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Executive Summary

Required by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as part of

an entitlement communitydéds Fair Housing Pl ann

Analysis for the Borough of State College and the Centre Region was prepared by
Diana T. Myers and Associates. This analysis identified impediments to the fair housing
choices of residents in the Borough of State College (the Borough) and the Centre
Region and provided recommendations to address those impediments.

The impediments identified in the 1991 Fair Housing Analysis were:

A lack of affordable housing and financing

An inadequate supply of family-size units

A lack of local fair housing enforcement, focus, and support
Zoning barriers to affordable housing

Non-specific acts of housing discrimination

The 2003 Fair Housing Analysis Update (FHAU) updated the information presented in
the 1991 Fair Housing Analysis. Data from the 2000 Census were included and the
provisions of the Fair Housing Accessibility Guidelines at 24 C.F.R. Chapter 1 were
incorporated. In this update, the same basic conclusions were reached as those made
in the 1991 Fair Housing Analysis. While there was no evidence of widespread
violations of fair housing laws, there was still a lack of affordable housing. Since
members of protected classes are often low or moderate-income, the affordability issue
becomes a fair housing issue.

Two new recommendations were added in the 2003 FHAU. Both responded to the
1991 recommendation in the Institutional and Community Resources and Practices
section to expand education in fair housing. In response to this, it was recommended
that: the Borough coordinate with the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission
(PHRC) to develop educational programs; and the Borough distribute fair housing
brochures with the submission of a rental permit or that the brochures be included in the
packet of information provided to rental unit owners when the Centre Region Code
Administration conducts their rental inspection.

The 2003 FHAU also provided a comprehensive update on actions the Borough has

completed to address impediments to fair housing choice that were identified in the

1991 Fair Housing Analysis, and it updated information on compliance actions taken as

a result of the findings from the Boroughos
Assessment/Self Evaluation and Transition Plan.

The 2009 Fair Housing Analysis Update included data from the 2005-2007 American
Community Survey (ACS). As in the 2003 update, it provided a comprehensive update
on actions the Borough has completed to address impediments. No new
recommendations were identified and copies of the update have been submitted to the

A



Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity and to the Community Planning and
Development Office at the Pennsylvania State HUD Office in November 2009.

In order to help alleviate the lack of affordable housing and financing, the Borough has
implemented many programs and funded various housing developments. The Borough
established a Homebuyer Program in 1995. Through this program, financial assistance
for home purchases is provided to low, moderate, and middle-income families. The
Borough also provides funds to two Community Housing Development Organizations
(CHDOs). These non-profit organizations acquire residential properties; rehabilitate
them; and then sell them to low and moderate-income families. To provide affordable
rental opportunities, the Borough has helped to fund the construction of 183 rental units
for low and moderate-income families, the elderly and individuals with disabilities. The
Borough also assisted with the acquisition of 9 existing rental units, 5 affordable and 4
market rate units. Another effort to increase affordable housing opportunities in the
Borough is the implementation of the Homestead Investment Program, through which it
is estimated that 25% of all homes purchased for resale and 50% of any rental property
units will be affordable.

Of the 188 affordable rental units constructed or acquired, 80 are specifically for low to
moderate-income families. In this way the Borough has worked to address the
inadequate supply of family-size units. Since 1991 in the Centre Region, 693 units have
been built or acquired specifically to accommodate low and/or moderate- income
families.

To address the lack of local fair housing enforcement, focus, and support, the Borough
enacted a Local Fair Housing Ordinance in 1993. The ordinance was amended in 2011
to include gender identity or expression as a protected class and to cover public
accommodations, and was subsequently renamed the Fair Housing and Public
Accommodations Ordinance. This ordinance prohibits housing discrimination based
race, color, religion, age, ancestry, national origin, place of birth, sex, sexual orientation,
gender identity or expression, source of income, disability or handicap, presence of
service animal (public accommodations) or support animal (housing and real estate-
related transactions), pregnancy, birth of a child or marital or familial status. In addition
to the Fair Housing and Public Accommodations Ordinance, the Borough has
developed an Affirmative Fair Housing Marketing Policy and Procedures to promote fair
housing in all affordable housing programs funded with CDBG or HOME funds. To
support fair housing on a regional level, Borough staff has participated in various
regional committees and task forces which have addressed different aspects of fair
housing.

Zoning barriers to affordable housing have been addressed in several ways. The

recommendation in the 1991 analysis states th
possibility of controlling the conversion of single-family homes to apartments and of
rental apartments to condomini ums i n certain areas. 0 The Bo

has been changed in an attempt to limit the number of student homes in some of the
residential zones by mandating a minimum distance by which student homes must be



separated. A more comprehensiverevi ew of al | of the Boroughos
planned in the near future. Part of this review will address any potential barriers to
housing for families and the elderly, and to remove barriers to accessibility.

The adoption of a local fair housing ordinance has addressed the non-specific acts of
housing discrimination. Since enacted in 1993, the Borough has received only 14 fair
housing complaints.

Per HUD requirements, as part of an entitl eme
an Analysis of Impediments should be conducted at the beginning of each Consolidated

Plan cycle. The progress towards the recommendations made in the Analysis of

Impediments is documented in the Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation

Report. Any updated information and/or additional recommendations are included in

the Consolidated Annual Action Plan.

The 2015-2019 FHAU presents an overview of the community in general and fair

housing practices specifically for both the Borough and the Centre Region. At the end

of each section is an update to each of the recommendations from the 1991 and 2003

analyses (no new recommendations were identified in the 2009 FHAU). Two new

recommendations have been added. One isto coordinate wthPenn St at eds Of fi
Student Affairsoé St addresnfairhdusing aomplahes ofwtudendss t o
living in the Borough. The other is to incorporate Limited English Proficient data into the
Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report.

Many sources were tapped to provide the information found in this update. Most of the

demographic information is from the U.S. Census Bureau. A majority of the rest of the
information came from the source itself or th
people who took the time to provide the data found in this report.

The 2015-2019 Consolidated Plan is being prepared concurrently with the preparation
of the FHAU. As part of this process, a more thorough housing needs assessment for
the Borough is conducted. Housing priority needs identified during this process include
affordable housing options to address households with a cost burden. Affordable
housing has been identified as a priority need with 64% of extremely low, low or
moderate income family renter households and 71% of extremely low, low, or moderate
income family homeowner households experiencing a severe housing cost burden
(paying over 50% of household income on housing costs).

To address the affordability gap, the Borough plans to continue to fund the Borough and
CHDO first-time homebuyer programs. To assist in the preservation of the existing
housing stock, the Borough plans on continuingto fundt h e B o rCavneg®cbupied
Rehab Program. This program assists low to moderate-income homeowners with
making improvements to their homes so they will remain in the Borough rather than
seek lower-cost, newer homes elsewhere.



Borough staff is active members of the Centre County Affordable Housing Coalition

(CCAHC). The CCAHCG6s mi ssion is to ensure that all r
especially those with low incomes, have decent, safe, affordable and accessible

housing. The CCAHC, and the Centre County Housing Options Team subcommittee, is

the primary mechanism through which the Borough seeks to enhance coordination

between public and private housing and social service agencies. Borough staff

provides support to the CCAHC as it works to develop more affordable and supportive

housing opportunities.

Following are highlights from each section.

Demographic and Occupancy Patterns

This section gives a demographic profile of each of the Centre Region municipalities:
the Borough of State College (Borough), College Township, Ferguson Township,
Halfmoon Township, Harris Township, and Patton Township.

The Centre Regionds population increased from
period between 2000 and 2010 saw gains in each municipality in the region. The

Borough, with a population of 42,034 in 2010, continued to have the largest population

in the Centre Region and represented 45. 6% of

Although the number of family households in the Centre Region increased from 2000 to
2010, the percentage of family households decreased from 47.6% in 2000 to 44.1% in
2010. The period between 2000 and 2010 saw decreases in the percentages of family
households in each municipality in the region. During this same time period, while the
number of family households in the Borough decreased by 7.1%, the number of non-
family households increased by 9.4%.

With regard to race in 2010, 84.8% of the Centre Region population reported being

WhiteOn | vy . Ten percent of the regionds popul at |
was the largest minority population. The majority of the minority population in the

Centre Region lived in the Borough. Again, the Asian Only population was the largest

mi nority population, with 9.8% of the Borough

The number of college students in the Centre Region has increased from 34,765 in
2000 to 38,737 in 2008-2012. For the period between 2008 and 2012, the Borough had
the largest population of college students in terms of number (29,443) and percentage
of population (70.1%). The largest percentage increases in the student population were
in Harris Township with a 43.7% increase and in Ferguson Township with a 32.9%
increase.

The number of housing units in the Centre Region increased from 29,031in 2000 to
35,314 between 2008 and 2012 with every municipality seeing increases. Patton
Township had the largest percent increase with a 43.6% increase going from 4,974



units in 2000 to 7,132 units between 2008 and 2012. The Borough saw a 9.3%
increase going from 12,488 units in 2000 to 13,649 units between 2008 and 2012.

Between 2008 and 2012, the percentage of owner-occupied units for the Centre Region
was 41.5%. Halfmoon Township had the highest percentage of owner-occupied units,
87.9% (840 units). The Borough had the lowest percentage of owner-occupied units,
17.0% (1,068 units).

Employment and Transportation Trends
This section reviews the employment and transportation opportunities in Centre County.

Centre County enjoys a healthy economy, with only a 5.6% unemployment rate in 2013.
The largest employer in 2013 was Penn State University with 25,967 employees.

The Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA) provides public transportation for the
Centre Region with its CATABUS Community Service providing the bulk of the routes
servicing the Region. CATA also provides reduced fare programs to individuals with
disabilities, senior citizens, frequent riders, families, and Penn State employees.

Real Estate Practices
This section investigates the compliance with federal, state and local fair housing laws.

Section VIl of the 1968 Civil Rights Act, as amended by the Fair Housing Amendments
Act of 1988 prohibits discrimination based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex,
familial status, or handicap in the sale or rental of housing; in mortgage lending; or in
advertising.

The Pennsylvania Human Relations Act of 1955, as amended, prohibits discrimination
on the basis of race, color, national origin, religious creed, sex, familial status, ancestry,
age, handicap or disability, use of guide or support animals because of the blindness,
deafness or physical handicap of the user or because the user is a handler or trainer of
support or guide animals in the obtaining of advantages, facilities and privileges of any
public accommodation and of any housing accommodation and commercial property.

The Borough of St at e afd®ublic Aganinedatieres Ondinaklce,u s i n g
as amended, prohibits housing discrimination based on race, color, national origin,

ancestry, place of birth, religion, sex, age, sexual orientation, gender identity or

expression, source of income, disability or handicap, presence of a support animal,

pregnancy, birth of a child or marital or familial status.

Since June 1992, HUD has processed 14 fair housing complaints from individuals in
Centre County. For the time period between July 1, 2001 and June 30, 2013, the
PHRC reviewed 12 docketed cases involving fair housing complaints for Centre County.



Since the State College Borough Fair Housing Ordinance was enacted on March 1,
1993, the Borough has received 14 fair housing complaints.

Lending Patterns

This section of the analysis provides data on various lending activities of the financial
institutions serving the State College Metropolitan Statistical Area (Centre County).

In 2012, 106 lenders reported originating 4,771 loans covered by the Home Mortgage

Disclosure Act (HMDA). Of these, 1,339 were home purchase loans. Based on the

information of the disposition of these home purchase loans, race does not seem to be

a factor in whether a loan application is originated or denied. What does seem to be a

| arge factor is the applicantds income | evel

Administrative Practices

This section reviews the administrative practices of the agencies responsible for
carrying out planning, housing, and community development activities in the Centre
Region to determine if there are any impediments to fair housing.

The Borough has established several housing programs to promote homeownership
and assisted in increasing the number of affordable rental units. Borough staff also
participates in several committees, which work on a county level to address the
communityos h dhe€ountgadmirséerd several housing programs to
assist in providing affordable housing to its residents.

Several planning documents address the need for affordable housing.

The Borough has adopted several ordinances to address fair housing and to encourage
affordable housing. Many of the municipalities in the Centre Region encourage
affordable housing through local ordinances.

Institutional & Community Resources and Practices

This section assesses the activities of local religious, civic and campus groups, which
provide housing related services to Borough, Centre Region, and Centre County
residents. This community is blessed with numerous institutional and community
resources. The update does not provide information on every such organization, but
attempts to include a good sample of housing related services that are offered.

Vi
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Demographic and Occupancy Patterns

Introduction

This section gives an overview of eachoftheCent r e Regi on
and demographic profile, which will help to identify where the protected classes live and
if fair housing principles are being upheld. This section will also provide an information
base for the next Analysis of Impediments and place the discussion of local fair housing
impediments in context.

Between 2008 and 2014 there have been no changes to the boundaries of the Borough
of State College or any of the six municipalities that make up the Centre Region. These
municipalities include the Borough of State College (Borough), College Township,

Ferguson Township, Halfmoon Township, Harris Township, and Patton Township (See
Map 1).

Map 1. Centre Region Map

LOCATION OF
CENTRE REGION N
IN CENTRE COUNTY
W E
S

;/'/
,'//
,//
/’/‘
B
>
LEGEND
[: Centre County Boundary
[ centre Region
SN/ Major Roads
Centre Regional Planning Agency
t 131 South Fraser Street PtNNSI?\l-t

P sgueniy ()

'] kd
» » State College, PA 16801 o 5 10 15 Miles
% . P e————
52 ‘g‘ Phone: (814) 231-3050

o gat Fax: (814) 231-3088

m Land Analysis Laboratory
Department of Agronomy

College of Agricu
Projection: State Plane NAD 23, North Zone

muni ci pal it

Rural Sciences



Methodology

U.S. Census Bureau data, both Census 2010 and American Community Survey (ACS)
5-Year Estimates, provided the basis for the FHAU. It is important to note that the
Census 2010 data are interpreted to be a snapshot of April 1, 2010 while the ACS 5-
year estimates describe the average characteristics over the period of 5 years. When
analyzing data from the ACS 5-year estimates, the population data from the ACS were
used.

When appropriate, data from past censuses have been inserted below to form a basis
for comparisons. Other demographic data that are not available from the U.S. Census
Bureau including certain social, economic, and housing, and student population
characteristics, and public and assisted housing data are also contained in this section.
This information came from the Housing Authority of Centre County, the Centre
Regional Planning Agency, the Pennsylvania State University, and the Borough of State
College Planning Office.

Findings

Findings have been separated into two sections: Population Characteristics and
Housing Characteristics.

1. Population Characteristics
a. Overall Population
The Centre Region continues to gain population. The 2010 population in the Centre

Region was 92,096, an 16.0% increase since 2000. Table 1 shows the total population
count for the Centre Region.



