






















































































Non-Profit Community Development Corporations 

Because most non-profit community development corporations (CDC's) work predominantly 
within heavily urbanized areas such as Philadelphia and Camden, municipal zoning and development 
controls are not as much a hindrance to development and rehabilitation as they are in suburban 
communities. However, within the City of Philadelphia, according to one CDC, the City Planning 
Commission sometimes questions new construction and rehabilitation projects in older 
neighborhoods if they do not maintain their original historical charm and appearance. The CDC's 
understand this sentiment, but feel that the City sometimes loses sight of the main goal- to produce 
affordable housing at the least possible cost. Another problem mentioned by CDC's working in the 
inner cities are municipal building codes, historical reviews and permit approval processes which 
add unnecessary costs to the projects and make rental units less affordable when completed. 

CHAS Reviews 

A review of the fifteen CHAS reports for the region reveals a number of municipal zoning 
and development control-related policy problems explaining the slowdown in rental unit production. 
These policy problems fall into four general and overlapping categories: zoning and subdivision 
policy problems; building code policy problems; sewer infrastructure policy problems; and problems 
of the development review and permitting process. 

The problems with zoning and subdivision policy are the most numerous of the four 
categories. Principal among these problems is the reality that the zoning provisions of many 
municipalities in the region are restrictive and exclusive to the construction of multi-family, high­
density housing and do not encourage cluster residential developments and mixed housing type 
configurations. Also, many municipalities have not zoned sufficient amounts ofland for medium and 
high-density residential development in areas with sewer, water and transportation infrastructure.5 

Many municipal zoning ordinances contain excessive subdivision and site improvement 
requirements which discourage the use of comparable, less expensive construction systems, 
discourage development and increase the final costs of development when undertaken. Moreover, 
many municipal ordinances restrict the conversion of single-family residences to multi-family 
residences through excessive off-street parking requirements. 

A similar problem found in many municipal zoning ordinances relates to the establishment 
of group homes. The definition of ''family'' in many ordinances precludes the establishment of group 
homes to "inhabitants related by blood, marriage, or other social bond ,,6 Group homes can be an 
excellent source of affordable rental housing when permitted. However, tantamount to the problems 
with local zoning policy are the governmental and legal environment which have helped to create 
them. In both Pennsylvania and New Jersey, municipal governments are granted the power to plan 

5Delaware County, PA Consortium, CRAS, Fiscal Years 1994-1998, December 1993. 

6Camden County, NJ Consortium, CRAS, Fiscal Years 1994-1998, October 1993. 
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and regulate land development in their jurisdictions through zoning, subdivision and land 
development ordinances while the county governments and regional agencies are strictly limited to 
an advisory role. 

Municipal building and fire safety codes are another source of problems relating to the 
slowdown in rental unit production. While intended to set minimum levels of protection for the 
public, building and fire safety codes add costs to development projects, particularly when applied 
to the rehabilitation of older housing structures.7 Alternatives such as manufactured housing and 
other housing types that do not meet conventional subdivision and building code requirements are 
not now permitted by many municipalities.8 Municipal building permit and sewer tap-in fees also 
add thousands of dollars to construction costs and make finished units less affordable. 

Municipal sewer infrastructure policies are a third source of problems for rental unit 
production. In the few municipalities where multi-family high-density housing is zoned, adequate 
water and sewer infrastructure is usually not provided. This situation discourages the development 
of rental housing because the developer must provide the infrastructure. When rental housing is 
developed under this scenario, the units are rendered less affordable. Additionally, many 
municipalities or local sewer authorities implement sewer moratoriums to slow the rate of growth. 
Eventually, developers build anyway and housing costs are greatly increased because the developers 
either build local ''package treatment" plants or pay for the provision of increased municipal sewer 
serVIce. 

The municipal development review and permitting process is the fourth source of problems 
for rental unit production. Municipal review and approval of land development is characterized in 
the CRAS reports as an inefficient and lengthy process with numerous and duplicative requirements. 
There are a large number and variety of approvals and permits required by various local, county, 
state and federal jurisdictions. These various requirements have an enormous cumulative impact on 
construction time and unit affordability.9 Moreover, many municipalities have a lack of professional 
planning staffto assist in the review process and the state level agencies such as the DER, DEPE, 
DCA's and DOT's contribute to the problem by requiring additional review and approval processes. 10 

With respect to the City of Philadelphia and its considerable stock of city-owned buildings and 
vacant land, there are problems with the City's "acquisition and disposition" process. The City's 
CRAS reportll states that the process is very slow, and hinders the development, conversion and 
rehabilitation of these buildings and lands into viable rental complexes by non-profit community 
development corporations and private developers. 

7State of New Jersey, Draft CRAS, Fiscal Year 1994, October 1993. 

8Chester County, PA CRAS, Fiscal Year 1994, December 1993. 

