annual income of $23,050 for a family

of four, or $11,170 for an individual. The
overall poverty rate in Cumberland Coun-
ty in 2012 was 8.2%.

Poverty rates in Cumberland County gen-
erally track with median household in-
comes. Black households, which have the
second lowest MHI, also experience the
highest poverty rate. Conversely, White
households have a high MHI and the sec-
ond lowest rate of poverty.

Both incomes and poverty rates for
non-White households are lower in the
Borough of Carlisle than in the County.
According to the countywide numbers,
the poverty rate for Black households is
slightly higher than the rates for other
groups with comparable incomes. In Car-
lisle, this effect is even more pronounced.
Black households in the Borough have
the fourth highest median income but
the highest poverty rate. This indicates

a larger than average income disparity
within this racial group.

The highest poverty rates are mostly
within Carlisle, Shippensburg Borough,
and the inner-suburbs of Harrisburg.
These areas correspond closely with
lower income areas.

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

Income and Poverty by Race, 2012

All Households
White
Black
Asian
Some other race
Two or more races
Hispanic*

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race

Source: 2012 Five-Year ACS (S1701)

Carlisle Cumberland County

Median Median
Household  Poverty Rate | Household Poverty Rate

Income Income
$44,215 10.0%  $60,883 14.5%
$46,317 71.2% $61,331 11.6%
$29,556 29.6% $38,702 42.4%
$48,909 6.7% $80,167 4.5%
$23,750 17.5% $38,850 31.2%
$16,250 27.9% $57,317 36.9%
$22,944 22.1% $40,047 39.8%
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Percent of Population in Poverty, 2012
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Employment

The American Community Survey pro-
vides detailed employment data by gen-
der and race, indicating differences in
employment rates among groups. Ac-
cording to 2012 estimates for Cumber-
land County, women experience slightly
lower unemployment rates than men.
White and Asian residents are much less
likely to experience unemployment than
Blacks and Hispanics. These trends are
generally the same in Carlisle Borough,
though with higher percentages overall.
One notable difference is the much higher
unemployment rate for Asians.

The health care industry employs the
largest share of County workers, followed
by retail trade and educational services.
Median earnings for these industries,
however, are the 14th, 18th, and 11th,
respectively, out of 20. The industries with
the five highest median earnings (Uetilities;
Professional, scientific, and technical ser-
vices; Public administration; Management;
and Finance and insurance) employ less
than 25% combined of the County’s total
workforce.

In the Borough of Carlisle, the largest
field was educational services, in which
18% of workers were employed, followed
by health care and retail. Less than 14%
of Carlisle workers were in the industries
with the five highest median earnings.

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

Unemployment, 2012

Unemployment Rate
Cumberland Carlisle
County
Civilian labor force 4.0% 6.1%
White 5.7% 7.8%
Black 19.1% 17.3%
Asian 4.1% 16.7%
Some other race 19.2% 4.8%
Two or more races 8.5% 21.3%
Hispanic* 12.3% 15.2%
Male 5.9% 9.6%
Female 4.8% 7.7%
With a disability 7.9% 11.5%

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race
Source: 2012 Five-Year ACS (S2301)
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Employment by Industry, 2012

Cumberland County Carlisle
Total Share Med.lan Share Medolan
Earnings Earnings
Civilian employed population 16 years and over 118,488 - $35,895 9,322 - $26,143
dtilities 391 0.33% $70,625 8 0.09% -
Professional, scientific, and technical services 8,931 7.54% $58,304 465 4.99% $60,655
Public administration 10,333 8.72% $54,849 525 5.63% $52,153
Management of companies and enterprises 150 0.13% $48,750 0 0.00% -
Finance and insurance 8,009 6.76% S47,634 298 3.20% $48,152
Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction 219 0.18% $45,208 23 0.25% -
Information 1,901 1.60% $43,313 165 1.77% $38,229
Manufacturing 9,637 8.13% $41,905 676 7.25% $31,165
Transportation and warehousing 6,069 5.12% $39,418 499 5.35% $32,271
Construction 5,663 4.78% $37,970 196 2.10% $41,094
Educational services 11,962 10.10% $37,453 1,642 17.61% $20,568
Wholesale trade 3,611 3.05% $36,513 335 3.59% $31,042
Real estate and rental and leasing 2,072 1.75% $36,155 196 2.10% $36,190
Health care and social assistance 15,5627 13.10% $32,031 1,272 13.65% S24,434
Administrative and support and 3.342 2.82%  $26,483 272 2.02%  $16,875
waste management services
Other services, except public administration 5,653 4.77% $26,360 379 4.07% $16,950
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 1,120 0.95% $23,143 31 0.33% $36,458
Retail trade 15,490 13.07% $20,701 1,164 12.49% $16,289
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 1,617 1.36% $15,981 236 2.53% $8,710
Accommodation and food services 6,791 5.73% S13,156 940 10.08% $11,406

Source: 2012 Five-Year ACS (52403)
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A B Nearly half of all Carlisle households Female-headed households with children
Familial Status y

were non-family in 2012, compared to often experience difficulty in obtaining
The Census Bureau divides households one-third of households in the remainder housing, primarily as a result of lower-
into family and non-family households. of the County. Carlisle also had a higher incomes and the potential unwillingness
Family households are married couples proportion of single female parents and a of some landlords to rent their units to
with or without children, single-parent lower proportion of married couple house- families with children. Although they
families, and other families comprised of holds with or without children. Across the comprised only 8% of family households
related persons. Non-family households entire County, the share of married cou- in Cumberland County in 2012, female-
are either single persons living alone or ples with children fell from 23.8% in 2000 headed households with children account-
two or more non-related persons living to 20.2% in 2012, non-family households ed for 44.1% of all families living in pov-
together. climbed from 32.5% to 34.7%, and single- erty.! Among female-headed households

parent households held steady. The to- with children, 26.6% were living in pov-
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 tal number of households with children erty, compared to only 4.3% of married-
protects against gender discrimination remained substantially unchanged. couple families with children.
in housing. Protection for families with
children was added in the 1988 amend-
ments to Title VIII. Except in limited cir-
cumstances involving elderly housing and
owner-occupied buildings of one to four
units, it is unlawful to refuse to rent or sell
to families with children. 1. 2012 Five-Year ACS (B17012)

60% -
50% -
? :I |
40% - %:
30 %: Urban County 2000
% .
%: m drban County 2012
20% - g @ Carlisle 2000
k D Carlisle 2012
10% - %:
0% . . PR o, e N, s EN, é
Married Couples Married Couples Female Female Male Households Male Households Non-Family
with Children without Children Households with Households with Children without Children Households
Children without Children
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Ancestry

It is illegal to refuse housing based on
place of birth or ancestry. Census data on
native and foreign-born populations re-
ported that in 2012, 11,591 (5.2%) Cum-
berland County residents were foreign-
born. The 1,067 foreign-born residents in
Carlisle comprise 6.8% of the Borough'’s
total population. By way of origin, just
under half of the County’s foreign-born
population (49.8%) came from Asian
countries, while 23.3% were European,
12.1% were from Latin American nations,
and 11.7% were from Africa. Origins of
Carlisle’s foreign-born population were
similar, though with slightly more repre-
sentation from Latin American nations
and less from Asian countries.

The County’s foreign-born population is
more likely to experience poverty. Ac-
cording to 2012 American Community
Survey estimates, 13.5% of the foreign-
born population for which poverty status
is determined fell below the poverty line,
compared to 8.2% of all persons county-
wide for whom this status is determined.!

Persons with limited English proficiency
(LEP) are defined by the federal govern-
ment as persons who have a limited abil-
ity to read, write, speak, or understand
English. In 2012, the Census Bureau
reported that 560 (2.6%) people in Car-
lisle and 5,239 (3.2%) in the balance of
Cumberland County spoke English less
than “very well.”

1. 2012 Five-Year ACS (B06012)

Limited English Proficiency Language Groups, 2012

To determine whether translation of vi-

tal documents would be required, a HUD
entitlement community must first identify
the number of LEP persons in a single
language group who are likely to qualify
for and be served by the Urban County’s
programs. The only language group with
more than 1,000 LEP speakers was Span-
ish.

Urban County Carlisle

Language Group Number of % of Total Number of % of Total

LEP Speakers  Population | LEP Speakers  Population
Spanish 1,395 0.6% 156 0.9%
Arabic 585 0.3% 0 0.0%
West Germanic Languages 531 0.2% 12 0.1%
Serbo-Croatian 377 0.2% 79 0.4%
Chinese 314 0.1% 75 0.4%

Source: American Community Survey 2008-12 Estimates (B16001)
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Disability

Defined by the Census Bureau, a dis-
ability is a long-lasting physical, mental,
or emotional condition that can make it
difficult for a person to do activities such
as walking, climbing stairs, dressing,
bathing, learning, or remembering. This
condition can also impede a person from
being able to go outside the home alone
or to have a job.

The Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimi-
nation based on physical, mental, or
emotional disability, provided “reasonable
accommodation” can be made to address
the needs of persons with disabilities.
Reasonable accommodation may include
adaptive structural changes (e.g., con-
structing an entrance ramp) or adminis-
trative changes (e.g., permitting a service
animal).

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

Across Cumberland County, 11.3% of the
total civilian non-institutionalized popu-
lation reported a disability in 2012. In
Carlisle, the rate was 12.2%. The most
common type of disability among persons
ages 18 to 64 was ambulatory, referring
to difficulty moving from place to place
that makes it impossible or impractical to
walk as a means of transportation. About
3% of County residents between ages 18
and 64 reported this type of difficulty,
which often translates to a need for ac-
cessible housing. Of County residents
ages 18 to 64, 3% reported a cognitive
disability, which can refer to a variety of
conditions that call for a wide range of
special housing and/or supportive service
needs.

Disability was more prevalent among
seniors, affecting one-third of County
residents age 65 and up. Ambulatory dis-
ability was the most common among this
group, followed by difficulty living inde-
pendently..

According to the National Organiza-
tion on Disabilities, a significant income
gap exists for persons with disabilities,
given their lower rate of employment. In
Cumberland County, 11.6% of residents
with disabilities lived in poverty in 2012,
compared to 6.9% of persons without
disabilities. Median earnings for disabled
persons age 16 and older were $20,285,
compared to $32,785 for those without
disabilities.
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D emographic trends provide
important context for identify-

ing impediments to fair housing choice.
dltimately, though, that context must be
applied to home ownership and rental
patterns. Settlement patterns are closely
related to housing market conditions, as
the relationship between price and in-
come can influence housing choice as
well as the price and type of supply avail-
able in different neighborhoods.

By analyzing the costs, affordability,
physical characteristics, location, and
other factors of Cumberland County’s
housing stock, in combination with the
conclusions already drawn from other
sources of data, impediments to fair hous-
ing choice can be identified, scrutinized,
and, eventually, mitigated.

This chapter will explore baseline hous-
ing market conditions through the lens of
members of the protected classes, iden-
tifying and contextualizing barriers that
may exist to a household’s choice to live
in a given area of Cumberland County.
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General Inventory
Trends

Cumberland County’s total housing stock
expanded by 14.8% between 2000 and
2012, slightly outpacing the County’s
14.1% growth in total households. During
the same years, total population ex-
panded only 10.1%. The difference sug-
gests that new households are not simply
a result of births or in-migration, but also
reflect changes in preferences and life-
styles.

Change varied across the County, ranging
from loss or stagnation in six municipali-
ties to growth exceeding 10% in 20 oth-
ers. The largest gains by number occurred
in Hampden, Silver Spring, Southampton,
and Upper Allen townships, three of which
are bedroom communities for Harrisburg
commuters located in in the County’s
eastern end.

32 § Housing

In 2012, single-family units comprised
62.8% of housing in Carlisle and 76.3%
in the balance of the County. Multi-family
units were most commonly in the form of
two- to four-unit dwellings, which com-
prised more than half of the multi-family
structures in Carlisle and about one-third
of multi-structures countywide. About
15% of multi-family structures in the
County were located in Carlisle, com-
pared to 7.8% of all households. Units in
multi-family buildings accounted for 37%
of all housing in Carlisle.

In 15 of 33 municipalities, multi-family
housing comprised less than 10% of all
units. There were zero multi-family units
in Cooke, Lower Frankford, and Upper
Mifflin townships and fewer than 50 in

an additional seven townships. In a pat-
tern typical of settlement patterns across
the state, the County’s multi-family units
are concentrated in its older boroughs.
Multi-family housing often represents an
affordable housing option for households
with lower incomes, which means that its
concentration in limited geographic areas
is potentially problematic from a housing
choice perspective.

The County’s occupied housing inven-
tory was 71.8% owner-occupied in 2012,
compared to 51.7% in Carlisle and 70.1%
statewide. To isolate apartment units
from condominium units that are owner-
occupied and located within multi-family
structures, the following table examines
the tenure of units by structure type. Of
68,017 owner-occupied homes across
the County, 1.6% were in multi-family
structures. By comparison, 61% of the
County’s renter-occupied units were in
multi-family structures. While 27.6% of all
housing units were located in boroughs
across the County, boroughs had roughly
half of the County’s renter-occupied
multi-family housing.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice



Change in Total Units, 2000-2012

Camp Hill borough
Carlisle borough

Cooke township
Dickinson township

East Pennsboro township
Hampden township
Hopewell township
Lemoyne borough

Lower Allen township
Lower Frankford township
Lower Mifflin township
Mechanicsburg borough
Middlesex township
Monroe township

Mount Holly Springs borough
New Cumberland borough
Newburg borough

Newville borough

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

2000

3,529
8,032
67
1,834
7,804
9,990
706
2,027
6,520
707
616
4,169
2,392
2,165
926
3,417
148
620

2012

3,537
8,109
196
2,125
8,594
12,056
772
2,477
7,240
796
754
4,222
2,847
2,378
913
3,375
132
663

Change

0.2%
1.0%
192.5%
15.9%
10.1%
20.7%
9.3%
22.2%
11.0%
12.6%
22.4%
1.3%
19.0%
9.8%
-1.4%
-1.2%
-10.8%
6.9%

2000 2012 Change
North Middleton township 4,213 4,526 7.4%
North Newton township 784 913 16.5%
Penn township 996 1,202 20.7%
Shippensburg borough 2,093 2,194 4.8%
Shippensburg township 938 1,512 61.2%
Shiremanstown borough 742 763 2.8%
Silver Spring township 4,185 5,800 38.6%
South Middleton township 5,302 6,175 16.5%
South Newton township 480 542 12.9%
Southampton township 1,748 2,832 62.0%
Upper Allen township 5,198 6,934 33.4%
Upper Frankford township 719 839 16.7%
Upper Mifflin township 469 505 7.7%
West Pennsboro township 2,016 2,252 11.7%
Wormleysburg borough 1,399 1,673 19.6%
Cumberland County 86,951 99,848 14.8%
Urban County* 78,919 91,739 16.2%
* The County’s CDBG jurisdiction excludes the Borough of Carlisle.
Source: 2000 Census (H001), 2012 Five-Year ACS (B25001)
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Housing Units by Structure Type, 2012
Multi-Family Units

Single-Family

Total Units

Units 5t09 10to 19 20 or Total | Home/Other
more

Camp Hill borough 3,537 2,759 285 396 42 42 765 13
Carlisle borough 8,109 5,095 1,535 917 149 396 2,997 17
Cooke township 196 189 0 0 0 0 0 7
Dickinson township 2,125 1,857 26 0 0 0 26 242
East Pennsboro township 8,594 6,535 630 605 506 295 2,036 23
Hampden township 12,056 9,898 447 270 578 450 1,745 413
Hopewell township 772 694 3 0 0 0 3 75
Lemoyne borough 2,477 1,289 653 187 169 179 1,188 0
Lower Allen township 7,240 5,138 282 358 544 818 2,002 100
Lower Frankford township 796 632 0 0 0 0 0 164
Lower Mifflin township 754 459 9 0 0 0 9 286
Mechanicsburg borough 4,222 3,027 628 274 156 137 1,195 0
Middlesex township 2,847 1,973 41 21 102 7 171 703
Monroe township 2,378 2,135 12 19 0 0 31 212
Mount Holly Springs borough 913 549 119 59 58 0 236 128
New Cumberland borough 3,375 2,624 604 126 0 21 751 0
Newburg borough 132 108 17 7 0 0 24 0
Newville borough 663 401 193 46 10 0 249 13
North Middleton township 4,526 3,440 216 147 153 27 543 543
North Newton township 913 793 39 0 6 34 79 41
Penn township 1,202 1,054 10 0 0 0 10 138
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Housing Units by Structure Type, 2012 (continued)
Multi-Family Units