Table 1. Population Trends, 1970-2010

2000-2010
Municipality 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 Population
change
Borough of State College | 32,833 | 36,130 | 38,923 | 38,420 | 42,034 +3,614
Ferguson 6,531 | 8,105 9,368 | 14,063 | 17,690 +3,627
Patton 4,394 | 7,409 9,971 | 11,420 | 15,311 +3,891
College 5,834 | 6,239 6,709 8,489 9,521 +1,032
Harris 3,504 | 3,415 4,167 4,657 4,873 +216
Halfmoon 543 717 1,469 2,357 2,667 +310
Centre Region 53,639 | 62,015 | 70,607 | 79,406 | 92,096 +12,690

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000 and 2010, DP-1

The period between 2000 and 2010 saw varying gains in all of the municipalities in the
Centre Region ranging from 4.6% in Harris Township to a 25.8% increase in population
in Ferguson Township. The Borough gained 3,614 residents during this period, which
represents a 9.4% increase in the population. The Borough continued to be the most
populated municipality in the Centre Region, making up 45.6% of the overall population
in 2010.

b. Household Type

Per the Census Bureau, a family household includes a householder and one or more
people living in the same household who are related to the householder by birth,
marriage, or adoption. A nonfamily household includes a householder living either
alone or with nonrelatives.

The trend of migration by families out of the Borough first identified in 1984 by former
Centre Region Planning Agency (CRPA) Director Dennis Elpern continued in the first
decade of the millennium. Table 2 shows that the number of family households
dropped from 3,303 in 2000 to 3,069 in 2010, a 7.1% loss. Expressed as percentages,
in 1970, 55.8% (4,412) of the households in the Borough were family households. In
2010, this percentage had slipped to 24.3% (3,069 households). This represents a
30.4% (1,343) drop in the number of family households.

In 2010, the percentage of family households in the Centre Region, excluding the
Borough, was 56.3% with a range of 42.5% (2,920 households) in Patton Township to
85.2% (778 households) in Halfmoon Township (see Table 3 for 2000 data and Table 4
for 2010 data). The percentage of family households in the Borough was 24.3%
(3,069).



In 2010, the percentage of non-family households in the Centre Region, excluding the
Borough, was 43.7% with a range of 14.8% (135 households) for Halfmoon to 57.5%%
(3,954 households) for Patton Township (see Table 4).

As shown in Table 2, the number of non-family households in the Borough continued to
rise throughout the reporting period, going from 3,494 (44.2% of all households) in 1970
to 9,541 (75.7% of all households) in 2010. Throughout the reporting period, a
substantial number of the non-family households in the Borough have been composed
of 1-person households. In 2010, 44.5% (4,243 households) of non-family households
were 1-persons households.

Table 2. Households & Families in the Borough of State College, 1970-2010

Households | 1970 | 1980 | 1990 | 2000 | 2010 |, ShaN9e | Ehange
Total 7906 | 9,830 10938 12,024 | 12610 | (027’ | 7350
Family 4412 | 3,736 | 3559 | 3303 | 3069 | L0500 o

Non-family [ 3494 | 6,004 | 7379 | 8721 | 9541 | OO0 | 1O

ourson | 1737 | 2798 | 2,008 | 4034 | 4243 | 200 | 1209

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000 and 2010, DP-1

Table 3. Population & Household Characteristics, 2000

Characteristics Borough | College | Ferguson | Halfmoon | Harris Patton g:git(r)i
Total Households 12,024 | 3,069 | 5511 769 1,752 | 4,791 | 27,916
Family Households / 3,303 | 2,049 | 3,437 662 1,356 | 2,471 | 13,278
% of Households 27.5% | 66.8% | 60.7% 86.1% | 77.4% | 51.6% | 47.6%
Non-family Households / 8,721 1,020 2,074 107 396 2,320 14,638
% of Households 725% | 33.2% | 37.6% 13.9% | 22.6% | 48.4% | 52.4%
1-Person Households / 4,034 856 1,266 91 317 1,345 7,909
% of Households 335% | 27.9% | 23.0% 11.8% | 18.1% | 28.1% | 28.3%
1-Person households with
Person 65+ years / 706 349 256 31 107 196 1645
% of All Households 5.9% | 11.4% | 4.6% 4.0% 6.1% | 41% | 5.9%
Married-Couple Families| 3 002 | 784 | 1,473 373 557 975 | 5,164
Families | 20 Of Hslds 83% | 255% | 26.7% | 485% | 31.8% | 20.4% | 18.5%
w/ Own  Male-Alone Headed 65 34 54 20 29 64 266
Children [Family /% of Hslds 5% | 11% | 1.0% 26% | 17% | 13% | 1.0%
Under 18 Female-Alone Headed 230 126 203 15 93 171 838
Family / % of Hslds 1.9% | 4.1% 3.7% 2.0% 53% | 3.6% | 3.0%

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




Table 4. Population & Household Characteristics, 2010

Characteristics Borough | College | Ferguson | Halfmoon | Harris Patton Fcz:sgit(;(;
Total Households 12,610 3,654 7,195 913 1,985 6,874 33,231
Family Households / 3,069 2,278 4,192 778 1,433 2,920 14,670
% of Households 24.3% 62.3% 58.3% 85.2% 72.2% 42.5% 44.1%
Non-family Households / 9,541 1,376 3,003 135 552 3,954 18,561
% of Households 75.7% 37.7% 41.7% 14.8% 27.8% 57.5% 55.9%
1-Person Households / 4,243 1,124 1,856 99 431 2,386 10,139
% of Households 33.6% 30.8% 25.8% 10.8% 21.7% 34.7% 30.5%
1-Person households with
646 518 486 28 149 377 2,204
0 1
Person 65+ years /% of Al 51% | 142% | 6.8% 3.1% 75% | 55% 6.6%
Households
Married-Couple 793 776 1,502 355 429 971 4,826
Families | Families/%of Hslds. | 6.3% | 21.2% | 20.9% | 38.9% | 21.6% | 14.1% | 14.5%
w/ Own Male, no Wife /% of 120 51 72 12 37 72 364
Children Hslds. 1.0% 1.4% 1.0% 1.3% 1.9% 1.0% 1.1%
Under 18 | Female, no Husband | 234 106 278 23 105 169 915
Family / % of Hslds. 1.9% 2.9% 3.9% 2.5% 5.3% 2.5% 2.8%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2010, DP-1

Table 5. Population & Household Characteristics for the Borough, 2000 & 2010

While we have seen the trend of loss of family households, developing an effective
strategy for countering it has proven to be particularly nettlesome. This is because

Characteristics 2000 2010
Total Households 12,024 12,610
Family Households / 3,303 3,069
% of Households 27.5% 24.3%
Non-family Households / 8,721 9,541
% of Households 72.5% 75.7%
1-Person Households / 4,034 4,243
% of Households 33.5% 33.6%
1-Person households with Person 65+ years / % 706 646
of All Households 5.9% 5.1%
Married-Couple Families / % of 1,002 793
Families w/ Households 8.3% 6.3%
Related Male-Alone Headed Family / % of 65 120
Children Households 5% 1.0%
Under 18 Female-Alone Headed Family / % of 230 234
Households 1.9% 1.9%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000 and 2010, DP-1




there are many reasons why families decide to relocate out of the Borough, and the
census data simply tell us what has happened. It does not tell us why it happened. The
Borough has not undertaken any systematic analysis of why families are leaving. There
is anecdotal data on why this migration is occurring but not a lot of hard data.
Developing an effective strategy for stopping and reversing this trend may need to start
with documenting why families are leaving.

The Borough of St ate Caorveyprayided sesiddmastofithe n a | Ci
Borough an opportunity to rate the quality of life in the Borough and provide feedback

on the priorities of the Borough Council. The 2012 survey results indicated that overall

the residents were pleased with their quality of life. The availability of affordable quality
housingwasratedasiiex cel | ent 0 o r % éfthe mpadiapanktsywhichnsl vy 3 6
below the national comparison and similar to other university communities with

popul ations 25,000 to 99, 999. The variety
or fAgoodo by mdch Below themationhl camparison and below other

university communities with populations 25,000 to 99.999. Survey results also reported

that 56% of the participants were paying more than 30% of their monthly household

income on housing costs.

c. Marital Status

The marital profile of the Borough for 2008-2012, just like in 2000, reflects the large
number of students residing there. As indicated in Table 6, 83.1% (33,719) of the
Borough population 15 years and over had never been married. This is the highest
percentage in the Centre Region. For the rest of the Centre Region the percentages
range from 18.4% (379 individuals) in Halfmoon Township to 48.0% (6,412 individuals)
in Patton Township.

Table 6. Marital Status of Persons 15 Years of Age and Over, 2000 & 2008-2012

Marital Borough College Ferguson Halfmoon Harris Patton
2008- 2008- 2008- 2008- 2008- 2008-

Status | 2000 | 595 | 2000 | 55| 2000 | 505 |2000 | 59 | 2000 | S0 | 2000 | 5070

Population |0 01140 576| 7,054 | 8,061 |11,487 14,952 | 1,679 | 2,058 | 3,569 | 3,708 | 9582 |13,358

15+ Years

MN;‘;ieerd 27.920|33,719| 2,186 | 2,708 | 4,066| 5263 | 302 | 379 | 665 | 719 |4,180| 6,412

0,

ﬁ;\'rfl"ezr 76.2%| 83.1% |31.0%| 33.6% |35.4%)| 35.2% |18.0% | 18.4% |18.6%| 19.4% |43.6% | 48.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000, and 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, S1201
Per P29 in Borough: 2,289 family households with spouse

d. Sex

According to Census 2010, the number of males in the Borough, 22,681 or 54%,
outnumbered the number of females, 19,353 or 46% (see Table 7). For the Centre
Region, this represents the largest gap between the number of males and females. Itis

t i

z
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also different than the national average of 49.2% male and 50.8% female. In both the
Borough and Halfmoon Township, the male population increased 2%, which represents
the largest change in distribution from 2000 to 2010.

Table 7. Sex of the Population

Year Borough College Ferguson Halfmoon Harris Patton |Centre Region
o000 |Male 20,011 | 52% | 4,062 |48% | 7,161 | 51%| 1,244 |53% | 2,274 |49% | 5,883 |52% | 40,635 |51%
Female | 18,409 | 48% | 4,427 |52% | 6,902 | 49%| 1,113 |47% | 2,383 |51% | 5,537 |48% | 38,771 |49%
o010 |Male 22,681 | 54% | 4,682 |49% | 8,965 | 51%| 1,361 |51% | 2,374 |49% | 7,928 |52% | 47,991 |52%
Female | 19,353 | 46% | 4,839 |51% | 8,725 | 49%| 1,306 |49% | 2,499 |51% | 7,383 |48% | 44,105 |48%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000, and 2010, DP-1
Table 8 shows the number of male and female-headed households in the Centre
Region in 2010. This includes 1-person households and two or more person
households, both family households and non-family households. According to census
definitions, a family household is defined as a household maintained by a householder
who is in a family (a householder and one or more people who reside together and who
are all related by birth, marriage, or adoption) and includes any unrelated people who
may be residing there. In the Centre Region, 44.1% of the households are family
households. Males head 32.1% (10,654) of the households in the region while females
head 31.2% (10,376). The number of lone female-headed families (1,653 households)
is approximately double the number of lone male-headed families (816).
Table 8. Female & Male Headed Households in the Centre Region, 2010
. Centre
Household Borough College | Ferguson | Halfmoon Harris Patton Region
Male 307 97 170 21 69 152 816
S Alone 2.4% 2.7% 2.4% 2.3% 3.5% 2.2% 2.5%
House | Female 473 224 444 35 162 315 1,653
2 or More| _noly | Alone 3.8% 6.1% 6.2% 3.8% 8.2% 4.6% 5.0%
Barea Married 2,289 1,957 3,578 722 1,202 2,453 12,201
. Couple 18.2% 53.6% 49.7% 79.1% 60.6% 35.7% 36.7%
hold | Non- | ..o 2,968 153 662 24 66 875 4,748
Family 23.5% 4.2% 9.2% 2.6% 3.3% 12.7% 14.3%
House 2,330 99 485 12 55 693 3,674
-hold | Female | 1g 50, 2.7% 6.7% 1.3% 2.8% 10.1% 11.1%
e 2,293 444 880 55 191 1,227 5,090
1-Person 18.2% 12.2% 12.2% 6.0% 9.6% 17.8% 15.3%
Household Female 1,950 680 976 44 240 1,159 5,049
15.5% 18.6% 13.6% 4.8% 12.1% 16.9% 15.2%
Total # Household 12,610 3,654 7,195 913 1,985 6,874 33,231

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010, QT-P11




Table 9 shows the number of male and female-headed households in the Borough in
2000 and 2010. According to 2010 Census data, 24.3% (3,069) of the households in
the Borough were family households. Males headed 44.2% (5,568) of all the

households in the Borough while females head 37.7% (4,753). The number of lone
male-headed families (307 households) was drawing even with the number of lone

female-headed families

(473).

Table 9. Female & Male Headed Households in the Borough, 2000 & 2010

Households 2000 2010

205 307

Male Alone 1.7% 2 4%

Family 404 473

Household Female Alone 3.4% 3.8%

2 or More Person : 2,694 2,289
Household Married Couple 22 4% 18 20
2,658 2,968
Non- il 22 1% 23.5%

Family 2,029 2,330

Household , '

el 16.9% 18.5%
Male 2,084 2,293
1-Person Household 17.3% 18.2%
Female 1,950 1,950
16.2% 15.5%
Total # Household 12,024 12,610

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000, and 2010, QT-P11

e. Families with Children

According to the 2010 Census, families with own children under 18 years of age made

up 41.6% of the families and 18.4% of all the households in the Centre Region (see
Table 4). Excluding the Borough, the percentage of all households that were family
households with own children under 18 years of age ranged from 17.6% in Patton

Township to 42.7% in Halfmoon Township.

In the Borough, families with own children under 18 years of age made up 39.3%

(1,247) of the families and 9.1% of all the households in 2010. Since 2000, the

percentage of families with own children has remained steady but the percentage of

family households fell 11.6%

The census data in Table 10 shows the overall decline in the size of households and
families in the Borough. From 1970 to 2010, the size of family households went from
3.19to 2.71, representing a 15% decrease. The loss of families and the decline in

family size are important factors in the decline o f
general and in the decline in the number of children in particular.
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Table 10. Borough Household and Family Size

Change Change Change
Household | 1970 | 1980 1990 2000 | 2010 1970-2000 1999-2000 | 2000-2010
. -0.5 -0.06 +0.02
Family 3.19 | 2.83 2.75 2.69 271 -15.7% -2 204 +.74%
-0.26 -0.13 0
Household | 2.56 | 2.34 2.43 2.3 2.30 -10.2% .5 304 0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000 and 2010, QT-P11

f. Racial and Ethnic Characteristics

Table 11 depicts the distribution of race and ethnicity in the Centre Region according to

Census 2010 data. The majority (84.8%) of the Centre Region population reported

being White Only. For the balance of the population in the Centre Region: 8.5% were

Asian Only; 3.7% were Black or African American Only; 2.0% were 2 or more races;

.9% were Some Other Race; and 0.1% were American Indian and Alaska Native Only.

Also, 3.3% of the population reported being Hispanic or Latino. Among the Centre

Region municipalities, the Borough had the | a
total minority populations both in terms of absolute numbers and as a percentage of the

total minority population.



