EEO Statement

|
Equal Opportunity/Affirmative

Action Requirements and OHCD
Policies

As a recipient of federal Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) funds and other financial
assistance including but not limited to, HOME,
HOPE, McKinney Homeless Assistance, Housing
Opportunities for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA),
Nehemiah Housing Opportunity Grant and Section 202,
the City of Philadelphia, through the Office of Housing
and Community Development (OHCD), is responsible
for implementing a variety of federal laws including
those pertaining to equal opportunity and affirmative
action. These laws find their origin in the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 which prohibits discrimination based on
sex, race, color, religion and national origin in employ-
ment, public accommodation and the provision of state
and local government services. While OHCD affirms
its responsibility to implement all applicable local, state
and federal requirements, including local anti-
discrimination policies, it hereby underscores its
commitment to complying and requiring compliance
with federal equal opportunity and affirmative action
requirements under the applicable housing and
community development programs, including the
following provisions:

Section 3 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968, as amended by
Section 915 of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1992, requires that economic
opportunities generated by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) financial
assistance for housing and community development
programs will, to the greatest extent feasible, be given
to low- and very low-income persons residing in the
area in which the project is located.

Specific housing and community development activities
include construction, re-construction, conversion or
rehabilitation of housing (including reduction and
abatement of lead-based paint hazards), other buildings
orimprovements (regardless of ownership). They cover
a broad range of tasks including planning, architectural
services, consultation, maintenance, repair and
accounting. In addition, contracts for work in connection
with housing and community development programs will,
to the greatest extent feasible, be awarded to area
business concerns. These are construction and
construction-related firms who are substantially owned
by low-income persons and/or those who provide

economic opportunities to low- and very-low income
persons residing in the area where the projectis located.

Currently, Section 3 requires project sponsors to
establish a 30-percent aggregate new-hire goal and a
10-percent contracting goal on all HUD-assisted
projects.

Executive Order 11246 provides civil rights protection
to persons in all phases of employment during the
performance of federal or federally assisted contracts.
As specified in the implementing regulations, contractors
and subcontractors on federal or federally assisted
construction contracts will take affirmative action to
ensure fair treatment in employment, upgrading,
demotion or transfer, recruitment or recruitment
advertising, layoff or termination, rates of pay or other
forms of compensation and selection for training
and apprenticeship. The Executive Order requires
construction contractors to make “good-faith efforts”
to employ minority and female craft-workers at a
percentage level of 17.4 percent and 6.9 percent
respectively in each trade on construction work in the
covered area.

Executive Order 2-95 Neighborhood Benefit
Strategy requires every project sponsor, developer or
builder working in OHCD or Department of Commerce
development projects to verify that they will, to the
greatest extent feasible, provide employment and
training opportunities for low-income neighborhood
residents for planning, construction, rehabilitation and
operations of the development. In addition, Executive
Order 2-95 encourages project sponsors, developers
or builders to establish a goal of employing low- and
very low-income neighborhood and area residents as
50 percent of the new hires associated with the project
and awarding 50 percent of all construction and service
contracts to neighborhood and area businesses.

Chapter 17-500 of the Philadelphia Code and
the Mayor’s Executive Order 1-05 are local
requirements which work together in providing a
citywide anti-discrimination policy in awarding City
contracts. Under Chapter 17-500, participation goals of
15percent, 10 percent and 2 percent respectively, have
been established for minority-, women- and/or
disabled- owned businesses in bidding procedures for
City professional services and supply contracts.
Executive Order 1-05 established City policy and
requirements for contracting opportunities for the
participation of Minority (MBE), Women (WBE) and
Disadvantaged (DBE) Business Enterprises.
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Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973
requires that federal fund recipients make their programs
and activities accessible to qualified individuals with
disabilities. In effect, these regulations are designed
to eliminate all vestiges of discrimination toward
otherwise qualified individuals. A person is “disabled”
within the meaning of Section 504 if he or she: has a
mental or physical impairment which substantially
limits one or more of such person’s major life activities,
has a record of such impairment, or is regarded as
having such an impairment.

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
of 1990 provides federal civil rights protection in the
areas of employment, public services and transport-
ation, public accommodations, telecommunications
and other provisions to people who are considered
disabled. As is the case with Section 504, the ADAis
not an affirmative action statute. Instead, it seeks to
dispel stereotypes and assumptions about disabilities
and ensure equal opportunity and encourage full
participation, independent living and economic
self-sufficiency for disabled persons.

OHCD policies that relate to these requirements
include:

1. Up-front commitments from developers
and general contractors

OHCD will make a concerted effort to maximize local
resident training, employment and contracting
opportunities by requiring its subrecipients to secure
up-front commitments in the form of Affirmative Action
Plans (AAPs) to local business firms. Bidder
compliance will be evaluated prior to selection and
contract awards. Also, competitive proposals will be
evaluated on the basis of past performance or
evidence of commitment to contract with or employ
local concerns.

2. Coordinate job fairs and other local
outreach activities

OHCD will continue to work with community develop-
ment corporations (CDCs), community organizations,
developers and others in an effort to create local talent
pools of skilled and semiskilled workers for housing
and community development activities.

3. Provide local business information on
OHCD-assisted projects

OHCD has developed a database of local (Philadelphia-
area) construction and construction-related profess-
ional firms to assist project sponsors in developing
neighborhood benefit strategies for local projects.

4. Support YouthBuild initiatives

The YouthBuild program is one job-readiness approach
that has proven to be successful in positioning young
people for education, training and long-term employ-
ment. OHCD plans to support YouthBuild activities.

5. Utilize the Philadelphia Housing
Authority (PHA) Jobs and Skills Bank
OHCD will continue the partnership with PHA to refer
qualified residents for employment opportunities in
OHCD-assisted projects.

6. Meet or exceed federal program
accessibility requirements

OHCD policy ensures that, where practicable, rental
and homeownership projects will be developed to
exceed federal standards of accessibility.
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e
The Commonwealth as a

Funding Resource

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department
of Community and Economic Development (DCED)
has historically made available to Philadelphia up to
20 percent of the total state allocation for housing,
community and economic development programs.
As stated in the Pennsylvania Consolidated Plan
the first priority through this program is to meet
housing needs. The Communities of Opportunity
Program is flexible for municipalities and redevelop-
ment authorities to design uses for these funds which
may be ineligible under certain federal programs and
which meet specific unmet needs. DCED will
emphasize the role of comprehensive community
development and its relationship to economic
development.

DCED and the Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency
(PHFA) presently administer a statewide grant
program allocating federal HOME funds on a
competitive basis. Those municipalities not receiving
their own allocation of HOME funds (nonpatrticipating
jurisdictions) receive priority for funding from this
program. It is unlikely that there will be state funds
remaining for participating jurisdictions such as
Philadelphia in the immediate future.

PHFA administers the Homeownership Choice
Program, which supports mixed-income housing
developmentin underutilized urban areas. Philadelphia
has received eight Homeownership Choice awards.

Other sources of funds from DCED that contribute to
overall housing, community and economic
development as well as related social-service needs
in the City are: the Weatherization Assistance
Program, presently administered by the Philadelphia
Housing Development Corp., the Enterprise Zone
Program administered by the City Commerce
Department, the McKinney Emergency Shelter
Programs administered by the Office of Emergency
Shelter and Services, and Community Services Block
Grant presently administered by the Mayor’s Office
of Community Services. Direct assistance to
non-profits include community development tax credits
through the Neighborhood Assistance Program and
more specifically, the Comprehensive Services
Program which includes the Philadelphia Plan, and
the Community Conservation and Employment
Program. In 2004, DCED instituted the Elm Street
program to provide planning assistance for residential
neighborhoods adjacent to commercial corridors. In

2005, the City received an Energy Harvest grant from
the Department of Energy. This grant will assist in
the development of energy efficient housing in the 4900
block of Girard Avenue.

In addition to the programs listed, the Commonwealth
also provides funding to the City through existing
programs of the City Commerce Department, the City
Department of Public Welfare and several other
departments.
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Reference Table: Section 8 Eligibility, Annual Income

Household Very Low Low Moderate Middle
Size 25% 30% 50% 60% 80% 120%
1 $12,625 $15,150 $25,250 $30,300 $40,400 $60,600

2 14,425 17,300 28,850 34,620 46,150 69,240

3 16,225 19,500 32,450 38,940 51,950 77,880

4 18,025 21,650 36,050 43,260 57,700 86,520

5 19,475 23,400 38,950 46,740 62,300 93,480

6 20,900 25,100 41,800 50,160 66,950 100,320

7 22,350 26,850 44,700 53,640 71,550 107,280

8 23,800 28,600 47,600 57,120 76,150 114,240

More than 8 in household, add per person:

Annual 1,442 1,732 2,884 3,461 4,616 6,922

These figures are based on the Section 8 annual income limits for low- and moderate-income households set by the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), effective March 8, 2006. HUD defines 50 percent of area median income
as “very low income” and 80 percent as “low income.” The definition of very low-, low- and moderate- income in this table are based
on City Ordinance 1029-AA which defines 50 percent of area median income as “low income” and 80 percent as “moderate income.”

Table: Income Eligibility Guidelines for the Following Programs:

Weatherization Assistance Program, Basic Systems Repair Program, Emergency Repair Hotline and Emergency
Heater Hotline

Household Size Maximum Annual Maximum Monthly
1 $14,700 $1,225
2 19,800 1,650
3 24,900 2,075
4 30,000 2,500
5 35,100 2,925
6 40,200 3,350
7 45,300 3,775
8 50,400 4,200
More than 8 in household, add per person:
5,100 425

These figures are calculated to 150 percent of federal poverty-level guidelines. They are effective as of Jan. 24, 2006.
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Targeted Neighborhood

Commercial Areas (TNCAS)

The City expects to support these TNCAs in Year 32:

5th Street

2600 - 3100 blocks North
4200 - 4600 blocks North
4800 - 5700 blocks North

9th Street
800 - 1200 blocks South

22nd Street
2700 - 3000 blocks North

29th Street
2300 block North

40th and Market Streets
100 block North - 100 block South 40th
4000 block Market

52nd Street
100 block North - 300 block South

60th Street
100 block North - 300 block South

63™ Street and Lancaster Avenue
1900 - 2000 blocks North 63rd
6000 - 6200 blocks Lancaster

Baltimore Avenue
4000 - 5400 blocks

Broad Street and Snyder Avenue
1900 - 2100 blocks South Broad
600 - 1600 blocks Snyder

Broad Street and Susquehanna Avenue
2200 block North Broad
1400 - 1500 blocks Susquehanna

Broad Street and Olney Avenue
5500 - 5900 blocks North Broad

5700 - 5900 blocks Old York Road
7300 block Olney

Castor Avenue
5900 - 7200 blocks

Cecil B. Moore and Ridge Avenues
1400 - 2300 blocks Cecil B. Moore
1900-2400 blocks Ridge

Chester Avenue
5600 - 5800 blocks

Chew Avenue
5600 - 5700 blocks

Frankford Avenue

1200 - 3100 blocks

4000 - 5300 blocks

6200 - 8500 blocks
(Mayfair/Holmesburg Retail Area)

Front Street and Kensington Avenue
2400 - 2600 blocks Kensington
2100 - 2300 blocks North Front

Germantown Avenue
2500 - 2900 blocks

Germantown Avenue and Broad Street
3400 - 3800 blocks Germantown
3600 - 3800 blocks North Broad

Germantown and Chelten Avenues
5000 - 6300 blocks Germantown

100 - 300 blocks East Chelten

Maplewood Mall

Girard Avenue

100 - 300 blocks East

000 - 600 blocks West

900 - 1700 blocks West

2600 - 2900 blocks West

900 block North Broad Street
900-1100 blocks Marshall Street

Kensington Avenue
2800 - 3600 blocks

Lancaster Avenue
3800 - 5400 blocks

Lansdowne Avenue
5900 - 6200 blocks

Logan Business District

4900 - 5100 blocks North Broad Street
4900 - 5100 blocks Old York Road
4700 - 4900 blocks North 11th Street
Loudon Street

Ogontz and Cheltenham Avenues
Retail Area

6800 - 8000 blocks Ogontz

1800 - 1900 blocks Cheltenham

1900 block Washington Lane

Passyunk Avenue

1400 - 2000 blocks East

Point Breeze Avenue

1200 - 1700 blocks

Rising Sun Avenue Retail Area
5700 - 7700 blocks

South Street

900 - 2200 blocks

Torresdale Avenue Retail Area
5200 - 7200 blocks

Woodland Avenue

5900 - 6500 blocks

The treatment area will go from 46th to 68th
Streets.
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Selection Criteria for Rental

Projects

Neighborhood-Based Rental production activities are
designed to respond to the housing affordability crisis
by producing more affordable housing units through
rehabilitation and new construction. The Office of
Housing and Community Development (OHCD)
believes that the creation and maintenance of viable
residential neighborhoods involve a combination of
homeownership, rental and special-needs units.
Accordingly, OHCD supports the production of
affordable rental units.

These criteria are designed to maximize private
financing, support neighborhood strategic planning and
minimize public subsidies. OHCD reserves the right
to select the source of funds for each rental project.
OHCD reserves the right to alter these criteria as
necessary to ensure consistency with national
objectives and with the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD), Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania Department of Community and
Economic Development (DCED) and Pennsylvania
Housing Finance Agency (PHFA) guidelines,
regulations and policy. At a minimum, OHCD will
review and, if needed, revise the criteria annually.

A. Threshold Criteria

1. Projects must be consistent with the organizing
principles for housing investment of the Neighborhood
Transformation Initiative:

» Facilitating economic growth by encouraging
market rate investment;

» Preserving existing housing stock by directing
resources to strong blocks and neighborhoods that
show signs of decline;

* Rebuilding inner city markets at scale from the
ground up; and,

» Promoting equity by providing affordable housing
to low-income, elderly and special needs citizens.

2. Projects that request more than 50 percent of total
project financing from OHCD will not be
considered. Exceptions will be granted on a
case-by-case basis. However, the developer must
demonstrate a good-faith effort to secure additional
public/private financing.

3. No project may apply for more than $1.5 million
dollars in total subsidies administered by OHCD
(CDBG, federal HOME, DCED and/or any other
funding source administered by the City, or its
designee).

4. Project costs must meet at least one of the following
guidelines:

a. A maximum of $150 per square foot
(replacement cost plus developer’s fee); or

b. Aper-unit replacement cost not to exceed 120%
of HUD 221 (d) (3) maximum mortgage limits for
the Philadelphia area. The 221(d)(3) limits are:

Unit Type Non-elevator Elevator
0 bedroom $102,722 $108,104
1 bedroom $118,441 $123,919
2bedrooms $142,841 $150,687
3bedrooms $182,837 $194,936
4+ bedrooms $203,688 $213,979

The above maximum mortgage limits are subject to
change.

5. Developers must comply with local, state, and
federal regulations including wage rate and
applicable MBE/WBE/DBE, HUD Section 3 and
Neighborhood Benefit Strategy requirements, and
energy and construction specifications as required
by OHCD and the Redevelopment Authority (RDA).

6. While environmental abatement costs associated
with site clean-up will be considered separately,
developers must submit a Phase 1 environmental
survey with a request for financing which involves
new construction or the rehabilitation of buildings
that were previously used for commercial or
industrial purposes.

7. In each project, a minimum of 20 percent of the
total units must be set aside for special-needs
populations. Aminimum of 10 percent of the total
units must be accessible for people with physical/
mobility impairments and 4 percent for people with
hearing or vision impairments. The City of
Philadelphia supports the concept of visitability
for accessible housing design and encourages all
housing developers to include visitability design
features. To the extent feasible, all new construction
housing development projects must include
visitability design features. This includes at least
one no-step entrance at either the front, side, back
or through the garage entrance. All doors (including
powder/bathroom entrances) should be 32 inches
wide and hallways and other room entrances, at
least 36 inches wide.

8. All housing projects developed with City housing
funds must comply with the City’s Model
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Affirmative Marketing Plan (MAMP) which requires
developers receiving City funds to market
accessible housing units to the disabled
community for a 30-day period prior to marketing
accessible and non-accessible housing units to
the general public on the Home Finder website.

B. Financial Analysis

1. The developer’s fee is meant to compensate the
developer for staff time, effort and work involved in
the development of the project, developer’s
expenses, overhead and profit. The developer's fee
is limited to 10 percent of replacement costs (less
acquisition costs). All consultant’s fees and
organizational costs are required to be paid from
the developer's fee. These fees may not be listed
as separate line items in the development budget.
For projects requiring Low-Income Housing Tax
Credits, developers may apply for and receive a
developer’s fee up to the maximum allowed by the
PHFA. However, developer’s fees earned in excess
of the maximum allowed by the City must be
reinvested in project reserves such as operating
deficit, rent subsidy and social services.

2. Project must demonstrate sufficient cash flow to
cover projected operating, reserve, debt service,
and necessary social/support service expenses.

3. Soft costs, all costs included in replacement cost
other than construction costs, may not exceed
20 percent of replacement costs.

4. Legal fees for both project development and
syndication may not exceed $40,000 for each
purpose for a total of $80,000.

5. Rent up and marketing expenses may not exceed
1.5 percent of replacement costs.

6. Construction contingency must be at least 2.5 percent
for new construction projects and 5 percent for
rehabilitation and no more than 10 percent in either
case. Consideration will be given to project size
and property condition when determining the
amount of contingency. For projects where the
construction contract is a guaranteed maximum
price, a contingency may be waived by the RDA.

7. When there is no general contractor, construction
management costs may not exceed 5 percent of
total construction costs. If there is a general contractor
and architectural supervision during construction,
no construction management fee will be allowed.

8. The architect’s fee may not exceed the figures
shown at the end of this section.

9. Developers requesting exceptions to the above
criteria must provide written justification to the RDA.
The RDA will review the request and forward
comments to the Director of OHCD. The Director of
OHCD may approve or deny the waiver request.

10. For rental developments with commitments of HUD
202 or HUD 811 financing, the OHCD subsidy is
capped at $15,000 per unit, based upon a dollar-
for-dollar match of other funds, so long as funds
are available.

C. Cost Efficiency

Projects that leverage a larger percentage of private
and non-OHCD resources will be given a preference
in the evaluation process. Priority will be given to those
projects which can be designed and constructed for
less total dollars, as well as less City subsidy dollars.
In addition, financing requests which can reduce costs
below the stated maxima will be given a priority.

D. Developer Profile

A developer will submit a written summary of completed
and current development activity. OHCD/RDA will
examine the developer's past performance in completing
OHCD-funded projects, general capability and capacity
levels and current tax and financial status of partners
involved in the project. OHCD/RDA may deny funding
for a developer who has outstanding municipal liens,
other judgments and/or code violations against his/her
property(ies), and who has not demonstrated the
technical or financial capacity to complete projects.
OHCD/RDA will ensure that the developer supplies
acceptable references from past clients and supplies
evidence that he/she has consulted the community about
the proposed project prior to making any funding
commitment.

E. Neighborhood and Community Impact

1. The project should increase the supply of decent,
affordable rental units for low-income people and
special-needs populations.

2. The project must eliminate a blighting condition in
the community or improve an uninhabitable living
condition for existing residents.

3. The project must not cause direct or indirect
displacement.

4. The developer must demonstrate an effort to
encourage participation or representation by the
occupants and/or the community. OHCD/RDA will
consider community support in evaluating projects.

5. Projects involving the conversion of non- residential
buildings may be given lower priority if the conversion
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is less cost-efficient and does not promote the
stabilization of existing deteriorated housing.

6. Additional services and/or benefits to the community
(such as the provision of jobs) provided by the project
will be considered favorably when evaluating the
project for funding.

7. Projects in conformance with an OHCD-endorsed
Neighborhood Strategic Plan or NTI Plan will be
given a priority.

8. The developer must submit an affirmative marketing
plan to the RDA for review and approval prior to
marketing. The plan must ensure the units will be
marketed in accordance with all local, state and
federal fair housing laws.

B Development Process

Neighborhood-Based Rental activities are administered
by the Redevelopment Authority (RDA) in accordance
with OHCD policy. The RDA reserves the right to
require additional documentation and information
necessary to assess project feasibility. All projects
are subject to review by the RDA's Housing Review
Committee and approval by the RDA Board of Directors.