9Bucks County, PA Consortium, CRAS, Fiscal Years 1994-1998, October 1993. 

loDelaware County, PA Consortium, CRAS, Fiscal Years 1994-1998, December 1993. 

llCity of Philadelphia, PA Preliminary CRAS, Fiscal Year 1994, November 1993. 
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BANK FINANCING FOR AFFORDABLE RENTAL HOUSING PRODUCTION 

In 1977, in response to mounting evidence of lending bias and discrimination in low- and 
moderate-income communities, the United States Congress enacted the Community Reinvestment 
Act (CRA). The purpose of the CRA was to encourage financial institutions to meet the credit needs 
of the communities in which they operate. The Act requires that each financial institution shall be 
evaluated by one of four federal agencies charged with carrying out its mandates. Specifically, each 
financial institution is evaluated based upon its lending practices, its investment practices, and its 
service provision to low- and moderate-income communities in its operational area. The evaluation 
of each financial institution takes into account its financial capacity and size, legal impediments, 
local economic conditions and demographics. 12 The CRA specifically addresses the problem of 
restrictive bank financing as an obstacle to the production and rehabilitation of affordable rental and 
homeownership housing. 

For-Profit Housin~ Developers 

. Restrictive bank financing practices were cited by each of the for-profit developers contacted 
as a major contributing reason for the slowdown in multi-family and rental unit production. Banks 
now are very selective in determining what types of projects they will finance in light of the 
problems experienced by the S&L industry. When banks do lend money, they are requiring large 
amounts of equity contribution from the developer, which has the effect of sapping operating cash 
from the developer and the successful construction of rental developments very difficult. 

Non-Profit Community Development Corporations 

Due in large part to the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) of 1977, the efforts of local 
banks and lending institutions in response to CRA requirements, the efforts of the Local Initiatives 
Support Corporation (LISC) and its subsidiary National Equity Fund (NEF), and equity and loan 
funding available through various state and federal programs, local CDC's are fortunate to have a 
wide range and availability of financing options. The availability of equity and loan financing is 
clearly one of the least pressing problems faced by local CDC's in their efforts to develop and 
rehabilitate affordable rental housing. 

The Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) is a non-profit community development 
intermediary created in 1979 which operates in 30 geographical areas of concentration, including 
Philadelphia. LISC channels private-sector fmancial resources to local non-profit CDC's in the form 
of low-interest loans, and also provides technical assistance to CDC's as they proceed with 
development and rehabilitation projects. In Philadelphia, local corporations and foundations 
contribute funds that are matched by the national LISC organization.based in New York City. These 

12The CRA Report, February 1994, Comptroller of the Currency, Administrator of National Banks, 
Washington, D.C.; and Housing New Jersey, Vol. 3, Issue 6, January 1994. 
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funds are then loaned to CDC's and often attract additional lending from local banks, corporate and 
individual investors or state and local governments. 13 The National Equity Fund (NEF) was created 
by LISC in 1987 to organize partnerships of Fortune 500 corporations which invest in affordable 
housing produced by local non-profit CDC's. Investors in NEF receive their return on investment 
in the form of Low Income Housing Tax Credits, which corporations can apply against their federal 
tax obligations.14 The efforts of LISC and NEF have been, and will continue to be, very helpful to 
local CDC's in the Philadelphia area in developing and rehabilitating affordable rental housing. 

Lendin2 for Market-Rate Housin2 

A telephone conversation with a major bank in Philadelphia which lends capital for the 
construction of market rate rental and homeownership housing reveals an interesting perspective on 
the issue of rental housing production. The bank official stressed that lending for and construction 
of "market rate" and "affordable housing" are two entirely different worlds. Financing arrangements 
on affordable housing developments are extremely complex packages involving outright grants, 
subsidies, and numerous layers of financing. Also, there is a tremendous need and demand for 
affordable rental housing, and this demand is being addressed mainly by non-profit community 
development corporations. Private market developers do not get involved because they simply 
cannot earn money on these projects. Conversely, the market rate rental housing development world 
is completely different. The financing arrangements are much less complex, and there is not nearly 
the same level of demand for market rate rental units. 

According to the bank, a reason for the difference between the supply of and demand for 
rental housing can be traced to the 1986 tax law changes which took away many of the benefits to 
investing in real estate. Prior to 1986, large numbers of market rate rental housing units were 
produced. In fact, more rental units were produced than were needed. Since 1986, production of 
market rate rental units has nearly stopped. The long recession beginning in 1989 coupled with the 
slowdown in production further depressed the production of all forms of housing and real estate 
development. The oversupply of market rate rental units caused rent levels to decline and made 
development of new rental complexes less profitable. Simultaneously, interest rates dropped, and 
more renter households were able to afford to buy homes, thereby further decreasing demand for 
rental units. A major reason for the slowdown in market rate rental housing construction is the fact 
that such projects simply have become economically unfeasible for the developer. The current 
market rate rents are not sufficient to cover the development and operating costs. However, the bank 
official mentioned that the market for existing multi-family apartment complexes is currently very 
active for pension funds and other institutional investors because rent levels will begin to increase 
as demand approaches the supply of rental units. 