Table 11. Race & Ethnicity of Population in the Centre Region, 2010

Centre
Composition Borough| College | Ferguson | Halfmoon | Harris Patton Region
(CR)
Total Population 42,034 9,521 17,690 2,667 4,873 15,311 92,096
Race
White Only / % of this 34,959 8,724 14,514 2,596 4,588 12,761 78 142
population in CR 44.7% 11.2% 18.6% 3.3% 5.9% 16.3% '
Black or African American Only / 1,602 224 574 13 91 872 3376
% of this population in CR 47.5% 6.6% 17.0% 4% 2.7% 25.8% '
Asian Only / % of this population 4,121 321 2,017 22 92 1,211 7784
in CR 52.9% 4.1% 25.9% 3% 1.2% 15.6% '
American Indian & Alaska
. . 64 18 13 0 5 9
0,
el Only i @ Gl 58.7% | 165% | 11.9% 0% 46% | 8.3% 109
population in CR
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific
. 17 5 1 0 0 19
0,
Islander Only / % of this 405% | 11.9% 2.4% 0% 0% | 45.2% 42
population in CR
Some Other Race Only / % of 418 64 156 0 25 131 794
this population in CR 52.6% 8.1% 19.6% 0% 3.1% 16.5%
2 or More Races / % of this 853 165 415 36 72 317 1858
population in CR 45.9% 8.9% 22.3% 1.9% 3.9 17.1% '
Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino / % of this 1,629 232 534 30 81 491 2997
population in CR 54.4% 7.7% 17.8% 1.0% 2.7% | 16.4% :

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2010, QT-P3

According to Census 2010 data presented in Table 12, the majority (83.2%) of the
Boroughos popul ation was White. Of the
9.8% (4,121) was Asian; 3.8% (1,602) was Black or African American; 2.0% (853) was
2 or more races; 1.0% (418) was Some Other Race; 0.2% (64) was American Indian &
Alaska Native; and 0.0% (17) was Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander. A total of
3.9% (1,629) of the population was Hispanic.

The minority population in the Borough with the largest percentage increase between
2000 and 2010 was the Hispanic population which increased 40.5% during this time
period. The Asian population, the largest minority population in the Borough, increased
22.4%.
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Table 12. Race & Ethnicity of Population in the Borough, 2000 & 2010

Composition 2000 2010 % Change
Total Population 38,420 42,034 +9.4%
Race
. . 32,392 34,959
0, ! ! 0,
White Only / % of population 84 3% 83 2% +7.9%
: . . 1,417 1,602
0, ! ! 0,
Black or African American Only / % of population 3 7% 3 8% +13.1%
: . 3,368 4,121
0, ! ! 0,
Asian Only / % of population 3 8% 9.8% +22.4%
American Indian & Alaska Native Only / % of population 58 64 +10.3%
2% 0.2% '
. . o . 50 17
0 - 0,
Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander Only / % of population 1% 0.0% 66%
. 529 418
0, - 0,
Some Other Race Only / % of population 1.4% 1.0% 21.0%
. 606 853
0, 0,
2 or More Races / % of population 1.6% 2 0% +40.8%
Ethnicity
. : : 1,159 1,629 o
Hispanic or Latino 30% 3.9% 40.6%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000 & 2010, QT-P3

Areas of Racial or Minority Concentration

An area of racial or minority concentration, as defined by the Borough, is a census tract
where the population of a race is greater than one standard deviation from the average
for a race or minority.

The data from the 2010 Census was used to determine areas of minority concentration.
Through the statistical analysis of race data from Census 2010, 4 of the 9 census tracts
in the Borough met the Borough Consolidated P
concentration. Table 13 shows the census tracts that had concentrations of one or more
minority groups. Census Tract 121 had concentrations of African Americans (7.9% of

the census tract population); American Indians/Alaska Native (0.2% of the census tract
population); Some Other Race (1.2% of the census tract population); and Hispanics

(5.0% of the census tract population). Census tract 122 had concentrations of African
Americans (5.5% of the census tract population); Some Other Race (1.9% of the census
tract population); and Hispanics (6.1% of the census tract population). It is not

surprising that there were concentrations of minorities in Census Tracts 121 and 122. A
majority ofthePennsyl vani a St adampudhousingdor teei Uniyedsis/y o0 n
Park campus, which accommodates approximately 14,000 students each school year,

is located within these census tracts. Census Tract 124, the third tract with a
concentration of minority residents, had concentrations of American Indians/Alaska
Natives (.3% of the census tract population). Census Tract 128, the fourth tract with a
concentration of minority residents, had concentrations of Asians (21.3% of the census
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tract population); Native Hawaiians/Other Pacific (.1% of the census tract population);
and American Indians/Alaska Natives (0.3% of the census tract population);

Table 13. Areas of Minority Concentration in the Borough by Census Tract

Number of Number Number of Native Number of Number of Number of
Census Tract | African of Asians Hawaiians /Other |American Indians| Some Other Hispanic
Americans Pacific / Alaska Native Race Ethnicity
120 141 429 1 5 38 195
121 * 546* 672 4 12* 80* 343*
122 * 337* 604 2 8 116* 379*
123 37 84 1 3 19 67
124 * 87 658 1 12* 43 161
125 85 327 0 3 29 154
126 88 185 0 5 31 132
127 88 123 3 2 16 66
128 * 193 1039* 5* 14* 46 132
Mean 178 458 2 7 46 181
Std. Dev. 155 296 2 4 32 111
*Area of racial >333 >754 >4 >11 >78 >292
concentration

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2010, SF-1, Tables P3,P5
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Map 2. Areas of Minority Concentration in the Borough

Borough of State College
Areas of Minority Concentration
2010 Census Data

w'.«-.:_.: : b:, ..

g. National Origin

According to 2008-2012 ACS data shown in Table 14, 92.0% (84,422) of the Centre

Regionbs t ot al popul ation was native to the Unit
includes people born in the United States as well as those born in a foreign country who

had at least one parent who is a U.S. citizen. The foreign born population in the Centre

Region was 10.6% (9,751) of the total population, with percentages ranging from 1.5%

of the population in Halfmoon Township to 13.9% in Ferguson Township. Of the total

foreign born population in the Centre Region, 71.2% (6,940) were not a U.S. citizen and

70.1% cited Asia as their region of birth.
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Table 14. National Origin of the Centre Region Population, 2008-2012

Origin Borough | College | Ferguson | Halfmoon | Harris | Patton gen_tre

egion

Total Population 42,008 9,444 17,552 2,666 4,931 15,183 | 91,784
Native Population / 37,406 9,055 15,106 2,626 4,535 13,305 | 84,422
% of this Population 89.0% 95.9% 86.1% 98.5% 92.0% 87.6% 92.0%

Native Population

; 36,946 8,969 14,845 2,584 4,535 13,136 | 81,015
Born in U.S.

Native Population

Born Outside U.S. 460 86 261 42 0 169 | 1,018
Foreign Born (FB) 4,602 389 2,446 40 396 1,878 9,751
Z%Eggﬁlit&no’?gts 3,455 156 1,810 0 276 | 1,243 | 6,940
75.1% 40.1% 74.0% 0% 69.7% 66.2% 71.2%

Population

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, DP02

According to 2008-2012 ACS data shown in Table 15,8 9. 0% (37, 406) of the
total population was native to the United States. The native population includes people

born in the United States as well as those born in a foreign country who had at least one

parent who is a U.S. citizen. The foreign born population in the Borough was 4,602 or

11.0% of the total population. Of the total foreign born population living in the Borough,

75.1% (3,455) were not a U.S. citizen and 70.8% cited Asia as their region of birth.

Comparing Census 2010 and 2008-2012 ACS data, the foreign-born population

increased 8.4% (355) and the population of non U.S. citizens increased 5.5% (179).

Table 15. National Origin of the Borough Population, 2000 & 2008-2012

Origin 2000 2008-2012

Native Population / 34,173 37,406
% of Total Population 88.9% 89.0%

Native Population Born in U.S. 33,547 36,946

Native Population Born Outside U.S. 626 460
Foreign Born Population / 4,247 4,602
% of Total Population 11.1% 11.0%

Foreign Born Population Not a Citizen 3,276 3,455

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000, 2008-2010 ACS 5-Year Estimates, DP02

h. Language

According to 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates data (see Table 16), 87.8% (70,556) of
the Centre Regionds population 19 years and o
population 18 years and over which spoke another language at home, .7% (590) spoke
English Anot well o or Anot at waththedhighest The popu
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percentage of ndi vi dual reporting they spok
those speaking other Indo-European languages at home.

For the Borough, 88.0% (35,173) of the population 18 years and over speak only

English at home. Of the population 18 years and over which spoke another language at

home, .5% (186) spoke English finot well 0 or
over with the highest percentage of i ndivi
Anotal a0 were those speaking Spanish | anguages

Table 16. Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English in the Centre

Region, 2008-2012

Centre

Borough | College | Ferguson | Halfmoon | Harris | Patton | Region
Population 18 years
and over 39,979 7,548 14,501 1,932 3,512 | 12,868 | 80,340
Speak only English / 35,173 7,039 11,769 1,893 3,203 | 11,479 | 70,556
% of Population 88.0% 93.3% 81.2% 98.0% 91.2% | 89.2% | 87.8%
Speak Spanish &
Speak Engl.i
well 06 or /iAn 108 0 19 0 0 0 127
% of Population .3% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 2%
Speak other Indo-
European Languages
& Speak English i n o
well 06 or /fAn 13 28 49 0 83 88 261
% of Population 0.0% 4% .3% 0% 2.4% 7% .3%
Speak Asian/Pacific
Island Languages &
Speak Englishii n o t
well 0 or /fin 58 0 97 0 0 31 186
% of Population 2% 0% 7% 0% 0% 2% 2%
Speak Other
Languages & Speak
English fAno
Anot J/at all 7 0 0 0 0 9 16
% of Population 0.0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0.0%

Source: ACS 2008-2012, Tables DP05 & B16004

The ACS also includes information on linguistic isolation (see Table 17). This is defined
as a household where all members of the household 14 years and over have at least
some difficulty with English. In the Centre Region, 15.2% (763) of households reporting
a main language other than English also reported their household as linguistically
isolated. This represents 2.4% of all the households in the Centre Region. The largest
group of linguistically isolated households was those reporting one of the Asian and
Pacific Island languages as the main household language.
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In the Borough, 18.4% (381) of households reporting a main language other than
English also reported their household as linguistically isolated. This represents 3.1% of
all the households in the Borough. The largest group of linguistically isolated
households was those reporting one of the Asian and Pacific Island languages as the

main household language. Though only a small percentage of the population, there are
community resources to provide translation/interpretation services for individuals with

limited English proficiency.

Table 17. Household Language by Linguistic Isolation in the Centre Region, 2008-

2012
Centre

Borough | College | Ferguson | Halfmoon | Harris | Patton | Region
Total Number
Households 12,178 3,733 7,292 912 1,812 | 6,487 32,414
English / 10,102 3,444 5,791 886 1,605 | 5,581 27,409
% of Households 83.0% 92.3% 79.4% 97.1% 88.6% | 86.0% 84.6%
Spanish i
Linguistically Isolated 25 0 16 0 0 0 41
/ % of Households 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Other Indo-European
Language 1
Linguistically Isolated 86 0 41 0 39 38 204
/ % of Households 7% 0% .6% 0% 2.2% .6% .6%
Asian/Pacific Island
Languages T
Linguistically Isolated 251 21 113 0 14 100 499
| % of Households 2.5% .6% 1.5% 0% .8% 1.5% 1.5%
Other Languages i
Linguistically Isolated 19 0 0 0 0 0 19
/ % of Households 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0%

Source: ACS 2008-2012, Table B16002
i. Ancestry

According to 2008-2012 ACS data, in both absolute numbers and as a percentage of
the total population, the top three ancestries reported in the Centre Region were
German (22,922, 25.0%), Irish (13,024, 14.2%), and Italian (8,190, 8.9%). The
breakdown for the Borough is similar, with the top three ancestries reported were
German (8,568, 20.4%), Irish (6,492, 15.5%), and Italian (4,260, 10.1%).
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J. Student Population

Census 2010 did not include information on student enrollment. Therefore 1990 and
2000 Census as well as 2008-2012 ACS data and information from the Pennsylvania
State University provided statistical data for this section.

The Borough is home t o Pe fPemptate)&mversity Fatkat e Unii
campus. Historically, students enrolled at University Park have had a large impact on

the demographics for the Borough. According to Penn State, in the fall of 2013, 46,184

students were enrolled at University Park. This represents a 3.1% (1,367) increase

from the fall of 2010, when 44,817 students were enrolled at University Park.

The Penn State Fact Book for fall 2013 reports that the minority enrollment at University
Park Campus was 7,757. This is a 66.9% increase from the 4,649 in 2000. It also
reports that 6,076 international students were enrolled in the fall of 2013. Thisis a
124.1% increase from the 2,711 international students enrolled in 2000.

According to Penn State, approximately 13,700 students live on University Park
campus, which includes the first year students, who are required to live on campus and
are guaranteed housing. (In fall 2013, this was approximately 8,000 freshman.)

The U.S. Census Bureau defines college enrollment as a person attending
undergraduate, graduate or professional school. More college students live in the
Borough than in any other municipality in the Centre Region (see Table 18 and Table
19). Accordingto2008-2012 ACS data, 76.0% (29, 443) of Ce
enrolled in college lived in the Borough. Comparing the 2000 Census data to the 2008-
2012 ACS figures, the population of college students in the Centre Region increased
11.4%. The largest increases in the student population were in Harris Township with a
43.7% (100) increase and in Ferguson Township with a 32.9%(868) increase.

According to 2008-2012 ACS figures, in the Borough, students enrolled in college made
up 70.1% of the total Borough population. With only 47.4% (13,956) of those students
living on-campus, the remaining 52.6% or 15,487 students live off-campus in the
Borough. This is a slight reduction since 2000, when, according to Census 2000,
students enrolled in college made up 71.1% of the total Borough population and 58.2%
or 15,904 of these students lived off-campus in the Borough.