1. OHCD will describe those projects which are being
proposed to receive financing from OHCD
resources in the Consolidated Plan. Once City
Council approves the Plan, developers will be
notified of OHCD'’s intent to finance their project.
In its Letter of Intent, OHCD will indicate its intent
to provide financing, the number of units it expects
to have produced by providing financing and will
require the developer and the development team
to meet with the RDA within 60 days of the date of
the letter. The letter will also remind developers
that they must meet certain conditions before
receiving financing including adherence to
affirmative action, energy conservation and
environmental review requirements, and that
Davis-Bacon wage rates may apply depending on
the type of funding provided and the type and size
of the proposed project. The OHCD reservation of
funding for a specific project will be in effect for six
months from the date of the beginning of the fiscal
year which is July 1. To ensure efficient use of
funds, OHCD will require any project which does
not achieve settlement within six months of
OHCD’s reservation of funding to be subject to a
RDA staff review. Following RDA review, OHCD
may decide to withdraw project funding, extend
the reservation of funds or have a different
development entity undertake the construction to
ensure project completion.

During the design development phase of the
project, project costs will be reviewed and
evaluated by the RDA. Developers may be required
to provide additional information regarding steps
that they have taken or will take to ensure the
cost effectiveness of the project. The RDA may
recommend design, financing and budget changes
to ensure the cost effectiveness of the project.
Disagreements between the developer and the RDA
will be resolved by the Executive Director of the
RDA.

Projects anticipating RDA Board approval and
settlement must submit the following
documentation in accordance with the project
schedule that was established by the RDA and
the developer at the initial development team
meeting:

» Project Profile which includes a detailed
description of the project, what impact it will
have on the neighborhood, proposed
beneficiaries, etc. A description of other
affordable housing developments or projects
which are planned or have been completed in
the same area should be included;

« 80 percent complete plans and specifications;

» Developer Profile which includes previous
affordable housing projects developed by the
sponsor, location of developments, number
and type of units built and owned, etc.;

* Sponsor/Developer Financial Statements which
must be prepared by a CPA/IPA and must be
for the last two years. Signhed federal tax
returns may be substituted when no CPA/IPA
audits are available.;

* Partnership Financial Statements (required
only if the Partnership owns other real estate);

« Partnership Agreement (if applicable);

* Tax Credit Subscription Agreement
(if applicable);

* Management Plan and Agreement;

« List of Project Development Team—including
names, addresses and telephone numbers;

* Relocation Plan (if applicable);
» Neighborhood Strategic Plan (if available);
» Evidence of community support;

* Letter(s) of Intent or Commitment from
financing sources such as indication of
receipt of PHFA feasibility;

* Tax Status Certification Form which must be
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submitted for the sponsor, partnership, general
contractor, architect, lawyer, consultant or any
other firm or business that will directly benefit
from OHCD/RDA financing;

* Proof of Site Control;

» Photograph of the Development Site (front and
rear);

« Site survey, Surveyor’s Report and Title Report;
 Architect’'s Agreement (executed and dated);

e General Contractor's Contract (executed and
dated);

¢ Consultant Contract (if applicable);
 Construction Cost Breakdown (per RDA form);

» Contract and/or Agreement for Legal Services
(development and tax counsel);

« Special Needs Plan;
« EEO/AA Plan;

» Section 3 Project Area Business and Employ-
ment Plan and Neighborhood Benefit Plan;

« Letter from accounting firm for cost
certification;

e Most recent PHFA Form 1 (if applicable);

« Development and Operating Budgets
including all sources and uses, not just
those on PHFA's Form 1. Operating budgets
are to be projected for 15 years;

» Schedule of all Project Financing, including
source, rate and term if applicable;

« Board of Directors List (if applicable); and
 Resolution Authorizing Transaction.

In addition to all the previous documentation,
non-profit sponsors are required to submit the
following documentation, if applicable:

* Current IRS Tax Exempt Ruling Letter;
* Current Bylaws;
* Articles of Incorporation;

« CHDO/NBO/CBDO Designation Letter from
OHCD.

If the development entity is a joint venture between
a for-profit and a non-profit, the following
documentation must be provided:

* Detailed description of the joint venture and
the role of the non-profit partner.

If the RDA determines that the documentation is
acceptable and complete, the project will be
submitted to its board of directors for review and
approval. The guidelines and criteria in effect at
the time a project receives board consideration
will be applied, regardless of what guidelines and
criteria were in effect at the time of the original
funding allocation.

Upon board approval, the RDA (or other designated
agency) will issue a commitment letter. The
commitment letter will be in effect for 90 days. If
settlement with all financing sources does not
occur within 90 days, the RDA may extend the
commitment. However, if it appears that any
outstanding issues (such as lack of financing,
sponsor capacity, additional projects costs)
cannot be resolved in a timely fashion and that
settlement will be further delayed, the RDA, in
consultation with OHCD, may decide to recapture
the funding or have PHDC, RDA or another
organization perform the development.

TABLE SHOWING MAXIMUM ARCHITECT’S AND ENGINEER’S FEES™

Construction
Costs ($) Total Fee % Design Fee Administration Fee
100,000 9.0
* *
1,000,000 7.5
Maximum of Maximum of
3,000,000 6.5 7% 5%
5,000,000 6.0 of of
7.000.000 55 total fee total fee
10,000,000 4.5 *Includes weekly *Includes weekly
job meetings job meetings
15,000,000 4.5

* See Selection Criteria for Rental Projects, Homeownership Projects and Special-Needs Projects
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Selection Criteria for

Homeownership Projects

Housing preservation and homeownership are critical
elements in the establishment and maintenance of
Philadelphia neighborhoods. Homeownership provides
the stability needed to ensure the on-going viability of
the community. It has been argued that the City should
only invest in rental housing because the leveraging
of private funds is significantly higher than it is for
homeownership, and that too much public subsidy is
needed to create affordable homeownership units. The
Office of Housing and Community Development
(OHCD) believes that the creation and maintenance
of viable residential neighborhoods involve a
combination of both homeownership and rental units.
In order to preserve the viability of and revitalize
Philadelphia neighborhoods, OHCD will support and
encourage the development of homeownership
opportunities affordable to low- and moderate-income
Philadelphians.

These criteria are designed to maximize private
financing, support neighborhood strategic planning and
minimize public subsidies. OHCD reserves the right to
select the source of funds for each homeownership
project. OHCD reserves the right to alter these criteria
as necessary to ensure consistency with national
objectives and with the U. S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD), Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania Department of Community and Economic
Development (DCED) guidelines, regulations and policy.
Ata minimum, OHCD will review and, if needed, revise
the criteria annually.

B Project Review and Selection
Criteria

Neighborhood-Based Homeownership production
activities are administered by the Redevelopment
Authority (RDA). The RDA reserves the right to require
additional documentation and information necessary
to assess project feasibility. All projects are subject
to review by the RDA's Housing Review Committee
and approval by the RDA Board of Directors.

A. Threshold Criteria

1. Projects must be consistent with the organizing

principles for housing investment of the Neighborhood

Transformation Initiative:

» Facilitating economic growth by encouraging
market rate investment;

* Preserving existing housing stock by directing
resources to strong blocks and neighborhoods that
show signs of decline;

* Rebuilding inner city markets at scale from the
ground up; and,

e Promoting equity by providing affordable housing
to low-income, elderly and special needs citizens.

2. Projects that request more than 70 percent of total
project financing in permanent project financing (i.e,
subsidy) from OHCD will not be considered.
Exceptions will be granted on a case-by-case basis.
However, the developer must demonstrate a
good-faith effort to secure additional public/private
financing and a compelling reason to exceed
criterion.

3. No project may receive more than $1.5 million in
total subsidies administered by OHCD (CDBG,
federal HOME, DCED and/or any other funding
source administered by the City, or its designee).

4. Project costs must meet at least one of the following
guidelines:

a. Amaximum of $150 per square foot
(replacement cost plus developer’s fee); or

b. A per-unit replacement cost not to exceed
120% of the HUD 221 (d) (3) maximum
mortgage limits for the Philadelphia area.
The 221(d) (3) limits are:

Unit Type Non-elevator Elevator
0 bedroom $102,722 $108,104
1 bedroom $118,441 $123,919
2bedrooms $142,841 $150,687
3bedrooms $182,837 $194,936
4+ bedrooms $203,688 $213,979

The above maximum mortgage limits are subject to
change.

5. The unit must be sold at fair market value as
determined by an independent appraisal. Waivers
may be granted on a case-by-case basis in
neighborhoods where the fair market value is not
affordable to low- or moderate-income buyers.

6. The developer must comply with local, state, and
federal regulations including wage rate, MBE/
WBE/DBE and Section 3 (Neighborhood Benefit)
requirements, and energy and construction
specifications as required by OHCD and the RDA.

7. For new construction projects, environmental
remediation and site improvements costs will be
considered separately. However, developers must
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submit a Phase | environmental survey with a
request for funding.

8. For new construction projects, a minimum of
10 percent of the units, or at least one unit, must
be disabled accessible for persons with mobility
impairments and 4 percent for people with hearing
or vision impairments. For rehabilitation projects,
the developer must make reasonable accommod-
ations for buyers with special needs. The City of
Philadelphia supports the concept of visitability
for accessible housing design and encourages all
housing developers to include visitability design
features. To the extent feasible, all new
construction housing development projects must
include visitability design features. This includes
at least one no-step entrance at either the front,
side, back or through the garage entrance. All
doors (including powder/bathroom entrances)
should be 32 inches wide and hallways and other
room entrances, at least 36 inches wide.

9. All housing projects developed with City housing
funds must comply with the City’s Model
Affirmative Marketing Plan (MAMP) which requires
developers receiving City funds to market
accessible housing units to the disabled
community for a 30-day period prior to marketing
accessible and non-accessible housing units to
the general public on the Home Finder website.

B. Financial Analysis

1. The developer’s fee is meant to compensate the
developer for staff time, effort and work involved in
the development of the project, developer’s
expenses, overhead and profit. The developer’s
fee is limited to 10 percent of replacement costs
(less acquisition costs). All consultant’s fees and
organizational costs are required to be paid from
the developer’s fee. These fees may not be listed
as separate line items in the development budget.
The developer’s fee is exclusive of other costs.
Projects including a developer’s fee lower than the
maximum amount allowed will be given a
preference in the evaluation process.

2. Soft costs, including developer’'s fee, may not
exceed 22 percent of total development costs. Soft
costs are defined to be architectural and
engineering fees, market surveys, environmental
assessment and testing costs, marketing costs,
legal costs, holding costs, settlement costs,
construction loan interest and fees, insurance,
credit enhancement, appraisal fees, social service/
counseling costs and other miscellaneous project
charges.

3. Contingency must be at least 2.5 percent for new
construction and 5 percent for rehabilitation, and
no more than 10 percent in either case.
Consideration will be given to project size and
property condition when determining the amount
of the contingency.

4. When there is no general contractor, construction
management costs may not exceed 5 percent of
total construction costs. If there is a general
contractor and architectural supervision during
construction, no construction management fee will
be allowed.

5. Architectural and engineering fees for homeowner-
ship projects vary widely depending on the nature
of the project. Project variables that will affect the
scope of the architect’s and engineer’s work
include: the extent and nature of site improvements;
type of structure (new construction or
rehabilitation); type of construction (site-built or
factory-built); use of pre- designed modular units;
number of units or building types included and
extent of unit design required (interior, exterior or
both). It is expected that the architectural and
engineering fees for many homeownership projects
will be substantially less than the stated
maximums. See the table at the end of “Selection
Criteria for Rental Projects.”

6. The developer must demonstrate the marketability
of the units, based upon a neighborhood market
analysis.

7. Developers requesting exceptions to the above
criteria must provide written justification to the RDA.
The RDA will review the request and forward
comments to the Director of OHCD. The Director of
OHCD may approve or deny the waiver request.

C. Cost Efficiency

Projects that leverage a larger percentage of private and
non-OHCD resources will be given a preference in the
evaluation process. Priority will be given to those projects
which can be designed and constructed for less total
dollars as well as for less City subsidy dollars. In
addition, financing requests which can reduce costs
below the stated maxima will be given a priority.

D. Developer Profile

A developer will submit a written summary of completed
and current development activity and the designated
agency will examine the developer’s past performance
in completing OHCD-funded projects, general
capability and capacity levels and current tax and
financial status of partners involved in the project.
OHCD/RDA may deny funding to a developer who has
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outstanding municipal liens, other judgments and/or
code violations against his/her property(ies). OHCD/
RDA will ensure that the developer receives acceptable
references from past clients and supplies evidence
that he/she has consulted the community about the
proposed project prior to making any funding
commitment.

E.
1.

Neighborhood and Community Impact

The project should increase the supply of decent,
affordable homeownership units for low- and
moderate-income people and special populations.

The project must eliminate a blighting condition in
the community or improve an uninhabitable living
condition for existing residents.

The project must not cause direct or indirect
displacement.

The developer must demonstrate an effort to
encourage participation or representation by the
occupants and/or the community. OHCD/RDA will
consider community support in evaluating projects.

Projects in conformance with an OHCD-endorsed
Neighborhood Strategic Plan or NTI Plan will be
given priority.

The developer must submit an affirmative marketing
plan to the RDA for review and approval prior to
marketing. The plan must ensure the units will be
marketed in accordance with all local, state and
federal fair housing laws.
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e
Selection Criteria for

Special-Needs Projects

Special-Needs Housing production activities are
designed to respond to the housing demand and
affordability crisis by producing more affordable housing
units through rehabilitation and new construction. The
Office of Housing and Community Development
(OHCD) believes that the creation and maintenance
of viable residential neighborhoods involve a
combination of special-needs, homeownership and
rental units.

These criteria are designed to maximize private
financing, support neighborhood strategic planning and
minimize public subsidies. OHCD reserves the right
to select the source of funds for each special-need
project. OHCD reserves the right to alter these criteria
as necessary to ensure consistency with national
objectives and with the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD), Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania Department of Community and
Economic Development (DCED) and Pennsylvania
Housing Finance Agency (PHFA) guidelines,
regulations and policy. At a minimum, OHCD wiill
review and, if needed, revise the criteria annually.

A. Threshold Criteria

1. Projects must be consistent with the organizing
principles for housing investment of the Neighborhood
Transformation Initiative:

» Facilitating economic growth by encouraging
market rate investment;

» Preserving existing housing stock by directing
resources to strong blocks and neighborhoods that
show signs of decline;

* Rebuilding inner city markets at scale from the
ground up; and,

» Promoting equity by providing affordable housing
to low-income, elderly and special needs citizens.

2. Projects should request no more than 50 percent
of their total project development financing from
OHCD. Requests for more than 50 percent of
project financing will be considered when the
project documents that operating funds are in
place, or that the increased commitment will make
it possible to secure operating funds or move the
project more quickly to closing. Preference will
be given to projects that have secured other, non-
City funding at project submission.

3. No project may receive more than $1.5 million in
total subsidies administered by OHCD (CDBG,
federal HOME, DCED and/or any other funding
source administered by the City, or its designee).

4. Projects must identify the project’s support
services plan and budget.

5. Project costs must meet at least one of the
following guidelines:

a. A maximum of $150 per square foot
(replacement cost plus developer’s fee); or

b. A per-unit cost not to exceed 120% of the HUD
221(d)(3) maximum mortgage limits for the Philadelphia
area: The 221(d)(3) limits are:

Unit Type Non-elevator Elevator
0 bedroom $102,722 $108,104
1 bedroom $118,441 $123,919
2bedrooms $142,841 $150,687
3bedrooms $182,837 $194,936
4+ bedrooms $203,688 $213,979

The above maximum mortgage limits are subject to
change.

6. Developers must comply with local, state, and
federal regulations including wage rate and
applicable MBE/WBE/DBE, HUD Section 3 and
Neighborhood Benefit Strategy requirements, and
energy and construction specifications as required
by OHCD and the RDA.

7. While environmental costs associated with site
clean-up will be considered separately, developers
must submit a Phase 1 environmental survey with
a request for financing which involves new cons-
truction or the rehabilitation of buildings that were
previously used for commercial or industrial purposes.

8. A minimum of 10 percent of the total units must
be accessible for people with physical disabilities/
mobility impairments and 4 percent for people with
hearing or vision impairments. The City of
Philadelphia supports the concept of visitability
for accessible housing design and encourages all
housing developers to include visitability design
features. To the extent feasible, all new construction
housing development projects must include
visitability design features. This includes at least
one no-step entrance at either the front, side, back
or through the garage entrance. All doors (including
powder/bathroom entrances) should be 32 inches
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wide and hallways and other room entrances, at
least 36 inches wide.

9. All housing projects developed with City housing
funds must comply with the City’s Model
Affirmative Marketing Plan (MAMP) which requires
developers receiving City funds to market
accessible housing units to the disabled
community for a 30-day period prior to marketing
accessible and non-accessible housing units to
the general public on the Home Finder website.

B. Financial Analysis

1. The developer’s fee is meant to compensate the
developer for staff time, effort and work involved in
the development of the project, developer’s
expenses, overhead and profit. The developer's fee
is limited to 10 percent of replacement costs (less
acquisition costs). All consultant’s fees and
organizational costs are required to be paid from
the developer’s fee. These fees may not be listed
as separate line items in the development budget.
For projects requiring Low-Income Housing Tax
Credits, developers may apply for and receive a
developer’s fee up to the maximum allowed by
the PHFA. However, developer’s fees earned in
excess of the maximum allowed by the City, must
be reinvested in project reserves such as operating
deficit, rent subsidy and social services.

2. Projects must demonstrate sufficient cash flow to
cover projected operating, reserve, debt service,
and necessary social/support service expenses.

3. Soft costs, all costs included in replacement cost
other than construction costs, may not exceed
20 percent of replacement costs.

4. Legal fees for both project development and
syndication may not exceed $40,000 for each
purpose for a total of $80,000.

5. Rent up and marketing expenses may not exceed
1.5 percent of replacement costs.

6. Construction contingency must be at least
2.5 percent for new construction projects and
5 percent for rehabilitation and no more than
10 percent in either case. Consideration will be
given to project size and property condition when
determining the amount of contingency. For
projects where the construction contract is a
guaranteed maximum price, a contingency may
be waived by the RDA.

7. When there is no general contractor, construction
management costs may not exceed 5 percent of

total construction costs. If there is a general contractor
and architectural supervision during construction,
no construction management fee will be allowed.

8. The architect’s fee may not exceed the figures
shown in the table at the end of the section
“Selection Criteria for Rental Projects.”

9. Developers requesting exceptions to the above
criteria must provide written justification to the RDA.
The RDA will review the request and forward
comments to the Director of OHCD. The Director
of OHCD may approve or deny the waiver request.

10. For rental developments with commitments of HUD
202 or HUD 811 financing, the OHCD subsidy is
capped at $15,000 per unit, based upon a dollar-
for-dollar match of other funds, so long as funds
are available.

C. Cost Efficiency

Projects that leverage a larger percentage of private
and non-OHCD resources will be given a preference
in the evaluation process. Priority will be given to those
projects which can be designed and constructed for
less total dollars, as well as less City subsidy dollars.
In addition, financing requests which can reduce costs
below the stated maxima will be given a priority.

D. Developer Profile

A developer will submit a written summary of completed
and current development activity. OHCD/RDA will
examine the developer’'s past performance in
completing OHCD-funded projects, general capability
and capacity levels and current tax and financial status
of partners involved in the project. OHCD/RDA may
deny funding for a developer who has outstanding
municipal liens, other judgments and/or code
violations against his/her property(ies), and who has
not demonstrated the technical or financial capacity
to complete projects. OHCD/RDA will ensure that the
developer supplies acceptable references from past
clients and supplies evidence that he/she has
consulted the community about the proposed project
prior to making any funding commitment.

E. Neighborhood and Community Impact

1. The project should increase the supply of decent,
affordable rental units for low-income people and
special-needs populations.

2. The project must eliminate a blighting condition in
the community or improve an uninhabitable living
condition for existing residents.

3. The project must not cause direct or indirect
displacement.
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4. Project sponsors must seek local community
input for their plans and review their projects with
community-based organizations prior to project’s
submission for funding consideration.

5. Projects involving the conversion of non- residential
buildings may be given lower priority if the conversion
is less cost-efficient and does not promote the
stabilization of existing deteriorated housing.