13 About the Local Initiatives Support Corporation, LISC, April 1992. 

14The National Equity Fund, 1992 Annual Report. 
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Lendin&: for Low- and Moderate-Income Housin&: 

In 1992, the New Jersey Savings League created the Thrift Institutions Community 
Investment Corporation (TICIC), a subsidiary lending consortium of90 thrift institutions in New 
Jersey designed to help its members meet their CRA requirements for lending in their communities 
while simultaneously minimizing the risk on loans to developers of multi-family housing projects. 
According to TICIC, the CRA has been successful in bringing attention to the credit needs of low­
and moderate-income communities and in funneling funding to these areas but that clearly there is 
room for more success. The majority oflending deals to low- and moderate-income communities 
underwritten by TICIC include outside funding sources such as NJDCA's Balanced Housing 
program, federal HOME, and the federal LIHTC to ensure that they are safe and sound. Safe and 
sound lending in low- and moderate-income communities generally is not possible without these 
outside funding sources. is The federal regulations governing the CRA are currently being reviewed 
for revisions and improvements. According to TICIC, a problem with the regulations is that they do 
not emphasize the importance oflending for multi-family projects, and the evaluation criteria are 
ambiguous in distinguishing between the number of loans provided by an institution and the number 
of units produced. In other words, the number of loans originated is more important than the number 
of units financed. The final regulations are scheduled to be released by May 31, 1994; however, it 
is unclear whether they will address these concerns. 16 

A telephone conversation with another major national bank in Philadelphia reveals a very 
interesting point of view on the production of affordable rental housing. As with many large banks, 
the bank has a division entirely dedicated to the financing of multi-family affordable rental and 
homeownership housing designed to meet the requirements of the CRA. The bank official stated that 
rental housing has been virtually the only housing that has been constructed in the City of 
Philadelphia in recent years. In fact, the bank is worried that not enough homeownership housing 
is being constructed. Since 1986 when the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) was enacted, 
virtually all of the rental housing constructed in the Philadelphia area has been through this program. 
The LIHTC is being utilized by private sector and non-profit developers to the point that investments 
from corporate and individual investors are replacing the need for bank loans. According to the bank 
official, there is a plentiful amount of capital available for the rehabilitation and development of 
affordable rental housing by both private sector and non-profit development corporations. In terms 
of policy problems, the bank official noted that since the S&L crisis, federal regulators have become 
tighter with federal banking regulations but that this has not adversely impacted their lending 
patterns. 

lSHousingNew Jersey, Volume 3, Issue 6, January 1994. 

16President - Thrift Institutions Community Investment Corporation (TICIC), March 1994. 
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CHAS Reviews 

Review of the fifteen CRAS reports for the region reveals limited comments relating to 
problems and limitations of bank financing for affordable housing development. However, two 
jurisdictions had brief comments. The first jurisdiction is the City of Camden which states that there 
is a lack of investment by local lending institutions and corporations in the city's community 
development and revitalization activities. I7 The second jurisdiction is Bucks County, Pennsylvania 
which cites federal manipulation of the money supply and interest rates which create the boom and 
bust business cycles and a lack of capital for rental housing production. I8 

FEDERAL TAX POLICY 

Tax policies of the federal government have played an important role in the production and 
affordability of both market rate and affordable housing over the past several decades. The foremost 
federal tax policy benefitting homeowners is the allowance to deduct home mortgage interest from 
federal income tax payments. This demand-side policy has allowed the majority of American 
households to become homeowners. However, there are no such demand-side benefits for renter 
households. The primary federal tax policy benefit for renter households is a supply-side policy, and 
is known as the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC). The Tax Reform Act of 1986 established 
the LIHTC to encourage the construction and rehabilitation of rental housing units for low-income 
families, senior citizens, persons with disabilities and the homeless. The tax credit is available to 
owners of and investors in rental housing for up to 10 years as a dollar-for-dollar reduction of federal 
income tax liability, provided that the rental housing project remains in compliance with occupancy 
and rent requirements for a IS-year compliance period. 19 

The LIHTC has been extensively utilized in the Delaware Valley since its inception in 1986. 
Table 15 indicates the numbers oflow-income housing tax credit units allocated and produced for 
the nine counties of the Delaware Valley region for the seven-year period 1987 through 1993. 
Between 1987 and 1993, 8,362 tax credit units were allocated and produced in the region. The 
majority, or 5,634 of the units were allocated in the Pennsylvania counties and of that total, 4,547 
were allocated in the City of Philadelphia over the seven-year period. Bucks County received the 
fewest number of units over the seven-year period with only 37 units. The peak year for the 
Pennsylvania counties as a whole was 1989 when 1,205 units were allocated and produced, although 
the individual counties, excepting Montgomery, had individual peaks in different years. 

17City of Camden, NJ CRAS, Five Year Plan 1994-1999, Annua11994, November 1993. 

18Bucks County, PA Consortium, CRAS, Fiscal Years 1994-1998, October 1993. 

19Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency, Tax Credit Program, 1994. 
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The New Jersey counties of the region saw the allocation and production of 2,728 units 
between 1987 and 1993, with the peak for the New Jersey counties as a whole occurring in 1993 
with 618 units, of which 518 units were allocated in Camden County. Camden County received the 
highest unit allocation ofthe New Jersey counties over the seven-year period with 1,810 units, and 
Gloucester County received the fewest of any county in the region with only 5 units. The peak year 
for the Delaware Valley region as a whole came in 1989 when 1,642 units were allocated and 
produced. 