Comparing Census 2000 and 2008-2012 ACS figures, the population of college
students in the Borough increased by 7.8% (2,129). This is primarily due to the
construction of new on campus housing. The number of students living off campus in
the Borough actually decreased 2.6% (417) from 2000.
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Table 18. Student Population Enrolled in Undergraduate, Graduate, or
Professional School, 1990, 2000, 2008-2012

Year Borough College Ferguson | Halfmoon | Harris | Patton gen'tre
egion
On On
113,956 .| 669
22%012' 29,443 Z2MPUS: 1,250 ~=AmpUS: 3,508 121 329 | 4,084 38,737
Off Off
115,487 .| 583
Campus: Campus:
Car(zgus 11,410 Caggus 1,051
2000 |27,314 ' 1,542 ' 2,640 102 229 | 2,938 | 34,765
Off Off
115,904 | 491
Campus: Campus:
Car(zgus 11,617 Caggus 0
1990 [27,717 ' 644 ' 1,563 95 396 | 2,271 | 32,686
Off Off
116,100 | 644
Campus: Campus:
Change On +2 546 On -382
2388;" +2,129  CAMPUS: 290 (Campus: +868 +19 | +100 | +1,146/ +3,972
y Off 1 417 Off | g2
2012 Campus: Campus:
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 1990 & 2000, 2008-2012 ACS, B14001
Table 19. Student Population in the Borough by Census Tract i Number &
Percentage of Census Tract Population, 1990, 2000, 2008-2012
Year Census Tract
120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128
1990 5343 | 5,702 | 5,915 341 2,684 | 2,864 | 2,401 332 2,135
82.9% | 92.5% | 99.6% | 17.7% | 60.0% | 90.8% | 72.5% | 13.2% | 42.8%
2000 4,851 | 6,024 | 5,386 420 2,806 | 3,184 | 2,525 413 1,705
79.7% | 94.4% | 99.5% | 23.1% | 65.5% | 89.7% | 77.9% | 15.2% | 34.6%
2008- | 4,525 | 7,136 | 6,820 387 2,317 | 3,173 | 3,062 299 1,724
2012 | 76.4% | 98.0% | 96.6% | 23.0% | 55.1% | 78.5 | 74.1% | 11.0% | 34.7%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 & 2000; 2008-2012 ACS, B14001

k. Age of Population

The age distribution for the Centre Region, broken down by municipality is shown in
Table 20. According to the Census 2010 data on age, the Borough had the largest
percentage of people age 18-24 (70.6%); and the lowest percentages of people in the

under 18 (5.1%), the 25-44 (13.1%), the 45-54 (3.3%), the 55-64 (3.2%) and in the 65

and over (4.7%) age groups. Ferguson Township had the highest percentage of people
in the 25-44 (27.4%) age group. Halfmoon Township had the highest percentage of
people in the under 18 (28.4%) and the 45-54 (22.5%) age groups; and the lowest

percentage of people in the 18-24 (5.7%) age group. Harris Township had the highest
percentage of people in the 55-64 (16.1%) age group. And College Township had the
largest percentage of people 65 and over (16.1%) age group.
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According to Census 2010, the age distribution of the population in the Centre Region in
2010 was close to what it was in 2000 (Table 20). Between 2000 and 2010, the overall
number of the 18-24, 45-54, 55-64, and 65 and over populations increased; and the
number of 18 and under, and 25-44 population decreased. Despite these changes, the
percentages these numbers represent show that the distribution of the age groups did
not change dramatically. The largest change was the decrease in the population of 25-
44 year-olds, with the actual number decreasing by 115 individuals. This represents a

3.3% decrease in the percentage of .Thei s age

largest increase was the change in the population of 45-54 year-olds with the actual

number increasing by 7,539, which represents a 2.7% increase in the percentage of the

age groupbs portion of the population.

Table 20. Age Distribution of Centre Region Population, 2000 & 2010

L Borough College Ferguson Halfmoon Harris Patton Cen_tre
Municipality Region
2000 | 2010 | 2000 | 2010 | 2000 |2010 | 2000 | 2010 | 2000 | 2010 | 2000 | 2010 | 2000 | 2010

Total Population | 38,420 | 42,034 | 8,489 | 9,521 | 14,063 17,690 2,357 | 2,667 | 4,657 |4,873 |11,420| 15,311 | 79,406 | 92.096
/P;rsac]grzl-wyrs 2,212 | 2,129 | 1,787 | 1,743 | 3,147 | 3,469 | 800 | 758 |1,323 |1,095 | 2,184 | 2,240 | 11,453 | 11,434
Pe‘;sons 5.8% | 5.1% | 21.1% |18.3% | 22.4% | 19.6% |33.9% | 28.4% [28.4% |22.5% [ 19.1% | 14.6% | 14.4% | 12.4%
Persons 18-24/ | 25,182 [ 29,671 | 1,414 | 1,613 | 2,387 | 3,198 | 120 | 153 | 214 | 340 | 2,800 | 4,681 | 32,117 | 39,656
% of All Persons | 65.5% | 70.6% | 16.7% |16.9% | 17.0% | 18.0% | 5.1% | 5.7% | 4.6% | 7.0% [ 24.5%| 30.6% | 40.4% | 43.1%
Persons 25-44/ | 6,221 | 5521 | 2,208 | 2,091 | 4,229 | 4,842 | 845 | 623 [1,295 1,018 | 3,512 | 4,100 | 18,310 | 18,195
% of All Persons | 16.2% | 13.1% | 26.0% |22.0% | 30.1% | 27.4% | 35.9% | 23.4% |27.8% [20.9% | 30.8%| 26.8% | 23.1% | 19.8%
Persons 45-54/ | 1,563 | 1,395 | 1,130 | 1,377 | 1,850 | 2,199 | 363 | 599 | 782 | 887 | 1,348 | 1,633 | 7,036 | 8,090
% of All Persons | 4.1% | 3.3% | 13.3% |14.5% | 13.2% | 12.4% | 15.4% | 22.5% |16.8% |18.2% | 11.8%| 10.7% | 8.8% | 8.8%
Persons 55-64/ | 995 | 1,334 | 682 |1,165| 1,085 | 1,867 | 124 | 355 | 493 | 786 | 825 | 1,298 | 4,204 | 6,805
% of All Persons | 2.6% | 3.2% | 8.0% [12.2%| 7.7% |10.6% | 5.2% | 13.3% |10.6% |16.1% | 7.2% | 8.5% | 5.3% | 7.4%
Persons 65+ / 2,247 | 1,984 | 1,268 | 1,532 | 1,365 | 2,115 | 105 | 179 | 550 | 747 | 751 | 1,359 | 6,286 | 7,916
% of All Persons | 5.8% | 4.7% | 14.9% [16.1%| 9.7% |12.0% | 4.5% | 6.7% |11.8% |15.3% | 6.6% | 8.9% | 7.9% | 8.6%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000 & 2010, QT-P1

Table 21 shows the age distribution in the Borough population for Census years 1990,
(29,671)
population was composed of persons between 18-24 years of age. This is not
surprising given the student population in the Borough. The composition of the

2000, and 2010. AccordingtoCensus2 01 0

dat a,

70.

6 %

remaining portion of the population in decreasing order: 25-44 years of age (13.1%); -18
years of age (5.1%); 65+ years of age (4.7%); 45-54 years of age (3.3%); and 55-64
years of age (3.2%).

According to Census data, the age distribution of the population in the Borough has
changed since 1990. Despite the 8% increase in the overall population from 1990 to
2010, the following age group populations continue to decrease: -18 years of age (-
9.5% from 1990 to 2000 and an additional -3.8% from 2000 to 2010); 25-44 years of
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age (-9.0% from 1990 to 2000 and an additional -11.3% from 2000 to 2010). Over this
time period the population of all other age groups increased by more than the rate of
increase for the total population. From 2000 to 2010, the fastest growing age group
was 55-64 years of age which increased 34.1%. The age groups which show the
largest losses were: 25-44 years of age (-11.3%) and 65+ (-11.7%).

Table 21. Age Distribution of the Borough Population, 1990, 2000 & 2010

Borough of State

o College
Age Distribution

1990 | 2000 | 2010

Total Population 38,923|38,420| 42,034

2,444 | 2,212 | 2,129
6.3% | 5.8% | 5.1%

25,548 25,182 29,671
65.6% | 65.5% | 70.6%

6,836 | 6,221 | 5,521
17.6% | 16.2% | 13.1%

1,190 | 1,563 | 1,395
3.1% | 41% | 3.3%

1,093 | 995 | 1,334
2.8% | 2.6% | 3.2%

1,812 | 2,247 | 1,984
4.7% | 5.8% | 4.7%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990, 2000 & 2010, QT-P1

Persons -18 yrs / % of Population

Persons 18-24 / % of Population

Persons 25-44 /% of Population

Persons 45-54 /% of Population

Persons 55-64 / % of Population

Persons 65+ / % of Population

. Income

Census 2010 did not include data relating income. Therefore data from the ACS 5-year
estimates has been included to compare with median family and non-family income
data from the 2000 Census.

According to 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, median family household incomes
ranged from $67,561 in the Borough to $117,031 in Halfmoon Township (see Table 22).
All were higher than the national average of $64,585. The percentage change in
median family household income from 2010 to 2012 ranged from a 14.6% increase in
Borough (from $58,953 to $67,561) to a 3.1% decrease in College Township (from
$95,557 to $92,600).

According to 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, median non-family household incomes
ranged from $17,073 in the Borough to $49,583 in Harris Township. Except for the
Borough, all were greater than the national average of $31,796. The percentage
change in median non-family household income from 2010 to 2010 was comparable or
greater than the national average increase of the 1.6% and ranged from the 1.8%
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increase in the Borough (from $16,767 to $17,073) to a 9.6% increase in College

Township (from $38,256 to $41,915).

Table 22. Median Family & Non-Family Household Incomes and % Change From
Previous, 2000, 2006-2010 & 2008-2012

State
College | College | Ferguson | Halfmoon | Harris | Patton | National

Borough
. 1999 | 54949 | 65,649 | 62461 67,222 | 62,222 | 61,503 | 50,046
'\Ifgr?]'ﬁ‘” 2010/% | 58,953 | 95,557 72,339 103,224 | 75,380 | 73,409 | 62,982
Y | Change | +7.3% | +45.6% | +15.8% +53.6% | +21.1% | +19.4% | +25.8%
Income 501270 | 67561 | 92,600 | 81,568 117,031 | 84,741 | 76,925 | 64,585
Change | +14.6% -3.1% +12.8% +13.4% | +12.4% | +4.8% +2.5%
Median | 1999 16,416 | 26,776 | 26,241 31,563 | 32,024 | 26,222 | 25,705
Non- | 2010/% | 16,767 | 38,256 | 32,480 36,250 | 47,250 | 32,997 | 31,305
Family | Change | +2.1% | +42.9% | +23.8 +14.8% | +47.5% | +25.8% | 21.8%
Income | 2012 /% | 17,073 | 41,915 | 35537 34,861 | 49,583 | 35,652 | 31,796
Change | +1.8% | +9.6% +9.4 +3.80 | +4.9% | +8.0% | +1.6%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000; 2006-2010 & 2008-2012 ACS, DP03

Table 23 presents data on the number of families and individuals with income below the
poverty level in the Centre Region. According to 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates,
7.0% (1,085) of all families and 28.0% (21,490) of individuals had an income below the

poverty level. Compared with 2006-2010 ACS estimates, the percentages have

increased by .8% for families and 2.2% for individuals.

Table 23. Poverty 1 Families & Individuals, 2006-2010, 2007-2011 & 2008-2012

SIElE Centre
College | College | Ferguson | Halfmoon | Harris | Patton :
Region
Borough
Eamilies 346 / 93/ 235/ 31/ 49/ 178/ 932/
2006- 11.3% 3.9% 5.6% 4.1% 3.5% 5.6% 6.2%
2010 InaiduEls 12,363/ 599/ 2,663/ 101/ 245/ | 3,092/ | 19,063/
48.4% 6.6% 15.6% 3.9% 5.1% 21.1% 25.8%
Families 385/ 76/ 180/ 20/ 571 201/ 919/
2007- 12.3% 3.2% 4.2% 2.6% 4.0% 6.0% 6.0%
2011 el s 13,575/ 415/ 2,692/ 69/ 329/ 2,955/ | 20,035/
50.4% 4.6% 15.6% 2.6% 6.8% 19.8% 26.5%
Families 462 / 65/ 271/ 21/ 731 193/ 1,085/
2008- 15.0% 2.8% 6.0% 2.8% 4.9% 5.7% 7.0%
2012 RS 14,426 / 419/ 3,130/ 80/ 498/ | 2,937/ | 21,490/
52.0% 4.7% 17.9% 3.0% 10.1% | 19.4% 28.0%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2006-2010, 2007-2011 & 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, B17010 & B17001
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According to 2008-2012 ACS estimates, the percentages of families below the poverty
level in the Centre Region ranged from 2.8% in Halfmoon (21) and College (65)
Townships to 15.0% in the Borough (462). Compared with 2006-2010 ACS estimates,
the municipality with the largest percentage increase was the Borough with a 3.7%
increase.

According to 2008-2012 ACS estimates, the percentages of individuals below the
poverty level in the Centre Region ranged from 3.0% (80) in Halfmoon Townships to
52.0% (14,426) in the Borough. Compared with 2006-2010 ACS estimates, the
municipality with the largest percentage increase was Harris Township with a 3.7%
increase.

For the Borough, according to 2008-2012 ACS data, there were 462 families and
14,426 individuals below the poverty level. The percentage of both families and
individuals below the poverty level has increased.

Per 2006-2010 ACS data, 11.3% (346) of families had incomes below the poverty level.
Per 2008-2012 ACS data, the percentage increased to 15.0% (462).

Per 2006-2010 ACS data, 48.4% (12,363) of individuals had incomes below the poverty

level. Per 2008-2012 ACS data, the percentage increased to 52.0% (14,426).

HUD defines low income as a household with income less than or equal to 50% of the

areads median i ncome. Mo d er at avithiincome gneateri s d e f
than 50% and less than or equal to 80% ofthear eads medi an i ncome. L ¢
Income Summary Data (LMISD) figures, derived from special data tabulations are

provided to HUD by the U.S. Census Bureau for each entittement community. In the

past the tabulations were based on decennial census data. Beginning in 2014, the

tabulations are based on ACS 5-year estimates (FY2014 LMISD figures based on 2006-

2010 ACS 5-year estimates). The Borough of State College is the only municipality in

the Centre Region with entitlement community status.

Table 24 compares the low-mod populations for 2000 and 2014 by census tract. The

overall percentage of low-mod persons in the Borough increased from 66.6% in 2000 to

74.7% in 2014. Table 25 shows the distribution of the low-mod population in the

Borough of State College. A block group is designated as low-mod if 51% or more of

thep o p u |l ahouseholdirccomes are lessthanorequalto8 0% of t he areads
income. These low-mod block groups are areas in which Community Development

Bl ock Grant (CDBG) funds can be used for dare
groups which include the Penn State University campus (census tracts 121 and 122),

13 out of 20 block groups in the Borough were designated as low-mod.
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Table 24. Percent of Low-Mod Persons in the Borough by Census Tract, 2000 vs.

2014
Year Census Tract
120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128
%
Low-Mod | 76.49% 83.24% 81.82% | 22.36% | 72.02% | 87.49% | 82.55% | 27.64% 56.46%
2000
%
Low-Mod | 87.08% 100% 100% 20.36% | 67.41% | 95.50% | 89.77% | 45.69% 69.97%
2014
0,
) & -10.59% | +16.76% | +18.18% | -8.00% | -4.61% | +8.01% | +7.22% | +18.05% | +13.51%
Difference

Table 25. Percent of Low-Mod Persons in the Borough by Census Tract & Block

Source: HUD, 2000 & 2014 LMISD figures

Group, 2014
Census Tract | 210¢K | Low-Mad "= Low-Mod | o0y ) piod
Group | Universe Persons

BG1 1,240 654 63.71%

BG2 640 1,130 96.88%

120 BG3 1,650 1,410 96.36%
BG4 1,195 612 87.87%

BG5 655 836 96.95%

BG1 - - 0.00%

121 BG2 - - 0.00%
(Campus) BG3 - - 0.00%
BG4 365 365 100%

BG1 - - 0.00%

(Ca%nzsus) BG2 : : 0.00%
BG3 215 215 100%

123 BG1 890 230 25.84%
BG2 755 105 13.91%

BG1 1,020 660 64.71%

124 BG2 1,265 575 45.45%
BG3 1,305 1,185 90.80%

125 BG1 2,685 2,620 97.58%
BG2 1,090 985 90.37%

126 BG1 2,245 2,050 91.31%
BG2 1,225 1,065 88.94%

BG1 675 315 46.67%

127 BG2 1,050 440 41.90%
BG3 825 410 49.70%

BG1 725 100 13.79%

128 BG2 2,215 1,830 82.62%
BG3 1,610 1,240 77.02%

Source: HUD, 2014 LMISD figures
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m. Persons with Disabilities

Census 2010 did not include data relating to disabilities. 2008-2012 ACS is the first
ACS which provides data on the population with disabilities at the municipality level.