6. Additional services and/or benefits to the
community (such as the provision of jobs) provided
by the project will be considered favorably when
evaluating the project for funding.

7. Projects in conformance with an OHCD- endorsed
Neighborhood Strategic Plan or NTI Plan will be
given a priority.

8. The developer must submit an intake and referral
plan to the RDA for review and approval. The plan
must ensure the units will be marketed in
accordance with all local, state and federal fair
housing laws.

B Development Process

Special-Needs Housing activities are administered by
the Redevelopment Authority (RDA) in accordance with
OHCD policy. The RDA reserves the right to require
additional documentation and information necessary to
assess project feasibility. All projects are subject to
review by the RDA's Housing Review Committee and
approval by the RDA Board of Directors.

1. OHCD will describe those projects which are being
proposed to receive financing from OHCD
resources in the Consolidated Plan. Once City
Council approves the Plan, developers will be
notified of OHCD'’s intent to finance their project.
In its Letter of Intent, OHCD will indicate its intent
to provide financing, the number of units it expects
to have produced by providing financing and will
require the developer and the development team
to meet with the RDA within 60 days of the date of
the letter. The letter will also remind developers
that they must meet certain conditions before
receiving financing including adherence to affirmative
action, energy conservation and environmental
review requirements, and that Davis-Bacon wage
rates may apply depending on the type of funding
provided and the type and size of the proposed
project. The OHCD reservation of funding for a
specific project will be in effect for six months from
the date of the beginning of the fiscal year which
is July 1. To ensure efficient use of funds, OHCD
will require any project which does not achieve

settlement within six months of OHCD's reservation
of funding to be subject to a RDA staff review.
Following RDA review, OHCD may decide to
withdraw project funding, extend the reservation of
funds or have a different development entity
undertake the construction to ensure project
completion.

During the design development phase of the project,
project costs will be reviewed and evaluated by the
RDA. Developers may be required to provide
additional information regarding steps that they have
taken or will take to ensure the cost effectiveness
of the project. The RDA may recommend design,
financing and budget changes to ensure the cost
effectiveness of the project. Disagreements between
the developer and the RDA will be resolved by the
Executive Director of the RDA.

Projects anticipating RDA Board approval and
settlement must submit the following documentation
in accordance with the project schedule that was
established by the RDA and the developer at the
initial development team meeting:

* Project Profile which includes a detailed
description of the project, what impact it will have
on the neighborhood, proposed beneficiaries, etc.
A description of other affordable housing
developments or projects which are planned or
have been completed in the same area should be
included;

» 80 percent complete plans and specifications;

» Developer Profile which includes previous
affordable housing projects developed by the
sponsor, location of developments, number and
type of units built and owned, etc.;

» Sponsor/Developer Financial Statements which
must be prepared by a CPA/IPA and must be for
the last two years. Signed federal tax returns may
be substituted when no CPA/IPA audits are
available.;

* Partnership Financial Statements (required only
if the Partnership owns other real estate);

 Partnership Agreement (if applicable);

 Tax Credit Subscription Agreement
(if applicable);

* Management Plan and Agreement;

« List of Project Development Team-including
names, addresses and telephone numbers;
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« Relocation Plan (if applicable);
« Neighborhood Strategic Plan (if available);
< Evidence of community input;

« Letter(s) of Intent or Commitment from financing
sources such as indication of receipt of PHFA
feasibility;

e Tax Status Certification Form which must be
submitted for the sponsor, partnership, general
contractor, architect, lawyer, consultant or any
other firm or business that will directly benefit from
OHCD/RDA financing;

* Proof of Site Control;

* Photograph of the Development Site
(frontand rear);

« Site survey, Surveyor’s Report and Title Report;
¢ Architect’'s Agreement (executed and dated);

e General Contractor's Contract (executed and
dated);

¢ Consultant Contract (if applicable);
 Construction Cost Breakdown (per RDA form);

» Contract and/or Agreement for Legal Services
(development and tax counsel);

« EEO/AA Plan;

e Section 3 Project Area Business and
Employment Plan and Neighborhood Benefit Plan;

« Letter from accounting firm for cost certification;
¢ Most recent PHFA Form 1 (if applicable);
e Supportive services budget for 5 years;

* Development and Operating Budgets including
all sources and uses, not just those on PHFA's
Form 1. Operating budgets are to be projected for
15 years;

e Schedule of all Project Financing, including
source, rate and term if applicable;

< Board of Directors List (if applicable); and

* Resolution Authorizing Transaction.

In addition to all the previous documentation,
non-profit sponsors are required to submit the
following documentation, if applicable:

e Current IRS Tax Exempt Ruling Letter;
e Current Bylaws;
« Articles of Incorporation;

« CHDO/NBO/CBDO Designation Letter from
OHCD.

If the development entity is a joint venture between
a for-profit and a non-profit, the following
documentation must be provided:

* Detailed description of the joint venture and the
role of the non-profit partner.

If the RDA determines that the documentation is
acceptable and complete, the project will be
submitted to its board of directors for review and
approval. The guidelines and criteria in effect at
the time a project receives board consideration
will be applied, regardless of what guidelines and
criteria were in effect at the time of the original
funding allocation.

Upon board approval, the RDA (or other designated
agency) will issue a commitment letter. The
commitment letter will be in effect for 90 days. If
settlement with all financing sources does not
occur within 90 days, the RDA may extend the
commitment. However, if it appears that any
outstanding issues (such as lack of financing,
sponsor capacity, additional projects costs)
cannot be resolved in a timely fashion and that
settlement will be further delayed, the RDA, in
consultation with OHCD, may decide to recapture
the funding or have PHDC, RDA or another
organization perform the development.
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N
Citizen Participation Plan

The Office of Housing and Community Development
(OHCD) believes that citizen participation and planning
are central to the success of neighborhood
revitalization efforts. Because of limited resources,
government’s direct impact on a neighborhood will
always fall short of its needs. A neighborhood revives
when its residents are confident that it can improve.
Residents then contribute their time, energy and
finances to the process. Such confidence will grow
from direct involvement in revitalization programs
sponsored by government and the private sector.
Accordingly, OHCD proposes to implement the
following citizen participation plan as part of its
Consolidated Plan.

Adoption and Implementation of the
Citizen Participation Plan

This amended Citizen Participation Plan was printed
and made available for public comment. Advertise-
ments notifying the public of its availability were placed
in three local newspapers (the Philadelphia Inquirer,
Tribune and Al Dia). In addition, notices of the
availability of the amended Citizen Participation Plan
were sent to all community groups, individuals,
community development corporations (CDCs) and
others who are on OHCD’s mailing list. Copies were
made available at public libraries and from OHCD.

B Encouragement of Citizen
Participation

OHCD encourages citizen participation in its housing
and community development program in a variety of
ways. It funds a network of neighborhood advisory
committees (NACs) to serve residents of low- and
moderate-income areas by coordinating City services,
conducting block surveys, promoting CDBG-funded
programs, preparing neighborhood plans, and
commenting on proposed housing and community
development projects. Similarly, the Commerce
Department funds neighborhood-based business
associations located in key target areas for investment.

OHCD further promotes citizen involvement in its
program by printing an external newsletter highlighting
program accomplishments and community activities,
which is widely distributed to civic associations, CDCs,
and community residents. In addition, public hearings
will be held as described below and a Proposed
Consolidated Plan published in order to elicit public
input and comment.

As required, OHCD will take appropriate actions to
encourage the participation of all residents, including
low- and moderate-income persons, particularly those
living in blighted areas and in areas where CDBG funds
are proposed to be used, and of residents of
predominantly low- and moderate-income neighbor-
hoods, minorities and non-English speaking persons,
as well as persons with disabilities.

OHCD, in conjunction with Philadelphia Housing
Authority (PHA), will encourage the participation of
residents of public and assisted housing develop-
ments in the process of developing and implementing
the Consolidated Plan, along with other low-income
residents of targeted revitalization areas in which the
developments are located. OHCD will make an effort
to provide information to PHA about Consolidated Plan
activities related to its developments and surrounding
communities so that PHA can make this information
available at the annual public hearing required under
the Comprehensive Grant program.

Access to Meetings

OHCD will provide at least two weeks’ notice of public
hearings and public meetings which are part of the
consolidated planning process. At least one of any
series of hearings or meetings will be held at a location
which is accessible to physically disabled persons.

Access to Information

OHCD is committed to providing citizens, community
organizations, public agencies and other interested
parties with the opportunity to review information and
records relating to the Consolidated Plan and OHCD'’s
use of assistance under the programs. Individuals and
groups may also comment upon any proposed
submission concerning the amount of funds available
including the estimated amount proposed to benefit
very low-, low- and moderate-income residents.
Access will be provided to information about any plan
which results in displacement. Any such plan will
include strategies to minimize displacement and to
assist those displaced as a result of these activities,
specifying the types and levels of assistance the city
will make available even if the City expects no
displacement to occur. Citizens and citizen groups
will have access to public records for at least five years,
as required by regulation.

Preliminary Consolidated Plan

OHCD will publish annually a Preliminary Consolidated
Plan for citizen review and comment. The contents of
the Preliminary Plan will be briefly summarized and its
availability advertised in the local newspapers indicated
above, as required by regulation. Copies of the
Preliminary Plan will be made available to citizens at
public libraries and directly from OHCD.
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OHCD will provide a period for public comment of not
less than 30 days following the publication of the
Preliminary Plan. During this period at least one public
hearing will be held in order to obtain citizen input into
the consolidated planning process. Two weeks'’ notice
will be given before holding public hearings on the
Preliminary Plan.

Proposed Consolidated Plan

Following the 30-day period for public review and
comment on the Preliminary Plan, OHCD will issue a
Proposed Consolidated Plan. This document, which
will incorporate citizen input obtained during the
comment period on the Preliminary Plan, will be
submitted to the Philadelphia City Council as part of
the ordinance which authorizes the City to apply for
CDBG, HOME and other funding. During City Council
review, a public hearing on the ordinance and plan as
submitted will be held prior to its adoption. The public
hearing on the ordinance and plan will be scheduled
by City Council, which provides in its own rules that
at least five days’ notice be provided before holding a
public hearing.

Public Hearings

OHCD will hold at least two public hearings a year to
obtain citizens’ views and to respond to proposals
and questions. At least one hearing will be held prior to
publishing the Preliminary Consolidated Plan to address
housing and community development needs and to
review past program performance. At least one hearing
to address the development of proposed activities will
take place after publishing the Preliminary Consolidated
Plan and prior to the submission of the Proposed
Consolidated Plan to City Council. In addition, City
Council will schedule a public hearing on the Proposed
Consolidated Plan as part of its adoption of the
ordinance which authorizes the City to apply for
funding.

As described above, adequate advance notice will be
given for each hearing, with sufficient information
published about the subject matter of the hearing to
permit informed comment. Hearings will be held at
times and places convenient to actual and potential
beneficiaries and which are accessible to persons with
disabilities. Upon request, OHCD will provide
translators for public hearings where a significant
number of non-English speaking residents can be
reasonably expected to participate.

Comments and Complaints

OHCD will consider all citizen comments on the
Preliminary and Proposed Consolidated Plan, any
amendments and the annual performance report which
are received in writing or orally at public hearings. A
summary of these comments and a summary of any

comments or views not accepted and the responses
will be attached to the final Consolidated Plan, any
amendments and annual performance report.

OHCD will notify citizens of the availability of the
Consolidated Plan as adopted, any amendments, and
its annual performance report, to afford a reasonable
opportunity to review the documents. The materials
will be available in a form accessible to persons with
disabilities upon request.

Where practicable, OHCD will provide a written answer
to complaints and grievances within 15 working days.
If not practicable, OHCD and delegate agencies will
respond within 15 days, stating the reasons for the delay.

B Technical Assistance

OHCD participates in a structured program of technical
assistance to help neighborhood-based organizations
and other groups representative of persons of low- and
moderate-income participate in housing and
community development. This program of technical
assistance may include information about programs
covered by the Consolidated Plan and how to prepare
proposals for funding. In addition, OHCD funds citizen
participation in income-eligible areas of the City through
the NACs and similar community-based nonprofit
organizations.

B Amendment Policy

Under federal and local regulations, recipients of
CDBG, HOME, ESG and HOPWA funds are required
to develop criteria to guide them when the Consolidated
Plan should be amended. The City realizes these
requirements ensure that the public is informed of
decisions that would affect them and give citizens
adequate opportunities for participation. In complying
with these regulations, it is the policy of the City of
Philadelphia to amend its Consolidated Plan whenever
there is a substantial change in an activity. This is
done by publishing the proposed changes in a
newspaper of general circulation to allow for citizen
review and input.

To meet federal requirements, “activity” is generally
defined as:

e a specific contract to provide housing, technical
assistance, counseling, economic development or
other eligible activities/services in a specific area
or to specific beneficiaries, and

e a budget line if there is a citywide or non-area
specific benefit.
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B Consolidated Plan Amendment
Guidelines

In compliance with federal requirements, Philadelphia
will amend its Consolidated Plan when:

» the City decides not to carry out an activity originally
described in the Consolidated Plan;

» the City decides to carry out a new activity or an
activity not specifically identified in the Consolidated
Plan;

» thereis a substantial change in the purpose of an
activity, that is, a change in the type of activity or
its ultimate objective. For example, an amendment
would be required if a construction project originally
designed to be residential is ultimately proposed
to be commercial;

» there is a substantial change in the scope of an
activity, for example, a funding change of 25 percent
more or less than the original amount of the
activity, unless the OHCD Director determines that
the budget change is not substantial. Another
example is a 25 percent change, more or less, in
the number of units being produced;

» thereis a substantial change in the location of an
activity, the neighborhood of the activity is changed
from the community originally proposed. For the
purpose of conformity, the boundaries of the
“OHCD Map of Neighborhoods” in the Appendix of
the Consolidated Plan will be used to delineate
neighborhoods;

» there is a substantial change in the proposed
beneficiaries, for example:

—achange in beneficiaries’ income level from
very low and low to moderate;

—achange in the area benefit; and

—a change in the limited clientele, if that is the
activity’s basis.
Other situations could also arise that involve a
substantial change to a proposed activity. In such
cases, the City will amend its Consolidated Plan to
ensure that citizens are informed of proposed changes
and to allow for public input.

Whenever an amendment to the Consolidated Plan is
proposed, the City will publish it in a newspaper of
general circulation. A minimum of 30 days will be
provided for public comment in writing or by phone.
The newspaper notice will indicate that if no comments
are received, the City will proceed with adoption of
the amendment without further notification. The notice
will also state that the public may receive a copy of
the finalized amendment upon request.

If comments are received, they will be considered
before adopting the amendment. If the City deems
appropriate, it will modify the proposed amendment.

The City will submit a description of the adopted
amendments to HUD. If comments are received, the
City will publish natification of the finalized amendment
in a newspaper of general circulation. This natification
will provide the substance of the proposed change
and will state that the public may receive a copy of
the adopted amendment upon request.

Local regulations additionally require that the CDBG
Plan (now part of the Consolidated Plan) must be
amended when the City proposes any change or
changes that alone or in combination with previous
changes amount to 10 percent or more in their
cumulative effect on the allocation of any year's CDBG
program funds. This may occur when the City proposes
to use the funds to undertake one or more new
activities or proposes to alter the stated purpose,
location or class of beneficiaries of previously
authorized activities. In this situation, the City will mail
notification of the proposed amendment to all
community organizations, publish the proposed
amendment in a newspaper of general circulation and
provide the public with at least two weeks to review
the proposed change. The newspaper notice will
indicate that if City Council adopts the amendment in
the form of a resolution as submitted, it will be adopted
without further notification. The notice will also state
that the public may receive a copy of the final
resolution (amendment) upon request.

After the two-week period expires, a public hearing
will be scheduled to allow for citizen participation. If
the amendment is approved by City Council as
submitted, it will be adopted after the hearing. If the
hearing results in a revision that is ultimately adopted
by City Council, the City will publish notification of
the revised amendment in a newspaper of general
circulation. This notification will provide the substance
of the proposed change and will state that the public
may receive a copy of the finalized amendment upon
request.

The City will submit a description of the adopted
changes to HUD.

B Cancellation of a Proposed
Amendment

If the City decides not to finalize a proposed
amendment, it will advertise its intention to cancel
the proposed amendment in a newspaper of general
circulation.
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I
Summary of Section 108 Funding, Years 19-31 (FY 1994-2006)

CDBG
Activity and Project Amount Year Units* Comments/Status
Acquisition, Demolition, Site Preparation, Remediation
Cecil B. Moore Acquisition and demolition $49,000 19 Completed
Ludlow Acquisition — Homeownership $539,000 19 Completed
LaTorre Demolition $170,000 20 Completed
Francisville Design Competition Acquistion $543,500 21 Completed
CBM Acquisition Acquisition $500,000 21 Completed
HERO Acquisition—Special Needs $18,333 21 1 Completed
Raymond Rosen Replacement Acquisition/site work $784,000 21 Completed
Potters House Mission Acquisition—Special Needs $18,333 21 25 Completed
1536 Haines St.—YouthBuild Acquisition $60,000 21 Completed
747 S. Broad St. Acquisition $1,500,000 24 Completed
Jefferson Square Acquisition $1,000,000 24 Completed
Total $5,182,166 26
Homeownership Developments
Poplar Nehemiah Homeownership (acquisition/site) $1,200,000 19 Completed
2900 York St. Homeownership rehab $250,000 19 4 Completed
Poplar Nehemiah Homeowner new construction $4,000,000 21 65 Completed
Homestart-SWCC Homeownership rehab $623,970 21 7 Completed
Sears Street Homeownership (acquisition/remediation) $39,072 21 Completed
Homestart—Mantua Homeownership rehab $376,030 21 4 Completed
Ludlow Village Acquisition and development $1,500,000 21 23 Completed
Sears Street Homeownership Homeownership rehab $1,500,000 22 21 Completed
Beechwood Homeownership Homeownership new const. and rehab $1,749,000 22 14 Completed
Poplar Nehemiah Homeownership new construction $6,000,000 22 87 Completed
Homestart — Mantua Homeownership rehab $254,245 22 3 Completed
CBM Homeownership Zone Homeowner new const. and rehab $2,251,100 22 Underway
CBM Homeownership Zone Homeowner new const. and rehab $14,000,000 HZ-23 296 Underway
Homestart Homeownership rehab $1,000,000 23 12 Completed
Poplar Nehemiah Homeownership new construction $2,396,500 23 35 Completed
Homeownership Rehab Program Homeownership rehab $750,000 23 30 Completed
3100 Berks Street Homeownership rehab $1,000,000 24 9 Completed
CBM Homeownership Zone Homeownership new construction and rehab ~ $8,000,000 24 Underway
Year 25 Homestart Homeownership rehab $1,000,000 25 HUD application pending
Year 25 Neighborhood-Based Homeownership Homeowner new const. and rehab $2,500,000 25 HUD application pending
Year 25 Homeownership Rehab Program Homeownership rehab $500,000 25 HUD application pending
Total $50,889,917 610
Logan Relocation
Logan Relocation Acquisition and Relocation $3,000,000 20 65 Completed
Logan Relocation Acquisition and Relocation $1,641,000 21 21 Completed
Logan Relocation Acquisition and Relocation $410,928 21 8 Completed
Logan Relocation Acquisition and Relocation $2,031,655 22 34 Completed
Logan Relocation Acquisition and Relocation $4,300,000 23 94 Completed
Total $11,383,583 222
Public Housing
Southwark Plaza PHA/rental rehab and new construction $1,000,000 21 470 Completed
Southwark Plaza PHA/rental rehab and new construction $1,000,000 23 Completed
Total $2,000,000 470
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Summary of Section 108 Funding,