For-Profit Housing Developers 

A lack of federal tax benefits to be derived from both the development of, and investment 
in real estate were cited by two of the for-profit developers contacted as contributing reasons for the 
slowdown in rental unit production. The problems with federal tax benefits apply to all forms of real 
estate development and investment, but particularly to affordable rental unit construction because 
these projects are the most difficult to make financially feasible. With the sweeping tax law changes 
in 1986, many of the tax-related benefits to real estate development were taken away. Specifically, 
before the 1986 changes, real estate developers would assemble groups of investors or "syndicators" 
in a limited partnership entity which could invest in real estate development projects and claim a 
''passive'' loss on their federal tax returns if the development project failed or lost money. The term 
''passive'' refers to the investors' not being actively involved in the real estate business as their main 
source of income. The capability of the limited partner investors to claim passive losses on failed 
real estate projects made investment in all forms of real estate extremely attractive because of the 
ability of investors to save money on taxes even if the project lost money or failed. 

However, the 1986 tax law changes required that any investor in real estate must be 
"actively" involved in the real estate business in order to claim a loss relating to a real estate 
development. The result of the change in the law was to discourage passive investors in real estate 
development projects, and therefore a reduction in all forms of real estate development, including 
rental and for-sale housing. 

Non-Profit Community Development Corporations 

The federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program is one of the major funding 
sources available to local CDC's for the development and rehabilitation of affordable rental housing. 
The CDC's contacted agreed that the program serves a good purpose but has a very complex and 
burdensome process which if streamlined would make the program more efficient. One CDC in 
Philadelphia mentioned that it is trying to initiate a project whereby it would develop affordable 
rental units using the LIHTC program on vacant Philadelphia Housing Authority (PHA) properties. 
The units would be managed by the CDC, subsidized by the PHA and would count as replacement 
units under HUD requirements for the PHA. Such a development scenario is allowable under the 
LIHTC program and would benefit local low-income households, the PHA and the CDC's. 
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CHAS Reviews 

Of the fifteen CRAS reports reviewed for the region, only three commented on federal tax 
policy as a barrier to the production of affordable rental housing. The first jurisdiction is the City of 
Philadelphia which believes that the federal LIHTC program is complex and renders the production 
of affordable housing a "needlessly complicated, expensive and difficult task. ,,20 The City does 
however, provide tax abatements to encourage the rehabilitation or new construction of rental 
housing. The second jurisdiction is Chester County, Pennsylvania. The County believes that the 
changes in federal tax policy enacted in 1986 removed some of the financial incentives available to 
developers of rental housing and hurt production levels. According to the County, the greatest impact 
was upon moderate-cost rental housing because the federal government created the LIHTC to 
encourage development of rental housing for low-income households, but no program for moderate­
income households.21 The third jurisdiction is Haverford Township which commented that the 
Federal tax law changes enacted in 1986 had both a positive and negative impact on the construction 
of rental housing. Specifically, the changes removed some of the financial incentives for developers 
of rental housing while simultaneously creating the LIHTC to encourage affordable rental housing 
construction. As a result, the impact of the changes was greatest on the development of moderate­
cost rental housing because incentives were taken away for its construction and none were replaced.22 

LOCAL PROPERTY TAX POLICY 

The problems associated with municipal property tax policies and the production of 
affordable rental housing are common to all areas of the Delaware Valley region. The problems are 
found in both Pennsylvania and New Jersey, in rural townships and large cities and in the numerous 
suburban townships and boroughs of the region. The problem for all types and sizes of municipalities 
arise from the municipal tax and spending structure in place in both Pennsylvania and New Jersey. 
This structure mandates that municipal governments rely on property taxes to finance the various 
municipal services they provide to their residents. These services are increasingly expensive and are 
directly related to the population and real estate values of the municipality. 

In the large cities and urban townships of the region, a declining industrial base has caused 
the local property tax base to shrink, constraining the financing of local services and placing a 
greater tax burden on residential properties.23 Ironically, areas of the inner cities and urban townships 
with the highest property taxes are also the areas with the most available and affordable housing 
stockS.24 As property taxes rise in the inner cities and urban townships of the region, lower-income 
households experience increasing difficulty in paying the property taX: bills, and frequently become 

20City of Philadelphia, PA Preliminary CRAS, Fiscal Year 1994, November 1993. 

21Chester County, PA CRAS, Fiscal Year 1994, December 1993. 

22Haverford Township, Delaware County, PA CRAS, Fiscal Years 1994-1998, November 1993. 

23City of Trenton, NJ CRAS, Fiscal Years 1994-1998, December 1993. 

24City of Camden, NJ CRAS, Five Year Plan 1994-1999, Annual Plan 1994, November 1993. 
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tax delinquent. When this happens, many rental and owner-occupied units become vacant, 
deteriorate and fall out of the housing stock. Because of the high tax values on these inner city 
properties, non-profit and for-profit developers are hesitant to rehabilitate them because they will 
not recapture the rehabilitation value put into the units and more importantly, extremely deep rental 
assistance subsidies are needed for tenants to occupy the units once completed. The bottom line is 
that the local property tax policies in the large cities and urban townships cause affordable rental 
units to be lost from the stock and not replaced. 