Disability status is broken down by the following categories: hearing difficulty, deaf or

having serious difficulty hearing; vision difficulty, blind or having serious difficulty seeing,
even when wearing glasses; cognitive difficulty, because of a physical, mental, or
emotional problem, having difficulty remembering, concentrating, or making decisions;
ambulatory difficulty, having serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs; self-care
difficulty, having difficulty bathing or dressing; and independent living difficulty, because
of a physical, mental, or emotional problem, having difficulty doing errands alone such

as

Vi

siting a

doctor 6s

of f

ce

or

Table 26. Disability Status by Age Group in the Borough, 2008-2012

shopping.

Borough |College |Ferguson |Halfmoon | Harris | Patton Cen_tre
Region
5 Years With Disability / 0 0 0 0 11 0 11
% of Age Group 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 24% | 0.0% 3%
Type of Hearing difficulty 0 0 0 0 11 0 11
Disability | Vision difficulty 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5.17 Years | WVith Disability / 121 95 105 16 66 33 436
0
% of Age Group 8.6% 6.3% 4.8% 2.6% 6.9% | 21% | 5.3%
Hearing difficulty 43 15 12 0 0 0 70
Type of Visior_1 _diffic_ul_ty 7 15 12 0 0 0 34
Disability Cognitive difficulty 71 95 105 15 66 33 385
Ambulatory difficulty 0 15 26 0 0 0 41
Self-care difficulty 31 15 56 0 66 0 168
18-64 Yearq With Disability / 1,332 | 333 631 73 125 622 | 3,116
% of Age Group 35% | 5.5% 5.2% 4.2% 46% | 5.4% | 4.3%
Hearing difficulty 171 86 186 24 28 51 546
Vision difficulty 339 14 86 6 11 103 559
Type of Cognitive difficulty 776 141 298 36 53 259 1,563
Disability | Ambulatory difficulty 245 126 241 12 45 223 892
Self-care difficulty 88 33 44 5 0 23 193
Independent living difficulty 359 93 270 5 27 172 926
65+ Years | WVith Disability / 525 482 535 67 153 | 287 | 2,049
% of Age Group 31.2% | 34.2% | 22.4% 34.2% 19.0% | 20.5% | 26.0%
Hearing difficulty 178 293 224 32 96 154 977
Vision difficulty 48 74 103 34 27 76 362
Type of Cognitive difficulty 63 90 153 13 26 68 413
Disability | Ambulatory difficulty 343 306 376 56 126 141 1,348
Self-care difficulty 91 67 118 25 63 41 405
Independent living difficulty 191 148 283 46 73 98 839
Total With Disability / % of Total
Civilian Noninstitutionalized 1,978 910 1,271 156 355 942 5,612
Population 4.7% 9.7% 7.3% 5.9% 72% | 6.2% | 6.1%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, S1810
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For the Centre Region, according to 2008-2012 ACS data, 6.1% (5,612) of the civilian
noninstitutionalized population had a disability. The municipality with the largest
percentage population with a disability was College Township where 9.7% of the
population had a disability. Broken down by age group: .3% (11) of the population -5
years of age had a disability; 5.3% (436) of the population 5-17 years of age had a
disability; 4.3% (3,116) of the population 18-64 years of age had a disability; and 26.0%
(2,049) of the population 65+ years of age had a disability. The most common type of
disability varied by age group. For the -5 age group, all had a hearing difficulty; for the
5-17 and 18-64 age groups, the most common type of disability was cognitive (385
individuals and 1,563 individuals respectively); and for the 65+ age group, it was
ambulatory (1,348).

For the Borough, according to 2008-2012 ACS data, 4.7% (1,978) of the civilian
noninstitutionalized population had a disability. Broken down by age group: 0 of the
population -5 years of age had a disability; 8.6% (121) of the population 5-17 years of
age had a disability; 3.5% (1,332) of the population 18-64 years of age had a disability;
and 31.2% (525) of the population 65+ years of age had a disability. The most common
type of disability varied by age group. For the 5-17 and 18-64 age groups, the most
common type of disability was cognitive (71 individuals and 776 individuals
respectively); for the 65+ age group, it was ambulatory (343).

n. Sexual Orientation of Population

There is little information regarding the sexual orientation of the population for the
Centre Region. Using the Kinsey Scale that concludes that 10% or more of the
population is gay or lesbian, 9,209 people out of a total Centre Region population of
92,096 would be gay or lesbian. Census 2010 did not include data relating to same sex
relationships. Table 27 provides 2008-2012 ACS data regarding same sex unmarried-
partner households. Of the 21,414 households in the Centre Region, .6% reported
living in a same sex unmarried partner households: .3% (93) male householder and
male partner households; and .3% (95) female householder and female partner
households.

For the Borough, using the Kinsey Scale, 4,203 people out of the total population would
be gay or lesbian. According to 2008-2012 ACS data, of the 12,178 households in the
Borough, 59 (.5%) reported living in a same sex unmarried partner household: .3% (36)
male householder and male partner households and .2% (23) female householder and
female partner households.
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Table 27. Same Sex Unmarried-Partner Households

Unmarried-Partner Unmarried-Partner
Household: Household:
Male Householder Female Householder
and Male Partner and Female Partner
Total [ % of Households / % of Households
36 23
Borough 12,178 .3% 2%
40 14
College 3,733 1.1% 4%
0 13
Ferguson 7,292 0.0% 2%
17 0
Halfmoon 912 1.9% 0.0%
0 0
Harris 1,812 0.0% 0.0%
0 45
Patton 6,487 0.0% 1%
93 95
Centre Region 32,414 3% 3%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, B11009

2. Housing Characteristics
a. Units in Structure

Census 2010 data did not include information on the number of housing units in
structure, therefore 2008-2012 ACS data was used to make comparisons.

The overall number of housing units in the Centre Region had increased by 21.6%
(6,283 units) from 2000 to 2012 with every municipality seeing increases (see Table

28). Patton Township had the largest percent increase with 2,158 additional housing
units being built for an overall increase of 43.4%. Patton Township also had the largest
percentage increase in the number of units in 1-unit structures with a 45.9% increase for
1,236 additional units being built; and in the number of units in 2 to 4-unit structures with
a 43.6% increase for 125 additional units being built. Harris Township had a 84.1%
increase in the number of units in 5+ unit structures for a total of 53 additional units in
5+ unit structures.
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Table 28. Housing Statistics, 2000 & 2008-2012

State College

e Borough College Ferguson | Halfmoon Harris Patton |Centre Region
le’;?t's# 12,488|13,649 | 3,213 | 4,064 |5,699|7,533 | 802 | 956 |1,855|1,980 | 4,974 7,132 |29,031|35,314
Vacant | 464 | 1,471 | 144 | 331 | 188 | 241 | 33 | 44 | 103 | 168 | 183 | 645 | 1,115 | 2,900
O%‘(’:"u”;g 4127432322 | 2,345 | 2,756 | 3,286(4,354 | 703 | 840 |1,436|1,369 | 2,533 | 3,022 |13,046| 14,663
Oiiﬂﬁrejd 9,281 | 9,856 | 724 | 977 |2,225|2,938| 66 | 72 | 316 | 443 |2,258 3,465 |14,870|17,751

1-Unit 3,732 | 4,103 | 2,425 | 3,262 |3,856|5,121 | 754 | 931 |1,630(1,774|2,691(3,927 |15,088(19,118

2-4 Unit | 1,142 | 1,183 | 288 343 | 345 | 495 | 12 0 131 | 84 287 | 412 | 2,205 | 2,517

5+ Unit | 7,557 | 8,320 | 351 355 |1,357|1,719| 7 0 63 | 116 |1,612|2,614|10,947|13,124

Other 57 43 149 104 | 141 | 198 | 29 | 25 31 6 384 | 179 | 791 555

Source: Census 2000, DP-1 and 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, DP04

Comparing Census 2000 and 2008-2012 ACS data for the Borough, the number of
housing units increased 9.3% (1,161). The number of units in 1 unit structures
increased 9.9% (371); the number of units in 2-4 unit structures increased 3.6% (41);
the number of units in 5+ unit structures increased 10.1% (763).

According to decennial census information, the rate of increase in number of housing
units in the Borough, both in percentage and number has slowed over time. From 1970
to 1980, there was a 22.6% increase (1,869) in the number of housing units. From
1980 to 1990, that percentage increase was 14.7% (1,488 units). From 1990 to 2000,
the percentage increase was 7.4% (865 units). And from 2000 to 2010, the percentage
increase was 4.2% (519 units). This is most likely due to the lack of vacant land
available for residential development. According to data compiled by the Centre
Regional Planning Agency, in 2013, of the 2,528 acres that make up the Borough of
State College, there were less than 41 vacant acres in the Borough zoned for residential
development.

b. Tenure and Vacancy

According to 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, the national average of owner-occupied
units was 65.5% and the percentage for Pennsylvania was 70.1%. The Centre

Regi onds potowreeatdumed enits was 41.5% (14,663). Halfmoon Township
had the largest percentage of owner-occupied units with 87.9% (840). The Borough
had the lowest percentage with only 17.0% (2,322 units). Comparing Census 2000 and
2008-2012 ACS data, Ferguson Township had the largest increase in the number of
owner-occupied units with a 32.5% (1,068) increase. For the same time period, the
number of owner-occupied units in the Borough decreased by 15.3% (421).
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According to 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, the national average of renter-occupied
units was 34.5% and the percentage for Pennsylvania was 29.9%. The Centre

Regi onds per c eoocupmeduitsovds 50.330n17,51). The Borough had
the largest percentage of renter-occupied units with 72.2% (9,856). Halfmoon had the
lowest percentage of renter-occupied units with only 7.5% (72). Comparing Census
2000 and 2008-2012 ACS data, College Township had the largest increase in the
number of renter-occupied units with a 34.9% (253) increase. For the same time
period, the number of renter-occupied units in the Borough increased by 6.2% (575).

A general guideline for vacancy rates is that a vacancy rate of 5% or less is considered
Aheal t hyo. T h i sis an adequateantingber ofthdusing unitshaearable for
prospective tenants. According to 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, the national
vacancy rate for housing units was 12.5% and the percentage for Pennsylvania was
10.9%. For the Centre Region the vacancy rate was 8.2% (2,900). The Borough had
the highest vacancy rate with 10.8% (1,471) of the units being vacant. Ferguson
Township had the lowest vacancy rate with only 3.2% (241) of the units being vacant.
Comparing Census 2000 and 2008-2012 ACS data, the vacancy rate in the Borough
increased 217.0% (1,007). Of the 1,471 vacant housing units, 73.3% (1,079) were
rented, but not occupied, and only 12.9% (190) were available for rent.

c. Price / Cost

Census 2010 did not include data on median value or rent, therefore 2008-2012 ACS 5-
year estimate data has been used and is shown in Table 29.

Comparing the median value and monthly costs as a percentage of income of owner-
occupied housing units, the Borough had the highest with a median value of $259,100
followed closely by Halfmoon Township with $255,400. College Township had the
lowest with a median value of $225,100 followed closely by Patton Township with
$226,800. College Township had the highest percentage (18.2%) of all owner-occupied
units with owners paying costs 30% or more of their monthly household income on
monthly owner costs (monthly owner costs include any payments, insurance, utilities
and taxes). Ferguson Township had the lowest with only 10.0% paying more than 30%
of their monthly household income on monthly owner costs. In the Borough, this
percentage was 15.5%.

Comparing the median gross rents and monthly rents as a percentage of income of
renter-occupied units, Harris Township had the highest with a median gross rent of
$968 and Patton Township had the lowest with $663. The Borough had a median gross
rent of $897. The Borough had the highest percentage (65.4%) of renter-occupied units
with the renters paying 30% or more of the monthly income on rent. The lowest
percentage was in Halfmoon Township with 23.6%.
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Table 29. Median House Value & Rent in the Centre Region, 2008-2012

Borough | College | Ferguson | Halfmoon Harris Patton
Owner- Median Value $259,100 | $225,100 | $239,000 | $255,400 | $239,900 | $226,800
Occupied
. Monthly Costs
Units >30% of Income 361 501 436 135 210 480
Renter- Median Rent $897 $874 $854 $690 $968 $663
Occupied
Units Monthly Rent ¢ 445 281 1,431 17 164 1,863
>30% of Income

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, DP04

Table 30 compares Census 2000 and 2008-2012 ACS data on the median value/rent
and monthly costs as a percentage of income of owner- and renter-occupied housing

units in the Borough. The median value of owner-occupied units and median rent of

renter-occupied units increased by roughly the same percentage, with a 45.6% increase
in median value and a 46.9% increase in median rent. And there were similar increases
in the percentage of households paying >30% of their monthly income on housing

costs/rents: a 2.2% increase in owner-occupied households; and a 4.1% increase in

renter-occupied households.

Table 30. Median House Value & Rent in the Borough, 2000 & 2008-2012

2000 2008-2012 | Change
Median Value $154,600 $225,100 +45.6%
OOW”eT' 4 Monthly Costs >30%
CUCU.l?'e of Income 365 501 12 204
nits / % of Owner-Occupied 13.3% 15.5% e
Units
Median Rent $595 $874 +46.9%
Olf:iﬂtei:d Monthly Rent >30%
Um'i’s of Income 5,688 281 410
/ % of Renter-Occupied 61.3% 65.4% 70
Units

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000, 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, DP04

Table 31 provides data on the number of renter-occupied units in the Borough by
census tract and the median rent paid by census tract. Median rents ranged from
$1,014 in Census Tract 123 to $759 in Census Tract 125.
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Table 31. Number of Renter-Occupied Units & Median Rent in the Borough by
Census Tract, 2008-2012

120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128
# Renter-
Occupied Units 2,070 | 136 102 219 1,681 | 1,633 | 1,395 594 | 2.026
Median Rent $931 | $899 | $831 | $1,014 | $819 $759 $942 | $855 | $796

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census,2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, B25003 & B25058

d. Condition

Table 32 includes data from Census 2000 as well as 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates
relating to substandard housing conditions in the Centre Region. Table 33 provides
substandard housing condition information for the Borough by Census Tract.