Single-Family

Total Units

Units 2 to 4 5t09 10to 19 AU Total | Home/Other
more

Shippensburg borough 2,194 1,160 376 260 102 252 990 44
Shippensburg township 1,512 478 60 185 401 88 734 300
Shiremanstown borough 763 536 189 38 0 0 227 0
Silver Spring township 5,800 5,053 167 107 101 114 489 258
South Middleton township 6,175 5,442 171 114 0 74 359 374
South Newton township 542 483 29 0 0 0 29 30
Southampton township 2,832 2,051 12 0 143 191 346 435
Upper Allen township 6,934 5,332 384 303 381 389 1,457 145
Upper Frankford township 839 575 5 25 0 0 30 234
Upper Mifflin township 505 404 0 0 0 0 0 101
West Pennsboro township 2,252 1,897 50 7 24 0 81 274
Wormleysburg borough 1,673 1,027 153 114 286 93 646 0
Cumberland County 99,848 75,087 7,345 4,585 3,911 3,607 19,448 5,313
Urban County* 91,739 69,992 5,810 3,668 3,762 3,211 16,451 5,296

* The County’s CDBG jurisdiction excludes the Borough of Carlisle
Source: 2012 Five-Year ACS (B25024)
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Units by Tenure and Structure Type, 2012

Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied
Total Sing!e— Mul.ti- % lelti- Total Sing!e— Mul.ti- % Mt}lti—
Family Family Family Family Family Family

Camp Hill borough 2,489 2,395 81 3.3% 913 253 660 72.3%
Carlisle borough 3,814 3,745 52 1.4% 3,569 1,098 2,471 69.2%
Cooke township 85 78 0 0.0% 0 0 0 -
Dickinson township 1,835 1,672 10 0.5% 124 76 16 12.9%
East Pennsboro township 5,663 5,517 123 2.2% 2,612 839 1,773 67.9%
Hampden township 9,387 8,959 15 0.2% 2,416 742 1,674 69.3%
Hopewell township 675 635 0 0.0% 84 46 3 3.6%
Lemoyne borough 977 931 46 4.7% 1,310 319 991 75.6%
Lower Allen township 4,710 4,439 171 3.6% 2,081 497 1,584 76.1%
Lower Frankford township 608 560 0 0.0% 147 49 0 0.0%
Lower Mifflin township 586 378 0 0.0% 104 49 9 8.7%
Mechanicsburg borough 2,409 2,337 72 3.0% 1,598 613 985 61.6%
Middlesex township 2,326 1,676 0 0.0% 468 297 171 36.5%
Monroe township 2,133 2,021 0 0.0% 157 94 12 7.6%
Mount Holly Springs borough 533 408 3 0.6% 319 124 189 59.2%
New Cumberland borough 2,342 2,257 85 3.6% 847 313 534 63.0%
Newburg borough 93 93 0 0.0% 39 15 24 61.5%
Newville borough 297 270 17 5.7% 334 121 210 62.9%
North Middleton township 3,247 2,687 61 1.9% 1,072 609 419 39.1%
North Newton township 736 689 6 0.8% 171 98 73 42.7%
Penn township 967 831 6 0.6% 169 157 4 2.4%
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Units by Tenure and Structure Type, 2012 (continued)

Total

Owner-Occupied

Single-
Family

Multi-
Family

% Multi-
Family

Total

Renter-Occupied

Single-
Family

Multi-
Family

% Multi-
Family

Shippensburg borough 626 600 26 4.2% 1,390 404 942 67.8%
Shippensburg township 541 262 0 0.0% 762 216 546 71.7%
Shiremanstown borough 435 432 3 0.7% 286 62 224 78.3%
Silver Spring township 4,537 4,292 46 1.0% 1,003 501 443 44.2%
South Middleton township 4,818 4,539 0 0.0% 1,114 667 352 31.6%
South Newton township 418 391 6 1.4% 113 81 23 20.4%
Southampton township 2,051 1,670 0 0.0% 484 229 201 41.5%
Upper Allen township 5,074 4,731 243 4.8% 1,677 530 1,147 68.4%
Upper Frankford township 729 534 5 0.7% 102 33 25 24.5%
Upper Mifflin township 432 350 0 0.0% 37 21 0 0.0%
West Pennsboro township 1,878 1,600 19 1.0% 298 221 62 20.8%
Wormleysburg borough 566 545 21 3.7% 959 392 567 59.1%
Cumberland County 68,017 62,524 1,117 1.6% 26,759 9,766 16,334 61.0%
Urban County* 64,203 58,779 1,065 1.7% 23,190 8,668 13,863 59.8%

* The County’s CDBG jurisdiction excludes the Borough of Carlisle

Source: 2012 Five-Year ACS (B25032)

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough
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Percent Owner-Occupied, 2010-2012 ;
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Ownership and
Protected Class Status

It is typical across the country for non-
Whites to have lower homeownership
rates than Whites. In Cumberland County,
White households are indeed more likely
than non-Whites to own their homes. In
2012, 73.3% of White households county-
wide and 56.3% in Carlisle owned their
homes. By comparison, Asians had a
home ownership rate of 65% (51.3% in
Carlisle), Hispanics had a rate of 36.8%
(17.1%), and the rate among Blacks was
26.5% (16.5%).

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

Among other municipalities in the County,
minority home ownership varies widely.
Many boroughs and townships with fewer
than 50 minority households reported
home ownership rates of 0% or 100%.

For example, all 57 Asian households in
North Middleton Township were reported
as owners.

As previously noted, the median income
for Black and Hispanic households in
Cumberland County is drastically lower
than the median for Whites. This is one
among several factors that contribute to
the generally lower rates of home owner-
ship among these groups.

Housing § 39



Ienure by Race and Ethnicity, 2012

White Black Asian Hispanic

HHs % Owners| HHs % Owners| HHs % Owners| HHs % Owners
Camp Hill borough 3,131 75.8% 86 12.8% 155 53.5% 45 75.6%
Carlisle borough 6,372 56.3% 624 16.5% 154 51.3% 257 17.1%
Cooke township 85 100.0% 0 - 0 - 0 -
Dickinson township 1,947 93.6% 0 - 7 100.0% 6 100.0%
East Pennsboro township 7,797 69.6% 69 42.0% 332 52.7% 162 29.6%
Hampden township 11,076 79.3% 117 70.9% 480 82.1% 129 81.4%
Hopewell township 756 88.9% 3 100.0% 0 - 0 -
Lemoyne borough 2,067 44.6% 46 19.6% 31 0.0% 93 0.0%
Lower Allen township 6,377 70.5% 167 21.0% 181 65.7% 173 64.7%
Lower Frankford township 739 81.5% 12 16.7% 4 100.0% 10 0.0%
Lower Mifflin township 681 85.6% 0 - 3 0.0% 4 100.0%
Mechanicsburg borough 3,739 62.7% 134 11.2% 85 41.2% 68 0.0%
Middlesex township 2,762 83.9% 0 - 0 - 25 32.0%
Monroe township 2,253 93.7% 0 - 9 100.0% 46 65.2%
Mount Holly Springs borough 832 63.7% 20 15.0% 0 - 7 42.9%
New Cumberland borough 3,053 75.7% 71 0.0% 15 100.0% 133 23.3%
Newburg borough 130 71.5% 0 - 0 - 10 0.0%
Newville borough 616 46.8% 12 50.0% 0 - 1 0.0%
North Middleton township 4,151 75.2% 45 100.0% 57 100.0% 69 42.0%
North Newton township 904 81.1% 0 - 0 - 0 -
Penn township 1,100 84.6% 6 100.0% 4 100.0% 5 100.0%
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Ienure by Race and Ethnicity, 2012 (continued)

White Black Asian Hispanic

HHs % Owners| HHs % Owners| HHs % Owners| HHs % Owners
Shippensburg borough 1,962 31.9% 14 0.0% 0 - 107 0.0%
Shippensburg township 1,265 42.8% 33 0.0% 0 - 18 12.2%
Shiremanstown borough 710 60.6% 2 0.0% g 55.6% 7 100.0%
Silver Spring township 5,200 81.9% 67 100.0% 170 84.1% 169 48.5%
South Middleton township 5,792 81.9% 74 59.5% 53 32.1% 52 0.0%
South Newton township 525 79.2% 0 - 2 100.0% 6 33.3%
Southampton township 2,412 83.0% 63 41.3% 39 46.2% 28 100.0%
Upper Allen township 6,210 78.1% 225 12.0% 156 91.0% 85 45.9%
Upper Frankford township 831 87.7% 0 - 0 - 0 -
Upper Mifflin township 469 92.1% 0 - 0 - 9 100.0%
West Pennsboro township 2,120 86.6% 0 - 16 100.0% 12 100.0%
Wormleysburg borough 1,351 40.8% 52 0.0% 76 0.0% 33 0.0%
Cumberland County 89,415 73.3% 1,942 26.5% 2,038 65.0% 1,769 36.8%
Urban County* 83,043 74.6% 1,318 31.2% 1,884 66.1% 1,512 40.1%

* The County’s CDBG jurisdiction excludes the Borough of Carlisle
Source: 2012 Five-Year ACS (B25032)
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Household Size and
Protected Class Status

A larger household, whether or not chil-

Housing Tenure by Race and Ethnicity, 2012

Percent of Families with Three or More Persons

Cumberland County

Carlisle

Urban County*

dren are present, can raise fair housing White 50.4% 48.5% 50.5%
concer?;.tlf thfr.etatrlf polici]is orfpro- Black 69.9% 67.5% 70.8%
grams mar resiric’ Tie MUMOEr OF PErSONs = Asian 69.2% 63.5% 69.4%
that can live together in a single housing ) ) . . X
unit, and members of the protected class- Hispanic 50.2% 47.9% 50.3%
es need more bedrooms to accommodate Total 51.7% 51.2% 51.7%

their larger household, the restriction on
the size of the unit will have an unbal-
anced negative impact on members of the
protected classes.

Across Cumberland County, racial minori-
ties were more likely than Whites to live
in households with more than three peo-
ple. In 2010, 50.4% of White households
had three or more people, compared to

* The County’s CDBG jurisdiction excludes the Borough of Carlisle

Cumberland County

Housing Tenure by Size, 2012
Renter-Occupied

# units

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2010 (SF1: P28, P28A, P28B, P28D, P28I)

% of all units

Owner-Occupied

# units

% of all units

69.9% of Blacks and 69.2% of Asians. The 0-1 bedroom 8,024 30.0% 1,088 1.6%

County’s 1,769 Hispanic households were 2 bedrooms 11,141 41.6% 11,743 17.3%

similar in size to White households. 3 or more bedrooms 7,594 28.4% 55,186 81.1%

To adequately house larger families, a Total 26,759 68,017

sufficient supply of larger dwelling units Carlisle

consisting of three or more bedrooms is 0-1 bedroom 1,181 33.1% 101 2.6%

necessar)_/. Across the Cognty, there are 5 bedrooms 1,510 42.3% 606 15.9%

fewer options to rent a unit to accom- 3 bed 878 54 6% 3107 81.5%

modate large families than to purchase or more bedrooms e ’ e

one. Of 26,759 rental units in 2012, only Total 2,369 3,814

28.4% had three or more bedrooms, drban County*

compared to 81.1% of the owner housing 0-1 bedroom 6,843 29.5% 0987 1.5%

stock. 2 bedrooms 9,631 41.5% 11,137 17.3%
3 or more bedrooms 6,716 29.0% 52,079 81.1%
Total 23,190 64,203

* The County’s CDBG jurisdiction excludes the Borough of Carlisle
Source: 2012 Five-Year ACS (B25042)
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Housing Costs

Increasing housing costs are not a direct
form of discrimination. However, a lack of
affordable housing does constrain hous-
ing choice. Residents may be limited

to a smaller selection of neighborhoods
because of a lack of affordable housing
elsewhere.

Between 2000 and 2012, median hous-
ing value (adjusted to 2012 dollars using
BLS indices) increased 14.7% across the
County, while real median income de-
clined 2.2% in real dollars. Median gross
rent climbed 7% during the same years.
The increase in costs paired with a fall
in real income means that it has become
comparatively more difficult to afford
housing in Cumberland County.

Changes in Value, Rent and Income, 2000 to 2012

Median Housing  Median Gross

Value
(in 2012 $)
2000 $160,662
2012 $183,500
Change 14.2%

Sources: Census 2000 (SF3: HO76, HO63, P053), 2012 Five-Year ACS (B25077, B25064, B19013)

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

Rent
(in 2012 $)

The number of affordable rental units
declined between 2000 and 2012. The
number of units renting for less than $S500
per month countywide fell by about two-
thirds. During the same time, the number
of units renting for more than $1,000
increased 533.4%. While the lowest-cost
units formerly outnumbered the most ex-
pensive more than sixfold, as of 2012 the
highest-cost units more than doubled the
lowest-cost.

The data does not provide a distinction
between units that were physically lost
from the inventory (through demolition,
deterioration or other reasons) and those
for which rents were increased. This data
should be analyzed with an understanding
that $500 was worth more in 2000 than in
2012, due to inflation. Due to the categor-
ical nature of the variable, these figures
cannot be adjusted for inflation.

Loss of Affordable Rental Housing Units, 2000 to 2012

Units Renting
for:

Change

2000 2012

%

Cumberland County

Less than $500
$500 to $699
$700 to S999
$1,000 or more
Carlisle

Less than $500
$500 to $699

Median
Household

Income
(in 2012 $)

$769 $62,274  §700 to $999
$823 $60,883  $1,000 or more
7.0% -2.2%

drban County*
Less than $500
$500 to $699
$700 to $999
$1,000 or more

7,197 2,594 -4,603 -64.0%
8,134 6,042 -2,092 -25.7%
4,557 9,956 5,399 118.5%
1,047 6,946 5,809 563.4%
1,903 552 -1,351 -71.0%
1,194 1,182 -12 -1.0%

421 1,230 809 192.2%

103 513 410 398.1%
5,294 2,042 -3,252 -61.4%
6,940 4,860 -2,080 -30.0%
4,136 8,726 4,590 111.0%

944 6,433 5,489  581.5%

* The County’s CDBG jurisdiction excludes the Borough of Carlisle
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 (SF3, H062), Five-Year ACS (B25063)
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The National Low Income Housing Coali-
tion provides annual information on the
Fair Market Rent (FMR) and affordability
of rental housing in counties and cities in
the U.S. for 2014. In Cumberland County,
the FMR for a two-bedroom apartment is
$845. In order to afford this level of rent
and utilities without paying more than
30% of income on housing, a household
must earn $2,817 monthly or $33,800
annually. Assuming a 40-hour work week,
52 weeks per year, this level of income
translates into a Housing Wage of $16.25.

In Cumberland County, a minimum-wage
worker earns $7.25 per hour. In order to
afford the FMR for a two-bedroom apart-
ment, a minimum-wage earner must work
90 hours per week, 52 weeks per year.
The NLIHC estimates that 46% of Cum-
berland County renters are currently un-
able to afford the two-bedroom FMR.

Monthly Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) payments for an individual are $721
in Cumberland County and across Penn-
sylvania. If SSI represents an individual’s
sole source of income, $216 in monthly
rent is affordable, while the FMR for a
one-bedroom is $S662.

One method used to determine the inher-
ent affordability of a housing market is to
calculate the percentage of homes that
could be purchased by households at the
median income level. It is also possible
to determine the affordability of the hous-
ing market for each racial or ethnic group
in the County. To determine affordability
(i.e. how much mortgage a household
could afford), the following assumptions
were made:

— The mortgage was a 30-year fixed
rate loan at a rate of 4.125%,

— The buyer made a 10% down pay-
ment on the sales price,

Maximum Affordable Purchase Price by Race/Ethnicity, 2012

Monthly Mortgage Payment

— Principal, interest, taxes and insur-
ance (PITI) combined with other con-
sumer debt equaled no more than 35%
of gross monthly income, a threshold
of financial health commonly used by
banks,

— Property taxes were levied at Cum-
berland County’s average combined
rate of 12.889 mills, and

— Additional monthly consumer debt
service (credit cards, student loans,
car payment, etc.) averaged $500.