The problems are similar in the suburban municipalities of the region. Some of the suburban 
municipalities have significant amounts of vacant land that could be developed with affordable rental 
units. However, those with developable land may not be served with mass transit to provide 
convenient access to affordable housing tenants. Property tax rates in the suburban municipalities 
are also high, but they are more affordable in terms of the relationship between suburban incomes 
and home values. High property tax rates encourage suburban municipalities to zone their land areas 
for land uses that do not place large demands upon the school system and other municipal services. 
These types of land uses are generally large lot single-family residential and industrial, commercial 
and other employment generating uses. Not included on the list of desirable land uses for this 
"ratables chase" is multi-family rental housing. High density housing does not produce significant 
tax revenues for a municipality and simultaneously burdens the provision of local services, while 
industrial and commercial uses generate significant tax revenues for the municipality and do not 
burden local service provision.25 

It is important to note that regardless of the type or size of municipality, local property tax 
rates are determined by the municipal governing body. Aside from state enabling legislation which 
sets general parameters; county, state and federal governments and agencies have no power to 
regulate the tax rates and little influence in changing these municipal policies. 

ECONOMICIDEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS AND CONDITIONS 

The interrelated factors of recessionary economic conditions in recent years and the 
demographic characteristics of young potential home-buying and renter households are contributing 
reasons for the slowdown in rental unit production. Due to the poor economic performance during 
the most recent recession, many young people are uncertain about their job security and not 
comfortable with establishing themselves in a specific geographical area through buying a home or 
signing a yearly rental lease agreement. People in the early years of their careers often move from 
job to job or are moved to different locations by their employers. This causes instability and 
uncertainty in their lives. A similar problem is found with young people struggling to save money 
to purchase a home who often move home with their parents rather than occupying a rental unit. 

25State of New Jersey, Draft eRAS, Fiscal Year 1994, October 1993. 
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The scarcity of employment opportunities available to low-income households which 
currently, or in the future will reside in rental units is another factor contributing to the slowdown 
in rental unit production. The lack of employment opportunities and low education levels among 
low-income households creates a rental housing market demand that can only be supported with 
government subsidy programs. A rental housing market which relies on subsidy operates artificially 
and cannot long sustain itself. Economic development within low-income communities is a major 
activity of most local CDC's, and should be encouraged, along with an improved educational system, 
by all levels of government as alternatives to reliance on government subsidy programs. 

INNER CITY INFILL AND REHABILITATION 

For-Profit Housing Developers 

Each of the for-profit developers were asked about the deteriorating and abandoned housing 
stocks in certain areas of the inner cities of the region; whether they had ever considered infill and/or 
rehabilitation projects; and why these types of projects are rarely undertaken by private sector 
developers. One developer responded that these types of projects are unfamiliar to most private 
sector developers and therefore they choose to stay with what they know best - market rate 
development in the suburbs. Also, these types of projects are most suited to either a very small 
organization which can rehabilitate one or two units at a time, or to a very large organization with 
significant capital and the ability to redevelop and rehabilitate much larger project areas. Another 
developer said that his organization has looked into several infill and rehabilitation projects in the 
City of Philadelphia but did not feel comfortable because the potential rent revenues did not justify 
the investment. A third developer mentioned that his organization has looked into infill and 
rehabilitation projects in the City of Camden but did not get involved because there is not a 
significant level of cooperation and sharing of resources between the city and the private sector. The 
City of Camden has excellent potential to improve its conditions, but it first must improve its social 
problems, improve the educational system and create lasting partnerships with the private sector. 

Non-Profit Community Development Corporations 

Local non-profit community development corporations (CDC's) are the leaders in providing 
new and rehabilitated affordable rental housing units within the inner city areas of the Delaware 
Valley region. In producing affordable rental units in the inner city, CDC's encounter numerous 
problems and obstacles. Within the City of Philadelphia, one of the largest problems is the City's 
lengthy and cumbersome "acquisition and disposition" process which is discussed below. However, 
another problem encountered by CDC's in the inner city are environmental cleanups on former 
industrial sites slated for development of affordable rental housing. The Pennsylvania Department 
of Environmental Resources (DER) and the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
and Energy (DEPE) have very stringent requirements that must be followed. The result is that 
development costs increase dramatically when environmental cleanup problems arise, and units are 
rendered less affordable when completed. A third problem encountered by CDC's in the inner city 
is the issue of tax abatement by cities. Specifically, within Philadelphia the abatement period is only 
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three years, after which the City assesses the properties at their market values which are much higher 
once development or rehabilitation is completed. High property tax rates render the rental units less 
affordable. A beneficial policy change would be for the City to lengthen the abatement period and 
assess affordable housing units at less than market rate. 