Table 32. Substandard Housing Conditions, 2000 & 2008-2012

Borough College | Ferguson | Halfmoon Harris Patton Cen_tre

Region

2008- 2008 2008- 2008- 2008- 2008- 2008-

2000 15512 | 2000 5015|2000 (5015|2000 5475120001501 5]2000 551 5) 2000 5045

+1 Owner- 1 43 | o117 9l o o|a | ole6| o322 of 77 o
Occupied
Occupant Renter-

Per Room . 1,226 | 722| 6 | 66 |102 74| 2 | 0 | 4 | 84 | 69 | 42 |1,415 988
Occupied

Lacking Owner- 8 ol ololo o2 0l5 0lo0o o0o]3 | o0
Complete Occupied
Plumbing Renter-

et oceupied | 4° | 172] 0 0 f27 13] 0 0|0 0|0 0|72 18

Lacking Owner- 0 ol ol o|lo |l oflolo]o of]o 13| o |13
Complete Occupied
Kitchen Renter-

E Oceupied | 76 | 3%9] 0 0 [18 96 ] 4 0| 0 12| 0 | 70| 105 537

Units Built O?:‘évl:‘;gd 493 | 425| 154 | 228 | 220 | 290 | 41 | 60 | 119 | 123 | 135 | 92 1,205 1,218

Prior to

1940 Renter- 1 211 | 783| 69 | 161 | 141 256 | 20 | 11 | 61 | 82 | 54 | 182 |1,073 1,475

Occupied

Source: Census 2000, and 2008-2012
ACS 5-Year Estimates, kitchen-B25053; plumbing-B25049; occupants-B25014; year built-B25036
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Table 33. Substandard Housing Conditions in the Borough by Census Tract,
2008-2012

Census Tract
120 121 | 122 | 123 | 124 125 126 | 127 | 128
Total owner- | 5g5 | ¢ 0 |532| 339 | 35 | 92 |626| 418
Occupied
number of Renter-
Units Oceupied 2,070 | 136 | 102 | 219 | 1,681 | 1,633 | 1,395 | 594 | 2,026
Owner-
+1 Occupant | Occupied 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
PerRoom [ Renter- | 50, | g | o | g | o | 187 | 122 | 9 | o
Occupied
Lacking Owner-
Complete Occupied 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Plumbing Renter-
erelliies Occupied 0 0 0 0 100 28 0 0 44
Lacking Owner-
Complete Occupied 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kitchen Renter-
Facilities Occupied 40 0 0 0 189 39 29 18 a4
Owner-
Units Built Occupied 25 0 0 150 | 162 0 45 43 0
Priorto 1940 [ Renter- | o7 | o0 | 4 | 52 | 144 | 94 | 287 | 9 | 72
Occupied

Source: ACS 5-Year Estimates, kitchen-B25053; plumbing-B25049; occupants-B25014; year built-B25036

An overcrowded unit is defined as an occupied housing unit with more than one person
per room. According to 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates data, 5.6% (988) of the
renter-occupied units in the Centre Region were overcrowded. The largest percentage
was in the Borough with 7.3% (722) of the renter-occupied units being overcrowded.
Census tract 120 in the Borough had the highest percentage of overcrowded units with
14.7% (304) of all renter-occupied units being overcrowded. Only .1% (9) of the owner-
occupied units in the Centre Region were overcrowded. All overcrowded owner-
occupied units were in College Township and represented .2% of such units in the
municipality. Comparing Census 2000 with 2008-2012 ACS data, there were decreases
in the number of overcrowded housing units, with a 87.8% (65) decrease in the number
of overcrowded owner-occupied housing units and 30.2% (427) decrease in the number
of overcrowded renter-occupied housing units. For the Borough, the numbers decrease
by 100% (13) decrease in the number of overcrowded owner-occupied housing units
and 41.1% (504) decrease in the number of overcrowded renter-occupied housing units

According to 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, the Centre Region had small
percentages of occupied housing units lacking complete plumbing and/or complete
kitchen facilities. Overall for the Centre Region, only 1.0% (185) renter-occupied units
and 0.0% (0) owner-occupied units lacked complete plumbing facilities and 3.0% (537)
renter-occupied units and .1% (13) owner-occupied units lacked complete kitchen

31




facilities. These percentages differ from those in 2000 when .5% (72) renter-occupied
units and .3% (35) owner-occupied units lacked complete plumbing facilities and .7%

(105) renter-occupied units and 0% (0) owner-occupied units lacked complete kitchen
facilities.

In the Borough, 1.7% (172) renter-occupied units and 0.0% (0) owner-occupied units
lacked complete plumbing facilities and 3.6% (359) renter-occupied units and 0.0% (0)
owner-occupied units lacked complete kitchen facilities. The percentages differ from
those in 2000 when .5% (45) renter-occupied units and .3% (8) owner-occupied units
lacked complete plumbing facilities and .8% (76) renter-occupied units lacked complete
kitchen facilities. The percentage of owner-occupied units lacking complete kitchen
facilities did not change, with 0.0% (0) being reported. Census tract 124 has the highest
percentages of renter-occupied units lacking complete plumbing facilities, 5.9% (100)
renter-occupied units, and lacking complete kitchen facilities, 11.2% (189) renter-
occupied units.

According to 2008-2012 ACS 5-year estimates, in the Centre Region, 8.3% (1,218) of
both renter-occupied and owner-occupied housing units were built prior to 1940.

The largest percentages were in Borough in which 18.3% (425) of owner-occupied
housing units and College Township in which 16.5% (161) of renter-occupied housing
units were built prior to 1940. In the Borough, 7.9% (783) of the renter-occupied
housing units were built prior to 1940. Census tract 124 had the highest percentage
(47.8%) of owner-occupied housing units built prior to 1940 and census tract 123 had
the highest percentage (23.7%) of renter-occupied housing units built prior to 1940.

e. Public and Assisted Housing
i. Housing Choice Vouchers

The Housing Authority administers a Housing Choice Voucher program as well as other
assisted housing programs. The Housing Choice Voucher program provides rental
assistance to individuals and families with incomes below 50% of the median income.
During 2013, on average, 558 households were assisted monthly through the Housing
Choice Vouchers program. In early 2014 there were 415 individuals/families on the
waiting list. There are a small number of housing developments in the Borough of State
College that lease to Section 8 tenants.

The Housing Authority can commit up to 6 Housing Choice Vouchers to the Housing
Choice Voucher Homeownership Program. The program provides mortgage assistance
to individuals and families with incomes below 50% of the median income. Candidates
for the program are participants of the Family Self-Sufficiency Program.
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ii. Assisted Housing

According to information gathered by the Borough of State College Department of

Planning and Community Development, there are 14 assisted housing projects in the

Centre Region with 960 units: 293 for elderly and 693 for families (see Table 34). Fifty-
five of the units are accessible to persons with disabilities. Ferguson Township has the
largest total number of units with 381. All of these units are targeted toward families.
College Township has the largest number of units targeted for the elderly with 186. The
Borough has 187 assisted units: 107 for elderly and 80 for families. Eighteen of the
units are accessible to persons with disabilities.

Table 34. Public Assisted Housing Stock

Acces- Eligibility
. Target Total Elderly Family : Funding % of
Location Name . . ; . sible X
Population Units Units Units Units Source(s) Median
Income
Elderly / .
Arnold Housing Tax o
Addison Court | Non-Elderly 89 89 0 13 Credits, CDBG 60%
Disabled
Bellaire Court |  Elderly 18 18 0 1 Bond, CETA 60%
Labor
Borough Kemmerer SmaII/L.arge 5 0 5 0 _CDBG/ 80%
Road* Family Financing
Yorkshire Small/Large Housing Tax o
Village Family 40 0 40 2| credits, HOME 60%
Waupelani Small/Large Housing Tax o
Heights Family 35 0 35 2 Credits, HOME 60%
Limerock Small/Large Housing Tax o
Court Family 36 36 31 4 Credit 60%
College Mt. Nittan
- Nitany Elderly 150 150 0 15 Section 202/8 50%
Residence
Park Crest SmaII/L.arge 240 0 240 10 Housmg_ Tax 60%
Terrace Family Credits
Pheasant Small/Large Housing Tax o
Ferguson Glenn Family 92 0 92 2 Credits 60%
Sylvan View | SmallLarge | ,q 0 49 0 Housing Tax 60%
Family Credits
Ashworth Housing Tax
Woods i Large Family | 60 0 60 0 9 60%
Credits
Phase |
Ashworth Housing Tax
: Woods 1 Large Family 24 0 24 0 Y 60%
Harris Credits
Phase Il
Centre . Far mer 0s o
Estates Small Family 80 0 & 5 Administration 50%
Huntingdon Small/Large Housing Tax o
Park Family 42 0 42 1 Credits 60%
Centre Region 960 293 693 55

Source: Borough of State College Department of Planning and Community Development
*Kemmerer Road i mixed income development with 9 units total, 5 affordable and 4 market rate
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Employment and Transportation Trends

Introduction

This section reviews the employment and transportation opportunities in Centre County

both of which help define the character of the community. The Employment Section
reviews the major employers and industries of Centre County. The Transportation

Section focuses on public transportation in the Centre Region.

Methodology

The Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry a n d

Centre Count yfor2&14-20%56furrshed daga on employment. The Centre

the Centre

Dai

Area Transportation Authority (CATA) provided the information regarding transportation.

Findings

1. Employment

Centre County enjoys a healthy economy, with only a 5.6% unemployment rate in 2013.

Table 35 lists the top 10 employers of the County in 2013. Penn State University was
the biggest employer in the County with 25,967 employees. This number is over two

times larger than the number of employees from the other nine top-10 employers

combined.

Table 35. Top 10 Employers in Centre County

. # Centre County
Ranking Employer Employees
1 Penn State University 25,967
2 Mount Nittany Medical Center 2,168
3 State Government 1,605
4 State College Area School District 1,275
5 Glenn O. Hawbaker Inc. 780
6 Wal-Mart Associates Inc. 693
7 Weis Markets Inc. 656
8 Centre County Government 600
9 The Meadows/Universal Community Behavioral Health 545
10 HRI, Inc. 475

Source: Us e r s 6 foR014-@045, Centre Daily Times
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According to information from the PA Department of Labor & Industry for Centre

County, in 2013 the largest industry in terms of employment was the service providing
industry, which represented 68,200 jobs in Centre County (See Table 36). Under this
industry category, Private Service Providing employed the most people with 37,600
employees. Within Private Service Providing industry, Trade employed 10,200 people.
The Government represented 30,500 jobs in the County. Under this industry category,
State Government employed the most people with 25,300 employees.

Table 36. Employment by Industry for Centre County, 2013

Industry # of Employees

Total Non-farm Jobs 75,400
Goods Producing 7,300
Manufacturing 4,000
Service Producing 68,200
Private Service Providing 37,600
Trade, Transportation, Utilities 10,200
Retail Trade 7,900
Professional and Business Services 5,900
Education and Health Services 8,700
Leisure and Hospitality 7,000
Government 30,500
Federal Government 400
State Government 25,300
Local Government 4,800

Source: PA Department of Labor & Industry

2. Transportation

The Centre Area Transportation Authority (CATA) provides public transportation for the
Centre Region (See Map 2). Following are the various services CATA offers.

The CATABUS Community Service provides the major public transportation service
consisting of the bulk of the routes servicing the Region. The fare is $1.75. Children

under

400

tal l ar e

free

wh en

accompani ed

older) may ride free when they present a Senior Citizen Transit Identification Card. The
card is available at no cost at any CATA office. Also available are Reduced Fare Photo
Identification Cards, which allow individuals with disabilities to ride the bus for half the

regul ar
certification.

fare.

These

car ds

are al so

free

CATA offers frequent riders a discount through the OnePass. This pass offers unlimited
travel on all CATABUS routes. In addition to offering a discount to frequent riders,
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CATA provides further discounts to families (minimum of 3 persons) and Penn State
employees.

CATARIDE provides curb-to-curb transportation, primarily for senior citizens and
individuals with disabilities, within the CATARIDE services area which in the Centre
Region is within % of a mile from any CATABUS route.

CATACOMMUTE offers long distance commuters a way of finding a shared ride with
others.

Other transportation options in the region include the Centre County Transportation
Program run through the Centre County Office of Transportation, which provides
transportation services to clients of Centre County Government and other social service
agencies. Service is limited and advance reservations are required. Penn State offers
a Paratransit Shuttle Service which provides curb-to-curb transportation services to
Penn State students, faculty and staff with disabilities.

Map 3. CATABUS Service Map

CATABUS Community Service System Map

*year round service*

*The following eight routes are not shown here because they overfap existing routes and
operate only during Penn State Fall and Spring semesters (Full Service). They provide
additional frequency during that time along the busiest portions of those existing routes.

NE Martin St Express (N)
NV Martin St/Vairo Bivd/Toftrees Ave (W, N, HP & V)
RC Waupelani/Campus (R)
RP Waupelani/Downtown (R) r—a

-~ “ UT University Terrace (B) 5,
> VE Vairo Bivd Express (V) ",
VN Toftrees/Vairo Bivd/Martin St (W, N, HP & V) -
s WE Havershire Bivd Express (W) TOPIREE

N

To 1 mile

Stormstown

RAYS
Click on the Route \|

== designation letter for
each route to view

that schedule.

campus\ o
&

Downtown

ALL 4,
ROUTES LY

Source: www.catabus.com
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The LOOP and LINK provide free fare service around Penn State University and

downtown State College. This service is provided through a partnership between CATA
and Penn State Transportation Services.

The Park & Ride program provides transportation from perimeter parking to Penn State
University and downtown State College. The cost for this service is $15 a month that

covers the parking costs with transportation provided through the LOOP and LINK

services.

CATA also coordinates Centre Commute, which includes Rideshare, carpools, vanpools
and Guaranteed Ride Home. The Rideshare program matches individuals who share
the same commute through a carpool or vanpool depending on the number of
participants. In conjunction with this program, for a $10 annual fee, CATA offers the
Guaranteed Ride Home Service, which provides participants of the Rideshare program

a way home in the event of certain emergencies.

Table 37. Means of Transportation to Work, 2008-2012

Borough College Ferguson Halfmoon Harris Patton Cen_tre
Region
Workers 16
Years and Over 15,172 4,796 9,214 1,529 2,420 8,566 | 41,697
Car,Truck, or
Van 7,458 4,026 6,993 1,415 2,161 6,838 | 28,891
/ % Workers 49.2% 83.9% 75.9% 92.5% 89.3% 79.8% | 69.3%
Carpooled
/ % Car,Truck, 895 663 1,005 191 348 810 3,912
Or Van 12.0% 16.5% 14.4% 13.5% 16.1% 11.8% | 13.5%
Public
Transportation 1,000 170 584 8 43 1,258 3,063
/ % Workers 6.6% 3.5% 6.3% .5% 1.8% 14.7% 7.3%
Bicycle 637 33 541 0 21 63 1,295
/ % Workers 4.2% 1% 5.9% 0.0% .9% 1% 3.1%
Walked 5,486 117 403 8 40 164 6,218
/ % Workers 36.2% 2.4% 4.4% .5% 1.7% 1.9% 14.9%
Taxi,
Motorcycle, or
Other Means 137 139 167 6 50 23 522
/ % Workers .9% 2.9% 1.8% 4% 2.1% .3% 1.3%
Worked at
Home 454 311 526 92 105 220 1,708
/ % Workers 3.0% 6.5% 5.7% 6.0% 4.3% 2.6% 4.1%

Source: 2008-2012 ACS 5-Year Estimates, Table BO8006

According to ACS data presented above, the most prevalent means of transportation to
work in the Centre Region was by car, truck, or van (69.3% of all workers 16 years of

age and over). Percentages ranged from 92.5% of workers in Halfmoon to 49.2% in the
Borough. Of these workers in the Centre Region, 13.5% carpooled. College and Harris
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townships had the highest percentage of workers who carpooled; 16.5% and 16.1%
respectively. In the Centre Region, 7.3% of workers used public transportation to work.
Percentages ranged from 14.7% of workers in Patton Township to .5% in Halfmoon
Township. Approximately 3% of workers in the Centre Region biked to work.
Percentages ranged from 5.9% of workers in Ferguson Township to 0.0% in Halfmoon
Township. Of the 6,218 workers in the Centre Region who walked to work, 88.2% of
them lived in the Borough.