The figure below estimates the maximum
affordable sales prices and monthly PITI
payments by race/ethnicity. The 2012
median sales price was $109,000, which
is easily affordable to households making
the County median. However, this price
would have been out of reach for Black
and Hispanic households, whose median
incomes would afford only half of the in-
ventory available to White households.

Median Household

Income
Cumberland County $60,883
Whites $61,331
Blacks $38,702
Asians $80,167
Hispanics $40,047

Maximum Affordable
Principal & Real Estate Taxes Homeowner's Total Pebt Purchase Price
Interest Insurance & PMI Service*

$955 $235 $80 $1,770 $219,000

$968 $238 $80 $1,787 $222,000

$436 $107 $80 S$1,124 $100,000

$1,409 $347 $80 $2,336 $323,000

$471 S116 $80 $1,167 $108,000

2013 Median Sales Price for Single-Family Home in Cumberland County MLS: $109,000

* Includes PITI and S500 in assumed average monthly consumer debt service
Sources: 2012 Five-Year ACS (B19013, B19013A, B19013B); Calculations by Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
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Median Value of Owner-Occupied Homes, 2010-2012

Borough of Carlisle

| Legend

D $80,000 or less - Urban areas
. 1$80,001 to $150,000

| ]$150,001 to $200,000

I More than $200,000
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Median Gross Rent, 2010-2012

—_
—
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el \ _ N Mechanicsburg

Borough of Carlisle

Legend

I:l S600 or less Urban areas
/ | %601 to $800

| 14801 to0$1,000

I More than $1,000
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MORTG#

(_l nfettered access to fair housing
choice requires impartial and equal
access to the mortgage lending market.
The Fair Housing Act prohibits lenders
from discriminating against members of
the protected classes in granting mort-
gage loans, providing information on
loans, imposing the terms and conditions
of loans (such as interest rates and fees),
conducting appraisals, and considering
whether to purchase loans. An analysis
of mortgage applications and their out-
comes can identify possible discrimina-
tory lending practices and patterns in a
community.

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

v A

Under the terms of the Financial Institu-
tions Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement
Act of 1989, any commercial lending
institution that makes five or more home
mortgage loans annually must report all
residential loan activity to the Federal Re-
serve Bank under the terms of the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA). The
HMDA regulations require most institu-
tions involved in lending to comply and
report information on loans denied, with-
drawn, or incomplete by race, sex, and
income of the applicant.

NN

The information from the HMDA state-
ments assists in determining whether
financial institutions are serving the hous-
ing needs of their communities. The data
also help to identify possible discrimina-
tory lending practices and patterns. The
data focus on the number of homeowner
mortgage applications received by lend-
ers for home purchases, refinancing, and
improvements.

Mortgage Lending § 47



Mortgage Loan
Summary

The data included for this analy-
sis is for three years, 2010
through 2012, and constitutes all
types of applications received by
lenders by families: home pur-
chase, refinancing, or home im-
provement mortgage applications
for one-to four-family dwellings
and manufactured housing units
across the entire County, as well
as a special tabulation for the
Borough of Carlisle. The informa-
tion provided is for the primary
applicant only; co-applicants
were not included in the analysis.
In addition, where information
was not provided or is catego-
rized as not applicable, no analy-
sis has been conducted due to
the lack of information.

48 § Mortgage Lending

Cumaulative Mortgage Data Summary Report, Cumberland County, 2010-2012

Total Approved Not Withdrawn/
Applications

Accepted Deee Incomplete

# % # % # # % # %

Originated

Loan Purpose

Home purchase 12,454  26.3% 7,315 58.7% 466 3.7% 1,012 8.1% 746 6.0%
Home Improvement 3,451 7.3% 2,242  65.0% 149 4.3% 768 22.3% 221 6.4%
Refinancing 31,468 66.4% | 17,094 54.3% 1,455 4.6% 4,056 12.9% 3,729  11.9%
Loan Type

Conventional 36,306 76.6% | 21,630 59.6% 1,647 4.5% 4,480 12.3% 3,268 9.0%
FHA 7,962 16.8% 3,421  43.0% 304 3.8% 1,017 12.8% 1,119 14.1%
VA 2,653 5.6% 1,378  51.9% 103 3.9% 287 10.8% 287 10.8%
FSA/RHS 452 1.0% 222 49.1% 16 3.5% 52 11.5% 22 4.9%

Property Type
One to four-family unit 46,501  98.2% | 26,342 56.6% 1,972 4.2% 5,501 11.8%| 4,636 10.0%

Manufactured housing

- 763 1.6% 219 28.7% 95 12.5% 327 42.9% 53 6.9%
Applicant Race

Native American 101 0.2% 45  44.6% 5 5.0% 26 25.7% 20  19.8%
Asian 1,121 2.4% 637 56.8% 63 5.6% 159 14.2% 135 12.0%
Black 422 0.9% 227 53.8% 16 3.8% 94  22.3% 44 10.4%
Hawaiian 57 0.1% 32 56.1% 1 1.8% 15  26.3% 7 12.3%
White 37,522  79.2% | 23,549 62.8% 1,755 4.7% 4,740 12.6% 3,627 9.7%
No information 4,103 8.7% 1,970 48.0% 227 5.5% 793 19.3% 850 20.7%
Not applicable 4,047 8.5% 191 4.7% 3 0.1% 9 0.2% 13 0.3%
Hispanic* 457 1.0% 243  53.2% 16 3.5% 84 18.4% 60 13.1%
Total 47,373 100.0%| 26,651 56.3% 2,070 4.4% 5,836 12.3% 4,696 9.9%

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race

NOTE: Percentages in the Originated, Approved Not Accepted, Denied, and Withdrawn/Incomplete categories are calculated for each line
item with the corresponding Total Applications figures. Percentages in the Total Applications categories are calculated from their respec-
tive total figures.

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2010 to 2012
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Cumaulative Mortgage Data Summary Report, Carlisle, 2010-2012

Total Approved Not : Withdrawn/
Denied
Accepted Incomplete

Applications Originated

# % # % # # % # %

Loan Purpose

Home purchase 1,376 26.1% 813 59.1% 52 3.8% 105 7.6% 75 5.5%
Home Improvement 362 6.9% 236 65.2% 18 5.0% 84 23.2% 21 5.8%
Refinancing 3,543 67.1% 1,909 53.9% 175 4.9% 483 13.6% 407  11.5%
Loan Type

Conventional 4,011 76.0%| 2,373 59.2% 200 5.0% 518 12.9% 348 8.7%
FHA 890 16.9% 369 41.5% 36 4.0% 129  14.5% 117 13.1%
VA 325 6.2% 188 57.8% 8 2.5% 19 5.8% 35 10.8%
FSA/RHS 55 1.0% 28 50.9% 1 1.8% 6 10.9% 3 5.5%

Property Type
One to four-family unit 5,210 98.7%, 2,925 56.1% 241 4.6% 645 12.4% 501 9.6%

Manufactured housing

- 45 0.9% 11 24.4% 3 6.7% 26 57.8% 1 2.2%
Applicant Race

Native American 7 0.1% 1 14.3% 1 14.3% 2 28.6% 1 14.3%
Asian 44 0.8% 23  52.3% 6 13.6% 8 18.2% 5 11.4%
Black 104 2.0% 49 47.1% 6 5.8% 28 26.9% 7 6.7%
Hawaiian 8 0.2% 5 62.5% 0 0.0% 2  25.0% 0 0.0%
White 4,202 79.6% 2,638 62.8% 207 4.9% 542  12.9% 413 9.8%
No information 410 7.8% 197 48.0% 24 5.9% 89 21.7% 73 17.8%
Not applicable 506 9.6% 45 8.9% 1 0.2% 1 0.2% 4 0.8%
Hispanic* 45 0.9% 25 55.6% 0 0.0% 9 20.0% 8 17.8%
Total 5,281 100.0% 2,958 56.0% 245 4.6% 672 12.7% 503 9.5%

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race

NOTE: Percentages in the Originated, Approved Not Accepted, Denied, and Withdrawn/Incomplete categories are calculated for each line
item with the corresponding Total Applications figures. Percentages in the Total Applications categories are calculated from their respec-
tive total figures.

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2010 to 2012
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Application
Tfell)lds

Across Cumberland County
during the last three years,
home improvement loans
were most likely to be suc-
cessful, with an origination
(i.e. being approved and
executed) rate of 65%. How-
ever, a home improvement
loan was also more likely to
be denied than any other type
of loan, with a denial rate of
22.3%. Home purchase loans
were slightly more likely to
be successful compared to
refinancing loans, with 58.7%
originating compared to
54.3%.

The most commonly sought
type of financing in Cumber-
land County was a conven-
tional loan, a category that
represented 76.6% of all loan
applications. An additional
16.8% of applications were
for loans insured by the Fed-
eral Housing Administration
(FHA), a type of federal as-
sistance that has historically
benefited lower-income resi-
dents. A smaller percentage
of applications in Cumberland
County, 5.6%, were for loans
backed by the Department of
Veteran Affairs (VA). VA loans
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Loan Application Type by Race/Ethnicity, Cumberland County, 2010-2012

Total

Home 12,454
purchase 26.3%
Home 3,451
improvement 71.3%
31,468

Refinance
66.4%
Total 47,373
100.0%

White

10,093
26.9%
2,981

7.9%

24,448
65.2%

37,522
79.2%

Black

139
32.9%
41
9.7%
242
57.3%
422
0.9%

Asian**

327
29.2%
45
4.0%
749
66.8%
1,121
2.4%

Loan Application Type by Race/Ethnicity, Carlisle, 2010-2012

Total
Home 1,376
purchase 26.1%
Home 362
improvement 6.9%
3,543
Refinance
67.1%
5,281
Total
100.0%

White

1,084
25.8%
317
7.5%
2,801
66.7%
4,202
79.6%

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race
**Small sample size may make analysis unreliable
NOTE: Percentages within racial/ethnic groups are calculated within each group’s total.

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2010 to 2012

Black

28
26.9%
15
14.4%
61
58.7%
104
2.0%

Asian**

15
34.1%
3
6.8%
26
59.1%
44
0.8%

Other**

27
17.1%
25
15.8%
106
67.1%
158
0.3%

Other**

7
46.7%
2
13.3%
6
40.0%
15
0.3%

1,868
22.9%
359
4.4%
5,923
12.7%
8,150
17.2%

242
26.4%
25
2.7%
649
70.9%
916
17.3%

No data Hispanic*

163
35.7%
34
7.4%
260
56.9%
457
1.0%

No data Hispanic*

14
31.1%
2
4.4%
29
64.4%
45
0.9%
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were slightly more sought after in the Bor-
ough of Carlisle than in greater Cumber-
land County, comprising 6.2% of all loan
applications. A small number (1%) of loan
applications were backed by the Farm
Services Administration or Rural Housing
Service (FSA/RHS).

The racial and ethnic composition of loan
applicants differs somewhat from the
County’s general demographic distribu-
tion. While 3.1% of all Cumberland Coun-
ty’s households in 2012 were Black, only
0.9% of the loan applications for which
racial/ethnic data was reported for 2012
were Black. Hispanic households were
also underrepresented among mortgage
applicants, with 1.1% of applications from
Hispanic applicants compared to 2.8%

of the County’s population. Trends were
similar within Carlisle, but with a higher
proportion of Black applicants applying
for mortgages at 2.8%.

Across racial and ethnic groups, loan
application types differed. Refinancing
was the predominant application purpose
countywide and boroughwide; however,
Whites were the most likely to refinance.
Higher shares of Asian and Hispanic
households applied for home purchase
loans.

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

Geographic
Distribution of

Approvals by Lender

The following map illustrates the distribu-
tion of loan originations. Notably, far less
lending activity occurs in Cumberland
County’s RCAP areas. The overall lack
of loans in these areas is an indicator of
low investment in their real estate during
2010 to 2012, whether due to disparate
impact of the housing market crisis or
difficulty of credit access for households
who would purchase homes in these ar-
eas.
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Mortgage Originations by Race/Ethnicity, 2010-2012
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Legend

*  Black Household || RCAPs
4 *  Asian Household Urban areas
*  Hispanic Household

White Household

*  Other Race/No Data
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Primary Reason for Application Denial by Race, Cumberland County, 2010-2012

Mortgage Application

. Total White Black Asian Other NolInfo Hispanic*
Denials .
Between 2010 and 2012, a total of 12.3% Collateral . 18.4% 19.3% 11.7% 13.8% 9.8% 15.5% 15.5%
of mortgage loan applications were de- Incomplete Application 9.7% 9.3% 10.6% 13.2% 7.3% 11.3% 8.3%
nied in Cumberland County with 11.5% of Debt/Income Ratio 15.9% 15.9% 11.7% 27.0% 12.2% 14.6% 19.0%
these denials located within Carlisle. The Other 7.8% 7.8%  14.9%  11.9% 4.9% 6.4% 6.0%
denial rates by race and ethnicity ranged No Reason Given 23.2% 22.9% 23.4% 13.8% 34.1% 26.4% 25.0%
from 12.6% for Whites to 26.6% for Ha- Credit History 18.6%  18.7%  23.4%  10.1%  31.7% 18.6% 20.2%
waiians (although this number constituted Unverifiable

. o . 2.3% 2.1% 1.1% 6.3% 0.0% 2.9% 1.2%
a very small sample size) and 22.3% for Information
Blacks. Insufficient Cash 2.6% 2.7% 1.1% 1.9% 0.0% 2.2% 2.4%

. . . Employment Histor 1.3% 1.1% 2.1% 1.9% 0.0% 1.9% 2.4%

In reporting denials, lenders are required ploy steny
. . Insurance Denied 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

to list at least one primary reason for the
denial and may list up to two secondary * Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race
reasons. The most popular primary basis Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2010 to 2012
for rejection, besides “No Reason Given”,
was credit history, followed by insufficient
collateral and an unacceptable debt/in- Primary Reason for Application Denial by Race, Carlisle, 2010-2012
come ratio. In 23.2% of denials, no reason
was given. Total  White Black Asian Other NoInfo Hispanic*
Credit history was a more common rea- Collateral 20.2% 22.0% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 22.2%
son for denial among Blacks than any Incomplete Application 9.8% 9.6% 14.3% 12.5% 25.0% 8.9% 11.1%
other racial group besides Other. Hispanic Debt/Income Ratio 16.5% 17.7% 10.7% 37.5% 0.0% 10.0% 11.1%
applicants were also denied due to credit Other 10.0% 10.7% 7.1% 12.5% 0.0% 6.7% 11.1%
history at a rate higher than the average. No Reason Given 20.1% 17.5% 28.6% 25.0% 25.0% 31.1% 22.2%
“No Reason Given” was higher for Black Credit History 18.3%  17.3%  28.6%  12.5%  50.0% 20.0% 11.1%
and Hispanic applicants than for White Unverifiable
applicants, particularly for applicants Information 1.3% 1.1% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0%
within Carlisle. In Carlisle, Whites had “No Insufficient Cash 1.3% 1.5%  0.0%  0.0%  0.0% 1.1% 11.1%
iea.scin Gl¥$n5tyllstfe(c:li aS. tlhelr reasondfor Employment History 2.4% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0%

enialon 17.5% of denials compared to Insurance Denied 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

28.6% of Black applicants, 25% of Asian

applicants, and 22.2% of Hispanic appli- * Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race
cants Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2010 to 2012
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For this analysis, lower-income house- Application Denials by Household Race/Ethnicity, Cumberland County, 2010-2012

holds earn incomes between 0% and 80% : , : :
of the median family income (MFI), while Total = White Black  Asian** Other** No data Hispanic*

upper-income households have incomes Total 13.447 11631 143 269 42 113 151
above 80% MFI. Applications made by Lower- Applications ' ' ' >
lower-income households in Cumberland Income Bl 2518 2,094 44 63 16 301 35
County accounted for 43.1% of all denials % Denied 18.7%  18.0%  30.8%  23.4%  38.1%  27.0% 23.2%
between 2010 and 2012, although they Total
9 ica- 28,071 23,610 231 810 102 2,600 270
a.c:coufnted for only 23.8% of total applica Upper- Applications
tions for those three years. Income  Denials 3,051 2,473 44 91 23 420 44
Among lower-income households, denial % Denied 10.9% 10.5% 19.0% 11.2% 22.5% 16.2% 16.3%
i - i i Total
rates were hlgher.for non Wh}tes. While otal 47373 37522 422 1,121 158 8.150 457
the overall lower-income denial rate was Applications
0 : . Total )
18.7%, the denial rates for lower-income Denials 5,836 4,740 94 159 41 802 84
Black, Hispanic, and Asian households % Denied 12.3% 12.6% 22.3% 14.2% 25.9% 9.8% 18.4%
were 30.8%, 23.2%, and 23.4% respec-
tively.