City of Philadelphia 

Within the City of Philadelphia there are numerous vacant structures and vacant properties. 
These properties represent a vital resource for the revitalization and redevelopment of the city. 
Because of this fact, these properties are actively sought by non-profit and for-profit developers as 
well as by city agencies as opportunities for development and redevelopment. However, there are 
serious problems associated with the process established by the city to dispose of the properties 
which are city-owned. The process is known as the "acquisition and disposition" process. 

Tantamount to the various problems with the process is the fact that the properties are owned 
by a variety of different city and quasi-city agencies including: Philadelphia Redevelopment 
Authority (RDA); Philadelphia Housing Development Corporation (PHDC); Philadelphia Industrial 
Development Corporation (PIDC); Philadelphia Commercial Development Corporation (PCDC); 
Philadelphia Housing Authority (PHA); Office of Housing and Community Development (OHCD) 
and the Department of Public Property (DPP). The widely disparate ownership coupled with an 
extremely poor informational inventory on the properties results in an extremely lengthy and 
confusing process for both acquiring and disposing of city-owned properties. There is not a central 
database which contains vital information on each property such as ownership, liens, or condition 
of structures. Acquiring clean title on a property from the city can take anywhere from six months 
to two years. 

Other problems relate to the method of disposition of the properties by the city. Because there 
is not a central agency which handles inquiries on vacant city-owned properties, an interested party 
must contact one of the city or quasi-city agencies and inquire about the property in question. Once 
the city agency holding ownership is determined, the applicant must contact that agency and then 
is referred by that agency to the Vacant Property Review Committee (VPRC), an inter-agency task 
force which meets monthly. The applicant then presents his case and plan for the property to the 
VPRC which then makes a recommendation to the Commissioner of Public Property who in turn 
transfers the property to the RDA or the PIDC for disposition. Problems are magnified at this point 
of the process by a lack of staff at the disposition agencies caused by antiquated city employment 
policies and budget restraints. In addition, disposition is a manual process desperately in need of 
computerization. 

An additional problem relates to vacant properties owned by the Philadelphia Housing 
Authority (PHA). The PHA is not a participant in the process and is not represented on the VPRC 
because it is a federally regulated agency. The properties owned by PHA have been acquired with 
federal funds, and federal regulations stipulate that each public housing unit lost from the stock must 
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be replaced by another unit, making the packaging of vacant properties, owned by various agencies 
including PHA, a very difficult and time consuming task. 

CHAS Reviews 

Of the fifteen CHAS reports reviewed for the region, only one commented on policy 
problems relating to inner city infill construction and rehabilitation of rental housing. The City of 
Philadelphia offers city-owned land and vacant buildings to developers at low cost for the production 
of affordable rental housing, but is hindered by a complex and time consuming acquisition and 
disposition process for the sale of these properties,z6 The complexity and length of the process deters 
many developers from participating and producing affordable rental housing. When developers do 
participate, their costs are greatly increased because of the lengthy process, and the resulting rental 
units are rendered less affordable. 

EMPLOYER-ASSISTED RENTAL HOUSING PROGRAMS IN THE DELAWARE VALLEY 

Employer-assisted housing programs are a benefit and/or incentive offered by employers 
whereby the employer assists its employees in finding either homes for purchase or rent that are 
convenient to the workplace and, therefore, also benefit the employer by attracting and maintaining 
quality employees and increasing worker productivity. While employer-assisted housing programs 
can assist employees in either purchasing or renting, they also can be characterized as either supply­
side, where the employer develops or assists in the development of housing units, or demand-side 
where the employer assists the employee in buying or renting a housing unit. Demand-side programs 
are more prevalent than supply-side programs in the Delaware Valley region, as are programs that 
assist employees in becoming homeowners. Demand-side programs that assist employees with rental 
housing are scarce in the Delaware Valley region. 

A DVRPC survey27 in the spring of 1994 of73 different major employers in the Delaware 
Valley region revealed that very few had any type of employer-assisted or facilitated rental housing 
program. Surveyed major employers included 32 hospitals, 26 large private sector corporations, and 
15 of the largest colleges and universities in the Delaware Valley.28 Of the 73 employers surveyed, 
nine had some form of employer-assisted or facilitated rental housing program. Of the nine 
employers with programs, four were at colleges and universities, four at hospitals, and one at a large 
corporation. Following are brief descriptions of each of the nine employer-assisted and facilitated 
rental housing programs. 

26City of Philadelphia, PA Preliminary CRAS, Fiscal Year 1994, November 1993. 

27Employers were chosen as follows: (1) the largest three employers in each of the nine counties of the DVRPC 
region; (2) hospitals were chosen out of the telephone directories; and (3) the colleges and universities with the top 15 
enrollments in the region. 

28See Appendix A for listing of major employers. 
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1. Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey 

Princeton University owns and operates a stock of715 rental housing units reserved for use 
by faculty and staff of the University only. The stock contains mainly apartment units with a small 
number of single-family detached units, and remains nearly 100% occupied except for the summer 
months. The units are scattered throughout Princeton Township and Princeton Borough, and many 
are within walking distance of the University campus. The units rent at rates affordable to the faculty 
and staff and are well regarded as an excellent employee benefit. 