CDBG

Activity and Project Amount Year Units* Comments/Status
Rental Developments
Brentwood Rental rehabilitation $2,000,000 19 40 Completed
Hestonville Rental rehabilitation $850,000 19 30 Completed
Ogontz Il Rental rehabilitation $498,000 19 15 Completed
Lower Germantown Il Rental rehabilitation $400,000 19 50 Completed
Tioga Gardens Rental rehabilitation $400,000 19 33 Completed
South 55th St. Rental rehabilitation $560,000 19 20 Completed
YouthBuild Rental rehabilitation $196,902 19 4 Completed
Belmont Affordable Housing IV Rental rehabilitation $324,000 20&23 1 Completed
Belmont | Rental rehabilitation $425,000 21 17 Completed
Brantwood Il Rental rehabilitation $500,000 21 16 Completed
Universal Court Rental rehabilitation $990,000 21 32 Completed
CBM Village Rental rehabilitation $1,100,000 21 34 Completed
Sarah Allen IV Rental rehabilitation $852,000 21 40 Completed
Year 21 Remaining Balance Rental Hsg Rental rehabilitation $23,000 21
North 11th Street Rental Rental rehabilitation $1,214,000 22 43 Completed
Belmont Affordable Il Rental rehabilitation $455,000 23 20 Completed
Chatham Apartments Rental rehabilitation $1,060,000 21&23 44 Completed
St. Anthony’s Apartments Rental rehabilitation $1,500,000 23 53 Completed
Kings Highway Il Rental rehab and new construction $319,138 23 31 Completed
Anthony Wayne School Rental rehabilitation $500,000 24 39 Completed
Year 25 Neighborhood-Based Rental Rental rehab and new construction $4,000,000 25 HUD application pending

Total $18,167,040 572
Repair Programs
BSRP-Tier 2 Owner-occupied rehab $1,499,000 19 250 Completed
BSRP-Tier 2 Owner-occupied rehab $2,000,000 21 350 Completed
BSRP Tier 2 Owner-occupied rehab $1,750,000 23 260 Completed
Adaptive Modifications Owner-occupied rehab—special needs $1,315,000 23 250 Completed
Adaptive Modifications Owner-occupied rehab—special needs $1,000,000 24 60 Completed
Adaptive Modifications Owner-occupied rehab—special needs $500,000 25 HUD application pending
L&l repairs Rental-occupied emergency repairs $151,411 23 28 Underway
BSRP-Tier 2 Owner-occupied rehab $2,000,000 25 HUD application pending

Total $10,215,411 1,198
Special-Needs Projects
Station House (VOA) Special-needs rental rehab $1,500,000 21 108 Completed
Haddington I Special-needs rental rehab $760,000 21 28 Completed
Mid-City YWCA Special-needs rental rehab $2,000,000 21 60 Completed
Interac Capacity Building Special-needs rental rehab $18,333 21 8 Completed
Rowan Homes | Capacity Building Special-needs rental rehab $18,333 21 3 Completed
1260 Housing Capacity Building Special-needs rental rehab $18,333 21 1 Completed
PEC—Rowan House Special-needs rental rehab $500,000 21 26 Completed
PCAH Capacity Building Special-needs rental rehab $18,333 21 1 Completed
Marlton Residences Special-needs rental rehab $1,250,000 21 25 Completed
RHD Clapier Street Special-needs rental rehab $11,113 21 1 Completed
Partnership Homes || Special-needs homeownership rehab $43,889 21 1 Completed
Appletree Housing (Haddington) Special-needs rental rehab $1,500,000 23 20 Completed
Salvation Army Reed House Special-needs rental rehab $924,389 23 66 Completed
Rowan Homes || Special-needs rental new const. $1,510,862 23 30 Completed
Year 23 Special-Needs Development Financing  Special-needs development $298 23 Unallocated
Year 25 Special-Needs Development Financing  Special-needs development $500,000 25 HUD application pending

Total $10,573,883 378
Unallocated to Specific Projects/Balances Remaining
Unallocated 3,000 19

Total $3,000
Grand Total $108,415,000 3,476

Note: Unit counts are for projects completed, under construction or financed
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N
Summary of Beneficiary

Policy

B Program Benefit to Minority
Residents and Families

It is the policy of the City of Philadelphia to provide
services without regard to race, color, religion, sex,
gender identity, sexual orientation, having AIDS or being
perceived to have AIDS, national origin, ancestry,
physical handicap or age. No person will be excluded
on any of these grounds from participation in the City’s
Community Development Program. The City will
ensure that all equal opportunity regulations be
enforced in its community development activities and
no form of discrimination will be practiced in any phase
of its programs. Full reporting on program participation
— both beneficiaries and contractors — will be made
available in accordance with the reporting provisions
of City Council Ordinance 1029AA.

B Income Distribution of Direct
Program Beneficiaries

Local Ordinance 1029AA requires that 75 percent of
a Community Development Program year funds,
exclusive of administration and program management
costs, directly benefit very low-, low- and
moderate-income people. This exceeds the current
federal requirements. In all federally and state-funded
housing and economic development programs
sponsored by the City, more than 75 percent of the
beneficiaries must meet federal Section 8 income
guidelines or, if applicable, the federal poverty
guidelines. Very low-, low- and moderate- income
persons are income- eligible, and are the beneficiaries,
for all City-sponsored housing and economic
development programs, except as follows:

» the Homestart Program requires that the house-
hold’s annual income be at least $8,000, regardless
of family size;

» the federal poverty guidelines are enforced under
the DCED-funded Weatherization Assistance
Program which results in only very low- and
low-income people being served if the household’s
size is small;

» the public housing and homeless programs tend
to serve the lowestincome households, however,
households will remain income-eligible for services
as long as their income does not exceed the
Section 8 guidelines.

B Fiscal Management

Each agency, non-profit corporation or other group that
receives funds through OHCD must be certified for
sound fiscal management and record-keeping under
OHCD’s Uniform Program Management System
(UPMS). Certification under the UPMS is required prior
to contracting with any organization.

! For purposes of local regulations, “activity” is defined here as
a program, such as Basic Systems Repair Program, or a budget
category, such as Interim Construction Assistance, if there is no

program identified under the budget category.
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N
Monitoring

At the beginning of each calendar year, staff
members of the Monitoring Division of OHCD develop
an overall monitoring strategy and plan by carefully
examining programs and subrecipients listed in the
Consolidated Plan. Monitoring Division staff perform
a risk assessment to identify which programs or
subrecipients require comprehensive monitoring. The
risk assessment factors include the newness of the
program or subrecipient, the dollar amount allocated
and the actual expenditures associated with a
particular program or subrecipient, audit report findings,
designation as a high risk subrecipient, as well as
recommendations from OHCD staff members.

The monitoring strategy is formulated into a monitoring
plan and implemented through a formal review process
which includes the following steps:

- Notification Letter

- Entrance Conference

- Documentation and Data Acquisition and Analysis
- Exit Conference

- Final Report

- Follow-up Letter

The standards and procedures used for administering
CDBG- and HOME-funded contracts are detailed in
OHCD'’s Uniform Program Management System
(UPMS), which was revised and updated by the
Monitoring division in 1997. Upon request, the UPMS
is distributed to subrecipients and Major Delegate
Agencies.

m Historical Review

All federally funded undertakings are subject to the
Section 106 review process of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and 36 CFR
Part 800. This review requires that federal agencies
consider the effect of their undertakings on historic
resources. The process entails the identification of
resources either listed on, or eligible for, the National
Register of Historic Places and an evaluation of a
project’s effect on such resources. Through a
Programmatic Agreement the Philadelphia Historical
Commission has been designated as the City agency
to ensure City compliance with these federal historic
preservation requirements. The Historical Commission
reviews all housing and community development
activities funded by OHCD to evaluate the effect of
the activity on historic resources.
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I
Summary of Public Comments

OHCD received public comments at three separate
stages in the development of the Year 32 Consolidated
Plan. ANeeds Hearing was held early in the planning
stage to give citizens an opportunity to participate in
the process of needs identification and the
establishment of funding priorities. A second hearing
was held after the release of the Year 32 Preliminary
Consolidated Plan, a draft version of the Plan released
for public comment and input. Revisions were
incorporated into the Year 32 Proposed Consolidated
Plan which was distributed for public comment and
presented to City Council for consideration and
adoption. The hearing for the Year 32 Preliminary
Consolidated Plan met the public hearing requirements
specified in HUD regulations. The public raised issues
at these three hearings which are summarized below.

m Needs Hearing

At the Needs Hearing on Dec. 8, 2005, neighborhood
representatives, housing professionals and private
citizens offered testimony regarding the housing and
community development needs within the city. Two
additional individuals or organizations presented writ-
ten testimony that was incorporated into the record of
the hearing. Individuals representing the interests of
persons with physical disabilities, the elderly, com-
munity development corporations and very low-income
persons characterized the specific needs facing their
constituencies and offered recommendations for
local spending priorities.

Needs mentioned at the hearing centered around the
following areas: housing for special needs and very
low-income families, housing counseling, developer
fees for CDCs, acquisition funding, neighborhood
economic development, additional funding for the Hous-
ing Trust Fund and funding for settlement assistance.
Funding was requested for emergency rental repairs,
housing counseling services, housing preservation,
settlement assistance and specific projects, popula-
tions and neighborhoods.

m Hearing on the
Preliminary Consolidated Plan

On March 16, 2006, OHCD held a public hearing to
receive comments on the Year 32 Preliminary Con-
solidated Plan. Twenty-six community representatives
and individuals commented on the Plan and specific
programs currently funded by OHCD. OHCD received
comments regarding the appropriateness of certain
funding decisions and current policy directions, and

general remarks on ongoing programs and funding
needs in specific neighborhoods.

Testimony was received from the Philadelphia Asso-
ciation of Community Development Corporations, Im-
pact Services, the Neighborhood Gardens Association,
Strawberry Mansion Neighborhood Action Center, the
People’s Emergency Center CDC, the Community
Design Collaborative, the Philadelphia Council for
Community Advancement, YouthBuild Charter
School, the Community ReachOut Program, the
Homeownership Counseling Association of Delaware
Valley, Southwest CDC, the Greater Philadelphia
Urban Affairs Coalition, the Millennium Foundation,
Liberty Resources, Korean Community Development
Services Center, Unemployment Information Center,
New Kensington CDC, Congreso de Latinos Unidos,
Dignity Housing, Nicetown CDC, Friends Neighborhood
Guild, Philadelphia VIP and The Partnership CDC.

Speakers emphasized a variety of pressing housing
and community and economic development needs,
including funding for acquisition, making the acquisi-
tion process more efficient, bond financing for the pro-
posed ReStore Philadelphia Corridors initiative,
community gardening, neighborhood energy centers,
weatherization and other energy issues, the housing
needs of the homeless and disabled, employer-as-
sisted housing, settlement grants, technical assis-
tance to community groups and CDCs, housing
counseling, job training, homeowners facing foreclo-
sure, mortgage loan products and anti-predatory lend-
ing issues, tangled title and the proposed housing
agency reorganization. Because of the reduction in
federal entitlement funding, requests for additional
funding could not be addressed by the City.

m Hearings on the
Proposed Consolidated Plan

On June 8, 2006, public hearings were held before
City Council's Finance Committee to receive com-
ments on the Year 32 Proposed Consolidated Plan
and to obtain approval of the Council bill authorizing
the application for federal and state funds. Several
speakers advocated for additional funding or other
actions related to their specific groups. OHCD agreed
to review these requests. At the Finance Committee
meeting held the same day, an amendment to the
ordinance authorizing the submission of the Plan was
adopted. The amendment removed language from the
Plan related to the proposed housing reorganization
and to the Office of Housing and Neighborhood Pres-
ervation but did not change the budget as presented
in the Proposed Consolidated Plan. These changes,
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Summary of Public Comments

as mandated by City Council, have been incorporated
into the final Consolidated Plan. On June 15, 2006,
City Council approved the ordinance, as amended,
authorizing the City to submit the Consolidated Plan
to HUD for its review and approval.
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CDBG Eligible Census Tracts for Area-Wide Activities

2000 Census Data: Year 32 Eligible Areas
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Maps

|
OHCD Map of Neighborhoods

“Neighborhoods” are defined here for the purpose of meeting HUD requirements.

Byberry

Torresdale

Roxborough

\Wissinoming

Overbrook __

Chinatown

Bella Vista
Hawthome

Queen Village

Eastwick
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Additional Information Requested by City Council

I
Additional Information

Requested by City Council

In 2000, 2001 and 2002 as part of the ordinances
authorizing the submission of the Consolidated Plans
for Year 26, Year 27 and Year 28, City Council requested
that certain additional information be provided. This
information is provided in the following section. An
explanation is provided for items not included.

® How low- and moderate-income residents in
each area benefit from each project. As
indicated in the description of geographic
boundaries, most of the projects are citywide in
scope. Low/moderate income residents and
families may benefit from programs based upon
the specific eligibility criteria and application
procedures of each program. There is no specific
area benefit to these programs; the benefitis based
upon consumer demand. Activities carried out by
Neighborhood Advisory Committees (NACs) qualify
as eligible CDBG-funded activities on an area
basis. These activities benefit any resident of areas
with 51 percent or more residents with incomes
below 80 percent of the Philadelphia area median
income (low/moderate income census tracts).

m Listing of funding amount by category of
CDBG eligible activities

m Geographic boundaries of all proposed
projects

B Assessment of Community Development
Needs

®  Minority Benefit
m Anti-Displacement Strategy

m Assessment of yearly needs of homeless
population

®  Number and percentage of low- and moderate-
income residents in each Council district

® Housing overcrowding and the age of housing
in each Council district

B Sources for Items not
Included

1. Detailed Housing Assistance Plan

CDBG funds are used to address the housing needs
in accordance with the goals of the City’s Strategic Plan.
Specific activities to be carried out are found in the
“Action Plan” section of the Year 32 Consolidated Plan.

2. Amount of money specifically
allocated for each project.

This information is provided in the Budget Detail under

the section “Anticipated Budgetary Resources” of the

Year 32 Consolidated Plan.

3. Detailed budget outlining specific

program delivery costs for each project.
The Year 32 Consolidated Plan categorizes operating
costs as program delivery or administration, in
accordance with federal regulations. As defined as
CFR 570.206, administrative costs are staff and
related costs required for planning, overall program
management, coordination, monitoring, reporting and
evaluation. Program delivery costs are staff and related
costs required for the implementation of programs.
There is no category of program management as
stated in Bill #010373. The breakdown of CDBG
program delivery and administrative costs is provided
in the Budget Detail of the Year 32 Consolidated Plan.
OHCD does not track CDBG program delivery costs
of specific projects. OHCD, PHDC and RDA each has
a cost allocation plan by which certain percentages
of those costs are assigned to program delivery
expenses and administrative expenses. All program
delivery and administrative activities of OHCD, PHDC
and RDA benefit low/moderate income residents of
Philadelphia.

4. Strategy for neighborhood revitalization
plans.

The Philadelphia City Planning Commission is

developing neighborhood revitalization plans in the

context of the Neighborhood Transformation Initiative.
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|
CDBG Budget for Year 32 by Eligibility Categories

CFR HUD Con Pran LiNE TiTLE Amount  CounciL CateGory  CATEGORY
NumBER AcTiviry CATEGORY (000)  DistricT SUBTOTAL %
5570.201(a)  Acquistion Program Delivery — RDA 1,889  Citywide 1,889 2.8%
570.201(b) Disposition Program Delivery — RDA 1,889  Citywide 1,889 2.8%
570.201(c) Public Facilities and Improvements 0 0 0.0%
570.201(d) Clearance Environmental Clearance 143 Citywide 143 0.2%
570.201(e) Public Services Housing Counseling 3,634  Citywide

Consumer Credit Counseling 43 Citywide

GPUAC- Earned Income Tax Credit 48  Citywide

UESF 525  Citywide

ECA 433  Citywide

Community Legal Services 220  Citywide

Communities in Schools 171 Citywide

YouthBuild Philadelphia 665  Citywide

Community Gardening 451  Citywide

Neighborhood Gardening Assn. 25  Citywide

New Kensington Open Space 71 1,5

Targeted Neigh. Support Services 1,400 2,3,4,5,6,7,8

7,686 11.4%

570.201(f) Interim Assistance 0 0 0.0%
570.201(g) Payment of Non-Federal Share 0 0 0.0%
570.201(h) Urban Renewal 0 0 0.0%
570.201(j) Relocation Program Delivery — RDA 1,000 1,000 1.5%
570.201(j) Loss of Rental Income 0 0 0.0%
570.201(k) Housing Services Homeless Rental Assistance Counseling 200  Citywide 200 0.3%
570.201(1) Privately Owned Utilities 0 0 0.0%
570.201(m) Construction of [Public] Housing 0 0 0.0%
570.201(n) Homeownership Assistance 0 0 0.0%
570.201(0) Micro-enterprises 0 0.0%
570.201(p) Technical Assistance Neighborhood Services 1,540 TBD-RFP
Vacancy Prevention Activities 25  Citywide
Econ. Dev. Capacity-Building/CDCs 175  Citywide
Homeownership Counseling Association 65  Citywide
Phila. Association of CDCs 35  Citywide
1,840 2.7%
570.201(q) Assistance to Institutions of Higher Learning 0 0 0.0%
570.202 Rehabilitation and Preservation NB Based Rental 3,248  Citywide
BSRP Tier Il 8,720  Citywide
Homeownership Rehab Program 1,000  Citywide
PHIL Loans 900  Citywide
NHS Loan Program 257 3,4
NHS Community Improvements 150 3,4
SHARP 325  Citywide
Impact Services 123 Citywide
Adaptive Modification 538  Citywide
Program Delivery — Housing 10,508  Citywide

25,769 38.1%
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CDBG Budget for Year 32 by Eligibility Categories

CFR HUD Con PLan LINE TiTLE Avount  CounciL CaTeGORY  CATEGORY
NumBer AcTivity CATEGORY (000)  DistricT SUBTOTAL %
570.203 Special Economic Development Activities PIDC Loans and Grants 4,000 Citywide

PIDC-Neighborhood Dev. Fund 1,000  Citywide

PCDC-Small Bus. Rev. Loan Fund 1,455  Citywide

Neighborhood Development Grants 900  Citywide

Program Delivery Economic Dev. 2,068  Citywide

9,423 13.9%

570.204 Special Activities by CBDOs 0 0 0.0%
570.205 Eligible Planning/Capacity Building, etc. TA/Homeless 45  Citywide

TA/Disabled 25  Citywide

Community Design Collaborative 89  Citywide

Market-Rate Housing Initiatives 50  Citywide

PNDC T/A Program 50  Citywide

Institute for the Study of Civic Values 43 2,35

LISC 48  Citywide

350 0.5%

570.206 Program Administration Costs General Administration 7,453 7,453 11.0%
570.705(c) Section 108 Loan Repayments Rental and Homeownership Yr 21 2,803  Citywide

Homeownership Zone Yr 22 1,603 5

Year 22 1,717 5

Year 23 2,232 Citywide

Year 24 1,672  Citywide

10,027 14.8%

Grand Total 67,669 67,669 100%
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|
Geographic Boundaries of CDBG-Funded Activities

NEIGHBORHOOD(S) ~ DESCRIPTION

HOUSING PRODUCTION
A. Affordable Rental Housing

1. Neighborhood-Based Rental Production Citywide
B. Market-Rate Housing Initiatives Citywide

HOUSING PRESERVATION
A. Housing Counseling

1. Neighborhood and Citywide Housing Counseling Citywide
2. Anti-Predatory Lending Activity Citywide
3. GPUAC - Earned Income Tax Credit Categories Citywide
B. Emergency Repairs, Preservation, Weatherization
1. Weatherization & Basic Systems Repair Program Citywide
2. SHARP Home Repair Program Citywide
3. Utility Emergency Services Fund Citywide
4. Energy Coordinating Agency Citywide
C. Home Equity Financing and Rehabilitation Assistance
1. Homeownership Rehabilitation Program Citywide
2. PHIL Loans Citywide
3. Neighborhood Housing Services - Loan Program Citywide
4. Impact Services Building Materials Program Citywide
HOMELESS AND SPECIAL-NEEDS HOUSING
A. Rental Assistance/Homeless Citywide
B. Adaptive Modifications Citywide
C. Technical Assistance/Planning
1. Homeless Citywide
2. Disabled Citywide
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
A. Employment/Training Network
1. Communities in Schools Citywide
B. YouthBuild Philadelphia Citywide

ACQUISITION, SITE PREPARATION AND COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS
A. Management of Vacant Land

1. Environmental Clearance Citywide
2. Community Gardening-Philadelphia Green Citywide
3. Neighborhood Gardens Association Citywide
4. New Kensington Open Space Management Kensington Northern Boundary: LehighAvenue

Eastern Boundary: Dauphin/Kensington Ave.
Southern Boundary: Girard Ave
Western Boundary: N. 6th St.
Census Tracts: 156-163
Council District: 1
B. Site and Community Improvements
1. PNHS Community Improvements Carroll Park Northern Boundary: Lansdowne Ave.

and Morris Park Eastern Boundary: 54th St.
Southern Boundary: Callowhill St.
Western Boundary: 64th St.
Census Tracts: 101,112
Council District: 4

Cobbs Creek Northern Boundary: Market St.
Eastern Boundary: 54th St.
Southern Boundary: Cobbs Ave.
Western Boundary: Baltimore Ave.
Census Tracts: 81,82,83,84
Council District: 3
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NEIGHBORHOOD(S)
COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
A. Business Assistance
1. Growth Loan Program (PIDC) Citywide
2. Small Business Revolving Loan Fund (PCDC) Citywide
B. Community-Based Organization Assistance
1. Neighborhood Development Fund (PIDC) Citywide
2. Neighborhood Development Grants Citywide
3. Targeted Neighborhood Support Grant Activities Citywide
4. Capacity Building Assistance for CDCs Citywide
COMMUNITY PLANNING AND CAPACITY BUILDING
A. CDC Support Services and Planning
1. PNDC T/A Program Citywide
2. LIsC Citywide
3. Institute for the Study of Civic Values Point Breeze
Mantua
West Poplar
4. Community Design Collaborative Citywide
5. Vacancy Prevention Activities Citywide
6. Philadelphia Association of CDCs Citywide
B. Neighborhood Services Citywide
SECTION 108 LOAN PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST REPAYMENTS
A. Rental & Homeownership Dev. (Yr. 21) Citywide
B. Homeownership Zone (Year 22) Cecil B. Moore
C. Year 22 Citywide
D. Year 23 Citywide
E. Year 24 Citywide

DEsCRIPTION

Census Tracts: 20,21,22,30,31,32
Council District: 2

Census Tracts: 108,109

Council District: 3

Census Tracts: 126,127,131, 132,141
Council District: 5

Northern Boundary: Montgomery Ave
Eastern Boundary: N. Broad

Southern Boundary: Jefferson

Western Boundary: Ridge Ave.