While deni.al rates were generall}/ lower Application Denials by Household Race/Ethnicity, Carlisle, 2010-2012
for upper-income households, differences

persisted across racial and ethnic groups. Total  White Black Asian** Other** No data Hispanic*
The overall upper-income denial rate was Total
10.9%, compared to 10.5% for Whites. In L Applications 1,689 1,450 42 23 6 134 17
. . r-

comparison, upper-income Blacks had a owe _

. o . . Income Denials 318 247 15 7 2 47 3
denial rate of 19% and upper-income His-
panics had a denial rate of 16.3%. Lower- % Denied 18.8% 17.0% 35.7% 30.4% 33.3% 35.1% 17.6%
income White households were less likely T°tal. . 2.904 2511 49 21 9 236 26
to experience denial than upper-income Upper- Appipilizzibons
Black households. While lower-income Income  Denials 324 274 12 1 2 35 5
denial rates are lower for White and His- % Denied 11.2% 10.9% 24.5% 4.8% 22.2% 14.8% 19.2%
panic applicants in Carlisle, they are Total 581 4202 104 44 15 916 45
significantly higher for Black and Asian Total Applications ' '

. ota
applicants. Denials 672 542 28 8 4 90 9

% Denied 12.7% 12.9% 26.9% 18.2% 26.7% 9.8% 20.0%

The following map illustrates census
tracts in Cumberland County that expe- * Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race

. . . * % . . .
rienced mortgage denial rates exceedmg Small sample size may make analysis unreliable
. . Note: Total also includes 7,345 applications for which no income data was reported
the countywide denial rate.

Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2010 to 2012
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Percent of Mortgage Aplications Denied, 2010-2012
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High-Cost Lending

The widespread housing finance market
crisis of recent years has brought a new
level of public attention to lending prac-
tices that victimize vulnerable popula-
tions. Subprime lending, designed for bor-
rowers who are considered a credit risk,
has increased the availability of credit to
low-income persons.

At the same time, subprime lending has
often exploited borrowers by piling on ex-
cessive fees, penalties, and interest rates
that make financial stability difficult to
achieve. Higher monthly mortgage pay-
ments make housing less affordable, in-
creasing the risk of mortgage delinquency
and foreclosure and the likelihood that
properties will fall into disrepair.

Some subprime borrowers have credit
scores, income levels, and down pay-
ments high enough to qualify for conven-
tional, prime loans, but are nonetheless
steered toward more expensive subprime
mortgages. This is especially true of
minority groups, which tend to fall dispro-
portionately into the category of subprime
borrowers. The practice of targeting mi-
norities for subprime lending qualifies as
mortgage discrimination.

56 § Mortgage Lending

Since 2005, HMDA data has included
price information for loans priced above
reporting thresholds set by the Federal
Reserve Board. HMDA does not require
lenders to report credit scores for appli-
cants, so the data does not indicate which
loans are subprime. It does, however,
provide price information for loans con-
sidered “high-cost.”

A loan is considered high-cost if it meets
one of the following criteria:

— A first-lien loan with an interest rate
at least three percentage points higher
than the prevailing U.S. Treasury stan-
dard at the time the loan application
was filed. The standard is equal to the
current price of comparable-maturity
Treasury securities

— A second-lien loan with an interest
rate at least five percentage points
higher than the standard

Not all loans carrying high annual per-
centage rates (APRs) are subprime, and
not all subprime loans carry high APRs.
However, high-cost lending is a strong
predictor of subprime lending, and it can
also indicate a loan that applies a heavy
cost burden on the borrower, increasing
the risk of mortgage delinquency.

Between 2010 and 2012, there were
26,651 home purchase, refinance, or
home improvement loans granted in
Cumberland County. Out of this number,
2,958 were in Carlisle. Of the countywide
figures, 2.6% were high-cost mortgages.
Overall, upper-income households were
less likely to have high-cost mortgages
than lower-income households.

An analysis of loans in Cumberland Coun-
ty by race and ethnicity is difficult due to
the sample size among these groups be-
ing notably small. Among lower-income
non-White households, 7.5% of loans to
Hispanics and 8.8% of loans for Black
households were high-cost. In compari-
son, 4.6% of the mortgages obtained by
lower-income White households were
high-cost. Lower-income Asian house-
holds had rates of high-cost loans lower
than the countywide average.

Higher rates of high-cost lending among
non-White households were more appar-
ent among upper-income households.
Upper-income White households experi-
enced a high-cost loan rate of 2%, while
upper-income Black households experi-
enced a high-cost loan rate over twice as
high (4.4%).

The following map depicts the distribution
of high-cost loans by census tract across
Cumberland County and highlights census
tracts with high-cost rates of 1% or higher.
Tracts meeting this criteria included, but
were not exclusive to, RCAPs/ECAPs.
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Loan Originations by Household Race/Ethnicity, Cumberland County, 2010-2012
Total White Black Asian**  Other**  Nodata Hispanic*

L Total Originations 7,325 6,654 68 138 16 447 80

¥ High-Cost 331 304 6 3 1 17 6
Income

% High-Cost 4.5% 4.6% 8.8% 2.2% 6.3% 3.8% 7.5%

J Total Originations 17,572 15,524 135 479 52 15,524 15,524

PPET" " High-Cost 339 308 6 9 0 15 4
Income

% High-Cost 1.9% 2.0% 4.4% 1.9% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%

Total Originations 26,651 23,549 227 637 77 2,161 243

Total High-Cost 703 644 12 12 1 32 11

% High-Cost 2.6% 2.7% 5.3% 1.9% 1.3% 1.5% 4.5%

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race

**Small sample size may make analysis unreliable

Note: Total also includes 7,345 applications for which no income data was reported
Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2010 to 2012

Loan Originations by Household Race/Ethnicity, Carlisle, 2010-2012
Total White Black Asian**  Other**  Nodata Hispanic*

Total Originations 920 840 18 10 3 48 9
Lower-
High-Cost 42 36 5 0 0 1 0
Income
% High-Cost 4.6% 4.3% 27.8% 0.0% 0.0% 2.1% 0.0%
a Total Originations 1,821 1,644 27 13 3 1,644 1,644
PPET™ High-Cost 38 32 > > 0 > 0
Income
% High-Cost 2.1% 1.9% 7.4% 15.4% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%
Total Originations 2,958 2,638 49 23 6 242 25
Total High-Cost 85 74 6 2 0 3 0
% High-Cost 2.9% 2.8% 12.2% 8.7% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0%

* Hispanic ethnicity is counted independently of race

**Small sample size may make analysis unreliable

Note: Total also includes 7,345 applications for which no income data was reported
Source: Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council, 2010 to 2012
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High-Cost Loans as Percent of All Originations, 2010-2012

Borough of Carlisle
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Annual Trends in
Mortgage Lending

Studying mortgage application data on
an annual basis allows insight into the
influence of housing market trends on the
behavior of applicants and banks. The fol-
lowing figures illustrate annual change.

Housing markets across the country are
beginning to show recovery following the
steep declines in sales volume and mort-
gage applications caused by the housing
crisis. Data from both Cumberland Coun-
ty and Carlisle on mortgage applications
follows local sales data trends, indicating
a substantial spike in 2012. The number
of applications in Cumberland County
declined 12.1% between 2010 and 2011
and rebounded 18.9% from 2011 to 2012.
This is not true within Carlisle, which has
had steadily falling application numbers
for all three years. Total applications in
Carlisle fell 41.8% from 2010 to 2012.

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

The number of applications resulting in
loan originations in Cumberland County
similarly fell in 2011 before rising in
2012. For most individual racial and eth-
nic groups, this trend varied. Originations
among Blacks and Whites rose slightly,
and originations among Hispanics showed
a net gain after dipping in 2011.

High-cost originations represent a very
small portion of all loans made between
2010 and 2012, but have risen from 216
in 2010 to 244 in 2012. The overall low
prevalence can likely be attributed to in-
creasing statutory control over predatory
lending practices. The slight rise, howev-
er, is inconsistent with national trends and
should be monitored in the coming years.
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Annual Trends in Mortgage Lending, Cumberland County, 2010-2012

2010 2011
# ) # ) )
Applications 16,202 100.0% 14,236 100.0% 16,935 100.0%
White 12,876 79.5% 11,217 78.8% 13,429 79.3%
Black 127 0.8% 148 1.0% 147 0.9%
Asian 330 2.0% 343 2.4% 448 2.6%
Other race 57 0.4% 42 0.3% 59 0.3%
No information/NA 2,812 17.4% 2,486 17.5% 2,852 16.8%
Hispanic* 142 0.9% 137 1.0% 178 1.1%
Originated 9,164 56.6% 7,833 55.0% 9,654 57.0%
White 8,075 62.7% 6,890 61.4% 8,584 63.9%
Black 70 55.1% 73 49.3% 84 57.1%
Asian 196 59.4% 185 53.9% 256 57.1%
Other race 27 47.4% 21 50.0% 29 49.2%
No information/NA 796 28.3% 664 26.7% 701 24.6%
Hispanic* 78 54.9% 73 53.3% 92 51.7%
Originated - High Cost 216 2.4% 243 3.1% 244 2.5%
White 197 2.4% 223 3.2% 224 2.6%
Black 6 8.6% 3 4.1% 3 3.6%
Asian 5 2.6% 1 0.5% 6 2.3%
Other race - 0.0% 1 4.8% - 0.0%
No information/NA 8 1.0% 15 2.3% 11 1.6%  * Hispanic ethnicity is counted
Hispanic* 2 2.6% 6 8.2% 3 3.3y [ndependentlyofrace
Denied 2,036 12.6% 1,770 12.4% 2,030 12.0%  NOTE: Percentages in the Origi-
White 1,674 13.0% 1,437 12.8% 1,629 12.19%  Mated - High Cos category are
Black 28 22.0% 34 23.0% 32 21.8%  of Originated loans only. Percent-
ages in the Originated and Denied
Asian 41 12.4% 54 15.7% 64 14.3%  categories are calculated from the
Other race 7 12.3% 9 21.4% 10 16.9% ol Application figures.
No information/NA 283 10.1% 230 9.3% 280 9.8%  Source: Federal Financial Insti-

. E P .
19.7% tutions Examination Council,

Hispanic* 27 19.0% 22 16.1% 35 2010-12
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Annual Trends in Mortgage Lending, Carlisle, 2010-2012

2010
# ) ) )
Applications 2,168 100.0% 1,853 100.0% 1,260 100.0%
White 1,739 80.2% 1,474 79.5% 989 78.5%
Black 29 1.3% 40 2.2% 35 2.8%
Asian 13 0.6% 15 0.8% 16 1.3%
Other race 8 0.4% 1 0.1% 6 0.5%
No information/NA 379 17.5% 323 17.4% 214 17.0%
Hispanic* 16 0.7% 16 0.9% 13 1.0%
Originated 1,184 54.6% 1,047 56.5% 727 57.7%
White 1,063 89.8% 925 88.3% 650 89.4%
Black 16 1.4% 19 1.8% 14 1.9%
Asian 8 0.7% 6 0.6% 9 1.2%
Other race 3 0.3% - 0.0% 3 0.4%
No information/NA 94 7.9% 97 9.3% 51 7.0%
Hispanic* 7 0.6% 11 1.1% 7 1.0%
Originated - High Cost 33 2.8% 32 3.1% 20 2.8%
White 30 2.8% 28 3.0% 16 2.5%
Black 2 12.5% 2 10.5% 2 14.3%
Asian - 0.0% 1 16.7% 1 11.1%
Other race - 0.0% - #DIV/0! - 0.0%
No information/NA 1 1.1% 1 1.0% 1 2.0%  * Hispanic ethnicity is counted
Hispanic* i 0.0% : 0.0% : 0.09 ndependentlyofrace
Denied 289 13.3% 218 11.8% 165 13.1%  NOTE: Percentages in the Origi-
White 245 14.1% 174 11.8% 123 12.4%  Mated- High Cos category are
Black 9 31.0% 10 25.0% 9 25.7% of Originated loans only. Percent-
ages in the Originated and Denied
Asian 2 15.4% 3 20.0% 3 18.8% categories are calculated from the
Other race 1 12.5% . 0.0% 1 16.79% 0! Application figures.
No information/NA 32 8.4% 30 9.3% 27 12.6%  Source: Federal Financial Insti-

. E P .
15.4% tutions Examination Council,

Hispanic* 5 31.3% 2 12.5% 2 2010-12
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Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

mpediments to fair housing choice

can take many forms. Some policies,
practices, and procedures may appear
neutral on their face but adversely affect
the provision of fair housing in reality.

An important element of this Al is an
examination of public policies in Cum-
berland County and Carlisle Borough to
determine opportunities for reducing ob-
stacles to fair housing and furthering the
expansion of fair housing choice.
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HUD CPD Programs

Collectively, the Community Develop-
ment Block Grant (CDBG), HOME In-
vestment Partnerships Program (HOME),
Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) and
Housing Opportunities for Persons with
AIDS (HOPWA) programs are under the
authority of the Community Planning and
Development (CPD) division of the U.S.
Department of Housing & Urban Develop-
ment (HUD).

As a condition of receiving federal funds
for housing and community develop-
ment, the County and Borough must each
engage in the development of an Annual
Action Plan to identify the eligible activi-
ties they will fund and implement with
CDBG and HOME funds on the part of the
County, and CDBG funds on the part of
the Borough. Both Cumberland County
and Carlisle are eligible for ESG funds
through the State of Pennsylvania and
HOPWA funds through Harrisburg, but are
not responsible for regulating these pro-
grams. Carlisle is also eligible to compete
for HOME funds available through the
State.

In addition, the County and Borough
undertake a Consolidated Plan every five
years to set priorities and goals for up-
coming Annual Action Plans. This section
analyzes the local policies in place that
guide how Cumberland County and Car-
lisle affirmatively further fair housing as
part of their planning process.
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In FY 2014, the County received
$1,086,122 in CDBG funds and $392,313
in HOME. The County typically divides
its CDBG allocation among economic
development, the rehabilitation of owner-
occupied housing, public services, physi-
cal infrastructure, public facilities, code
enforcement, historic preservation and
blight removal. The funds support activi-
ties located throughout the County, ben-
efiting both site-specific public facilities
and infrastructure activities as well as
public services and economic develop-
ment activities assist persons countywide.
The County applies its HOME funds to a
combination of activities that have in-
cluded home ownership assistance, op-
erational support for community housing
developers and rental construction. In
recent years, the County has not included
pure fair housing activities, such as paired
testing, education or outreach, in its
CDBG budget.

The Borough received a FY 2014 CDBG
allocation of $336,870, which it divided
among activities similar to those carried
out by the County, including public facility
improvements, public services, owner-
occupied housing rehabilitation, econom-
ic development and code enforcement.
The Borough also does not typically fund
pure fair housing activities such as test-
ing, education or outreach, though in FY
2014, it allocated $4,000 in CDBG toward
the completion of this Analysis of Impedi-
ments.

The Cumberland County Redevelopment
Authority’s Community Development
Division (CCHRA CDD) administers the
County’s CDBG and HOME programs and
also administers Carlisle’s CDBG program
on behalf of the Borough.

Both Cumberland County and Carlisle
allocate formula grant funds on a com-
petitive basis. In Carlisle, the window for
funding applications typically opens in
January, with applications due at the end
of February. CCHRA staff evaluates the
eligibility of projects and their ability to
address priorities identified in the Consoli-
dated Plan and makes recommendations
to Borough Council in March so that a
final program budget can be submitted to
HUD in May.

The County’s CDBG funds may be used
in any municipality within Cumberland
County with the exception of Carlisle. Its
HOME funds may be used anywhere with-
in the County. The annual funding request
round typically opens in July, with CDBG
and HOME applications due at the end of
August. CCHRA staff makes recommen-
dations to the Board of Commissioners

in September to facilitate submission of

a final program budget to HUD by mid-
November. The County typically receives
its annual program allocation within three
months of passage of the federal budget.