Real Estate Practices

Introduction

This section investigates the compliance with federal, state and local fair housing laws.

Section VIl of the 1968 Civil Rights Act, as amended by the Fair Housing Amendments
Act of 1988 provides federal protection against housing discrimination. This prohibits
discrimination based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status, or
handicap in the sale or rental of housing, in mortgage lending, or in advertising.
Specific discriminatory acts with regard to housing are:

In the sale and rental of housing

¢ Refusal to rent or sell housing

¢ Refusal to negotiate for housing

e Making housing unavailable

e Denying a dwelling

e Setting different terms, conditions or privileges for sale or rental of a
dwelling

e Providing different housing services or facilities

e Falsely denying that housing is available for inspection, sale, or rental

e For profit, persuading owners to sell or rent (blockbusting)

e Denying anyone access to or membership in a facility or service related to

the sale or rental of housing

In mortgage lending

Refusal to make a mortgage loan

Refusal to provide information regarding loans

Imposing different terms or conditions on a loan
Discriminating in appraising property

Refusal to purchase a loan

Setting different terms or conditions for purchasing a loan
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In addition, it is illegal for anyone to

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

Advertise or make any statement that indicated a limitation or preference.
This prohibition against discriminatory advertising applies to single-family
and owner-occupied housing that is otherwise exempt from the Fair
Housing Act.

Additional protection for persons with a disability

Refusal to make reasonable modifications or accommodations for persons
with a physical or mental disability

Requirements for new buildings, which have an elevator and four or more units

Failure to design and construct certain housing in an accessible manner

(Source: www.hud.gov/offices/fheo/FHLaws/yourrights.cfm)

The Pennsylvania Human Relations Act of 1955, as amended, prohibits discrimination
on the basis of race, color, national origin, religious creed, sex, familial status, ancestry,
age (40 and over), handicap or disability, use of guide or support animals because of
the blindness, deafness or physical handicap of the user or because the user is a
handler or trainer of support or guide animals, or the disability of an individual with
whom the person is known to have a relationship or association in the obtaining of
advantages, facilities and privileges of any public accommodation and of any housing
accommodation and commercial property. These anti-discrimination laws are enforced
by the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission (PHRC). Specific discriminatory
acts with regard to housing are:

Refusal to sell, lease, finance or otherwise withhold housing
Discrimination in the terms or conditions of selling, leasing, financing, or in
providing facilities, services or privileges in connection with the ownership,
occupancy or use of any housing

Printing or otherwise circulating any statement indicating a preference or
limitation, or make any inquiry or record in connection with the sale, lease
or financing of any housing

Inducing the listing, sale or other transaction, or discourage the purchase
or lease of housing by making direct or indirect references to the present
or future composition of the neighborhood in which such a facility is
located

Retaliation against an individual for filing a complaint with the Commission
or otherwise participating in any Commission proceedings

Aiding or abetting any unlawful discriminatory practice

(Source: www.portal.state.pa.us)
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The Borough of State Col | wapenmadedir Marah of 3931 s i n g

It was amended in April of 2011 to include gender identify or expression as a protected
classes and to cover public accommodations. The renamed Fair Housing and Public
Accommodations Ordinance, prohibits housing discrimination based on race, color,
national origin, ancestry, place of birth, religion, sex, age (40 and over), sexual
orientation, gender identity or expression, source of income, disability or handicap,
presence of support animal (housing and real estate-related transactions) presence of a
service animal (public accommodations), pregnancy, birth of a child or marital or familial

status.

. Specific discriminatory acts with regard to housing are:

Refusing to discuss or confer with a view to reaching an agreement for
sale, lease, sublease, rental, assignment or other transfer of title,
leasehold or other interest (sale or rental) in any dwelling.

Representing any dwelling is not available when in fact, it is.
Discriminating against, segregating or assigning quotas to any person or
group of persons in connection with the sale or rental of a dwelling.
Including in the terms, conditions or privileges of any sale or rental any
clause, condition or restriction discriminating against or requiring any other
person to discriminate against any person in the use or occupancy of a
dwelling.

Refusing to permit a person with a disability or handicap to make
reasonable modifications to a dwelling (at his/her expense), to afford full
enjoyment of the premises.

Refusing to make reasonable accommodations in rules, policies, practices
or services necessary to afford a person with a disability or handicap the
use and enjoyment of a dwelling.

Discriminating in providing any facilities or services for any dwelling.
Publishing, circulating, issuing or displaying any advertisement,
communication, notice, or sign relating to a rental or sale which indicates
any limitation, orientation, specification or discrimination.

Inducing or attempting to induce, directly or indirectly, the sale or rental of
a dwelling by representing that a change has occurred or will or may occur
in the area the dwelling is located.

Denying access to membership or participation in a multiple listing service,
real estate brokersoévicergani zati on
Aiding, inciting, compelling, coercing or participating in any unlawful
housing practice.

Obstructing or preventing enforcement of or compliance with the local fair
housing ordinance.

Discriminating in real estate-related transactions.

(Source: www.statecollegepa.us)

40

r

O

ot



Following is a table, which compares the protected classes of the various laws, acts,

and ordinances:

Table 38. Comparison of Protected Classes

State College Fair Housing

Federal Law PA Human Relations Act :
Ordinance
race race race
color color color
national origin national origin national origin
religion religious creed religion
sex sex sex
familial status familial status familial status
handicap handicap or disability* disability or handicap

use of guide or support
animal due to blindness,
deafness, or physical
disability or because the user
is a handler or trainer of such

presence of support animal

animals
age (40 and over) age (40 and over)
ancestry ancestry
sexual orientation
gender identity or expression
marital status
pregnancy pregnancy

birth of a child

place of birth

source of income

*or the disability of an individual with whom the person is known to have a relationship

or association

Methodology

Information has come from various sources, which are cited when appropriate. HUD,
the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission, the Housing Authority of Centre
County, Pennsylvania State University, the Centre County Association of Realtors, and
the Pennsylvania Association of Realtors provided information. The Centre Daily Times
and the Real Estate Buyers Guide were reviewed to gauge local real estate advertising

practices.
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Findings

1. Local Real Estate Practices

The Centre County Association of Realtors (CCAR) is the local membership
organization for all licensed real estate agents and appraisers in the county. As of July
2014, there were 320 members. These members represented 36 different firms or
offices.

The members of the Association are also members of the Pennsylvania Association of

Realtors (PAR) and the National Association of REALTORS® (NAR). As such, they

foll ow NARG6Gs Code of Ethics and Standards of
and Standards of Practice states that:

i RE AL T°sRa8 not deny equal professional services to any person for
reasons of race, color, religion, sex, handicap, familial status, national origin,
sexual orientation, or gender identity. REALTORS® shall not be parties to any
plan or agreement to discriminate against a person or persons on the basis of
race, color, religion, sex, handicap, familial status, national origin, sexual
orientation, or gender identity. 0

In addition, Standard of Practice 10-1 states that:

ANhen involved in the sale or lease of a residence, REALTORS® shall not
volunteer information regarding the racial, religious or ethnic composition of any
nei ghboohoodé

And Standard of Practice 10-3 states that:

FREALTORS® shall not print, display or circulate any statement or advertisement

with respect to the selling or renting of a property that indicates any preference,

limitations or discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, handicap, familial

status, nationalorigi n, sexual orientation, or gender

In December 1996, HUD and the NAR entered into a Fair Housing Partnership
Agreement to jointly identify, address, and promote fair housing through training and
voluntary compliance. This replaced the Voluntary Affirmative Marketing Agreement
(VAMA), which had been in place since 1975 and focuses more on monitoring
compliance with the fair housing laws. As members of NAR, members of CCAR are
held to the standards set forth in the Fair Housing Partnership Agreement.

Membersof CCARuse PAROGs standard | iaetfforms.gBothnd agr eer
forms contain a description of the Pennsylvania Real Estate Recovery Fund, which

reimburses individuals who have obtained a final civil judgment against a real estate

licensee owing to fraud, misrepresentation, or deceit in a real estate transaction and

who have been unable to collect the judgment after exhausting all legal and equitable
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remedies. The listing form also contains information on federal and state civil rights
laws as they apply to real estate transactions.

CCAR operates the Centre County Multiple Listing Service (MLS), a common database
that provides information to better serve clients and the public. It is overseen by a 13-
member committee consisting of at least 2 participants in the MLS and the President-
Elect and Vice President. Eleven members are appointed for 3-year terms (the
President-Elect and Vice President make up the balance of the 13-member committee).

In C C A R@ewntre County Housing Market Trends: 2013 Review and 2014 Outlook, the
total number of residential units closed in the State College Area School District during
2013 was 824. The average list price was $276,572 and the average number of days
on the market was 62.

The Centre Daily Times and between Sunday, April 13, 2014 and Friday, April 18, 2014
and the June/July 2014 edition of the Real Estate Buyers Guide were used to review
local real estate advertising practices.

The federal Fair Housing Act prohibits indicating or referencing any preference,
limitation, or discrimination based on race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial
status, or disability. No violations of regulations were found in any of the real estate ads
in the Real Estate Buyers Guide or the Centre Daily Times. The Real Estate Buyers
Guide also places a disclaimer in the Real Estate section of the paper stating that all
real estate advertised is subject to the Federal Fair Housing Act.

TheCentr al PA Landl ordés Association, a member
Owners Association, is a group of independent property investors, owners and

managers which educates and assists landlords with issues such as compliance, tenant

relations, and regulation. The Pennsylvania Apartment Association of Central PA is a

non-profit trade organization for the apartment and rental housing industry with

approximately 100 members. This organization provides education and networking

opportunities to, as well as sharing best practices with and advocates for, its members.

With approximately 14,000 students livingont he Penn St at edampuspi ver si
fair housingisanissue. According to the Boroughdés Fair Ho
dormitories are exempted from the prohibition of discrimination based on sex. Penn

Stateds Policy AD42 St at ediHamssmeatprohdibsndi scr i mi n
discrimination and harassment against any person because of age, ancestry, color,

disability or handicap, national origin, race, religious creed, sex, sexual orientation,

gender identity or veteran status. Discrimination includes denying equal privileges or

treatment to a particular individual because of protected class status and the policy

covers on-campus housing. The Affirmative Action Office has primary responsibility for

resolving discrimination complaints.
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2. Formal Complaint Data

Since June 1992, HUD has processed 14 fair housing complaints from individuals in

Centre County. Sevenof those cases were closed twoth a 0
were closed after the complaint was withdrawn by the complainant after resolution; 4

were closed after conciliation or successful settlement; and 1 was dismissed for lack of

jurisdiction. Fair housing complaint data from HUD was not available beyond the county

level and therefore no information for the Borough was available from this source.

For the period between July 1, 2001 and June 30, 2013, the PHRC reviewed twelve
docketed cases involving fair housing complaints for Centre County. The data
pertaining to the outcome of the cases are not available at the county level.

Since the State College Borough Fair Housing Ordinance was enacted on March 1,

1993, the Borough has received 14 fair housing complaints. Four of the complaints

were withdrawn following successful mediation. In four cases, the Borough determined

there was not probable cause to move forward. One case was sent to mediation, which

was not successful. The complainant was offered the option of moving to conciliation,

but then moved and left no forwarding address. One complainant had already filed a
complaint with the HUD and was advised the Bo
Section 510, prohibits the Borough from processing a complaint, which has already

been filed with HUD. One complaint was not processed because it involved a dispute

between a property owner and a housing association, which was determined not to be

covered byt h e B ogQudingnbed In addition, one case did not move forward

because the complainant did not respond to th
complaint.

The Equal Opportunity Office of HUD reported that there have been no formal Section

109 violation complaints made agai nst t hePré&omm.oluagditionnoCDB G

formal Section 282 violation complaints have beenma de agai nst the Bor ouc
Program.

3. Anecdotal Evidence

According to the Director of the Housing Authority of Centre County, no fair housing
complaints have been processed through the Housing Authority.

NeitherthePennsyl vani a S tAfirmativeActionvOffice sar the Tifice of
Off-Campus Living reported receiving any complaints regarding fair housing violations
from any students.

Penn Stateds Offices of Student Affairsoé6 Stud
housing related complaints from students. One complaint was filed with the

Commonwealth, but it was after the period that the Commonwealth had the authority to

investigate. It is not known if the other complaint was ever filed.
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Recommendations

Following are the recommendations made in the 1991 Fair Housing Analysis regarding
real estate practices. Included is an update on the status of the recommendations.

It is recommended that the Board of Realtors or other suitable local group initiate
a tuition scholarship program and/or other efforts to encourage minority group
members to enter the real estate profession. The Centre County Association of
Realtors (CCAR) has a scholarship program available to its members, including minority
group members. The purpose of the program is to assist with costs related to real
estate courses.

APregnancyofora bdhitlhdd shoul d be added to
form. Thi s i s covered under familial status.
birth of a chil do has not been added.

The Fair Housing logo should be used in advertising the sale and rental of
properties and rental offices should post the HUD Fair Housing poster in a
prominent place in their office. All member offices of the Association are asked to
comply with this provision.

The Multi-List Service should also consider including information on listings
relating to accessibility of the dwelling for sale or rental. This has been done in
Philadelphia where they listed houses that are accessible and houses that could
easily be made accessible. This information is currently included in the comments
section of the MLS.

Landlords should be encouraged to sign the VAMA. The Fair Housing Partnership
Agreement has replaced VAMA. Any member of the Association, as a member of NAR,
is subject to the agreement. All member offices are asked to communicate this
provision to their respective landlords.

The Borough should provide Student Legal Services (SLS) with information

regardi ng t he Boroughoés Fair Housing and Publ

and encourage SLS to recommend students contact the State College Planning
Office to discuss complaints regarding fair housing violations occurring in the
Borough. The Borough will provide SLS with this information.
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Lending Patterns

Introduction

This section of the analysis provides data on various lending activities of the financial
institutions serving both the State College Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), which
encompasses all of Centre County, and the Borough of State College.

Methodology

Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) aggregate reports were the primary sources for
information. HMDA reports are submitted to the Federal Financial Institutions
Examination Council (FFIEC) annually by certain depository financial institutions and
include information on home purchase, refinancing, multi-family and home improvement
loans. Loans are categorized as either originated, approved but not accepted, denied,
or withdrawn or incomplete. A loan is considered originated when the lending institution
has approved it and the applicant accepts it.

The website, www.consumerfinance.gov, provided the data on the financial institutions
reporting the largest number of home mortgage originations in Centre County.
Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) Performance Evaluations for the top financial
lenders in Centre County were also obtained from the FFIEC website (see Table 39).
The top five financial institutions with the largest number of HMDA-reportable products
originated and the largest number of low to moderate-income applicants were selected.