Census Tracts: part of 149, 148, 138, 147
Council District: 5
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I
Housing Conditions and

Affordability

Philadelphia housing needs have been influenced
strongly by broad economic trends that have affected
many other cities in the northeastern United States, as
well as by unique factors associated with the city’s own
environment and history. Over the past 50 years,
Philadelphia, which once was the dominant population
and economic core of the region, has experienced one
of the most severe declines of any major American city.

All housing needs in Philadelphia can be described in
terms of housing conditions, the physical characteristics
of the city’s existing housing supply; and housing
affordability, the cost of housing for low- and moderate-
income households, including individuals and families
with specialized housing and service needs--in relation
to theirincome.

Unlike some other areas of the United States,
Philadelphia does not have an overall housing shortage;
the city has been experiencing population loss for many
years, and, in numerical terms, there are more than
enough housing units in the city to accommodate
current households and any additional population growth
which might occur during the next decade. Instead,
Philadelphia’s housing crisis is reflected in two related
factors: the deteriorated condition of the city’s occupied
and vacant housing stock and the shortage of housing
units priced at sales and rent levels affordable to low-
and moderate-income households.

The narrative which follows includes an evaluation of
the condition of Philadelphia’s existing housing supply
and an assessment of the extent of affordable housing
demand generated by the city’s current low- and
moderate-income population.

B Housing Conditions:

Philadelphia’s Existing Housing Supply
Philadelphia’s loss of population over the past
three decades created a growing oversupply of housing
units relative to population in the city as a whole and in
most Philadelphia neighborhoods. One consequence
of this oversupply of housing was a steady increase in
the number of vacant, boarded-up housing units, many
of which were abandoned due to the shortage of buyers
and renters which became more of a problem as
population shrank. Table 1.1 (below) shows this trend
for Philadelphia.

In severely distressed neighborhoods, vacancy counts
actually peaked in 1980: many units were in effect lost
from the housing stock through extensive blight or
demolition, and therefore not even counted in the 1990
Census. This trend is also evident in the decline in total
housing units for each neighborhood since 1970. On
the other hand, as will be discussed in the Housing
Market Analysis section, other parts of the city held
their own or even gained population.

Since most low- and moderate-income Philadelphia
neighborhoods may not experience population growth
during the next decade and may experience additional
population loss during this period, addressing the
oversupply of vacant housing units—both those available
for sale or rent as well as boarded-up units—is an
important issue for Philadelphia neighborhoods. One of
the goals of NTl is to clear the large backlog of vacant,
severely deteriorated buildings in order to create
opportunities for new housing development.

The deteriorated condition of a substantial portion of
the available housing stock, both rental and owner-
occupied, also creates housing problems for many
low- and moderate-income families in the city. More
than half of the housing in Philadelphia was built
before 1940, and a high proportion of units, especially
of those occupied by lower-income families, antedate
World War I.

Table 1.1

Population and Housing Supply in Philadelphia

PHILADELPHIA 1970 1980 1990 2000 % CHANGE
1970-2000

Population 1,948,609 1,688,210 1,585,577 1,517,550 -22%

#Housing Units 673,524 685,131 674,899 667,958 -2%

Vacant (sale/rent/other) 31,245 44,624 56,050 71,887 130%

Vacant (boarded up) NA 20,726 15,774 NA NA%
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Housing Conditions and Affordability

The lack of regular maintenance, especially roof
maintenance, accelerates property deterioration and
increases the cost of compliance with the City’s
Housing Code. Many housing units in properties
occupied by the poorest Philadelphia households are
only marginally habitable. Although Philadelphia has
high rates of homeownership, and its average rents
are significantly below those in many cities of
comparable size, blight, abandonment and substandard
conditions are pervasive throughout the housing stock
occupied by lower-income households.

B Housing Affordability

Declining Incomes and Economic
Opportunity

Like most urban centers, Philadelphia faced tremendous
challenges in the latter half of the 20th century. Advances
in transportation, communications and technology,
coupled with the decline of the manufacturing and
industrial economy, served to direct growth away from
cities. Over the past 50 years, Philadelphia has lost
more than a quarter of a million jobs.

Figure 1.1
(Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics)
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The loss of jobs has been spread among almost all of
the city’s industries, but has been particularly severe
in manufacturing, which historically provided a supply
of low-skill, high-paying jobs. In 1982, manufacturing
employment accounted for 15 percent of the city’s
employment, but by 2000 manufacturing employment
had dropped to 8.8 percent. Service employment —a
mix of high-paying, high-skill jobs and many more low-
paying, low-skill jobs —increased from 29.9 percent
of city jobs in 1982 to 49.6 percent in 2000 (Figurel.1).

In 2001, the City experienced its best job performance
since 1986, a gain of 8,200 new jobs. This 1.4-percent
increase was slightly less than the rate of job growth
for the suburbs at 1.5 percent.

Employment by Sector

The change from a centralized manufacturing economy
to a regional service economy has had profound
consequences for Philadelphia’s job base.

Philadelphia’s minorities have been hardest-hit by the
loss of jobs. Since 1970, unemployment has
consistently been much higher among African
Americans than among whites.

The realignment to a service economy has devastated
older Philadelphia neighborhoods which in more
prosperous times were closely linked to local
manufacturing. The impoverishment of Philadelphia’s
population has been ruinous to its old housing stock.
Fewer families are able to repair and maintain their
properties, exacerbating the forces of structural
deterioration and abandonment previously detailed.

In summary, Philadelphia’s housing problems are but
one of the more visible manifestations of a long-term
regional economic shift. There has been a significant
income polarization among residents: many in the
inner city, particularly Latinos and African Americans,
do not have the skills required by the new service
economy. Though desperately needed, housing
policies and programs alone cannot solve these
problems. Comprehensive economic and human-
resource development are essential. As more
Philadelphians find secure employment and earn
wages above the poverty level, more will be assured
of sound, affordable housing.

Demographic Trends

Two significant demographic trends have resulted from
these economic changes: (1) a shift in population growth
away from the city and to the region and (2) an increase
in those groups within the city that are most economically
disadvantaged. The 2000 Census shows a 4.3-percent
decrease in Philadelphia’s population from 1,585,577
in 1990 to 1,517,550 in 2000. During the same period
the region as a whole grew by 4 percent from 5,182,787
to 5,387,407 persons. From 1980 to 2000, while the
regional population increased by 18 percent, that of the
city decreased by 10 percent (documented in Figure 1.2).
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Figure 1.2
Population: City and SMSA Suburbs
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As Philadelphia’s total population declined, the
proportion of racial and ethnic minorities has grown.
Figure 1.3 shows a steady decrease in the population
of white persons, which by 2000 was 30 percent lower
than in 1980. From 1980 to 2000, the population of
Latino persons increased both numerically and
proportionately (from 3.8 percent of the total in 1980
to 8.5 percent in 2000, as shown in Figure 1.3).

SMSA Suburbs

Figure 1.3
Philadelphia Population by Race
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Changing Family Composition

Economically dependent groups now represent a
growing share of Philadelphia’s population. Single-
parent households with related children, the family
type most likely to be dependent on public assistance
as its primary source of income, increased from
20.2 percent of all family households in 1980 to
24.2 percent in 2000. The corresponding ratios for
female-headed, single-parent households were
18 percentin 1980, and 22.3 percentin 2000. Female-
headed, single-parent households are most common
among minority groups: 33.6 percent of all African
American family households, and 28.6 percent of all
Latino households fall into this category.

As two-parent families became less common, the
population of young children grew. Although the actual
number of children under age 5 decreased from 108,202
in 1980 to 98,161 in 2000, the percentage of children
under age 5 increased from 6.4 percent to 6.5 percent
of the total populations for 1980 and 2000, respectively.
The change in family composition and in the number
of small children portend an increasing burden on the
welfare system. This also signals a significant new
challenge in providing housing and community
development assistance to these dependent, single-
parent families.

Growth in Poverty

The combined effects of these economic, demographic
and social trends have produced a growing incidence
of poverty in Philadelphia. According to census data,
in 1969, 15.2 percent of the city’s population was
living below the poverty threshold; in 1979, the number
of city residents living in poverty had climbed to
16.6 percent; in 1989, the poverty rate had increased
by a full third to 20.3 percent; and by 1999, the poverty
rate had increased to 22.9 percent (Figure 1.4).

Figure 1.4
Percentage of Philadelphia’s Population
Living in Poverty
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The growth in poverty is also evident from data on the
numbers of residents receiving public assistance.
As of December 2002, approximately 466,000
individuals received some form of public assistance,
such as food stamps, medical assistance, cash
assistance or energy assistance. This number
represents close to one-third of Philadelphia’s total
population. Also, the number of individuals receiving
public assistance, illustrated in Figure 1.5, had been
increasing steadily until 2001. Current assistance is
given primarily to those individuals with barriers to
employment (i.e., education, transportation, child
care). The impact of welfare reform can be seen in the
reduction in individuals receiving public assistance
between 2001 and 2002.
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Figure 1.5
(Source: Philadelphia Department of Public Welfare)
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As poverty has increased, more Philadelphians are
finding themselves in need of housing assistance. The
Philadelphia Housing Authority (PHA) waiting lists for
subsidized housing have grown dramatically. For
example, as of March 1998 there were 16,026 families
on the waiting list for Section 8 subsidies; this number
does not reflect the full extent of demand for housing
assistance. Since 1990, the Section 8 waiting list has
been open only to those having a Tier | (homeless)
priority; other applicants, such as those living in
substandard housing or paying more than 50 percent
of their income for rent, are not eligible to apply. In
contrast to the growing need for subsidized housing
in Philadelphia, the number of available units has been
declining over time. Several thousand units are
unavailable because they are not in rentable condition.
PHA currently has 6,300 vacant residential units.

Opportunities for Growth

At the same time that poverty has been growing in
the city, the City has attracted middle- to upper-income
households who are attracted to urban cultural and
social amenities. In recent years, Center City and
areas adjacent to it have become highly desirable
places to live, driving the real estate market (both rental
and homeownership) to new highs. The strong demand
for attractive, modern housing close to the central core,
or in areas like Manayunk, present opportunities for
the creation of new, market-rate housing in the city.
As sprawl in the Philadelphia suburbs pushes
available land for new housing further and further away
from the city, the desirability of city sites for new
housing development grows. One of the goals of the
NTI s to create 21st-century neighborhoods in formerly
blighted areas, providing a diverse range of housing
choices for families of all incomes.

I
Estimated Housing Needs

by Family and Income
Categories

The data in this section are taken from the 2000 Census
(or 1990 Census where 2000 figures are not yet
available) and the Comprehensive Affordable Housing
Strategy (CHAS) Databook.

B Definitions

Categories of Income

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (HUD) has identified four income classifications
as target groups for federal assistance resources:
Extremely low-income, Low-income, Moderate-income
and Middle-income. These classifications are defined
as follows:

Extremely Low-Income: Households earning less
than 30 percent of median family income (MFI)

Low-Income: Households earning between 31 and
50 percent of MFI

Moderate-Income: Households earning between
51 and 80 percent of MFI

Middle-Income: Households earning between 81 and
95 percent of MFI

The distribution of household income in Philadelphia
is such that close to 57 percent of all households
may be categorized as at or below moderate-income
and therefore eligible for some form of federal, state
or local assistance (see Table 1.2). More than one-
third of all households in the city are in the lowest
income stratum, the extremely low- and low-income
categories. Among those households eligible to receive
some form of government assistance, more than
65 percent are in this income stratum. These data
point to a polarization of households between the
lowest income stratum and upper/middle-income
populations, reflecting the changes in Philadelphia’s
urban economy.
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Table 1.2
Distribution of Household
Income in Philadelphia

Income Group #Households | % Total
Extremely Low-Income

(30% of MFI and below) 153,302 23%
Low-Income

(31 to 50% of MFI) 88,630 14%
Moderate-Income

(51% to 80% of MFI) 114,768 20%
Middle-Higher

(81% to 95% of MFI) 227,128 8%

(Source: 2000 Census)

B Housing Cost Burdens

Affordable housing by current definitions costs no more
than 30 percent of the gross income of the household
which occupies it. Housing that costs more than 30
percent of gross income is unaffordable. Unaffordability
is categorized in terms of housing cost burden as
follows:

Housing Cost Burden: Housing costs (including
utilities) exceeding 30 percent of gross income;
and

Severe Housing Cost Burden: Housing costs
exceeding 50 percent of gross income.

The two excerpts that follow are from Choices, A
Report on the Region’s Housing Market, The
Reinvestment Fund and the Metropolitan Philadelphia
Policy Center, 2001.

“Severe housing cost burdens are increasing for poor,
elderly, Hispanic and Black homeowners. ... Most
noticeably, a disproportionately larger share of poor
homeowners (households living below the poverty
level) are severely cost burdened. The American
Housing Survey reports that the median poverty level
household paid 70 percent of [its] income toward
housing costs in 1999 [vs. 59 percent in 1985] ...

“Renters — particularly elderly renters — are more
significantly burdened by housing costs than owners
... poor renters are most severely burdened, paying a
median of over 75 percent of their income towards
rental housing costs.”

B Housing Problems

Housing affordability is only one indicator of conditions
that could be characterized as a housing problem.
The census publishes data on three possible sources
of housing inadequacy. A household is considered to
have a “housing problem” if it meets any of the following
conditions:

e occupies a unit with physical defects (lacking a
complete kitchen or bathroom);

e livesin overcrowded conditions (a housing unit
with more than one person per room); or

e has a housing cost burden or a severe cost
burden.

B Categories of Households

This housing needs assessment analyzes the
incidence of these housing problems across income
and tenure groups, as well as the following household
categories specified in the 2000 Census:

* Elderly one- and two-member households;
¢ Small Related households of two to four persons;

e Large Related households, consisting of five or
more persons; and

e All Other households, including single, non-elderly
persons and households comprised of two or more
non-related persons.

B Housing Affordability for
Homeowners and Renters

Philadelphia is unique in that it has unusually high
rates of homeownership. According to the 1990
Census, 62 percent of all Philadelphia households and
61 percent of Low- and Moderate-Income households
lived in owner-occupied dwellings. The 2000 Census
shows a slight decline in total homeownership (down
to 59 percent) from 1990. This decline, between 1990
and 2000, is consistent with the homeownership rates
across several racial/ethnic groups including Whites,
African Americans, and Native Americans (Table 1.3).
Only Latinos experienced an increase in home-
ownership rates; Asians remained the same. Even as
property values in some neighborhoods such as Center
City, Roxborough and Northern Liberties have
appreciated sharply, and homeownership remains an
elusive goal for many families, typical housing costs
in Philadelphia remain lower than in many other cities.
According to the 2000 Census, 38 percent of owner-
occupied housing units had a value of less than
$50,000; the median value was $59,700.
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Table 1.3

Homeownership Rates in
Philadelphia Across Racial/
Ethnic Groups

1990 2000 | % Change
White 67 65 -3%
African American 57 55 -3%
Latino 47 51 8%
Asian 43 43 0%
Native American 51 50 -2%

Thousands of homeowners lack the resources to repair
or maintain their properties. Although many Low- and
Moderate-Income residents are able to acquire
housing, they may face declining property values and
deteriorated conditions over time due to an inability to
keep up with repairs and basic maintenance.

Needs of Renters

The 2000 Census reported that 41 percent of all
Philadelphia households lived in rental units. In 1990,
when only 38 percent of all households were renters,
45 percent of low- and moderate-income households
live inrental units. The 1990 numbers reflecta 5.2 percent
decrease in renters since 1980; the decrease in the
percentage of households who are renters may be
due partly to the loss of affordable rental units. Family
members of different generations, or even unrelated
individuals, who would prefer to live apart are
sometimes forced by circumstances to share a single
dwelling.

On average, renters have lower incomes than
homeowners, further suggesting that their housing may
be more deteriorated and located in neighborhoods
with more symptoms of distress. Renters also have
an increased likelihood of living in housing that is
unaffordable. As the following table demonstrates,
renters are almost twice as likely to experience both
cost burdens and severe cost burdens in the housing
market.

Table 1.4
Incidence of Cost Burdens
Across Tenure Groups

Tenure % Housing % Severe
Category Cost Burden Cost Burden
Homeowners 24% 11%
Renters 41% 24%

(Source: 2000 CHAS Databook, HUD)

B Housing Affordability Across
Income Groups

Relative to other large cities in the United States,
Philadelphia’s housing stock is considered to be
moderately priced. While many middle-income
households are able to benefit from relatively low
housing costs, over half of Philadelphia’s population
consists of low- and moderate-income households,
who tend to experience housing cost burdens.
Predictably, the lowest-income categories face the
greatest affordability problems. In the following
narrative the data are from the 2000 Census. “Market
rate” housing in Philadelphia is unaffordable for virtually
all households of extremely low-income, and for a
substantial number of low-income households. Census
data show that, in Philadelphia, the “severe housing
cost burden” phenomenon is primarily experienced
by extremely low-income households. The relative
affordability of housing by income categories is
highlighted in Table 1.5.

Table 1.5
Incidence of Cost
Burdens Across Income Groups

% With % With
Housing Severe
Income Group Cost Cost
Burden Burden
Extremely Low-In
(30% of MFI and below) 68% 51%
Low-Income
(31 to 50% of MFI) 48% 14%
Moderate-Income
(51 to 80% of MFI) 21% 3%
Middle-Income
(81 to 95% of MFI) 4% .5%

(Source: 2000 Census, CHAS Databook)
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B Extremely Low-Income Households

(0 to 30% of Median Family Income)
According to the 2000 Census, approximately 26
percent of all households in Philadelphia are of
Extremely Low-Income. In 2000, an Extremely Low-
Income household of three would typically earn up to
$17,100 annually and would tend to experience the
most distressed conditions in the housing market.
Three-quarters of all Extremely Low-Income
households have at least one housing problem. Also,
the incidence of housing problems does not decline
substantially for homeowners relative to renters, as
witnessed in the other income groups.

Table 1.6 Incidence of Housing
Problems for Extremely Low-Income
Households in Philadelphia

Extremely
Low-Income
Households

Percent With
any Housing
Problems
Percent With
a Housing
CostBurden
(>30% of income)
Percent With
a Severe
CostBurden
(>50% of income) 55% 44%

(Source: 2000 Census, CHAS Databook)

All Phila.