The County uses a single application for
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both CDBG and HOME projects. It re-
quires applicants to identify a national
objective that the proposed project will
address, and, for projects benefiting low-
and moderate-income residents, the ap-
plication must specify how the project will
meet income qualification requirements.
Applicants must describe how the project
will have an identifiable and measurable
impact on an unmet critical need and
what outcomes will ensue. Finally, the
applicant must describe and demonstrate
capacity in explaining how the project will
be carried out.

Applications for property acquisition and
new construction projects additionally
require due diligence and site control (or
plans for the same), but do not impose
any specific priorities or scoring criteria
for any particular geography or type of
development. To affirmatively further fair
housing, the County could more proac-
tively direct the use of HOME funds by
adopting criteria that would prioritize the
expansion of affordable housing in areas
of the County where it is less traditionally
located. Particularly, the County could in-
centivize the construction or rehabilitation
of rental housing for families in lower-
poverty areas with access to employment
and higher-performing school districts.

Additionally, in order to protect its own
certification to affirmatively further fair
housing, the County should adopt lan-
guage to clarify that municipalities par-
ticipating in its CDBG program must have
non-discriminatory zoning and land use
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practices and policies. The County cannot
provide CDBG or HOME funds to units of
government that it knows to be perpetuat-
ing segregated settlement patterns.

The County is federally required to adopt
affirmative procedures and requirements
for all HOME-assisted housing with five or
more units. Such a plan should include:

— Methods of informing the public,
owners and potential tenants about
fair housing laws and the Urban Coun-
ty’s policies

— A description of what the owners
and/or the Urban County will do to
affirmatively market housing assisted
with HOME funds

— A description of what the owners
and/or the Urban County will do to
inform persons not likely to apply for
housing without special outreach

— Maintenance of records to document
actions taken to affirmatively market
HOME.-assisted units and to assess
marketing effectiveness, and

— A description of how efforts will be
assessed and what corrective actions
will be taken where requirements are
not met.

Cumberland County requires recipients
of grant funds supporting more than five
units to complete an Affirmative Fair
Housing Marketing Plan (AFHMP) in the
form of a HUD-developed template. The

document requires grantees to advertise
the availability of housing opportunities
at least 90 days prior to initial or renewed
occupancy for new construction and sub-
stantial rehabilitation projects. Grantees
must identify the demographic groups
least likely to apply for the housing with-
out special outreach efforts (by race/
ethnicity as well as persons with disabili-
ties, families with children or “other”) and
submit proposed marketing activities and
community contacts for County review.
The form requires grantees to identify and
explain any residency preferences.

The form requires grantees to identify
staff members who will be responsible
for affirmative marketing and indicate
how they will be trained. Finally, the form
requires grantees to explain the process
they will use to determine whether affir-
mative marketing efforts have been suc-
cessful.

The County’s adoption of this particular
form has the effect of requiring a seri-
ous diligence effort among its grantees,
as the form is thorough with regard to
fair housing expectations for marketing
HOME-subsidized units. The County could
fortify its intention to affirmatively further
fair housing by also adopting an official
affirmative marketing policy that states
how it will monitor grantee compliance
over time and what consequences would
exist for non-compliance. This could take
the form of an annual site visit to review
records for funded projects. If a project is
determined to be out of compliance, the

Public Sector Policies § 65



County has the authority to require the
recapture of all HOME funds and disal-
low future participation in the County’s
HOME program. Additionally, the County
may refer the matter to HUD and/or a fair
housing rights organization.

Entitlement jurisdictions are required to
prepare Annual Plans describing activities
that will be supported by federal entitle-
ment grant funds. At the end of each fis-
cal year, jurisdictions prepare Consolidat-
ed Annual Performance and Evaluation
Reports (CAPERSs) to report on progress
achieved. The following narrative includes
an analysis of the investment of entitle-
ment funds in Cumberland County and in
Carlisle, as reported in these documents.

In FY2013, the latest for which data was
available, the County assisted 16 exist-
ing owner and 31 first-time home buyer
households despite reduced federal allo-
cations and a considerable delay in pas-
sage of the federal budget, which delayed
the County’s access to funds. The County
assisted 577 renter households across
the CDBG and HOME programs as well
as with additional funds available through
the Cumberland County Housing and Re-
development Authority, which continued
to upgrade its 149 family units and 309
senior units. The County provided assis-
tance to 579 homeless persons, precisely
meeting its goal.

The County’s CDBG program supported
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enhanced police patrols, park improve-
ments and accessibility improvements as
a part of streetscape projects, in addition
to site-specific undertakings in Shippens-
burg Township, Shippensburg Borough
and Newville Borough. More than 27% of
CDBG expenditures in FY2013 were re-
lated to housing, including rehabilitation,
purchase assistance and special needs
housing. The County invested in econom-
ic development by making a loan that
supported job creation and capitalizing a
revolving loan fund.

Carlisle Borough expended $519,938 of
CDBG in 2012, the latest year for which
a CAPER was available for review, and
collected $44,845 in program income.
The Borough divided its spending among
housing programs — owner rehabilita-
tion, closing-cost assistance and public
housing rehabilitation — social services,
economic development, job training and
facilities improvements. The Borough
typically focuses its CDBG activities in
block groups with the highest concentra-
tions of poverty and with the greatest
deterioration of facilities and housing
stock. Inasmuch as the Borough’s access
to the types and volumes of funding that
would create new housing opportunities
in diverse areas are limited, and because
residential segregation is a problem that
is regional in nature, revitalization of the
Borough’s areas of greatest need is a
sensible policy from a fair housing per-
spective. The Borough should, however,
proactively evaluate how it could apply its

CDBG funds to the aim of broadening the
array of housing options available to its
lowest-income citizens, particularly low-
income members of the protected classes.

CCHRA provided address data for 45
recent CDBG and HOME projects in the
Urban County and 26 such projects in
Carlisle. About three-quarters of the
County investment sites and two-thirds
of Carlisle’s sites were owner-occupied
housing rehabilitations, in addition to a
handful of sidewalk improvement un-
dertakings. Additionally, there were five
acquisitions/rehabilitations for resale in
the borough, located on East Penn, Lin-
coln and North East streets and seven in
the Urban County, four of which occurred
in New Cumberland, two in Newville and
one in Shippensburg. Finally, the County
invested in one new housing construction
project in Lower Allen Township.

None of the acquisition/rehabilitation or
new construction projects took place in
RCAPs/ECAPs, which is a considerable
accomplishment from the viewpoint of
affirmatively furthering fair housing. While
development is often most financially fea-
sible in a community’s lowest-cost neigh-
borhoods, HUD grantees must achieve a
balance between revitalizing those areas
(such as with owner-occupied rehabilita-
tion and infrastructure improvements)
and creating new housing opportunities
in other areas (such as with acquisition/
rehab and new construction).
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Cumberland County also broadens hous-
ing opportunities through its Affordable
Housing Trust Fund, which the Board of
Commissioners established in 1996. The
fund provides local matches for federal
HOME funds and supports the down
payment and closing cost assistance
program for first-time home buyers, the
emergency repair loan program and the
accessibilities improvements grant pro-
gram for home owners. The fund also
supports other projects via the request
for proposals process. The fund is over-
seen by an advisory board, with Com-
missioners ultimately responsible for the
distribution of resources. Between the
fund’s establishment in 1996 and 2005,
when the Pennsylvania Housing Finance
Agency conducted a statewide review, the
County’s trust fund collected $2,712,932
through an increased fee for the recording
of deeds and mortgages as empowered
by Pennsylvania’s Act 137. The trust fund
created 275 affordable units during those
years.
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Affordable Housing

Inventory

The Cumberland County Housing and
Redevelopment Authority (CCHRA)

owns and manages 208 apartments and
townhouses, 199 (97.5%) of which are in
Carlisle. The units in Carlisle include 12
efficiencies, 57 one-bedroom apartments,
66 two-bedroom apartments, 62 three-
bedroom apartments, and eight four-bed-
room apartments. Fifty of the units are
designated for elderly households, and
the remainder are for families. In addi-
tion, CCHRA owns and manages 10 build-
ings that provide an additional 320 units
for elderly households. These units are
scattered throughout the County in Car-
lisle, East Pennsboro Township, Middle-
sex Township, Mechanicsburg, Newville,
South Middleton and Mt. Holly Springs
Borough.
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CCHRA Public Housing Inventory, 2014

ey : Number of o
Elder Fami Occupan Annu
Development Address s Y Bedrooms pancy
Units Units Rate Turnover
1 2 3
Two West Penn 2 W. Penn St., Carlisle 50 0 12 38 0 O O 100% 12
Chestnut Commons 324 Chestnut St., Mt. Holly 9 O 0 9 0O O O 100% 1
Family Public Housing 115?3-156 W. Penn St., Carl- 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 83% 3
Family Public Housing 100-212 Lincoln St., Carlisle 0 22 0 2 20 0 O 95% 3
Family Public Housing i38(1)60-318 N. West St., Carl- 0 10 0 0 0 8 2 100% >
Family Public Housing 301 -.313 N. Bedford St., 0 1 0 2 6 3 0 100% >
Carlisle
Family Public Housing lligli-105 W. North St., Car- 0 6 0 1 5 0 0 100% 1
Family Public Housing 200-321 N. Pitt St., Carlisle 0 20 0 4 8 7 1 95% 2
Family Public Housing 273-.287 E. Pomfret St., 0 12 0 8 3 1 0 929 1
Carlisle
Family Public Housing 22-3.8 S. Spring Garden St., 0 13 0 2 6 4 1 100% 5
Carlisle
Family Public Housing ]339-1397 Grandview Ct., 0 36 0 0 0 32 4 929 9
Carlisle
Family Public Housing 500-527 Cherry Ct., Carlisle 0 13 0 0 6 7 O 100% 3
Total/Average 59 149 12 66 60 62 8 96% 44

Source: CCHRA
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Characteristics of Households Served by CCHRA, 2014 Racial and ethnic minorities are overrep-
resented among the households served by

Public Housing CCHRA'’s housing units. Whereas Black
households comprise only 2.1% of the to-

()
# o tal in Cumberland County, they accounted
Total 208 100% for 31% of public housing households.
Extremely Low Income (<30% MFI) 150 75% Hispanic households represent 1.9% of

the County total and 8% of CCHRA house-

Very Low Income (>30% but <50% MFTI) 46 23% -

holds. The pattern is related to the preva-
Low Income (>50% but <80%) 5 2% lence of Black and Hispanic households
Families with Children 131 65% among those in the County making 30%
Elderly Households (1 or 2 persons) 70 35% or less of the median income.
Families with Disabilities 30 15% The waiting lists for both public housing
White Households 131 65% units and housing choice vouchers are
Black Households 62 31% currently open. There are 376 house-
Hispanic Households 16 8% holds waiting for public housing and
Other Race Households 8 4% 1,501 waiting for vouchers, which would

allow the recipient to select any qualify-

Characteristics by Bedroom Size
y ing unit on the market. On average, the

0 Bedrooms 12 6% Authority receives 40 new applications
1 Bedroom 58 28% each week for vouchers, and the waiting
2 Bedrooms 65 31% list averages one and a half years.

3 Bedrooms 64 31%

4 Bedrooms 9 4%

5+ Bedrooms 0 0%

Source: CCHRA
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Characteristics of Households Waiting for Assistance, 2014

Public Housing Section 8

# ) # )
Total 376 100% 1,501 100%
Extremely Low Income (<30% MFI) 358 95% 1,411 94%
Very Low Income (>30% but <50% MFI) 18 5% 81 5%
Low Income (>50% but <80%) 0 0% 3 0%
Families with Children 199 53% 1,016 68%
Elderly Households (1 or 2 persons) 107 28% 158 11%
Families with Disabilities 100 27% 456 30%
White Households 232 62% 904 60%
Black Households 128 34% 501 33%
Hispanic Households 36 10% 177 12%
Other Race Households 16 4.3% 96 6.4%
Housing Needs by Bedroom Size
0 Bedrooms 0
1 Bedroom 140 485
2 Bedrooms 147 1,016
3 Bedrooms 68
4 Bedrooms 21

5+ Bedrooms

Source: CCHRA
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Privately Assisted Housing Sites, 2014 CCHRA has identified a priority hous-

) ing need among people with disabilities.
Unit Type Such households represent 30% of those
Total waiting for a voucher and 27% of those
waiting for a public housing unit. The

Municipality Development

Family Elderly Accessible

Camp Hill Borough Susquehanna View 0 200 10 200  Authority addresses this need in part by
Carlisle Borough  Stevens Affordable Hous- implementing a waiting list selection pref-
ing 17 0 1 17 erence for people with disabilities, who
Lower Allen Mallard Run Apartments 0 101 14 101 often experience difficulty ﬁn.dmg afford-
Township Orchard Apart . 80 0 4 80 able .rental ho.usmg on the private market
partments that is accessible.
Mechanicsburg Cumberland Pointe 113 0 0 113
Borough Geneva Greens 64 0 0 64 Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
. 1973 and 24 CFR Part 8 requires that 5%
Reitn Yillgrz ol ¢ “ oL of all public housing units be accessible
Silver Spring Courtyards 0 55 6 55 to persons with mobility impairments.
Shippensburg Episcopal Square 0 95 5 95 Another 2% of public housing units must
Borough Farmington Manor 70 0 0 70 be accessible to persons with sensory
Shippen House 0 24 0 24 impairments. In addition, an authority’s
Cottages of Shippens- administrative offices, application offices
burg 0 120 8 120 and other non-residential facilities must
be accessible to persons with disabili-
New Visions 10 0 0 10 ties. The Uniform Federal Accessibility
South Middleton Boiling Springs Apart- 48 0 3 48 Standards (UFAS) is the standard against
Township ments which residential and non-residential
Total 462 595 55 1,057 spaces are judged to be accessible.
Source: Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency, CCHRA reported that it has Complied with
2014 Affordable Apartment Locator Section 504 requirements and has modi-
fied 10 apartments to meet applicable
standards.

In addition to units owned and operated
by CCHRA, at least 1,057 additional units
of subsidized housing are known to be
available across the County, 55 of which
are accessible to persons with disabilities.
These units were created through use of
tax credits or other federal programs such
as Section 202 or Section 811.
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Distribution of Assisted Housing, 2014

4 HUD Public Housing
Source: HUD REAL, HUDs Ficture of
Subsidized Households

@ HUD multitarmity
Source: HUD MF Cantracts, HUD REAC,
HUDs Picture of Subsidized Households

A LIHTC

Source: LIHTC
@ USDA Rural Development -
hAuIlti-F amily

Source: USDA Rural Development
Multifamily

policymap

Source: TRF
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Language Access

Persons with limited English proficiency
(LEP) are defined by the federal govern-
ment as persons who have a limited abil-
ity to read, write, speak, or understand
English. As noted in an earlier section of
this report, 560 (2.6%) people in Carlisle
and 5,239 (3.2%) in the balance of Cum-
berland County spoke English less than
“very well” in 2012.

HAUD issued its guidelines on how to ad-
dress the needs of persons with LEP in
January 2007. HUD uses the prevalence
of persons with LEP to identify the poten-
tial for impediments to fair housing choice
due to their inability to comprehend
English. Persons with LEP may encoun-
ter obstacles to fair housing by virtue of
language and cultural barriers within their
new environment. To assist these indi-
viduals, it is important that a community
recognizes their presence and the poten-
tial for discrimination, whether intentional
or inadvertent, and establishes policies

to eliminate barriers. It is also incumbent
upon HUD entitlement communities to
determine the need for language assis-
tance and comply with Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.

In Cumberland County, 1,385 Spanish
speakers qualified as LEP in 2012. This
group exceeds the HUD “safe harbor”
minimum of 1,000 LEP persons or 5%. In
order to determine whether the translation
of vital documents is required, the County
must conduct the four-factor analysis.
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The term “vital document” refers gener-
ally to any publication that is needed to
gain access to the benefits of a program
or service. The four-factor analysis
requires entitlements such as the Urban
County to evaluate the need for transla-
tion and/or other accommodations based
on four factors:

— The number or proportion of persons
with LEP to be served or likely to be
encountered by the program

— The frequency with which persons
with LEP come into contact with the
program

— The nature and importance of the
program, activity or services provided
by the program, and

— Resources available to the grantee
VS. costs

Although there is no requirement to
develop a Language Access Plan (LAP),
HUD entitlement communities are re-
sponsible for serving LEP persons in ac-
cordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964. Conducting the four-factor
analysis is the best way to comply with
this requirement. The obligation to trans-
late vital documents would also extend
to the Cumberland County Housing and
Redevelopment Authority.