The Community Reinvestment Act no longer requires financial institutions to provide an
annual statement as to how the institution meets the credit needs of the communities
they serve. Instead, banks periodically submit this information to one of four federal
regulatory agencies (the Federal Reserve Bank, the Office of Thrift Supervision, the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation or the Comptroller of the Currency) for review.
The institution is then given an overall rating of either outstanding, satisfactory, needs
improvement or substantial noncompliance. A financial institution must file an
Application for a Deposit Facility with the appropriate federal regulatory agency prior to
opening a new branch; relocating an existing branch; or merging or acquiring another

bank. One of the factors for approval is the financial institution 6s over al | CRA
Performance Evaluation rating. Members of the community are given an opportunity to
comment on the institutionds performance 1in

comments are reviewed during the performance evaluation. Comments from the
community can also affect the approval of the Application for a Deposit Facility. Three
of the six financial institutions received an outstanding overall rating. The other three
received a satisfactory rating.
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Table 39. Home Mortgage Originations T Top Five Lenders, 2012

Average
Rank Institution Name Count LS?SQ C%gtlz\_/sg:ﬁ%on
(000 ¢

1 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. 272 204 9/30/04 - Outstanding
2 Jersey Shore State Bank 117 158 07/01/14 - Satisfactory
Appﬁyan ts 3 Ameriserv Financial Bank 94 162 10/07/13 1 Satisfactory
4 Northwest Savings Bank 81 205 02/01/14 - Satisfactory
5 National Penn Bank 81 199 06/03/13 - Outstanding

1 Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. 59 205 9/30/04 - Outstanding
Applicants | 2 | jersey Shore State Bank 57 158 07/01/14 - Satisfactory
Lov?yls/lod 3 National Penn Bank 25 199 06/03/13 - Outstanding
Income 4 | Ameriserv Financial Bank 24 162 10/07/13 i Satisfactory
5 JP Morgan Chase Bank 16 166 09/08/03 - Outstanding

Source: consumerfinance.gov, FFIEC website
Findings

According to 2012 home mortgage data for Centre County, 106 lenders reported
originating 4,771 HMDA-reportable loans. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. reported originating
272 of these loans.

Table 40 shows the disposition data for HMDA-reportable loan applications for both
Centre County and the Borough in 2012. For Centre County, 1,336 home-purchase
loans were originated. For the 1,019 conventional home-purchase loans originated, the
average loan amount was $192,000. For the 317 government home-purchase loans
originated, the average loan amount was $169,000. Of the 1,287 conventional home-
purchase loan applications, 9.1% (117 applications) were denied. Of the 409
government home-purchase loan applications, 2.2% (9 applications) were denied. For
the 3,037 home improvement loans originated, the average loan was $71,000. Of the
546 home-improvement loan applications, 18.9% (103 applications) were denied.

For the Borough in 2012, 141 home-purchase loans were originated. For the 133
conventional home-purchase loans originated, the average loan amount was $152,000.
For the 8 government home-purchase loans originated, the average loan amount was
$235,000. The number of loan applications was not broken down by census tract, and
therefore no data was available for the Borough. The reports did provide the number of
applications that were denied: 14 of conventional home-purchase loans and 3 for
government home-purchase loans. For the 22 home improvement loans originated, the
average loan was $123,000. Six (6) of the home improvement loan applications were
denied.
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Table 40

. Disposition of HMDA-Reportable Loans in Centre County & Borough,

2012
Average e Average Average
Loan Tvpes Applications [Applications Loan Rp — Loan Applications Loan
yp Received | Originated | $ Amount notpA'\Jcce ted $ Amount Denied $ Amount
(000s) b (000s) (000s)
Conventional
>| Home Loan 1,287 1,019 $192 59 $185 117 $155
=
3| GOyt Home 409 317 $169 9 $190 55 $159
3 oan
o Refinance 4,390 3,037 $171 208 $169 636 $167
5 Home
O | Improvement 546 398 $71 12 $72 103 $47
Loan
Conventional not
Home Loan available 133 $152 7 $173 14 $220
Govt. Home not
-§ Loan available 8 $235 0 n/a 3 $221
o not
5 Refinance available 276 $186 18 $184 60 $185
Home not
Improvement available 22 $123 2 $53 6 $67
Loan

Source: 2012 HMDA Aggregate Reports

Table 41 shows the disposition of home-purchase loan applications for Centre County in

2012 based on minority status and income level. Theterm6é mi nor i t yé appl i can
defined as any non-White or Hispanic applicant. According to the data, race does not

seem to be a factor in whether a loan application is originated or denied. Of the 103

home-purchase applications received from minority applicants, 7.8% (8) were denied.

Of the 1,466 home-purchase applicants received from White non-Hispanic applicants,

9.5% (140) were denied.

The applicantds income | evel does appear to b
purchase loan application was originated or denied. In 2012, 23.2% (35) of applicants

with incomes less than 50% of the MSA median income; 13.3% (47) of applicants with

incomes between 50-79% of the MSA median income; 7.5% (16) of applicants with

incomes between 80-99% of the MSA median income; 7.6% (16) of applicants with

incomes between 100-119% of the MSA median income; and 7.1% (52) of applicants

with incomes 120% and over the MSA median income were denied.
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Table 41. Disposition of Applications for Home-Purchase Loans by Type of
Applicant in Centre County, 2012

Applications Al\_voea:r?%se Applications APRINEEIEmE Applications
TR @i Agp e Taken Amount Originated AErpneEd Denied
not Accepted
(000s)
Total # of
Minority 103 $200 80 5 8
Applicants
Total # of
White, Non-
Hispanic 1,466 $179 1,170 58 140
Applicants
Applicants <50%
of MSA Median 151 $98 96 6 35
Applicants 50-
79% of MSA 353 $130 261 14 47
Median
Applicants 80-
99% of MSA 212 $161 175 6 16
Median
Applicants 100-
119% of MSA 208 $178 176 4 16
Median
Applicants >120%
of MSA Median 728 $234 594 37 52

Source: 2012 HMDA Aggregate Reports

Table 42 provides the reasons for the denial of home-purchase applications. Debt-to-
income ratio was the most common reason for denial among applicants with incomes
less than 50% of the MSA median income (41%). Collateral was the most common
reason for denial among minority applicants (29%), applicants with incomes between
100-119% of the MSA median income (44%), and among applicants with incomes
120% and over of the MSA median income (31%). Credit application incomplete was
the most common reason for denial among applicants with incomes between 80-99% of
the MSA median income (44%). Debt-to-Income-Ratio and Collateral were the most
common reasons for denial among White applicants (20% each), and applicants with
incomes between 50-79% of the MSA median income (17% each)
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Table 42. Reasons for Denial of Applications for Home-Purchase by Minority
Status & Income Level in Centre County, 2012

Applicants | Applicants | Applicants | Applicants | Applicants
measons Tl\‘jitr?(')f;t"f T%ﬂife"f <50% of | 50-79% of | 80-99% of | 100-119% | >120% of
A Iican){ts Applicants MSA MSA MSA of MSA MSA
PP PP Median Median Median Median Median
Debt-to
Income 1 25 16 8 2 2 6
Ratio
Employment
History 0 5 1 4 0 1 1
Credit
History 0 22 11 7 0 1 5
Collateral 2 25 1 8 2 4 15
Insufficient
Cash 1 4 1 4 0 0 0
Unverifiable
Information 1 12 3 5 0 2 4
Credit App
Incomplete 1 20 1 7 4 0 12
Mortgage
Insurance 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Denied
Other 1 16 5 3 1 5 5

Source: 2012 HMDA Aggregate Reports

Recommendations

Following are the recommendations made in the 1991 Fair Housing Analysis regarding
lending practices. Included is an update on the status of the recommendations.

Banks and thrifts serving the Centre Region are urged to increase market
research and analysis and intensify outreach efforts to community groups and
organizations in order to better determine community credit needs

According to Community Reinvestment Act performance evaluations and statements
from various lenders in the area, the most common outreach effort to community groups
and organizations to determine community credit needs is through employee
participation in community groups and organizations. Some area banks identify the
community credit needs by reaching out to the members of the community. For
example, Northwest Savings Bank offers free, no-obligation counseling sessions in
conjuncti on wi-approvallapplicdii@n Rtliess copduat market research
to identify the credit needs of the community.

50




To provide the public with information on their products, most rely on brochures, their
website and media advertising, such as newspapers and radio.

Local lenders should increase special programs for low and moderate income
and handicapped people (e.g. CRA mortgage programs, low cost checking
accounts, participation in federal, Fannie Mae and local assisted multi-family
developments).

There are many different programs available to low and moderate-income people. Most
banks have some sort of free or low cost checking account. For example, First National
Bank offers free checking, with no minimum balance, free ATM/debit card, no per-check
fees, and online banking with internet bill payment.

Most banks participate in PHFA programs and other affordable mortgage programs.
For example, Sovereign Bank offers a CRA Affordable Mortgage that offers a
discounted interest rate to first time homebuyers with incomes at or less than 80% of
the MSA. This program is a 97% loan to value program that targets 1-4 unit owner
occupied units and requires homebuyer education.

Many participate in the Centre County and Borough of State College First Time
Homebuyer programs. Other banks, such as Omega Bank (now First National Bank)

and Reliance Bank have been involved in Tax Credit Housing for new housing
construction.

Administrative Practices

Introduction

The purpose of this section is to review the administrative practices of the agencies
responsible for carrying out planning, housing, and community development activities in
the Centre Region to determine if there are any impediments to fair housing.

Methodology

Information for the Housing Programs and Planning Documents sections was provided
by the Boroughd Planning Department and Community Development and Housing
Division, the Borough6 website, Centre Region Council of Governments, the Housing
Authority of Centre Countyd s  w g, ansl thé Gentre County Planning and Community
Development Office (CCPCDO).
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Information for the Regulations section was provided by the Boroughd lanning
Department and Community Development and Housing Division, and the Centre
Regional Planning Agency.

Information for the Zoning Regulations section was provided by each of the
municipalities of the Centre Region, the Centre Region Planning Agency, and the
Centre Region Code Administration office and website.

Information for the Accessibility secionwas pr ovi ded by the Borough©

Department, Planning Department, and Community Development and Housing Division.

Findings

1. Housing Programs
To promote homeownership, the Borough has funded the following programs:

T h e Bor ldomgbhyérdProgram was established in 1995. It offers financial
assistance for home purchases to low, moderate-, and middle-income families.

Low and moderate-income families (families earning between 50% and 80% of the
areads medi an i n withelesihg castsanda s@tgagetsebdidy. The
assistance is in the form of a no-interest forgiveness loan that is repaid when the
property is sold, transferred or no longer the primary residence. Funding is provided
by CDBG and HOME Investment Partnership (HOME) funds.

Middle-income families (families earning between 80% and 115% of the area
median income) are provided with down payment, closing cost assistance. There is
also a limited amount of additional funds available for any necessary rehabilitation.
The assistance is provided as a no-interest deferred loan with a balloon payment of
the principal amount to be repaid when the property is sold, transferred or no longer
the primary residence. Funding is provided by local tax dollars. Housing
Transitions, Inc. (HTI) provides homebuyer education, pre-, and post-purchase
budget counseling.

The Borough also provides funds to two Community Housing Development
Organizations (CHDOs). Temporary Housing Foundation (THF) received its CHDO
designation in 1996 and is a non-profit organization that acquires residential
properties; rehabs them; and then sells them to low and moderate-income families

earning between 50% and 80% of the areabds me

Community Land Trust (SCCLT) received its CHDO designation in 1999. SCCLT is

a non-profit organization that acquires residential properties; brings them up to local
code standards; and then sells the structure, not the land, to low and moderate-
income families earning between 50% and
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retention of the title to the land guarantees the property will remain affordable
because when the home is resold, it must be sold to another income eligible
homebuyer.

The Borough is working on implementing a Homestead Investment Program (HIP).

This program will involve acquisition of properties meeting program criteria in target

areas. One of the goals of the HIP is to expand the stock of affordable, owner-

occupied homes in the Borough. It is estimated that 25% of all homes purchased for

resale through the HIP will be affordable units which will be resold using the

Boroughodos existing FTHB progr ams. 't i s al s
property units will be affordable units.

To provide affordable rental opportunities, the Borough has helped fund construction or
rehabilitation of the following rental properties:

Yorkshire Village, a 41-unit housing project for low to moderate-income families,

was completed in 2000 through a partnership between S&A Homes, Concorde

Capital Corp., and THF. A total of $200,000 in HOME funds was provided by the

Borough for this project. HTI provides part-time supportive services. Thirty-nine

(39)of the units are reserved for families mak
income. Priority is given to clients with special needs.

Waupelani Heights, a 35-unit housing project for low to moderate-income families,

is another project of S&A Homes and THF. The Borough provided $180,000 in

CDBG and $237,900 in HOME funds for this project. HTI provides part-time

supportive services. While families making up to 60% ofthear ea 6 s medi an i nc
are eligible for these rental units, there are units reserved for families making up to

40%and 50% of the areads median i ncome.

Addison Court, an 89-unit apartment building, provides housing for the elderly and

the disabled makingupt o 6 0% of the areads median i ncom
designated for individuals or families makin
income. The Borough contributed $440,000 in CDBG funds for this project.

Bellaire Court is a Borough-owned 18-unit apartment building that provides rental

housing for the elderly and disabled makingupto80 % of t he areabs medi
All of the units must be rented to individuals or families initially making at or below

60% of the areads meaughpmvidesmdministeativeand he Bor
maintenance services.

Kemmerer Road Apartments, a 9-unit mixed-income apartment complex, provides
5 affordable units and 4 market-rate units. Affordable rents must be no greater than
30% of 65% of AMI adjusted for family size. State College Borough provided CDBG
funds and program income to assist with acquisition and rehab of this apartment
complex.
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Any building constructed after March 1991 was built in accordance with the Fair
Housing Accessibility Guidelines (24 CFR Chapter 1). This will be required for any
future housing development funded with Borough CDBG or HOME funds.

In addition to funding housing programs and projects, Borough staff has served on the
following committees:

Borough staff are active members of the CCAHC. The CCA H C inission is to
ensure that all residents of Centre County, especially those with low incomes, have
decent, safe, affordable and accessible housing. Following is a list of some of the
CCA H C adivities over the last few years:

¢ Establishing the SHP a 6-unit scattered site transitional housing program which
serves all homeless populations (general and special needs).

eEndorsing the Boroughos appl i catdaldShelter f or
Support Initiative Project.

e Developing an Affordable Housing Toolkit, targeted to developers and municipal
officials, which provides a definition of affordable housing and includes sections on
affordable housing design, development costs, zoning and code issues, who lives
in affordable housing, housing for target populations, and resources to learn more
about affordable housing.

e Assisting with the writing of the scope of work for a comprehensive, countywide
Affordable Housing Needs Assessment funded by the Centre County Government.

¢ Developing Housing Services in Centre County, a guide to emergency, transitional
and permanent affordable housing in the county.

The CCAHC is the primary mechanism through which the Borough seeks to
enhance coordination between public and private housing and social service
agencies. Borough staff provides support to the CCAHC as it works to develop
more affordable and supportive housing opportunities.

The Borough takes an active role in supporting the Continuum of Care approach to
combat homelessness. The CoC, as implemented by HUD, is an approach to
breaking the cycle of homelessness. For homeless individuals and families, the
purpose of the CoC is to ensure a variety of local options ranging from outreach and
assessment, to emergency and transitional housing and services, to permanent
housing are available. The Housing Continuum of Care Model for Centre County is
shown on Chart 1.
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Chart 1. Housing Continuum Model
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