Renters |Owners |Households*

2% 68% 35%

69% 66% 31%

16%

* Includes all income groups

Recipients of public assistance are likely to be at the
lower to middle range of this income category. Afamily
of three on public assistance receives an income
roughly equivalent to 18 percent of the median. The
budget of a typical TANF family of three illustrates the
plight of many Extremely Low-Income households.
The monthly allowance for such a family in
Pennsylvania is $403. In order to live in “affordable”
housing, this family must locate an apartment costing
no more than $120 per month, including utilities. The
family is left with $283 for all other living expenses,
which is equivalent to $94 per month for each family
member. Even assuming that the monthly allotment
of food stamps fully covers all food expenses,
necessities such as transportation, laundry and
telephone service can quickly deplete a family’s
financial resources. If this family has a Severe Housing
Cost Burden, a condition for most Extremely Low-
Income households, the family pays more than $201

in housing costs (including utilities) and is left with
even less disposable income. Given that 30.7 percent
of Philadelphia’s population receives some form of
public assistance, this scenario depicts the fiscal
reality for substantial numbers of residents.

Extremely Low-Income Renter Households
Housing problems are an unfortunate fact of life for
Extremely Low-Income renter households in
Philadelphia. Close to 60 percent of these households
have a severe housing cost burden and 77 percent
face at least one major housing problem, such as
substandard conditions or overcrowding.

Elderly renter households are much more likely to be
found in this income group than in any other, with
69 percent of all Elderly renters documented as being
of Extremely Low-Income. Additionally, of all
categories of households, across all groups of income,
Large Related renter households of Extremely Low-
Income are most likely to have inadequate housing,
with 90 percent of these households reporting at least
one housing problem.

Extremely Low-Income Homeowners

Over half of all Extremely Low-Income homeowner
households are Elderly. Extremely Low-Income owners
in general tend to experience housing problems and
housing cost burdens at only slightly lower rates than
renters. For example, 71 percent of owner households
in this income group have a housing cost burden,
compared with 73 percent of renter households.
However, Extremely Low-Income owners are
significantly less likely to have a severe housing cost
burden: 42 percent of owner households compared to
roughly 60 percent of renter households. Thus, while
housing is unaffordable or otherwise inadequate for
Extremely Low-Income households across tenure
types, homeowners are better able to escape the most
severe affordability problems.

B Low-Income Households

(31 to 50% of Median Family Income)
According to the 2000 Census, approximately
15 percent of Philadelphia’s households are of Low-
Income. A three-person, Low-Income household
earned between $17,101 and $28,500 in 2002. Data
indicate that half of all Low-Income households have
at least one housing problem; however, these findings
mask the very divergent experiences of renters and
homeowners in this income group. Homeownership
for Low-Income households is associated with
markedly lower rates of housing problems, cost
burdens and severe cost burdens. The following table
highlights these differences.
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Table 1.7 Incidence of Housing
Problems for Low-Income
Households in Philadelphia

All Phila.
Households*

Low-Income
Households
Percent With
any Housing
Problems
Percent With
a Housing
Cost Burden
(>30% of income)
Percent With
a Severe
Cost Burden
(>50% of income) 14% 13%
(Source: 2000 Census, CHAS Databook)

* Includes all income groups

Renters |Owners

66% 42% 35%

59% 38% 31%

16%

Low-Income Renter Households

Many Low-Income renter households are forced to pay
housing costs that exceed the 30-percent affordability
threshold. Although substantially fewer have a severe
housing cost burden, other problems such as
overcrowding and substandard conditions are
prevalent. Overcrowding may be a particular problem
for Large Related renter households in this income
group. While 73 percent report having at least one
housing problem, only 45 percent report an afford-
ability problem, suggesting a significant incidence of
other housing problems. Elderly renters of low income
are at the greatest relative disadvantage to Elderly
owners. An Elderly renter household in this income
group is more than three times as likely to have housing
problems than an Elderly owner household.

Low-Income Homeowners

Over half of all Low-Income homeowner households
are Elderly. Despite having extremely limited
resources, most owner households in this income
group (66 percent) do not report having any housing
problems. Many of these households may have
housing that is deteriorated, but are not counted in
the census as substandard because they do not lack
a complete kitchen or bathroom. Nevertheless, the
ability of a significant number of Low-Income
households to avoid major housing problems is a
reflection of the relatively low cost and high rates of
homeownership in Philadelphia.

B Moderate-Income Households

(51 to 80% of Median Family Income)

Moderate-Income households, earning between
$28,501 and $45,600 in 2002 for a family of three, are
far less likely to experience housing problems than
are the Extremely Low- and Low-Income renter and
owner households. Only 27 percent of all Moderate-
Income households reported having a housing problem
in 2000, with 21 percent reporting a cost burden and
only 3 percent reporting a severe cost burden.
Homeowners in general fare slightly better than
renters. However, among Moderate-Income Elderly
households, the difference between renters and
homeowners is slightly more dramatic: while 37
percent of Elderly renter households report housing
problems, only 15 percent of Elderly owner households
do so. Affordability is a modest problem for Moderate-
Income households generally; the incidence of severe
housing cost burdens is 5 percent or less for every
category of households except Elderly renters,
8 percent of whom have a severe cost burden.

Table 1.8 Incidence of Housing
Problems for Moderate-Income
Households in Philadelphia

Moderate
Income
Households

Percent With
any Housing
Problems
Percent With
a Housing
Cost Burden
(>30% of income)
Percent With
a Severe
Cost Burden
(>50% of income) 3% 4%

(Source: 2000 Census, CHAS Databook)

All Phila.

Renters | Owners [Households*

30% 25% 35%

22% 21% 31%

16%

* Includes all income groups

Moderate-Income owners and renters can be affected
by the presence of incipient blight in their communities.
Neighborhoods facing this show early signs of decay
that could be reversed with targeted investment.
However, if neglected, the process of neighborhood
destabilization begins as Moderate-Income families
depart from their former communities, perceiving the
neighborhood in decline. The City has identified a
number of Moderate-Income neighborhoods requiring
support to address such conditions.
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Moderate-Income Renters

Elderly and Large Related households are most likely
to have housing problems in this income category.
However, Large Related renter households are the least
likely to have an affordability problem. The respective
rates of reported cost burdens and severe cost burdens
were 10 percent and O percent for these households.
Overcrowding remains a common housing problem
for Large Related renter households in this income

group.

In general, housing costs are unaffordable for 35 percent
of all Moderate-Income renter households and a severe
burden for 4 percent of households.

Moderate-Income Homeowners
Moderate-Income homeowners are largely able to avoid
housing problems of all kinds: only 18 percent report
having any housing problem at all. Elderly owner
households have a significantly lower incidence of
housing problems. Non-elderly owner households are
more than three times likelier to report problems than
Elderly owner households. This difference probably
reflects the fact that most Elderly homeowners have
already retired their mortgages and therefore have
lower monthly housing expenses. However, Elderly
households in this category may have a difficult time
keeping their homes in proper repair due to their
generally fixed incomes and their inability to assume
debt needed to finance repairs. Notwithstanding the
lower reported incidence of housing problems,
deteriorated conditions may thus be more prevalent
in the houses of elderly homeowners.

B Middle-Income Households

(81 to 95% of Median Family Income)

In this income group, which in 2002 had incomes for
a household of three between $45,601 and $54,150
annually, renter households are most likely to
experience housing problems. Affordability remains a
problem for a substantial proportion of Elderly renter
households of Middle-Income while other problems
such as overcrowding and substandard conditions
tend to afflict Large Related renter households. Overall,
the vast majority of Middle-Income households (92
percent according to the 2000 census) is able to avoid
experiencing housing problems. This finding suggests
that with the possible exception of Elderly renter
households, Middle-Income households are capable
of locating decent and affordable housing in the
Philadelphia housing market. However, as is the case
with other income groups, Middle-Income households
may still face the deteriorated housing conditions or
obsolete housing designs that typify the local housing
stock.

Table 1.9 Incidence of Housing
Problems for Middle-Income
Households in Philadelphia

Middle-
Income
Households

All Phila.

Renters |Owners |Households*

Percent with
any Housing
Problems

10% 7% 35%

Percent with
a Housing
Cost Burden

(>30% of income) 4% 5% 31%

Percent with
a Severe
Cost Burden

(>50% of income) 0.4 0.5% 16%

(Source: 2000 Census, CHAS Databook)
* Includes all income groups

Middle-Income Renters

Large Related households report the highest incidence
of housing problems among Middle-Income house-
holds. Large households tend to live in substandard
or overcrowded conditions at rates much higher than
other Middle-Income households (43 percent report
having a housing problem other than affordability).
Elderly renter households face the greatest problems
with affordability in this income classification with
19 percent reporting a housing cost burden. Crisis-
level housing affordability problems are rare
occurrences across renter household types of middle-
income. Here again, Elderly households are most
likely to face a severe housing cost burden but only
6 percent are in this predicament. Furthermore, these
instances may not be altogether involuntary. The
threshold Middle-Income level for a single-person
household in 2002 is $35,883. An Elderly, single-
person, Middle-Income household with housing costs
more than 50 percent of gross income would pay at
least $1,495 per month, which is significantly higher
than the average rental for a one-bedroom apartment
in the Philadelphia housing market. The existence of
Elderly renter households in this income group who
experience a severe cost burden may reflect deliberate
choices by the Elderly to reside in familiar
neighborhoods or near family while paying a premium
in the rental market.

Middle-Income Homeowners

In a pattern even more striking than that for Moderate-
Income owner households, Elderly Middle-Income
owners were five times less likely to have housing
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problems than were non-elderly owners. Because only
the most extreme substandard conditions are
considered problematic by the census, deterioration
and failing basic building systems not reflected by
this count may be significant problems for Elderly
owners of Middle-Income, as they are for Elderly
owners generally. Overall, affordability is a problem
for only a small segment of Middle-Income
homeowners and severe affordability problems are
almost non-existent with a reported incidence of severe
cost burdens ranging from 0 to 1 percent across
household types.

Middle-income households (including those over
95 percent of AMI) may also face limited housing
options, including the lack of new construction, single-
family houses with modern design and amenities.
Since these households have more economic options,
many may choose to live in the suburbs rather than in the
city. One of the goals of the Neighborhood
Transformation Initiative is to provide a broad range of
housing options affordable and desirable to allincome
groups.

I
Summary of Housing Needs

by Income Group

Although renters and homeowners in each income
category have unique housing needs, these needs
can be collapsed into two income strata with
Extremely- and Low-Income groups comprising the
lower stratum, and the Moderate- and Middle-Income
groups comprising the upper stratum. African
American and Latino households tend to be over-
represented in the lower-income stratum. Although
African Americans account for only 41 percent of all
households in Philadelphia in 2000, they comprise
49 percent of households in the Extremely Low- and
Low-Income strata. Latino households comprise
6 percent of all households in 2000 but 5.4 percent of
all households earning 50 percent of median income
and below. The lower income stratum is largely
composed of the working poor, work-ready and
chronically unemployed among Philadelphia
households while the upper stratum primarily consists
of working-class households. The most common
housing needs facing families in these two strata are
summarized below.

Table 1.10 Distribution of Lower-
and Moderate-Income Households
Into Two-Income Strata

Renters Owners
Income Strata| Total |Percent| Total [Percent
Extremely Low-
& Low-Income | 130,939 54 114,650 33
Moderate- &
Middle-Income| 109,415 46 |235,000f 67
Total 240,354 | 100 |349,650| 100

(Source: 2000 Census, CHAS Databook)

B Lower Stratum: Renter

Extremely-Low and Low-Income renter households
exhibit the most severe need of any income/tenure
classification. Of these 131,000 households, roughly
90,000 have a cost burden and 72,000, a severe cost
burden. Overall, more than three-quarters have at least
one housing problem. These households also lack
the income necessary to leave their current housing
situations for affordable and decent housing in safe
communities. Without some form of rental assistance,
maost of these households are likely to live in inadequate
housing conditions. Resources such as public
housing, rental vouchers and certificates and other
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types of assisted housing units are critical to meeting
the housing needs of these families.

B | ower Stratum: Homeowner

This stratum is primarily composed of Elderly and
single-parent families. In addition to having a significant
incidence of affordability problems, these homeowners
have the added burden of being responsible for a aging
housing stock and the subsequent increase in
maintenance costs. Of the 112,000 owners in the lower
income stratum, approximately 61,500 (55 percent)
have at least one housing problem and close to 30,000
(27 percent) have a severe cost burden.

B Upper Stratum: Renters

Elderly and Large-Related renters in the upper stratum
are the most likely to have housing difficulties. They
experience a higher incidence of cost burdens and
overcrowding respectively. Slightly more than 2,000
renter households in this stratum have a severe cost
burden and could benefit from additional housing units
developed with shallow to moderate subsidies. Other
families would mainly benefit from improvements in
the overall quality of the housing stock, particularly
unit reconfigurations that would provide additional room
for larger families.

B Upper Stratum: Homeowners

On average, Moderate- and Middle-Income
homeowners have a significantly lower incidence of
affordability and other housing problems. However,
many of these homeowners, especially the Elderly,
may have difficulty keeping up with repairs and
maintenance. Census data do not provide a means of
estimating this need, however, additional data on the
housing needs of the Elderly are provided in the next
section of this document. Also, targeted support for
Moderate-Income neighborhoods showing signs of
incipient blight will help stabilize these communities
and encourage more Moderate- and Middle-Income
families to stay in the city or relocate to the city.

|
Conclusion

The broadest and the most intensive housing problems
in Philadelphia are those which affect households in
the lower-income stratum. These Extremely Low- and
Low-Income households are in the most immediate
need of rental assistance and housing repair
assistance. Typically these households lack the
income necessary to escape the conditions of blight
and disrepair associated with much of Philadelphia’s
housing stock, both rental and owner-occupied.
Households in the upper income stratum have more
limited, specific needs arising from their household
type (e.g., large families). Moderate- to Middle-Income
communities need support to offset the effects of
incipient blight. Finally, special-needs populations,
such as the Elderly, also have extraordinary
affordability problems as well as unique supportive or
adaptive housing needs. These findings suggest that
a range of services and housing resources are
necessary to meet the needs of households with the
lowest income while targeted programs are required
to address the specific problems encountered in the
housing market by other Low-and Moderate-Income
households and special-needs populations.
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I
Needs of Other Categories

of Households

B Housing Needs of Large
Households

Large Related renter households experience housing
problems at higher rates across all income categories.
Large Renter households of Extremely Low-Income
exhibit the single highest incidence of housing
problems (90 percent) for all income and tenure
groups. Furthermore, more than half of all Large Renter
households in this income group experience
overcrowding and severe cost burdens. As income
increases, Large Renter households tend to exhibit a
lower incidence of housing cost burdens than do other
types of households, presumably because the larger
the household, the higher the likelihood that adult
children or other adult household members contribute
to household income. However, because the incidence
of overcrowding remains high as income rises, housing
problems are persistently greater for Large Renter
households of Moderate- and Middle-Income.

That even Middle-Income Large households have
difficulty locating adequate housing in Philadelphia
suggests that the existing stock of housing is not
capable of meeting their housing needs. Philadelphia
rowhouses were built at a time when the current
definitions of overcrowding (i.e., more than one person
per room) did not apply. The typical rowhouse has
two to three bedrooms. A family of five or more often
needs at least three bedrooms to be suitably housed.

Evidence also suggests that Latino households may
face a greater incidence of overcrowding. According
to the 1990 Census, overcrowding affected only
7.4 percent of all renters. However, 19.1 percent of all
households in the heavily Latino community of Eastern
North Philadelphia experienced overcrowding.

Annually, more than 3,500 homeless families will seek
emergency shelter. During the past three years, OESS
has seen an increase in large families with five or more
children seeking shelter. The deep-seated social
problems presented by these families and the lack of
available housing worsen the current crisis. Thus, there
is a shortage of transitional and permanent housing
for large homeless families requiring four or more
bedrooms.

Three primary needs face Large Renter households
in Philadelphia:

e Large households in general have a need for
greater living space than the average rowhouse in
Philadelphia can provide. These households would
benefit from having access to newly constructed
affordable housing units that are being developed
at lower densities and greater square footage.

e Large Latino households may be at a greater risk
of overcrowding. High poverty rates among Latino
families also suggest that they may be less able
to alleviate overcrowding in the private rental
market.

e Families, including large homeless families in the
lower income categories (Extremely Low-Income
and Low-Income}, have an exceptional need for
rental assistance or subsidized housing.

B Housing Needs of Small
Households

Differences in the reported incidence of housing
problems for Small households (consisting of two to
four persons) and Large households are primarily due
to differences in the relative incidence of cost burdens
and overcrowding between the two groups. Compared
to Large Renter households, Small Renter households
tend to have a greater problem with housing
affordability and less of a problem with overcrowding.
Roughly 3 percent of all “Non-Large” renter households
are overcrowded, compared to 45 percent of all Large
renters. In the Low-Income range, smaller households
are much more likely to experience both cost burdens
and severe cost burdens. Large households, however,
have a higher incidence of housing problems overall.

Small Renter families outnumber Large Renter families
in Philadelphia by three to one. The rapid growth of
young, single-parent households has also led to a
rise in the number of impoverished small families. In
recognition of the magnitude of their needs, many
housing resources and programs are currently geared
toward improving housing affordability and conditions
for small families.

B Housing Needs of Single
Person Households

The “Single Person” category may be the most
economically diverse of all household types. This
group includes many non-elderly disabled individuals
who survive on Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
and other single men and women with marginal
attachments to the labor market as well as young
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professionals earning well over the median income.
The most significant factor affecting the housing needs
of low-income Single Person households is the need
for accessible, affordable housing.

B Housing Needs of Elderly
Persons

Many elderly homeowners have great difficulty
maintaining and improving their homes due to fixed
income limitations. Their housing tends to have
significant problems with deterioration and systems
breakdowns. If the trend of an increasing elderly
population continues, great demands will continue for
housing repairs assistance programs and subsidized
rental housing for the elderly.

Aging Population

Over the last decade, while the elderly population of
Philadelphia has shown a slight decrease in numbers,
the actual percentage of the overall city population of
elderly has remained steady. In 1980, there were
237,370 persons over the age of 65 representing
14.4 percent of the total population. In 1990, the
number of persons aged 65 and over in the city
increased slightly to 240,734 or 15.6 percent. The 2000
Census reveals that 210,345 persons aged 65 and
over live in Philadelphia, representing 14.1 percent of
the total population of the city.

Poverty

The incidence of poverty amongst the city’s elderly
has increased since the 1990 Census. In 1990,
16.3 percent of those aged 65 or over had incomes
below the federal poverty level. By 2000, 17 percent
of this population were living below the poverty level.
Persons aged 65-74 are more likely to have incomes
below the poverty level than those aged 75-84
(18.3 percent versus 16.6 percent). Distressingly,
nearly a quarter (24.6 percent) of persons aged
85 and over in Philadelphia live below the federal
poverty level.

Tenure Patterns

In Philadelphia, most elderly persons are
homeowners. Seventy-four percent of persons over the
age of 65 own their own homes, encompassing
30 percent of the total homeowners in Philadelphia.
The majority of elderly homeowners live in structures
built before 1940. The eventual disposition of the
housing units as elderly homeowners die or move to
supportive housing will have a major impact on
Philadelphia neighborhoods.

Projected Housing Needs

The vast majority of independent elderly in Philadelphia
live on fixed low incomes. Therefore, home
maintenance becomes a difficult issue for many.
According to a survey by the Philadelphia Corporation
for Aging, of the homeowners aged 60 or older who
live below the poverty level, 25.9 percent need a new
roof, 21.4 percent report the need for a plumber and
12.5 percent report the need for heating repairs or
replacement. More than 1,500 elderly persons are on
the waiting list for home modifications through the
Senior Housing Assistance Repair Program (SHARP).

B Disproportionate Needs of
Racial Groups

According to HUD definitions, for the purposes of the
Consolidated Plan a “disproportionately greater need
exists when the percentage of persons in a category
of need who are members of a particular racial or ethnic
group is at least ten percentage points higher than
the percentage of persons in the category as awhole.”
By this definition, Latino households in Philadelphia
exhibit disproportionately greater housing needs.
Latinos are disproportionately represented in the
Extremely-Low and Low-Income categories (60 percent
of Latinos compared to 37 percent of the general
population); small Latino Renter households have a
disproportionately higher incidence of housing
problems (84 percent compared to 74 percent of the
general population); and large Latino Owner
households have a disproportionately higher incidence
of housing problems (83 percent compared to 67
percent). The three tables on the following page provide
a breakdown by racial and ethnic groups of income
distribution and the incidence of housing problems for
renter and owner households.