CCHRA has an LAP on file to ensure that
the Authority will “take reasonable steps”
to provide meaningful access to LEP indi-
viduals who are:

— Seeking housing assistance from
a public housing agency or assisted
housing provider or are current ten-
ants in such housing

— Seeking assistance from a state or lo-
cal government for home rehabilitation

— Attempting to file housing discrimina-
tion complaints with a local Fair Hous-
ing Assistance Program grantee

— Seeking supportive services to be-
come first-time homebuyers

— Seeking housing-related social ser-
vices, training , or any other assis-
tance from HUD recipients

— Parents and family members of the
above.

Language assistance that CCHRA might
provide to persons with LEP includes, but
is not limited to:

— Oiral interpretation services

— Bilingual staff

— Telephone service lines interpreter
— Written translation services

— Notices to staff and recipients of the
availability of LEP services or persons.

The Authority considers translation on a
case-by-case basis, evaluating the fre-
quency of languages encountered and the
context of circumstances surrounding the
request.
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Land Use
Comprehensive
Planning

A community’s comprehensive plan is

its vision for the future, describing land
use, housing, commercial areas, trans-
portation, natural resources, community
facilities, and other conditions 10 or more
years into the future. Particularly relevant
to the Al, the land use element of the
comprehensive plan defines the location,
type, and character of future develop-
ment; the housing element expresses the
preferred density and intensity of resi-
dential neighborhoods. The land use and
housing elements of the comprehensive
plan, taken together with the remaining
components, define the type of place that
a community wishes to become.

Cumberland County’s Comprehensive
Plan serves to inform County decision-
making and assist local governments in
preparing their own, more detailed local
plans in accordance with their own goals
and land use policies. It does not pre-
empt the authorities of municipalities, but
exists to establish a vision and expand
and strengthen the capacities of local
governments to make informed decisions
that advance the prosperity and livability
of the region. The Pennsylvania Munici-
palities Planning code leaves ultimate
authority for local land-use decisions with
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municipalities, which limits the County’s
ability to impact settlement patterns.

In 2001, the Cumberland County Planning
Commission developed a mission state-
ment and set of goals to guide its activi-
ties. The goals of the Commission are:

— The protection and preservation of
our natural and cultural heritage to
include open space, greenways and
farmland preservation;

— The revitalization of our urban com-
munities;

— The development of our communities
so as to afford a high quality of living
standard;

— The maintenance of a sustainable
economy;

— The mobilization and investment in
the talents of our human resources;

— The promotion of strong planning
leadership, awareness, responsibility,
and involvement in county and com-
munity planning issues;

— The coordination of planning pri-
orities for transportation, economic
development, tourism, and other plan-
ning organizations within the County.

The current comprehensive plan for
Cumberland County was adopted by the
Commission in 2003 as an update from
the 1990 plan. In 2011, the Commission
revised the future land use plan, trans-
portation plan, and historic preservation
plan. The housing plan will be updated in

2015.

The comprehensive plan was developed
through an extensive public engagement
process that involved multiple public
forums, meetings, and surveys targeting
elected officials, municipal staff, local and
county planning commissions, school dis-
tricts, chambers of commerce, non-profit
organizations, and the public at-large.
The results of this outreach process heav-
ily drove the formation and prioritization
of the comprehensive plan’s goals and
priorities. The primary goals of the plan,
in order of priority, are:

— Farmland preservation

— Land use compatibility and zoning
enforcement

— Conservation of natural features and
open space

— Mass transportation
— Planned growth areas
— Educational outreach

As noted in the housing plan, “housing
availability and affordability were not
identified as a priority issue compared to
farmland preservation, land use compat-
ibility, and transportation issues.” While
housing availability and affordability be-
ing absent from the plan’s list of priority
goals is not in and of itself an impediment
to fair housing choice, reducing or sacri-
ficing these characteristics in the name of
achieving priorities could be.
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The housing plan also notes that “the
survey reflected that an adequate number
of dwelling units are available to house
the current population.” While technically
correct, a simple comparison of the hous-
ing inventory to a population count does
not necessarily imply that fair housing
choice is present for all households in the
County.

The future land use plan and housing
plan recommend that future development
be restricted to Planned Growth Areas
serviceable by existing or reasonable
extensions of infrastructure. This type of
recommendation, while a common and
prudent land use and growth strategy,
can have the risk of impeding fair hous-
ing choice by effectively eliminating the
amount and location of available land
where certain housing types can be de-
veloped. In Cumberland County, however,
the future land use map suggests that
there is sufficient developable land desig-
nated for higher density residential char-
acter areas for this to not be the case.

Notably, the forecasts used in the hous-
ing plan to determine future residential
demand include numbers for low-income
households and housing units. This is a
good indication that the Commission’s
planning efforts are sensitive to the needs
of members of the protected classes, who
are more likely to be low-income. The
plan also encourages the investigation of
potential new funding sources for low-
income housing.
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There are a number of other recommen-
dations presented in the housing plan and
throughout the comprehensive plan that
are compatible with the goals of further-
ing fair housing choice. These include:

— Local ordinances should provide for
a variety of housing types (including
mobile/manufactured homes) at vary-
ing price ranges in locations that can
support residential development.

— Development regulations, which al-
low for more flexible application of
ordinance standards concerning archi-
tecture and design, should be encour-
aged.

— Within Planned Growth Areas, den-
sity bonuses should be encouraged as
an incentive to preserve open space/
recreational and environmentally
sensitive areas within the develop-
ment. Opportunities for construction
of townhouses and apartments, which
allow different architecture designs,
should be encouraged in areas appro-
priate for higher density development.

— Residential cluster development
regulations should be considered for
residential areas as an alternative to
conventional subdivisions.

— An emphasis should be placed on
the preservation and rehabilitation of
existing housing through municipal
ordinances.

— Consider housing needs of older sub-
urban areas, particularly those within

the 581 Beltway, in the next 10 years.
The housing stock in this area is aging
beyond a critical point and funding
should be allocated for maintenance.

— The County should encourage the
development of housing designed to
meet the special needs of the elderly
and handicapped, and promote the
availability of group homes for the
mentally, physically and developmen-
tally disabled within residential dis-
tricts.

— Encourage mixed use development

— Make appropriate recommendations
for transit supportive land use (i.e.
park and rides, bus shelters, density/
density bonuses, building location/
setback, roadway right-of-ways, etc.)
as part of county subdivision and land
development plan reviews.

— Partner with CAT to improve public
transit in Cumberland County.

— Promote transit education and out-
reach to public/private sector employ-
ees and county residents.

— Incorporate bicycle, pedestrian, horse
and buggy and ADA improvements
into county and municipal transporta-
tion projects.

— Promote land use planning practices
that support cycling and walking.
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The Borough of Carlisle’s Comprehen-
sive Plan was adopted in 2002. Like the
County’s plan, it is not itself regulatory,
but instead provides direction to estab-
lish overall policies for the development
and preservation of Carlisle over the next
fifteen years.

Some of the goals and recommendations
of the plan are positive activities that
typically further fair housing choice. For
example, one is to “further enhance the
diversity of Carlisle’s population, uniting
persons of varying ages, incomes, and ra-
cial and ethnic backgrounds.” Another, to
“promote increased use of public transit,
bicycling, walking and carpooling,” would
benefit members of the protected classes
who are less likely to be able to afford
private vehicles.

However, there are many instances of rec-
ommendations in the plan that are prob-
lematic and that could be associated with
impeding fair housing choice.

One theme of the plan that influences
many of the goals and action steps is the
preservation of Carlisle’s “small-town”
atmosphere. This theme frequently takes
the form of advocating for low density
neighborhoods and home-ownership op-
portunities. This theme is even taken so
far as to recommend the de-conversion
of existing single-family structures that
have been adapted into multi-family resi-
dences. The stated reasoning behind this
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is that “de-conversions can help increase
the stability of a neighborhood and reduce
parking shortages,” although the end
result would be the reduction of housing
choice for renter households.

While not exactly equivalent to impeding
fair housing choice, the discouragement
of more dense, renter-occupied housing
options disproportionately impacts mem-
bers of the protected classes.

The plan’s goal to “assist in providing
housing for persons with special needs
throughout the county,” although sup-
portive on its face, was followed by the
language “care is needed to make sure
that Carlisle is not overburdened by more
than its fair share of the region’s needs for
subsidized housing and human services.
While these services are important, some
types of specialized housing can create
difficulties and unusually large expenses
for the police department and the school
system, and nuisances for the surround-
ing neighborhood.” This language, es-
pecially the use of the legal term “nui-
sance,” could be viewed as derogatory
toward members of the protected classes,
who often require the benefit of subsidized
housing.

There are also a number of places where
language in the plan specifically targets
middle- or upper-income households

to the obvious exclusion of low-income
households, or is prejudiced against low-
income households outright. For instance:

— “To maintain its economic health, the
Borough needs to continually work
to attract and retain middle-income
households in new construction and
existing homes. A single blighted
property can severely discourage new
investment on an entire block and can
cause responsible residents to move
out.”

— “Care is needed to avoid placing very
low-income households in subsidized
home-ownership. In too many cases,
these households do not have the
funds to pay for repairs that are peri-
odically needed in an older home. If
they have no equity in the home, they
may be tempted to walk away from
the mortgage. As a result, a property
can stand vacant for months until
foreclosure occurs and the property is
resold. During this time, the property
can deteriorate and/or be vandalized.”
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Municipal Zoning

The power behind land development deci-
sions in Pennsylvania resides with mu-
nicipal governments through the formula-
tion and administration of local controls.
These include comprehensive plans,
zoning ordinances and subdivision ordi-
nances, as well as building and develop-
ment permits. All but four of Cumberland
County’s 33 municipalities enforce local
zoning ordinances. The County manages
local land use mapping and provides re-
view and comment on zoning changes as
well as subdivision and land development
activity.

This section includes analysis of a sample
of 14 zoning ordinances that represent the
variety of communities across the County,
in terms of settlement patterns and char-
acter. All of the included municipalities,
with the exception of Lower Mifflin Town-
ship and Carlisle Borough, have received
Urban County CDBG funds. The Borough
is a federal CDBG grantee.

In providing CDBG funds to municipal
subrecipients, the County is responsible
to HUD to ensure that it is not investing in
systems that perpetuate segregated hous-
ing patterns. In cases where this analysis
determines that local rules are inconsis-
tent with fair housing laws, the County will
inform community leaders and suspend
the award of County-administered com-
petitive federal funds until problem issues
are adequately addressed. In cases where
local rules are legal but inconsistent with
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fair housing best practices, the County
will inform community leaders and ad-
vise changes that would make ordinances
more open and inclusive.

The analysis was based on topics raised
in HUD’s Fair Housing Planning Guide,
which include:

— The opportunity to develop various
housing types (including apartments
and housing at various densities)

— The treatment of mobile or manufac-
tured homes!

— Minimum lot size requirements

— Dispersal requirements for housing
facilities for persons with disabilities in
single family zoning districts

— Restrictions of the number of unre-
lated persons in dwelling units based
on the size of the unit or the number of
bedrooms

It is important to consider that the pres-
ence of inclusive zoning does not neces-
sarily guarantee a zoning ordinance’s fair-
ness. This analysis does not address the
issue of availability, suitability or develop-
ment potential of sites.

1. In its decision in Geiger v. Zoning Hearing Board of North
Whitehall, the Pennsylvania Supreme Court established that
zoning ordinances must treat manufactured housing units
in the same manner as all other single family detached
dwelling units. In addition, Section 604(4) of the Pennsyl-
vania Municipalities Planning Code states that “... zoning
ordinances shall be designed ... to provide for the use of
land for ... mobile homes and mobile home parks.” Several
additional court decisions have reaffirmed this law.

Carlisle Borough

East Pennsboro Township
Hampden Township
Lemoyne Borough

Lower Mifflin Township
Mechanicsburg Borough
Monroe Township

New Cumberland Borough
Newville Borough
Shippensburg Borough
Shippensburg Township
Shiremanstown Borough
Silver Spring Township

Wormleysburg Borough
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To evaluate the ordinances consistently,
a benchmarking tool was used to assess
each ordinance against eleven criteria
that are either common indicators of
impediments or language that addresses
impediments to fair housing choice.

The full set of criteria is:

1. Ordinance defines “family” inclu-
sively, without cap on number of unrelat-
ed persons, with focus on functioning as a
single housekeeping unit

2. Ordinance defines “group home” or
similarly named land use comparatively
to single family dwelling units

3. Ordinance allows up to 6 unre-
lated people with disabilities to reside in

a group home without requiring a special
use/conditional use permit or public hear-

ing

1.00 - 1.24
1.25-1.49
1.50 - 2.00
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4. Ordinance regulates the siting of
group homes as single family dwelling
units without any additional regulatory
provisions

5. Ordinance has a “Reasonable Ac-
commodation” provision or allows for
persons with disabilities to request rea-
sonable accommodation/modification to
regulatory provisions

6. Ordinance permits multi-family
housing of more than 4 units/structure in
one or more residential zoning districts
by-right

7. Ordinance does not distinguish
between “affordable housing/multi-family
housing” (i.e., financed with public funds)
and “multi-family housing” (i.e., financed
without any public funds)

8. Ordinance does not restrict resi-
dential uses such as emergency housing/
homeless shelters, transitional housing,
or permanent supportive housing facili-

ties exclusively to non-residential zoning
districts

9. Ordinance permits manufactured
and modular housing on single lots like
single family dwelling units

10.  Ordinance provides residential zon-
ing districts with minimum lot sizes of V4
acre or less

11. Ordinance does not include exteri-
or standards for all single family dwelling
units regardless of size, location, or zon-
ing district

Each criteria was assigned one of two val-
ues. A score of “1” means that the imped-
iment was not present in the ordinance or
that the positive measure was in place. A
score of “2” means that impediment was
present or that the positive measure was
not.

The final benchmark score is a simple
average of the individual criteria. More
specifically:

Ordinance is at low risk relative to discriminatory provisions for housing and members of the protected classes.
Ordinance is at moderate risk relative to discriminatory provisions for housing and members of the protected classes.

Ordinance is at high risk relative to discriminatory provisions for housing and members of the protected classes.
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Every zoning ordinance that was inspect-
ed contained some level of mixed results.
For some criteria, an ordinance scored
well by omission rather than by affirma-
tive action. For example, defining a family
with a strict limit on the number of unre-
lated persons was commonly problem-
atic, but it represented a less critical fair
housing issue in communities that made
specific exception for group homes for
persons with disabilities. Some criteria,
like allowing reasonable accommodation
for persons with disabilities, were present
in very few ordinances. Some, like allow-
ing high density multi-family units in at
least one district, were present in most.

A high benchmark score, which indi-
cates a relatively high risk relative to

fair housing issues, does not necessarily
reflect a high probability of the real-world
implementation of an ordinance causing
impediments to fair housing choice. Nor
does a low score mean that impediments
are unlikely to happen. The scores are
merely guidelines to judge a particular
code against known fair housing zoning
issues.

Most ordinances ranked as posing a
moderate to high risk for discriminatory
provisions. The most common affirma-
tive language consisted of reasonable
allowances for multi-family densities and
low minimum lot sizes that would provide
an array of affordable housing develop-
ment or infill options. No ordinances had
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design guidelines for dwelling units that
would have the effect of making develop-
ment less feasible for assisted units. The
most common problems were restricting
the siting of group homes, in some cases
literally with buffer requirements, and
limiting the number of unrelated people
who may live together. Few ordinances
included a “reasonable accommodation”
provision for variances for persons with
disabilities.

The highest score of the group (i.e.

the most problematic ordinance) was
Newville Borough'’s, at 1.64. Although this
ordinance has aspects that are known to
promote fair housing, such as a permis-
sive minimum lot size in R1, it is lacking
other constructive measures, such as un-
restricted siting of group home and manu-
factured homes. It also has one of the
most narrow definitions of “family” of all
the ordinances reviewed, allowing only “a
father, mother, grandfather, grandmother
or single parent and their children” to live
together.