2. University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

The University of Pennsylvania, although offering two mortgage guarantee programs to its 
employees for the purchase ofhomes,29 does not have any formal rental housing assistance program. 
However, the University has a contract with a nearby apartment complex where incoming 
researchers and other employees in need of furnished apartments for short periods of time can live. 
The University has negotiated reduced rents for temporary use by the researchers and other 
employees. Also, the University's Office of Off-Campus Living maintains computerized listings of 
available rental units categorized by size and location for use by students, staff and faculty in 
locating rental housing. The listings are updated weekly, and the office provides the use of 
telephones to contact realtors and landlords. 

3. Temple University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Temple University owns ten rental apartments housed within two rowhouses on their main 
campus in North Philadelphia which are reserved for current, full-time University faculty and staff 
only. The units are 70% occupied and rent at rates set by the University. The units are located in 
close proximity to University buildings and are very convenient for the faculty and staff living in 
them. 

4. Villanova University, Radnor Township, Delaware County, Pennsylvania 

Villanova University has a very limited rental assistance program whereby the University 
pays rent at a nearby apartment complex for visiting professors for a period of one semester. The 
apartment complex is located very close to the University and is very convenient for the visiting 
professors. 

5. Helene Fuld Medical Center, Trenton, New Jersey 

The Helene Fuld Medical Center owns ten single-family attached homes in the City of 
Trenton which are reserved as living space for foreign nurses from outside of the United States 

29DVRPC, Bridging the Gap - Closing the Mismatch Between Jobs and Workers, p. 77, October 1992. 
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working at the Medical Center. Currently, only three of the houses are occupied by a total of six 
nurses. The nurses living in the units pay $125 per month in rent which covers all utilities. All units 
are within two blocks of the Medical Center. 

6. Fox Chase Cancer Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

The Fox Chase Cancer Center owns 54 apartment units and seven single-family detached 
houses which are reserved for rental to post-doctoral employees of the center. The units are rented 
to these employees at a 33% discount for a period of up to three years. After three years, the 
employees can either begin to pay full market-rate rents for their units or they can move out to other 
accommodations. The reduced rate rents are subsidized from research grants received by the post­
doctoral employees. All ofthe rental units are within walking distance ofthe center. 

7. Cooper Medical Center, Camden, New Jersey 

The Cooper Medical Center does not have an "official" employer-assisted rental housing 
program. However, in the very near future the hospital will enter into an unofficial agreement with 
Fair Share Housing Development, Inc., a local non-profit community development corporation, 
which is rehabilitating 64 attached single-family homes on Haddon Avenue and Washington Street 
around the comer from the hospital in the City of Camden. Of the 64 total units, eleven will rent at 
market rates, and the remaining 53 units will be reserved half for low-income households, and half 
for moderate-income households. Currently, none of the units are occupied, but it is the intention 
of the unofficial agreement between Cooper and Fair Share Housing that as many Cooper Hospital 
employees as possible move into the eleven market rate units when they become ready for 
occupancy. The units are all located within walking distance to the hospital, and the redevelopment 
project would benefit greatly from having stable Cooper employees living within the neighborhood. 

8. Rohm and Haas Delaware Valley, Inc., Bristol, Pennsylvania 

The Rohm and Haas Corporation has an employer-assisted rental housing program for new 
employees in need of rental housing. Under the program, new employees are referred to a relocation 
firm specializing in locating rental housing. The firm meets with the new employees, interviews 
them to determine their housing needs and preferences, and gives them a tour of rental housing 
complexes. in Bucks, Montgomery and Burlington counties that meet their needs. Rohm and Haas 
does not subsidize the housing occupied by employees in any way, but merely assists employees in 
finding rental housing, close to their plant, which will satisfy their employees needs. 

9. West Jersey Hospital, Camden, New Jersey 

The West Jersey Hospital of Camden owns one apartment and eight rowhomes which are 
rented to lower-income employees ofthe hospital. The units are conveniently located on the grounds 
of the hospital and are occupied by employees who are on-call and frequently work on weekends. 
The nine rental units are rented at below-market rates, and are subsidized by the hospital. 
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STATE PROGRAMS 

A. STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

According to the State of New Jersey's Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 
(CRAS) report for fiscal year 1994, approximately $25 million in state funds and over $90 million 
in federal funds will be allocated and used throughout the state to construct affordable housing, 
rehabilitate substandard units, carry out neighborhood revitalization programs, provide services for 
the homeless and special needs populations, increase the capacity of non-profit organizations, 
develop public housing resident and community initiatives and provide direct financial assistance 
to first-time homebuyers. 

The most prominent of the state-level programs that address the needs of the rental housing 
market and renter households in New Jersey are the Neighborhood Preservation Balanced Housing 
program, the HOME Rental Rehabilitation program, the Small Cities Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) program and the Multi-Family Rental Financing program. Each of these 
programs provide much needed assistance to renter households and to the producers of affordable 
rental housing. However, each of the programs also have certain problems which prevent them from 
performing to their full capacity and capability. 