The greater incidence of poverty and housing problems
among some Latino households is an area of concern
for the City of Philadelphia. Although Latino households
only make up 5.6 percent of the city’s total population,
Latinos make up one of the fastest growing
populations within the city. These trends suggest that
more extensive outreach to the Latino community is
needed as well as measures to ensure that existing
services are offered in a manner which makes them
accessible to Latinos throughout the city. The City is
supporting the work of several CDCs and non-profit
organizations that are developing affordable housing
and offering housing counseling and other services in
Latino neighborhoods. These include Asociacion
Puertorriquefios en Marcha, Centro Pedro Claver,
HACE, Congreso de Latinos Unidos, Norris Square
Civic Association, Hunting Park CDC, Nueva
Esperanza and Ceiba.
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Table 1.12

Distribution of Income for Philadelphia Households Across
Racial/Ethnic Groups

Total Total Extremely Low-|Moderate-| Middle-
Households Households Households | to Low-Income| Income Income
White (Non-Latino) 294,860 50% 33% 19% 9%
Black (Non-Latino) 239,917 41% 48% 21% 8%
Latino (all races) 21,247 6% 60% 18% 6%
Native American 1,564 0% 44% 28% 7%
Asian & Pac. Islander 20,597 3% 48% 18% 7%

Table 1.13

Source: 2000 Census

Percent of Renter Households With Incomes Below 51% of HAMFI
Having Any Housing Problems

Percent With Any All Black Non-Latino Latino
Housing Problem Households Households Households
Total 2% 69% 82%
Elderly 65% 60% 70%
Small 76% 75% 87%
Large 87% 67% 74%
Source: CHAS Databook, Table 7, HUD, 2000.
Table 1.14

Percent of Owner Households With Incomes Below 51% of HAMFI

Having Any Housing Problems

Percent With Any All Black Non-Latino Latino
Housing Problem Households Households Households
Total 68% 66% 73%
Elderly 65% 63% 68%
Small 70% 70% 74%
Large 79% 64% 71%

Source: CHAS Databook, Table 7, HUD, 2000.

Appendix 48




Non-Homeless Populations With Special Needs

I
Non-Homeless Populations

With Special Needs

Most populations with special needs require supportive
housing. The U. S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) defines supportive housing as
housing units and group quarters that “have a support-
ive environment” and include a planned service
component. Services provided to the residents of
supportive housing can include case management,
medical or psychological counseling and supervision,
substance abuse counseling, child care, transport-
ation, job training and placement.

B Supportive Housing Needs of
Elderly Persons

According to data accumulated from the 2000 Census
and a 2002 Health Study by the Philadelphia Health
Management Corp. (PHMC), there are 267,955 people
in Philadelphia who are 60 years of age or older;
30 percent of whom live alone.

Functional limitations and possible income limitations
of many elderly require that they receive subsidized
or supportive housing or in-house services.

Each year, thousands of Philadelphians receive home-
based support services through the Philadelphia
Corporation for Aging (PCA) and its participating and
certified provider organizations. Many adults who are
clinically ill or who have disabilities need assistance
with activities of daily living (ADLSs) in order to live safely
and comfortably at home. Some of the needed services
which are provided by PCA and other organizations
include care management, companion and respite
services, home-delivered meals, medical equipment
and supplies, nursing, personal care and home
support, adult day care and transportation.

In the 11 months prior to December 2002, PCA and
its provider organizations served more than 6,200
people through long-term care services. The four
programs serving the clients are Medicaid Waivers,
Options, Bridge Attendant Care and Family Caregivers
Support Program.

For reasons of income limitations many of the City’s
elderly receive assistance through organizations like
PCA. Their income levels impact their current and
future housing needs. A substantial percentage of the
elderly population is living at or below the poverty level.
According to the PHMC study, 17 percent of the city’s
total elderly live below the poverty level. Table 1.15
shows the percentage of elderly by age group who
live in poverty.

Table 1.15
Philadelphia Elderly Living in Poverty
Age Group Living Below Poverty Level
65-74 18.3%
75-84 16.6%
85 and over 24.6%

In a survey of subsidized housing facilities for the
elderly, completed in December 2002, PCA found that
there is a wait list of 2,309 elderly persons in need of
subsidized housing.

In-home service delivery is available to elderly
Philadelphians but it cannot meet the needs of some
seniors. Therefore, a more service-intensive environment
is needed for this sub-population. Service-intensive
living environments include Domiciliary Care Homes,
Personal Care Homes and Nursing Homes. Currently
Philadelphia has 144 certified Domiciliary Care Homes,
158 Personal Care Homes which have 5,786 beds
with typically 80 percent occupancy and 55 licensed
Nursing Homes with 8,226 beds.

B Supportive Housing Needs of
Persons With Disabilities

Affordable and accessible housing is a priority for
persons with disabilities. The Housing Consortium for
Disabled Individuals (HCDI), a service and advocacy
organization for disabled individuals in Philadelphia,
estimated in 2003 that one out of five Philadelphians
is disabled; approximately 300,000 persons citywide.
Recent census data indicate that if temporary
disabilities are included, two out of five Philadelphia
residents sustain a disability.

Disabled individuals seeking supportive housing or
supportive services are generally economically
disadvantaged. Ninety-nine percent of the telephone
calls received by HCDI's housing counseling program
between July 1, 2001, and June 30, 2002, were from
disabled people who met HUD’s low-income
guidelines. Of these, 87 percent had incomes below
25 percent of the median income and 12 percent had
incomes at or below 50 percent of median.

HCDI found that the vast majority of the disabled
population who ask service agencies for assistance
derive income from Supplemental Security Income
(SSI). SSl is at most $571 a month for a single
individual, making it financially impossible for most
single people with disabilities to live alone in affordable
housing. Moreover, housing requirements vary because
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the disabled community also include households of
adults and children as well as homeless people.

All housing projects developed with City housing funds
must comply with the City’s Accessible Housing
Marketing Policy, which requires developers receiving
City funds to notify the City to assist in marketing
accessible housing units to the disabled community
for a 30 day period prior to marketing accessible and
non-accessible housing units to the general public.

Adaptive Housing Needs

Persons with mobility limitations may require assistance
with daily living activities in order to live independently.
The majority critically need barrier-free affordable
housing. This need has been documented by many
organizations serving the disabled population such as
HCDI and Resources for Independent Living.

Common safety and access problems cited include
steps and stairs which prevent access to all floors;
bathroom facilities that do not allow independent
mobility; entrances that prohibit movement in and out
of the residence; kitchen fixtures that require
assistance to use; scarcity of intercom systems.

To alleviate these problems, OHCD funds the Adaptive
Modification Program (AMP) which assists in financing
the modifications needed in residences of income-
eligible disabled persons. Over the last decade as the
public has become more aware of AMP, requests for
adaptive modifications have increased. Although AMP
served 125 people in the past year, as of December
2002 there was a waiting list of 700 people.

B Supportive Housing Needs of
Persons With AIDS and AIDS-
Related Diseases

Estimate of Population With AIDS

In 1996, OHCD sponsored a housing needs
assessment study of HIV and AIDS in the Philadelphia
region. The study was comprised of three components:
an examination of demographic trends, a questionnaire
or survey of persons living with HIV/AIDS in the region
and a statistical research study of the correlation
between AIDS and homelessness in Philadelphia. This
needs assessment study, together with updated
demographic information from the Philadelphia
Department of Public Health and related sources, forms
the basis of this section of the Consolidated Plan.

As of June 30, 2004, 20,388 persons in the five counties
of southeastern Pennsylvania, including Philadelphia,
had been reported as diagnosed with AIDS. Of these,
84 percent resided in Philadelphia, and 16 percent in
the four Pennsylvania suburban counties of Bucks,
Chester, Delaware and Montgomery. Cases newly
reported in Philadelphia make up a growing proportion
of the cases in the region as a whole.

Estimate of Population With HIV

The population of persons who have been diagnosed
with AIDS in the Southeastern Pennsylvania region is
only a fraction of those who are assumed to be HIV-
infected or HIV-positive. While various estimates of
the number of HIV-positive persons in the region have
been made, most estimates are in the 20,000 range.
Combined with new drug therapies which are keeping
many persons with HIV/AIDS alive and healthy for
extended periods of time, these numbers suggest that
the number of persons living with HIV/AIDS in the region

Table 1.16
Southeastern Pennsylvania AIDS Cases by County and Date Reported
1981- June 30, 2004 June 30, 2004- June 30,2005 Total

County No. % No. % No. %
Philadelphia (PA) 16,730 84.4 785 86.3 17,515 84.4
Bucks (PA) 633 3.2 14 15 647 3.1
Chester (PA) 467 2.4 21 2.3 488 2.4
Delaware (PA) 1,179 6.0 60 6.6 1,239 6.0
Montgomery (PA) 816 4.1 30 3.3 846 4.0
Total 19,825 100.0 910 100.0 20,735 100.0

(Source: “AIDS Surveillance Quarterly Update,” Philadelphia Department of Public Health, June 2005)
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who may need AIDS-related services will increase over
the next few years.

Characteristics of the HIV/AIDS
Population

The populations directly affected by HIV and AIDS have
not remained static. The white, gay male population,
which in the early years of the epidemic was perceived
to be the main group affected by HIV/AIDS, is no longer
predominant. Increasingly, HIV and AIDS affect low-
income people (especially persons of color), women and
children, those dually and triply diagnosed with mental
illness, substance abuse and those who are homeless.

Philadelphia

In Philadelphia, the majority of people diagnosed with
AIDS since the beginning of reporting have been African
American and Latino. AIDS has claimed more lives
among African American men and women than among
any other race in Philadelphia. African American men
comprise the largest proportion of men who have sex
with men (MSM) (55 percent) and of heterosexual
AIDS cases (75 percent). Whites comprise 40 percent
of MSM cases and 11 percent of heterosexual AIDS
cases; Latinos comprise 5 percent of MSM cases and
13 percent of heterosexual AIDS cases.

In Philadelphia, the proportion of new cases diagnosed
which arise from MSM fell steadily through the 1990s,
while the proportion attributable to injecting drug use
and heterosexual sex increased. Prior to 1989, MSM
accounted for more than 75 percent of the Philadelphia
cases, while injecting drug use (without MSM)
accounted for approximately 10 percent of cases, and
heterosexual contact without injecting drug use
accounted for less than 2 percent of cases. In 2002,
MSM accounted for 25.3 percent of newly diagnosed
cases, injecting drug use (without MSM) accounted
for 29.5 percent of cases, and heterosexual sex
accounted for 42.7 percent of cases. Increasingly,
housing programs for persons with AIDS will need to
provide links to supportive services which include
substance-abuse treatment and counseling.

Table 1.17 Disproportionate
Relationship Between Race
and AIDS in Philadelphia

Total AIDS
Race/Ethnicity Population Cases
White 45.0% 23.8%
African American 43.2% 65.5%
Latino 8.5% 10.2%
Asian/Pacific Islander 4.5% 0.4%
Native American <1.0% 0.1%

(Source: “AIDS Surveillance Quarterly Update,”
Philadelphia Department of Public Health)
*cumulative to June 30, 2005

One effect of the growing percentage of transmission
due to drug use and heterosexual sex has been a
dramatic increase in the number and percentage of
women with AIDS in Philadelphia. In Philadelphia,
women now comprise nearly 31 percent of newly
diagnosed AIDS cases and are the fastest-growing
demographic group. It is likely that there will be a
growing need for family-based supportive housing and
services for people with AIDS.

Suburban Pennsylvania

AIDS trends in the Philadelphia suburbs are somewhat
different from those in the City of Philadelphia. White
men who have sex with men remain the largest population
of new and existing reported AIDS cases, though the
number of African American men with AIDS is steadily
increasing in all four counties and is equal to or surpasses
the number of white men with AIDS in some counties.
As in Philadelphia, the number of women represented
is steadily climbing, as is the number of persons infected
through heterosexual sex and injecting drug use. Trends
in urban portions of the region such as the City of
Chester more closely mirror the City of Philadelphia

Table 1.18 Philadelphia AIDS Cases by Gender and Date Recorded

Reported # of AIDS Cases 1981 - June 30, 2004 June 1, 2004 - June 30, 2005
Gender No. % No. %
Male 13,087 78.2 564 718
Female 3,643 21.8 221 28.2
Total 16,730 100.0 785 100.0

(Source: “AIDS Surveillance Quarterly Update,” Philadelphia Department of Public Health, June 2005)

Appendix 51



Appendices

than suburban and rural parts of the region where MSM
remains the predominate mode of transmission.

Income

The 1996 housing survey of persons with HIV/AIDS
concluded that the overwhelming majority of respondents
(including persons at all stages of the disease) were
very poor. Fifty-two percent of respondents earned or
received less than $6,000 per year. As in the general
population, the incomes of African Americans with HIV/
AIDS was significantly less than others, with 63 percent
reporting an income of less than $6,000 per year, compared
with 27 percent of white respondents and 50 percent of
Latino respondents. The extremely low incomes of most
persons with HIV and AIDS has led to housing instability
and the potential of homelessness. Forty-three percent
of survey respondents reported that they would have to
move if their monthly incomes dropped by $100 per
month. Forty-four percent of respondents were spending
more than 30 percent of their incomes on rent.

Medical Advances

Since 1996, advances in treatment through the use of
combinations of drugs including protease inhibitors have
led to dramatic improvements in health for many persons
with HIV/AIDS. Hospitalizations have decreased, many
persons are leading lives with significantly better quality
of life, and some persons are returning or considering
returning to work. As AIDS becomes a chronic,
manageable disease which does not necessarily lead
to death, the numbers of persons living with the disease
will increase while the nature of their housing and
supportive service needs may change. At the same
time, new therapies do not seem to be effective for
some individuals and the need for a continuum of care
and housing for persons with HIV and AIDS will remain.

B Housing Needs of People With
HIV/AIDS

While it is difficult to arrive at a precise number of
persons who need housing subsidies, assisted or
supported living arrangements, or other housing
services, it is clear that there is an unmet need for
housing for persons with HIV/AIDS. The survey of
persons with HIV/AIDS sponsored by OHCD in 1996
concluded that more than half of all severely
symptomatic persons with AIDS were spending more
than 50 percent of their income on rent and were
receiving no housing assistance. Among racial and
ethnic groups, 48 percent of whites, 54 percent of
African Americans, and 75 percent of Latinos who are
severely symptomatic were spending more
than 50 percent of their incomes on rent and were
receiving no housing assistance. Eighteen percent of

respondents were receiving some kind of housing
assistance while 22 percent of respondents were on
a waiting list for some kind of housing assistance.
Based on data gathered in the survey, it was concluded
that existing housing programs are benefiting those
at the greatest risk of housing instability but that
significant unmet need remained.

The survey also found that survey respondents had
experienced significant mental and physical
disabilities. The majority of all ethnicities and disease
stages reported having had mental health problems
in the past. Physical health problems increased with
disease stage. After diagnosis with HIV, 19 percent of
severely symptomatic respondents became blind, 14
percent became deaf, 21 percent developed mobility
problems requiring the use of a wheelchair, and 42
percent developed mobility problems requiring the use
of a cane or walker. While it is hoped that medical
advances have or will mitigate these problems arising
from HIV disease, physical and mental health issues
will remain factors to be considered in developing AIDS
housing. Individuals’ needs for support services change
over the course of their illness and should be taken into
account in designing an appropriate continuum of
housing for persons with HIV/AIDS. In addition, 18
percent of all respondents felt that they needed
residential drug and/or alcohol treatment.

Independent living situations, rather than congregate or
shared living, were the clear preference for respondents
to the housing survey. Approximately 90 percent of
asymptomatic and mildly symptomatic persons with
HIV wanted to live alone in their own residence or with
family, friends or partners. African Americans in particular
desired to live alone while Latinos were more likely to
want to live with family, friends or partners. Even among
those who are severely symptomatic, 83 percent wished
to live alone or with family, friends or partners while 17
percent preferred shared, congregate, nursing or hospice
facilities. The survey confirmed the anecdotal evidence
reported by HIV consumers to OHCD for many years:
persons with HIV/AIDS want most of all to live
independently. This desire has driven the City’s
emphasis on rental assistance for persons with AIDS.

B Supportive Housing Needs of
Persons With Mental Disabili-
ties/ Mental Illlness

Persons With Mental lliness

According to the City of Philadelphia’s Office of
Behavioral Health (OBH), there are 105,500 persons
in the City with mental illness and or mental disability.
Supportive housing is available and currently provided
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for 2,690 persons with mental illness. It is estimated by
OBH that an unmet need exists to provide 10,966
mentally ill/mentally-disabled individuals with housing.

Persons With Mental Disabilities

According to OBH there are 12,000 persons with
mental disabilities registered for services in the MR
system with an estimated 15,000 to 18,000 persons
in Philadelphia with mild to profound mental retardation.

OBH provides services to persons with mental
disabilities. There are five models of supported
residential services; these services include in-home
support, supportive living, family living, community
homes and larger facilities. The primary model is the
three-person Community Living Arrangement (CLA).
Participants of CLAs are provided with direct support
staff working with them on a 24-hour basis. Direct
support staff provide support, training and supervision.

Current waiting lists of more than 1,100 people indicate
an unmet need for new or different types of living
arrangements. OBH finds clear evidence that the
availability of residential settings must be increased
year by year for an indefinite period. The Governor’s
Budget has provided new money for the past three
years to address a portion of this need.

In the last several years, limited amounts of money
have been available to increase supports to persons
who remain in the homes of family members. It is
important to expand this alternative to out-of-home
residential services. It is equally important to have
accessible housing available that makes it physically
possible for individuals with mental disabilities of any
age to remain at home when they have limited or no
ability to ambulate. OBH provides supportive daytime
services to more than 2,500 individuals and their
families each year.

According to OBH, the age of persons with mental
disabilities who are living in residential homes is
increasing and many of these individuals are
experiencing ambulating difficulties. The need for
accessible housing - both supportive and without a
personal service component - is especially acute.

B Supportive Housing Needs of
Persons With Alcohol or Drug
Addiction

In November 2004, Dr. Arthur C. Evans was appointed
the first director of the Department of Behavioral Health
and Mental Retardation Services (DBH/MRS). Under
the direction of Dr. Evans, the DBH/MRS began the
implementation of a system-wide transformation
initiative in FYO5 to promote the core concepts of
recovery, resiliency, self-determination and cultural
competence. This progressive, evidence-based
approach to service provision was developed with input
from a wide variety of stakeholders including persons
in recovery, family members and service providers.
Efforts to initiate this transformation included a two-
day recovery conference, several large community
meetings and the creation of a recovery steering
committee to guide the implementation process. As
a result the position of director of addiction services
was created to consolidate and coordinate addiction
treatment with the transformation of the Behavioral
Health System.

In conjunction with Health Choices reinvestment funds,
new residential services were awarded in December
2005 resulting from a DBH/MRS Request for
Proposals (RFP). These initiatives were instigated for
the development of five new residential programs,
totaling 62 beds, for people with co-occurring mental
illness and substance-abuse issues.

These new programs will incorporate evidence-based
and trauma-informed practices to effectively address
the needs of medically challenged single adults,
women with children and adolescents who are
transitioning out of children’s and into the adult system.
In conjunction with the new programs, Addiction
Services is proposing to expand both the existing Half
Way House providers as well as increasing the
participation of Recovery Houses in the Behavioral
Health system. There is an estimated unmet need for
more than 1,445 supportive housing units for this
population.
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B Public Housing Residents

As of December 1997, there were 38,316 persons
making up 16,989 households in Philadelphia Housing
Authority (PHA) conventional and scattered sites
housing. PHA units are largely occupied by minority
groups of extremely low-income: African Americans
make up 93 percent of all PHA residents; Latinos
5 percent and whites 2 percent. Among heads of
households, 15 percent receive income from
employment; 37 percent receive public assistance and
38 percent receive either Social Security or SSI. More
than 73 percent of all PHA households have incomes
below $10,000, which is less than 25 percent of the
median family income for the Philadelphia area. These
findings verify that PHA residents are in need of a
variety of services to foster self-sufficiency, including
job training, adult basic education, job-readiness
programs and case management.