The lowest score (i.e. the ordinance that
most promotes fair housing choice) was
in Hampden Township, at 1.09. The only
missing element of this ordinance from a
fair housing perspective was a reasonable
accommodation provision for persons
with disabilities.

Newville Borough
Shippensburg Township
Shiremanstown Borough
Lower Mifflin Township
New Cumberland Borough
Shippensburg Borough
Mechanicsburg Borough
Carlisle Borough
Lemoyne Borough

Silver Spring Township
Monroe Township

East Pennsboro Township
Wormleysburg Borough
Hampden Township
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Carlisle Borough

With a score of 1.35, Carlisle’s ordinance
falls into the “moderate risk” range for
discriminatory provisions. The ordinance
requires that group homes for up to six
people with disabilities locate according
to a 900-foot buffer of other such facili-
ties, which given the Borough’s built-out
status, could effectively zone this use out
of areas where it is affordable to develop.
Additionally, the ordinance specifies that
group home activity “shall not be oriented
to ... treatment for current alcohol or drug
addiction,” which amounts to discrimi-
nation according to the Americans with
Disabilities Act, which covers persons
recovering from substance abuse. In an
inconsistency with the PA Municipali-

ties Planning Code, the Borough allows
mobile and manufactured homes only as
a special exception in R3, not as a use
permitted by right in any residential area.
On the other hand, the ordinance includes
provisions that would advance housing
choice, such as a reasonable accommo-
dation policy.

East Pennsboro Township

East Pennsboro’s zoning ordinance scored
relatively low on the benchmarking tool

at 1.18, meaning that it does not con-
tain many elements that pose high risks
of causing impediments to fair housing
choice. Its definition of family is broad
and inclusive, it allows reasonably small
lot sizes in residential districts and it
expressly allows manufactured homes to

Cumberland County § Carlisle Borough

exist as single-family dwelling units. How-
ever, it requires that group homes obtain
approval from the Board of Commission-
ers and provide evidence that the home
“will be conducted in a manner that will
not be detrimental to neighboring prop-
erty owners.”

Hampden Township

Among the sample of ordinances re-
viewed, Hampden Township’s was the
most consistent with fair housing stan-
dards, offering a liberal definition of a
“family” that would include group homes
and other non-traditional households to
settle throughout the community, the
encouragement of residential density in
planned residential developments, the
absence of design standards that would
drive up development costs and explicit
allowance for mobile homes in single-
family residential districts. The ordinance
could be improved by adding a provision
for reasonable accommodation for per-
sons with disabilities.

Lemoyne Borough

Lemoyne’s zoning ordinance qualified as
a moderate risk on the benchmarking tool
with a score of 1.27. Its “family” definition
is open and inclusive and would include
group homes for people with disabilities,
though the ordinance does not specifi-
cally call out this use. The Urban Residen-
tial district is relatively large and allows
multi-family structures up to six units by
right. Permanent mobile homes may lo-

cate as single-family dwelling units upon
issuance of a permit.

Lower Mifflin Township

Lower Mifflin Township’s score of 1.5

on the benchmarking tool places it near
the upper limit of the “moderate risk for
discriminatory provisions” range, owing
largely to its treatment of group homes
for people with disabilities. The ordinance
does not allow more than three unrelated
people to live together, and exception is
made only for people with developmental
disabilities (by the definition of “family
group home,”) not disabilities of other
types, such as sensory or mobility limita-
tions. Family group homes are not per-
mitted by right in any district. The Town-
ship’s minimum lot sizes in residential
districts are also relatively large, which
may raise cost issues that would impede
the development of affordable housing

types.

Mechanicsburg Borough

Mechanicsburg’s zoning ordinance scored
1.35 on the benchmarking tool, squarely
in the “moderate risk” range. The risks
are related primarily to restrictions on
group homes. Those with up to five resi-
dents may exist as single-family dwelling
units, but group homes for six to eight
residents are considered to be a condi-
tional use requiring a 1,000-foot buffer
and a “detailed statement of intent” that
describes the “nature of the anticipated
occupants.” Group home operators face
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a burden of proof in convincing officials
that the home satisfies “a demonstrative
need and shall be conducted in a respon-
sible manner without detriment to the
surrounding properties and the neighbor-
hood.” This provision is antithetical to
the notion of mainstreaming people with
disabilities into community life.

Monroe Township

Monroe Township’s zoning ordinance
scored 1.23 on the benchmarking tool,
also in the “moderate risk” range. Its
definition of “family” allows up to six un-
related, and its definition of “group care
facility” includes no cap on the number
of residents, stating specifically that such
use “shall be subject to the same limita-
tions and regulations ... as single-family
dwellings.” There is some limitation on
the development of multi-family struc-
tures of four or more units, though the
Village Overlay exists in part to encour-
age scattered-site affordable housing
opportunities. Lot sizes in the Township
are generally large except in the Village of
Churchtown and in the mixed-use Village
Overlay.

New Cumberland Borough

With a score of 1.45, New Cumberland
Borough’s ordinance borders high risk for
discriminatory provisions. The ordinance
does not allow more than three unrelated
people to live together. While there is an
exception for group homes of up to six
unrelated persons, this use is defined
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separately in the ordinance and not per-
mitted by right in any residential district

— only by exception in a commercial
district conditioned on a 500-foot buffer.
However, other provisions would promote
housing choice, such as the permitting of
apartment buildings by right in R2, which
comprises a relatively large portion of the
land use map, very permissive minimum
lot sizes of 5,000 square feet in R1 and R2
and treatment of modular homes a single-
family detached dwellings throughout the
Borough.

Newville Borough

Newville’s ordinance was the highest
scoring among those reviewed, meaning
that it presents the greatest potential risk
for discriminatory provisions. Its definition
of family is extremely restrictive, lay-

ing out the relationships that must exist
between members (“father, mother,” etc.).
By strict interpretation, this would not al-
low unmarried couples to cohabitate. The
definition does not except group homes,
which are not described as a use allowed
by right or condition in any district. Multi-
family dwellings are listed in the district
use schedule as permitted by right only in
the Village District, but the Village District
regulations specify that this use is condi-
tional, not permitted. Mobile homes are
not permitted by right in any district and
are conditional only in R2, which repre-
sents inconsistency with the PA Munici-
palities Planning Code.

Shippensburg Borough

Shippensburg Borough’s zoning ordi-
nance scored 1.36 on the benchmarking
tool, squarely within the “moderate risk”
category. The Borough limits a “family”
to three unrelated people and does not
include an exception for group homes,
which are not expressly a permitted or
conditional use in any district. Thus group
homes would be a conditional use, with
burden on the applicant to demonstrate
that they “would not be detrimental to the
public health, safety and welfare of the
neighborhood.” Requiring group homes
for up to six people with disabilities to
comply with regulations that do not ap-
ply to single-family homes is considered
discriminatory by fair housing standards.
However, the ordinance seems to treat
mobile homes as single-family homes,
and it provides a variety of districts for
the development of multi-unit structures.

Shippensburg Township

The score of 1.55 places Shippensburg
Township’s ordinance within the range

of “high risk” for discriminatory provi-
sions. The ordinance allows only three
unrelated people to live together without
exception for group homes. There is no
definition approximating the group home
use; thus it might qualify as a boarding
house, which may serve only four persons
in R1 and six in R2. The Township permits
multi-family structures of up to 12 units
by right in R2. While larger apartment
buildings are permitted by right in R3, no
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land on the Township map is zoned R3.
Mobile homes are not permitted by right
in R1, a limitation that is inconsistent with
the PA Municipalities Planning Code.

Shiremanstown Borough

The ordinance for Shiremanstown re-
ceived an identical score of 1.55, landing
it also in the “high risk” category. This is
in large part due to the Borough’s treat-
ment of group homes, as the ordinance
allows no more than three unrelated
people to live together without exception.
There is no use defined for group home,
which would not qualify as a single-family
dwelling unit and would not fall under
permitted and conditional uses listed for
any district. The Borough allows mobile
homes by right only in the multi-family
residential and apartment-office districts,
not single-family residential. On the other
hand, the ordinance lays out a variety of
areas where multi-family structures can
be developed.

Silver Spring Township

Silver Spring’s zoning ordinance fell into
the “moderate risk” range with a score of
1.23. While its limitation of family to three
unrelated members would discourage
non-traditional household formation, such
as people living together for economic
reasons, it specifically excepts “any num-
ber of unrelated persons who reside within
a licensed group home.” The ordinances
states that group homes will be treated as
single-family dwellings. The risk in Silver
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Spring is related more to limitations on
land available and zoned for affordable
housing types. For instance, multi-family
housing is permitted by right in the high-
density residential district (which com-
prises a small expanse of land), but only
up to five dwelling units per acre.

Wormleysburg Borough

Wormleysburg’s ordinance also ranks as
the lowest risk among those reviewed ac-
cording to the benchmarking tool with a
score of 1.09. It promotes housing choice
with a broad and inclusive definition of
family that would encompass the group
home use. The multi-family residential
and two village mixed use districts al-
low multi-family structures by right and
impose reasonable lot size minimums.
Manufactured homes appear to be treated
as single-family dwelling units. The only
noted area for improvement in the ordi-
nance is provision of a reasonable ac-
commodation policy that would expressly
allow exceptions as needed to serve
persons with disabilities.
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Public Transit

Households without a vehicle, which in
most cases are primarily low- and mod-
erate-income households, are at a disad-
vantage in accessing jobs and services,

particularly if public transit is unavailable.

Access to public transit is critical to these
households. Without convenient access,
employment is potentially at risk and the
ability to remain housed is threatened.
The linkages between residential areas
(with minority concentrations and LMI
persons) and employment opportunities
are key to expanding fair housing choice.

The Cumberland-Dauphin-Harrisburg
Transit Authority, more commonly
known as Capital Area Transit (CAT),
was formed in 1973 to provide local bus
service to the residents of the Harrisburg
area. The majority of the fixed routes in
Cumberland County service the inner-
suburbs of Harrisburg. Two commuter
lines service park-and-ride locations in
Carlisle, one also continuing to Shippens-
burg. Shippensburg has two additional
fixed bus routes, Carlisle has one.

The Cumberland County Transportation
Department (CCTD) offers a shared ride
service throughout Cumberland County
and limited service to surrounding coun-
ties with available resources. CCTD
provides service Monday-Friday 8am-
4pm, provided that notification is given
for a ride prior to 12 PM the previous day.
Residents of Cumberland County must
register prior to transportation. Fares are
mileage-based, with seniors eligible for a
significant discount.

In general, the transit within Cumberland
County caters to metro-Harrisburg and
the next two largest population centers,
Carlisle and Shippensburg. Traveling to or
from anywhere else in the County on pub-
lic transit is difficult, expensive, or both.
This has the potential to limit fair housing
choice to those wishing to live outside of
these areas but who do not have access
to a private vehicle.
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Discrimination
Complaints

This section analyzes the existence of
fair housing complaints or compliance
reviews where a charge of a finding of
discrimination has been made. Addition-
ally, this section will review the existence
of any fair housing discrimination suits
filed by the United States Department of
Justice or private plaintiffs in addition

to the identification of other fair housing
concerns or problems.

The number of complaints reported may
under-represent the actual occurrence

of housing discrimination in any given
community, as persons may not file com-
plaints because they are not aware of how
or where to file a complaint. Discrimina-
tory practices can be subtle and may not
be detected by someone who does not
have the benefit of comparing his treat-
ment with that of another home seeker.
Other times, persons may be aware that
they are being discriminated against, but
they may not be aware that the discrimi-
nation is against the law and that there
are legal remedies to address the discrim-
ination. Also, households may be more
interested in achieving their first priority
of finding decent housing and may pre-
fer to avoid going through the process of
filing a complaint and following through
with it. According to the Urban Institute,
83% of those who experience housing
discrimination do not report it because
they feel nothing will be done. Therefore,
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education, information, and referral re-
garding fair housing issues remain critical
to equip persons with the ability to reduce
impediments.

The Office of Fair Housing and Equal Op-
portunity (FHEO) at HUD receives com-
plaints from persons regarding alleged
violations of the federal Fair Housing Act.
Fair housing complaints originating in
Cumberland County were obtained and
analyzed for the period of January 2004
through October 2014. In total, 42 com-
plaints originating in the County were filed
with HUD during this period. There was
no linear pattern of increase or decrease
in annual volume, with a minimum of zero
filed in 2006 and 2012 and a maximum of
seven filed in 2010. As of October 2014,
there were five unresolved cases.

HUD provided information on the geo-
graphic distribution of cases. Fair hous-
ing complaints originated in localities
across the County, with the greatest oc-
currence in Carlisle, where 13 complaints
were based. Within the Urban County,
the communities with the highest number
of complaints were Mechanicsburg, with
nine, and Camp Hill, with six. No other
jurisdiction had more than four fair hous-
ing complaints during the nearly 10 years
studied.

Disability was easily the most common
basis for complaint, cited in 27 cases
(64.3%). Retaliation was an issue in 12
cases, while race and familial status were
each cited in eight cases. Many com-
plaints involve alleged discrimination on
multiple grounds.

Across all 42 complaints filed with HUD,
discriminatory terms, conditions and priv-
ileges in leasing property was the most
commonly cited issue, factoring into 16
cases. Eviction was an issue in 14 cases,
while discrimination in the furnishing of
facilities, services or privileges in general
was an issue in nine. Eight cases involved
refusal to lease, and six involved refusal
to make reasonable accommodations or
modifications for people with disabilities.

In terms of result, of the 37 complaints
that were resolved as of October 2014,
six (16.2%) were conciliated with a suc-
cessful settlement prior to a cause find-
ing, and one additional complaint resulted
in a conciliation agreement/consent order
following a finding of probable cause. A
complaint is considered conciliated when
all of the parties to the complaint enter
into a conciliation agreement with HUD.
Such agreements include benefits for the
complainant, and affirmative action on
the part of the respondent, such as civil
rights training. HUD has the authority to
monitor and enforce these agreements.
These cases involved familial status, rea-
sonable accommodation and retaliation.

Twenty-two complaints (59.5%) were
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found to be without probable cause. This
occurs when the preponderance of evi-
dence obtained during the course of the
investigation is insufficient to substanti-
ate the charge of discrimination. Another
eight cases (21.6%) were administratively
closed, due to complaint withdrawal be-
fore or after resolution, judicial dismissal
or the complainant’s refusal to cooperate.
Caution should be used when interpret-
ing complaints that are administratively
closed. This resolution does not always
mean that housing discrimination has not
occurred. In the case of a complainant
withdrawing a complaint, an uncoopera-
tive complainant, or a complainant who
cannot be located, it is possible that the
complainant changed her mind, decided
against the trouble of following through
with the complainant, chose to seek other
housing without delay, or some other
reasons.

The County submitted a formal request
for complaints data from the Pennsylvania
Human Rights Commission on October
15, 2014. As of January 2015, the HRC
had not responded.

Fair Housing Policies and Actions

The last Analysis of Impediments to Fair
Housing Choice for Cumberland County
and the Borough of Carlisle was con-
ducted in 2004. Both jurisdictions report
progress in fair housing initiatives annu-
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ally in the CAPER.

Summarized below are the major impedi-
ments identified in 2004:

— Low-income areas tend to be dispro-
portionately populated by members
of the protected classes, particularly
minorities and female-headed house-
holds.

— While the County has actively ad-
dressed the housing needs for the
disabled, there continues to be the
need to effectively address their hous-
ing needs reducing the potential for
impediments.

— There is no focus on fair housing by
County officials and among housing
services.

— Local zoning in some communities
restricts unrelated persons from living
together and/or establishes dispersal
requirements for group homes. Also,
zoning lacks streamlined development
processes for design alternatives that
support affordable housing and adap-
tive use and in-fill development in
older boroughs in addition to regula-
tions that support reuse.

— Members of the protected classes ex-
perience higher mortgage loan denial
rates, often due to a poor credit his-
tory or a lack of credit history.