With 48 percent of PHA residents under the age of
18, there is also a clear need for recreational and social
programs geared specifically for youth. Day care and
Head Start programs benefit children while enabling
their parents to participate in job training and
employment. More than one-fifth of all PHA heads of
households are over the age of 62 and 6 percent over
the age of 75, indicating a need for senior centers and
services which enable seniors to continue to live
independently as they grow older.

As of Feb. 1, 1998, PHA has 1,627 residents who
have identified themselves as disabled with possible
special needs. Of these residents, 213 are wheelchair
users, 829 have mobility limitations, 111 have hearing
impairments, 89 are visually impaired and 385 have
other disabilities. Of the total accommodation
requests 759 have been closed. Also, since 1991,
PHA has converted in excess of 555 units to
accommodate people with various disabilities.
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Homeless Needs

B Nature and Extent of
Homelessness

Adult Services for the City of Philadelphia is within
Philadelphia’s Division of Social Services--part of the
reorganization of City services under the Managing
Director’s office, started by Mayor John F. Street soon
after taking office in January of 2001.

The mission of Adult Services (AS) is to assist
homeless individuals and families to move toward
independent living and self-sufficiency, and ultimately
achieve thriving households in safe and stable housing
located in supportive communities. Services provided
include: food; shelter; case management; employment
and training programs; and assistance in accessing
resources, including service-enriched transitional and
permanent housing. The primary agents for delivering
these services are the Office of Emergency Shelter
and Services (OESS) and Riverview Home (a residential
facility primarily for single, disabled elderly persons).

The City of Philadelphia’s Office of Emergency Shelter
and Services (OESS) is the sole public agency
dedicated to providing services to individuals and
families who are experiencing homelessness in order
to assist in their transition to independence and self-
sufficiency. To achieve this, OESS provides a variety
of services, including prevention and diversion,
relocation, short-term shelter placement, case
management, referral to alternative housing options,
and adult protective services. Over the course of the
year, OESS serves approximately 15,000 people.

This section presents a profile of the homeless
population in Philadelphia. This profile includes: a
discussion of the nature and extent of family and
individual homelessness, various subpopulations
within those groups, and households most at risk of
homelessness.

B Estimates of the Number of
Homeless in Philadelphia

Sheltered Homeless

Because AS/OESS operates a centralized intake
system linked with a computerized management
information system, the City of Philadelphia has had
access to and can analyze reliable data as far back
as 1989. With the assistance of an external contractor,
the agency is currently implementing a more
sophisticated management information system that

increases Adult Services’ capability to gather and
report reliable data to better support its performance-
based management and contracting system and to
enhance its efforts to compete for government and
private funds. Philadelphia’s provision of a continuum
of homeless services is supported by HMIS. Every
provider who receives federal homeless funding will
be required to utilize the HMIS. This 100 percent
participation rate will ensure that comprehensive
information is collected and reported for each individual
accessing the homeless service system. A file is
created for every client who enters shelter. This file
“follows” each client as he/she moves through the
continuum of programs, allowing services to be more
continuous over time and through providers. A
“dashboard” provides real-time information to
managers, supervisors and directors to further ensure
that the system is being fully utilized and to better
inform key management decisions.

During the 12 months ending Dec. 31, 2005, AS/
OESS served 14,581 homeless people (single adults
and family members) through its emergency shelter
system. Of this number, 8,940 were single adults
without children and 5,090 were adults and children
in families. Further demographics and other
characteristics will be listed later in this section.

Unsheltered Homeless

Complementing the database that OESS maintains is
the database overseen by the Outreach Coordination
Center (OCC). Operated by Project H.O.M.E., a non-
profithomeless services and supportive housing provider,
OCC coordinates and oversees the activities of a network
of street outreach teams run by several non-profit
organizations in the city. The main goal of street outreach
is to engage people living on the street in order to help
them receive services and ultimately seek shelter. In
order to do this, teams search for people living in areas
not meant for human habitation (such as streets,
sidewalks, subway concourses, highway underpasses)
and slowly begin to develop relationships with the
homeless people they contact. During the 12 months
ending Oct. 31, 2002, OCC made a total of 14,879
contacts with people living on the streets. The
unduplicated count of these persons is 2,759.

Over the past several years, OCC has conducted street
counts to measure the number of people living on the
streets. These are done quarterly so that OCC can
establish an accurate picture of seasonal fluctuations
among homeless populations on the street. Over the
2005 calendar year, OCC conducted four counts: on
Jan. 26, 2005, there were 176 people; on May 18,
2005, there were 333 people; on Aug. 17, 2005, there
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were 505 people; on Nov. 15, 1005, there were
496 people. Figure 1.6 provides a comparison over
the past four years of the number of people encountered
who are living on the street.

Figure 1.6 Number of Homeless People
Living on the Streets of Philadelphia
(2002-2005)
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Despite the best efforts of OESS and OCC, data
regarding homeless persons are naturally flawed. There
will always be hidden populations, for instance those
doubling up in single housing units, which make it
very difficult to obtain an accurate depiction of the
entire number of Philadelphians who experience
homelessness in a given year. The data collected by
OESS and OCC, however, does provide a competent
approximation.

B Characteristics of the Homeless
Population

Family and Individual Homelessness

While both single adults and families experience
homelessness, the household characteristics and the
circumstances contributing to being homeless vary
significantly. The street population is exclusively single
adults or couples without children. Among the
households who entered the shelter system from
Jan. 1, 2005 to Dec. 31, 2005, 83 percent were single
adults; 13 percent were single-parent headed
households with children; 2 percent were two-parent
headed households; and 2 percent were households
with more than one adult and no children.

Family Characteristics

For the calendar year ending in 2005, almost 85
percent of the families who entered shelter were single-
parent headed households, of which 94 percent were
headed by single women. Single fathers were the

heads of 79 households. The average number of
children per family was two.

Table 1.19 Family Characteristics

Family Type Percentage
Single-Parent 85
Single Male-Headed 5
Single Female-Headed 80
Two-Parent 15
Total Families 100

Age Distribution of Sheltered Population
Below is a table with the age distribution of the adult
sheltered population for the year ending October 2002.
Among the figures, it is important to note the number
of unaccompanied youth (0.1 percent) and the
proportion of elderly (4.2 percent).

Table 1.20 Age Distribution of
Sheltered Population

Age Percentage
Unaccompanied Youth 0.1
18-25 14.5
26 - 45 52.8
46 - 59 27.8
60+ 4.7
All Adults/Unaccompanied Youth| 100.0

B Nature and Extent of
Homelessness by Racial/Ethnic
Group

Almost by definition, those experiencing homeless-
ness are among the most economically vulnerable
populations. For this reason the racial composition of
a city’s homeless population could be expected to
mirror the racial composition of people living in poverty.
For Philadelphia, this truism is not necessarily reality.
While African Americans do comprise a large proportion
of all households living in poverty, they experience
homelessness at a far higher rate than poverty.
Alternatively, the rates of homelessness among
whites, Asian Americans and Latinos are much lower
than their representation among Philadelphians living
in poverty. For Asian Americans and Latinos, it is
believed that part of the explanation for this disparity
lies in language and cultural differences, unfamiliarity
with the social service system and anxiety regarding
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citizenship status. While shelter services are never
denied to eligible persons, it has been along-standing
trend in Philadelphia that whites, Asian Americans
and Latinos are under-represented in the shelter-using
homeless population.

Racial statistics among people experiencing homeless-
ness on the street are similar. The African American
population is even more over-represented, the percentage
for whites remains the same, and the proportion of Latinos
and Asian Americans is much smaller.

Table 1.21 Racial Distribution of Heads of
Households in Shelter

Heads of Housholds
Race/Ethnicity in Shelter
Black African-American 78.8%
White 12.5%
Asian 1.6%
Black/non-African American 1.7%
Other 0.2%
Refused/No data 5.2%
Total 100.0%

B Subpopulations

While gathering and analyzing statistics on shelter
and street populations is informative, the causes of
homelessness for each family and individual are not
identical. There is no standard set of characteristics
that can be related to homelessness and many people
living comfortably in their homes have the very
attributes that are commonly believed to lead to
homelessness. However, it is known that it becomes
much harder for families and individuals to avoid or
climb out of homelessness when they experience co-
occurring factors (such as substance abuse, mental
illness, domestic violence and extreme economic
hardship). In spite of these barriers, OESS regularly
works with families and individuals who successfully
confront their personal problems, cope with systemic
disadvantages and re-enter their communities stronger
and more able to contend with what life presents them.

Homeless Substance Abusers

During the intake process, people seeking shelter are
asked to describe their current situation and what
primary and contributing issues led them to enter the
shelter system. Of the 10,785 heads of households
seeking shelter during calendar year 2005, 10 percent

stated that substance abuse issues contributed to
their current episode of homelessness. It is important
to state that persons seeking shelter are not required
to disclose this information honestly and their
responses are not compared to any other source of
data.

AS/OESS is continually strengthening its
collaboration with the Department of Behavioral Health
and Mental Retardation Services (DBH/MRS), which
oversees substance abuse treatment programs and
mental health services, to ensure that clients receive
the services they need. Through collaboration with
DBH/MRS, AS/OESS initiated the C-Star program in
2003 to better serve homeless shelter clients with
substance abuse issues. The C-STAR program
provides immediate and consistent drug screening
services to staff working with shelter residents in all
28 long-term shelters. Previously, these services were
only available to clients and staff in six long-term
shelters. C-STAR allows AS/OESS social workers and
shelter provider staff to randomly test any client who
1) self-identifies as a substance abuser; 2) has a history
of substance abuse or treatment; or 3) exhibits
behavior that suggests substance abuse. If the
screening turns up positive, a qualified addictions
counselor works with the client to develop a plan to
work toward sobriety, including making referrals to
treatment programs. As of February 2006, 905 shelter
residents had been screened. From July 1, 2003,
through March 31, 2005, 2021 people were screened;
of those, 38 percent (759) tested positive. Of the group
that tested positive, 29 percent (218) entered into
treatment or support activities.

While OESS does not have comprehensive data on
substance abuse among the sheltered homeless,
OCC does collect accurate data on substance abuse
among the unsheltered. Over the past year, 45 percent
of the persons encountered had a substance-abuse
history. This information is confirmed through repeated
observation and self-report.

Persons With Severe Mental lliness

Similar to substance-abuse statistics, the OESS
figures regarding mental health issues are mostly
confined to self-report or single observations at shelter
intake. In addition, there is a range of severity with
respect to mental health needs among the sheltered
population. Some live with serious and persistent
mental illness while others experience situational
depression or anxiety directly related to the trauma of
being homeless and its related causes and effects.
For clients who divulge their mental health needs or
for whom their case manager may suspect persisting
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problems, OESS again works closely with BHS to
link them with the appropriate level of supportive
services. Of the 10,785 heads of households seeking
shelter during calendar year 2005, 6 percent stated
that mental health issues/depression contributed to
their current episode of homelessness.

OCC data indicate that approximately 17 percent of
the unsheltered population has serious mental illness.
Like OESS, OCC works closely with BHS so that
individuals can access services in a timely manner.
Several of the outreach teams coordinated by OCC
are staffed through behavioral health programs with
trained professionals who can not only engage people
effectively but can advocate on behalf of their clients
as they seek needed services.

Dual-Diagnosis Persons

Dual diagnosis among the sheltered population is
difficult to estimate since the OESS data rely on self-
report for histories of substance abuse and mental
illness. OCC indicates that 23 percent of the people
engaged in the past year were dually-diagnosed.
People experiencing homelessness and who have dual
diagnoses face two significant barriers they must
overcome in addition to their homelessness. They often
require long-term engagement and intensive service
intervention. While it is believed that individuals with
dual diagnosis are at a higher risk of becoming
chronically homeless, it is equally true that many
people overcome these barriers and move into their
own housing (often with the help of supportive services).

Homeless Due to Domestic Abuse

National surveys have indicated that up to 50 percent
of families have experienced domestic violence at
some point prior to becoming homeless. Alocal study
conducted by PHMC reported that approximately
30 percent of families coming into the emergency
shelter system cited domestic violence as the primary
reason for their homelessness. Women fleeing
domestic abuse are likely to seek out housing
assistance from an advocacy organization that can
provide them with shelter rather than seeking housing
from the traditional emergency shelter system
maintained through OESS.

Victims of violence have varying needs. Some may
need the support of a shelter setting while others would
benefit greatly from transitional or permanent housing.
In the experience of the Latina Domestic Violence
Program (LDVP), many victims of violence decide to
stay in a hazardous situation due to the lack of housing
availability and the current lack of housing options in
Philadelphia. According to LDVP, there is one City-

sponsored domestic violence shelter with a capacity
of 58 beds.

One other housing option exists which is exclusively
for victims of domestic violence - Sojourner House
sponsored by Women Against Abuse (WAA). From
June 2001 to July 2002, Sojourner House provided
7,952 days of shelter to both new and continuing adults
and 18,984 days of shelter to both new and continuing
children. During this same time frame, WAA had to
turn away 64 adults and 15 children who were seeking
shelter from domestic violence.

Homeless Persons With AIDS

As part of an AIDS housing needs assessment study
conducted for OHCD in 1996, a team of scholars
led by Dr. Dennis Culhane of the University of
Pennsylvania analyzed data from the City’s public
shelter system and AIDS surveillance databases. By
integrating these databases, the team was able to
study the relationship between AIDS and homeless-
ness in the City of Philadelphia. The study found that
homeless persons have ten times the risk of having
AIDS as the general population, and that persons with
AIDS are more than three times as likely to have been
homeless than the general population.

These findings were confirmed by a 1996 housing
survey (questionnaire) conducted by the same team.
Of survey respondents, 31 percent had lived in a
homeless shelter at some point in their lives, including
16 percent who had lived in a shelter during the
preceding 12 months. Shelter residence was
particularly high among heterosexual men and African
American men and among women. Survey respondents
reported a high level of housing instability and used
strategies other than shelter stays as emergency
housing options. Thirty-nine percent of men and
52 percent of women reported that they had lived night-
to-night with friends or family. In the last year,
12 percent of respondents had spent the night in a
place not intended for sleeping, such asinacaror an
abandoned building. On any given day, 5 percent of
survey respondents were homeless.

The survey also found a significant correlation between
substance abuse and homelessness, with substance
abusers three times as likely as non-substance
abusers to have been in a homeless shelter and four
times as likely to have spent the night in a place not
intended for sleeping.
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B Families and Individuals
Threatened With Homelessness

The continued prevalence of low-paying jobs,
unemployment, and poverty make many of our city’s
residents remain vulnerable to the risk of homeless-
ness. Many residents who formerly worked in industrial
manufacturing jobs providing living wages are now
earning much less in service based jobs. The
Philadelphia poverty rate in 2000 was twice that
of the nation as a whole (22.9 percent versus
11.3 percent). By 2005, the poverty rate for
Philadelphia increased to approximately 25 percent
of our residents. The rising cost of housing and health
care has made it nearly impossible for many of our
neighbors to make ends meet. Approximately 70
percent of Philadelphians with low incomes work for a
living but cannot meet their expenses, specifically rent
and utilities. To afford a market-rate apartment in
Philadelphia, a worker earning minimum wage must
work 144 hours a week!. Due to this widening gap
between income and cost of living, large numbers of
Philadelphians can no longer afford safe and secure
housing and are therefore seeking housing assistance.
Available assistance is far outstripped by the demand
for affordable housing which now exceeds 60,000
needed units?. Approximately 189 heads of households
are on the transitional housing waiting list as of
Feb. 8, 2006. This demand is a result of a severe lack
of affordable housing stock. Without affordable
housing, many Philadelphians and families are only
one paycheck away from the experience of
homelessness.

B Nutrition

Each year, the City of Philadelphia receives a grant
from the Pennsylvania Department of Agriculture to
provide food to emergency shelters, soup kitchens,
and food cupboards. For FYQ7, the grant totals
$3.9 million. This grant will be used to purchase food
for 1.2 million meals provided by soup kitchens,
6 million meals provided by food cupboards, and
75-80 percent of food provided by the emergency
shelters.

1 National Low Income Housing Coalition. Out of Reach 2003:
America’s Housing Wage Climbs. Retrieved on Feb. 14,
2005, from http:www.nlihc.org/oor2003/
data.php?getstate=on&getmsa=on&msa%5B%5D=philade.

2 Culhane, D. & Hillier, A. Closing the GAP: Housing
(un)Affordability in Philadelphia. Cartographic Modeling
Laboratory, University of Pennsylvania. March, 2003.
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Table 1.22 Summary of Estimated Housing Needs*

Housing Needs (households) Income Categories

0-30% 31-50% 51-80%
Cost Burden > 30% 18,854 7,384 3,905
Small Cost Burden > 50% 15,497 1,678 279
Related Substandard 3,874 1,678 2,091
Overcrowded 774 335 418
Renter Cost Burden > 30% 7,112 1,737 387
Large Cost Burden > 50% 5,215 270 0
Related Substandard 1,422 579 580
Overcrowded 4,874 1,637 2,707
Cost Burden > 30% 15,289 6,051 3,130
Cost Burden > 50% 11,576 2,773 652
Elderly Substandard 3,276 1,260 978
Overcrowded 655 250 195
Cost Burden > 30% 43,438 15,802 10,750
Owner Cost Burden > 50% 25,696 4,078 1,535
Substandard 9,177 7,646 11,519
Overcrowded 2,080 1,733 2,707

Non-Homeless Special Needs Estimated Population and Needs

Est. Population Est. Housing Needs
Persons With AIDS (PMSA) 5,185 2,380
Persons With HIV (PMSA) 20,000 8,000
Frail Elderly 22,715 16,000
Persons With Disabilities 264,000 65,300
Mental Health/Mental Retardation 89,700 6,100
Substance Abuse N/A 3,800

*Housing needs are based on 1990 Census data as provided in the CHAS Databook. PHDC's estimate that 15 percent of all owner-
occupied units are substandard was used to estimate the incidence of substandard housing. Estimates of overcrowding were
derived from 1990 Census data. Estimates of non-homeless special-needs population and housing needs are derived from
information gathered from various public and private agencies as identified in the text.
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Inventory of Facilities and

Services for the Homeless
and Persons Threatened
With Homelessness

B Facilities Providing Overnight
Accommodations; Associated
Services

Shelters

Emergency shelter is defined as temporary housing
for homeless individuals and families. Non-profit
partners, faith-based organizations and personal care
boarding home providers provide Emergency Shelter.
The Office of Emergency Shelter and Services (OESS)
has primary responsibility for Philadelphia’s homeless
program. OESS purchase-of-service contracts fund most
shelter beds in Philadelphia. The City-funded shelter
system includes 30 sites to shelter 2,001 persons
each night.

According to OESS data, the average length of stay
in emergency shelter is three to six months for adults
without children and six to 12 months for families.

In the past year, Philadelphia has made great strides in
implementing its initiative to shift resources away from
emergency responses to homelessness and instead
focusing efforts toward more permanent solutions. Due
to this change in focus, the City’s emergency shelter
system was reduced nearly 10 percent.

Shelters that are not under contract with OESS are
funded primarily with private resources, perform their
own intake and arrange independently for the delivery
of services.

Transitional Housing

Transitional Housing is defined as time-limited (up to
24 months) housing with supportive services for
homeless individuals and families, and is viewed as a
bridge between Emergency Shelter and Permanent
Housing. Transitional Housing is primarily provided
by non-profit partners and faith-based organizations.

Rental Assistance

1n 1988 the City created the Philadelphia Transitional
Housing Program, formerly known as the Voucher
Program. The current fiscal year funding for the
program is provided through a combination of City
operating funds, state Homeless Assistance Program
(HAP) funds and federal Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME program funds. The

program provides housing counseling and temporary
rental subsidies to facilitate clients’ transition from
shelter into mainstream housing. The program
operates in a manner consistent with the Section 8
rental assistance program. The participation period is
12 months which may be extended to 24 months.
During this period clients receive case management/
counseling services to help them maintain independent
living and prepare for permanent mainstream housing.
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Inventory of Facilities and Services for the Homeless and Persons Threatened With Homelessness
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