The County’s efforts to affirmatively
further fair housing, as reported in its
CAPER documents, center on addressing

these five issues. CCRHA staff partici-
pate in the local Fair Housing Council,
direct first-time homebuyer classes and
distribute fair housing information where
possible. The Authority annually identi-
fies potential development projects that
will deconcentrate housing for members
of the protected classes, which in recent
years have included multi-unit facilities
for seniors, people with cognitive dis-
abilities and the chronically homeless in
locations outside of low- and moderate-
income census tracts. In 2013, CCRA
published fair housing information on its
website, produced and distributed a new
fair housing pamphlet and reminded the
County Planning Commission about the
need to review municipal codes for im-
pediments to fair housing.

Additionally, the Authority publishes a
notice in the newspaper to inform resi-
dents of their fair housing rights and the
recourse available in case they have been
unfairly denied housing. County CDBG
funds continue to fund the Local Hous-
ing Options Team coordinator, who as-
sists residents to locate rental housing.
In concert with local banks, CCHRA runs
a housing counseling workshop to as-
sist members of the protected classes in
securing loans.

In addition to these efforts, the Borough
of Carlisle ensures that the Equal Oppor-
tunity poster is prominently displayed in
all publicly supported rental facilities as
well as the courthouse and other County
and Borough facilities. CCHRA trains all
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rental housing staff on fair housing, and
staff members must sign a code of con-
duct following the training as a condition
of employment. Authority staff adminis-
tering the voucher program review loca-
tions of high poverty concentration with
potential recipients and encourage them
to seek housing outside of such neighbor-
hoods.

CCHRA hired a Compliance Specialist
who will focus on fair housing activi-

ties and implementing the results of this
report. In 2012, the Authority reviewed its
undertakings from a fair housing perspec-
tive and concluded that homebuyer activi-
ties were providing safe housing to under-
served populations, and that counseling
sessions provided clients with information
about landlord/tenant rights that allowed
them to more proficiently navigate fair
housing issues with their current land-
lords.

With regard to zoning, CCHRA worked
with Carlisle Borough in 2011 and 2012
to revise residential districts to include a
new Village district that incorporates more
diverse housing types, with the effect of
broadening uses in some areas of the
Borough that had been traditionally domi-
nated by large-lot single-family housing.

Finally, the County and the Borough co-
ordinated the production of this document
with the undertaking of their Five-Year
Consolidated Plans to ensure that recom-
mendations are grounded firmly in fair
housing principles.
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Cumberland County and Carlisle Borough
have not adopted local human rights/rela-
tions ordinances; therefore, prohibitions
against discrimination at the federal and
state levels apply. In many jurisdictions
across Pennsylvania, locally adopted
provisions expand the number and type
of protected classes, extending protection
on the basis of sexual orientation, gender
identity, marital status or other charac-
teristics. Such ordinances usually also
establish a local system for enforcement
by creating a commission that receives,
reviews, investigates and resolves dis-
crimination complaints. Human rights/
relations commissions commonly under-
take proactive outreach activities such

as commissioning paired discrimination
testing — which can help determine which
problems might exist in a given commu-
nity and how to address them — or educa-
tion and outreach that broaden awareness
of housing rights and responsibilities.

In the absence of such infrastructure,
much of the fair housing work in Cum-
berland County is carried out by agen-
cies such as the Fair Housing Council

of the Capital Region, which has existed
for more than two decades to eliminate
housing discrimination by providing
housing counseling, an information help
line, homeownership workshops, publica-
tions, seminars and training. The Council,
a HUD-certified counseling agency, has

graduated more than 10,000 people from
its homebuyers workshops offered across
its service area.
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his section of the Al is a summary

of general observations included in
earlier sections of the report. General
observations include the results of pri-
mary and secondary research that define
the underlying conditions, trends, and
context for fair housing planning in the
Urban County and in Carlisle. These
observations in and of themselves do not
necessarily constitute impediments to fair
housing choice. Rather, they establish
a contextual framework for the impedi-
ments to fair housing choice that are pre-
sented in the following section of the Al.
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1. Population growth in the Urban
County continues to experience constant
growth that outpaces statewide averages
and bolsters housing demand. By con-
trast, Carlisle’s population has remained
generally stable for decades. Higher den-
sities exist as a result of suburban devel-
opment pressures in the County’s eastern
municipalities and along the major cor-
ridors connecting Carlisle with Harrisburg
and in townships surrounding the Bor-
ough.

2. The County has become more
racially and ethnically diverse since 2000,
though it was still 91% White as of 2012.
The diversification is especially conspicu-
ous in Carlisle, where the White popula-
tion has decreased in raw number while
minority populations increase. Black
residents are the largest minority group,
representing 2.6% of the Urban County
and 8.8% of the Borough.

3. The residential integration of Black
households has increased across the
County since 2000, but the County is still
moderately segregated, as 100% spatial
integration would require about 48 in
every 100 Black persons to relocate to a
different census tract.

4. Thirty census block groups across
the County qualify as low- and moderate-
income, and 15 qualify as areas of racial
or ethnic concentration. Of these, seven
block groups meet both criteria and are
therefore racially/ethnically concentrated
areas of poverty. Five of these areas are
located within Carlisle, and the remain-
ing two are just outside of the Borough of
Mechanicsburg.

5. There is a sufficiently large number
(1,395) of limited-English Spanish speak-
ers across the County to warrant further
analysis of their access to public pro-
grams and services.

6. The greatest gain in housing units
since 2000 has occurred in the County’s
eastern half, particularly Hampden, Silver
Spring, Southampton and Upper Allen
townships. Overall, the stock expanded
14.8%.
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1.  Housing affordability
continues to be a problem, and
members of the protected classes
are disproportionately affected.

Between 2000 and 2012, real median
housing value increased 14.2% and rent
climbed 7% across the County, while

real household income fell by 2.2%. The
Urban County lost 61.4% of its units rent-
ing for less than $500 between 2000 and
2012. By comparison, the number of
units renting for more than $1,000 ex-
panded from 944 to 5,489 (582%). In
Carlisle, the number of units priced be-
low $500 fell from 1,903 to 552 (-71%),
while units priced at or above $1,000
increased 400% to 513. Minimum-wage
and single-income households cannot
afford a two-bedroom housing unit rent-
ing for the HUD fair market rent in Cum-
berland County. Persons with disabilities
receiving a monthly SSI check for $721
as their sole source of income cannot
afford a one-bedroom unit renting at the
fair market rate of $662. The affordability
of sales housing fluctuates greatly among
municipalities in the Urban County, with
median prices ranging between $72,100
(Shippensburg Township) and $242,600
(Hampden Township) in 2012.

Black households and Hispanic house-
holds were more likely to have lower
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incomes than Whites across the Urban
County and were disproportionately
represented among lower-income house-
holds. Lower household incomes among
Blacks and Hispanics are reflected in
lower home ownership rates when com-
pared to Whites and Asians. Among
minorities in the County, 26.5% of Blacks
and 36.8% of Hispanics were home own-
ers, compared to 73.3% of Whites and
65% of Asians. The maximum affordable
purchase price for Blacks and Hispanics
fell below the median sales price and was
only 45.7% and 49.3%, respectively, of
the maximum affordable purchase price
for the County overall.

Although female-headed households
with children comprised only 8% of fam-
ily households in Cumberland County in
2012, they accounted for 44.1% of all
families living in poverty. More than one
in every four female-headed households
with children were living in poverty, com-
pared to only 4.3% of married-couple
families with children.

Persons with disabilities were more than
twice as likely to live in poverty as per-
sons without disabilities. In 2012, 11.6%
of people with disabilities had incomes
below the poverty line. More than one-
third of County seniors reported at least
one disability.

CCHRA will

continue to strategically allocate its lim-
ited resources to broaden the availability
of housing options. In addition to the ef-
fective operation of existing programs, the
Authority should consider creative options
such as incentives for an affordable hous-
ing setaside in any County-assisted devel-
opment with a residential component. Be-
cause the inability to afford housing costs
is an income problem as well as a price
problem, CCHRA will continue to fortify
the partnerships through which it creates
local economic development opportuni-
ties, particularly those which create jobs.
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2. Subsidized housing and
affordable market rentals are
geographically concentrated in
particular areas of the County.

Renter-occupied multi-family units rep-
resented less than 10% of the occupied
housing stock in 17 townships, or half of
all municipalities in the County. Hous-
ing choice for lower-income households
is restricted by an inadequate supply of
affordable multi-family rental housing
units in non-impacted areas. A lack of
larger rental units consisting of three or
more bedrooms has a disproportionately
greater impact on minority families, who
tend to live in larger families. Of 26,759
rental units across the County, only 28.4%
had three or more bedrooms, compared
to 81.1% of the owner housing stock.

CCHRA encourages voucher holders to
settle in lower-poverty neighborhoods
and evaluates applications for CDBG and
HOME funds with the intention of creating
affordable opportunities in less traditional
areas. However, previous federal direc-
tives to build subsidized housing where
need is concentrated, vestiges of segre-
gation and local economic patterns have
limited the array of affordable housing
options outside of the County’s higher-
poverty neighborhoods. In order to dem-
onstrate meaningful compliance with the
certification to affirmatively further fair
housing choice, both the Urban County
and Carlisle must work collaboratively to
identify and pursue means of connect-
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ing members of the protected classes
with housing options wherever they might
choose to live.

CCHRA will
continue to administer programs that
advance the availability of decent, af-
fordable housing opportunities outside of
racially or ethnically concentrated low-
income neighborhoods, including:

— Seek opportunities to leverage proj-
ect-based vouchers to create low-in-
come housing in non-impacted areas.

— Formally adopt and incorporate into
the HOME application packet a scor-
ing system that would prioritize hous-
ing project sites across the Urban
County with a focus in low-poverty
areas.

— Actively monitor municipal zoning
ordinances, making recommendations
as needed to eliminate the potential
for discrimination. Ensure that munici-
palities that do not address identified
discriminatory practices will be ineli-
gible for CDBG or HOME funding.

— Mandate fair housing training for
municipal officials, developers/man-
agement companies and nonprofit
agencies and staff from municipalities
receiving federal entitlement alloca-
tions.

— Continue to support education and
outreach initiatives that reach all areas
of the County.

3. Local units of government
that participate in the

Urban County'’s entitlement
grant programs may not
unequivocally understand their
responsibility to affirmatively
further fair housing choice.

Some individual local government zoning
ordinances reviewed during the Al were
found to impose unreasonable require-
ments or limitations on group homes.
Other communities discourage compact,
more affordable residential development
by devoting the vast majority of land area
to very large minimum lots for the devel-
opment of single-family homes. In several
communities, the zoning ordinance places
undue restriction on the relationship be-
tween people allowed to live together as

a family. All of these measures have the
potential to limit fair housing choice.

CCHRA should
provide one-on-one technical land use
planning assistance to local units of
government aimed at identifying and
overcoming procedural and regulatory
barriers to fair housing and affordable
housing. Local elected officials, planning
commission members and zoning hearing
board members should receive training as
resources allow.

CCHRA should
formally adopt a policy of refusing to
grant CDBG and HOME funds to munici-
palities that it determines are engaging in
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unlawful discrimination.

The County
should develop and promote the use and
adoption of model ordinances, especially
as they relate to the removal of barriers to
affordable housing and accommodating
group homes for persons with disabilities.

In order to
protect its own certification, the County
should formally require that all CDBG and
HOME recipients certify that they will af-
firmatively further fair housing as a part
of all subrecipient agreements.
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4.  Some of the policy
documents used by CCHRA in

the administration of housing
programs could be improved
from a fair housing perspective.

In addition to requiring developers and
managers of HOME-assisted housing
developments to complete a HUD form
detailing affirmative marketing efforts,
CCHRA could fortify its intention to af-
firmatively further fair housing by also
adopting an official policy that states how
it will monitor grantee compliance over
time and what consequences would ex-
ist for non-compliance. This could take
the form of an annual site visit to review
records for funded projects. If a project

is determined to be out of compliance,
CCHRA has the authority to require the
recapture of all HOME funds and disallow
future participation in the County’s HOME
program. Additionally, CCHRA may refer
the matter to HUD and/or a fair housing
rights organization.

CCHRA'’s Language Access Plan consists
of general policy guidance in considering
accommodations on a case-by-case ba-
sis, not an analysis of the needs of local
households who would be eligible for pro-
grams. CCHRA should continue to moni-
tor American Community Survey data to
determine the prevalence of persons with
limited English proficiency being served
by its programs in order to ensure that its
LAP adequately accommodates demo-
graphic changes.

CCHRA should
develop and adopt a formal Affirmative
Marketing Policy that states how it will
monitor grantee compliance and what
consequences would exist for non-com-
pliance.

CCHRA should
evaluate the extent to which its programs
and services meet the needs of popula-
tions with limited English proficiency by
conducting the four-factor analysis.
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5. The relatively sparsely
developed townships in the
eastern portion of the County are
isolated from transit service, due
to the financial infeasibility of

extending routes to such areas.

In general, the transit within Cumberland
County caters to metro-Harrisburg and
the next two largest population centers,
Carlisle and Shippensburg. Traveling to
or from anywhere else in the County on
public transit is difficult, expensive, or
both. While this arrangement is certainly
understandable from a transportation
management perspective, it has the effect
of limiting fair housing choice. The lack
of transit service in these communities
presents a barrier to the development of
affordable housing.

CCHRA should
continue to collaborate with Capital Area
Transit to promote the strategic expan-
sion of public transit service in non-im-
pacted, high growth areas of the County.
This could include the creation of ride-to-
work public transit routes that consider
the needs of second-shift workers.
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The County
should additionally identify opportunities
around existing areas of public transit for
the development of medium-density and
high-density affordable multi-family hous-
ing for families.

Proposed Action Step: The County
should consider the creation, promotion
and adoption of an inclusionary housing
ordinance that would require the set-aside
of a specific percentage of housing units
affordable to LMI households. Transit-ori-
ented developments along public transit
routes would provide the ideal opportu-
nity to incentivize the provision of afford-
able housing for members of the protect-
ed classes.

6. Carlisles Comprehensive
Plan requires an update

to achieve consistency with
fair housing standards.

The Plan includes an intention to “make
sure that Carlisle is not overburdened by
more than its fair share of the region’s
needs for subsidized housing and human
services” and further suggests that such
uses generate “nuisances for the sur-
rounding neighborhood.” The latter com-
ment is discriminatory, and the intention
is problematic inasmuch as subsidized
housing and human services are designed
to serve the lower-income and special-
needs populations among which members
of the protected classes are heavily over-
represented — therefore, an intention to
exclude such uses is effectively an inten-
tion to exclude members of the protected
classes from the community. Finally,

the Plan includes a number of passages
that specifically promote the attraction

of middle- or upper-income households
to the obvious exclusion of low-income
households or are prejudiced against low-
income households outright.

The Borough
should prioritize an update to the relevant
sections of its Comprehensive Plan and
amend the document to ensure that it
does not include language that is express-

ly or effectively discriminatory.

Fair Housing Profile § 95



7.  FEvidence demonstrates that
some discrimination is present
in the sale and rental of housing
across Cumberland County,

especially on the basis of disabiliry.

Across the County, disability was an issue
in two-thirds of the housing discrimination
complaints made to HUD during the last
10 years.

CCHRA should
consider hiring a fair housing advocacy
ordganization to undertake paired real
estate testing, both for rental and sales
housing. The results of such testing
should be well-publicized to serve as a
public education tool and as a deterrent
for future discriminatory actions. Where
appropriate, complaints should be filed
with HUD or the PHRC.

CCHRA should
continue its current efforts to promote
education and outreach with regard to
landlord, tenant and homebuyer rights
and responsibilities.

96 § Fair Housing Profile

8.  Mortgage lending data
suggests that racial minorities are
more likely to experience mortgage
application denial or high-cost
lending than White applicants.

Across the three years studied, the loan
denial rates among racial and ethnic
minority applicants were higher than
the denial rate for White applicants.
Black households were denied at a rate
of 22.3%, compared to 12.6% of White
households.

Upper-income minority households con-
sistently experienced denial rates that
were significantly higher than those of
lower-income White households. While
this fact alone does not imply an impedi-
ment to fair housing choice, the pattern is
consistent with discrimination.

CCHRA should
continue to support HUD-certified housing
counselors to provide credit repair ad-
vice on a public, countywide basis. This
service must ensure to the extent possible
that members of the protected classes
have access to means of improving their
ability to obtain and maintain decent, af-
fordable housing.
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