N ei~hborhood Preservation Balanced Housin~ 

Created in 1985 by the New Jersey Legislature as part of the Fair Housing Act, the Balanced 
Housing program is administered by the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs (NJDCA). 
The program provides grants to municipalities that qualify for urban aid or are participating in the 
Mt. Laurel process through COAH or the courts. Non-profit and for-profit developers can apply for 
funding through qualifying municipalities. Grants are in the form of a per unit subsidy for 
acquisition, site preparation, rehabilitation, or construction of rental or for-sale housing. Program 
rules require that all households served by the program have incomes below 80% of the county 
median adjusted by household size, and half of all units served must be below 50% of county 
median. Funding for the program is generated from a realty transfer fee of $0.75 per $500 increment 
of value above $150,000 and is assessed on all real estate transactions in the state. Between 1986 and 
1993, within the four counties of the N ew Jersey portion of the region, $39.2 million has been 
granted and 2,492 new and rehabilitated units have been produced. 3D 

From the perspective of the administrators of the Balanced Housing program, its problems 
are not unique. All of the typical obstacles to the production of affordable rental housing such as 
high land and construction costs, land availability, ability to attract private loans for the project, 
environmental site remediation costs in the inner city, and community acceptance are present with 

3DFast Facts for Neighborhood Preservation Balanced Housing Program, 1986 through 1993, NJDCA, Division 
of Housing. 
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the Balanced Housing program. The largest problem with the program is the need for additional 
funding. The amount of state funding allocated to the program each year is directly dependent upon 
and driven by the condition of the economy and the real estate market. Another less significant 
problem is that the program is available only to urban aid municipalities and those participating in 
the COAH process.3 ! Other suburban municipalities could benefit from the program if some of the 
traditional obstacles to production were eliminated or ameliorated. 

HOME Rental Rehabilitation 

The HOME Rental Rehabilitation program is administered by the NJDCA and provides 
deferred payment loans of up to $10,000 per unit through municipalities to owners of substandard 
rental properties in the private market. The program is funded through the federal HOME Investment 
Partnerships program each fiscal year. Eligible activities include the repair ofmajor housing systems, 
energy-related repairs, improvements for persons with disabilities, and the abatement of lead-based 
paint hazards.32 Within the four New Jersey counties of the region, HOME funds are being utilized 
on projects in Burlington Township in Burlington County; Gloucester City and Gloucester Township 
in Camden County; and Woodbury City in Gloucester County. 

The largest problem with the HOME Rental Rehabilitation program is that it is very staff 
labor-intensive to administer because of numerous federal requirements. Examples of these labor­
intensive requirements are annual monitoring for compliance with federal Housing Quality Standards 
and annual income and rent-level recertifications on each unit and tenant household.33 These 
activities require significant staff time which could be spent on other more important activities such 
as processing applications for the rehabilitation of additional units. 

Small Cities Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

The Small Cities CDBG program is also administered by the NJDCA and provides federal 
CDBG funding on a competitive basis to non-entitlement municipalities, counties and consortia of 
two or more municipalities for community development and housing rehabilitation activities. 
Funding is in the form of grants of up to $350,000. 

As with other state housing programs, the Small Cities CDBG program has administrative 
problems. The largest of these is that components ofthe applications change as projects progress 
from the application stage to the implementation stage. Specifically, environmental problems may 
arise on the site, and costs may be more than estimated which result in the grantee trying to negotiate 
for a larger grant from NJDCA. Another problem is that the grantees sometimes spend the grant 
money in ways not acceptable to the NJDCA which cause slowdowns in the development process. 

3!NJDCA, Neighborhood Preservation Balanced Housing, Program Director, March 1994. 

32State of New Jersey, Draft CRAS, Fiscal Year 1994, October 1993. 

33NJDCA, HOME Rental Rehabilitation, Program Director, March 1994. 
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A third problem is that third-party participation by a municipally-sponsored non-profit group can 
cause slowdowns in the process because of the increased complexity introduced by the group.34 

Multi-Family Rental Financin~ 

The Multi-Family Rental Financing program is administered by the New Jersey Housing & 
Mortgage Finance Agency (NJHMF A). The program provides construction and permanent financing 
to non-profit and for-profit developers for the construction and rehabilitation of rental housing in the 
State of New Jersey. The majority of projects fmanced through the program combine funding from 
outside sources to allow the deals to be financially feasible. Outside funding sources include the 
Balanced Housing program, CDBG and the LIHTC program. 

The largest problem with the program is that it receives no subsidies from the State for the 
operation of the rental projects. Financing is available for construction and rehabilitation of rental 
units generated from the sale of bonds, but no funding is available for tenant rental subsidies. This 
represents an especially significant problem given the scarcity of federal Section 8 rental assistance. 

The Mount Laurel Doctrine and the New Jersey Council on Affordable Housin~ 

The affordable housing delivery system in New Jersey is extremely unique with a history 
dating to 1975. In that year, the New Jersey Supreme Court ruled in the case of Southern Burlington 
County NAACP v. Township of Mount Laurel that developing municipalities have a constitutional 
obligation to provide a realistic opportunity for the construction of low- and moderate-income 
housing. The Court reaffirmed the "Mount Laurel Doctrine" in 1983 in its Mount Laurel II decision 
which provided guidance in determining a municipality's fair share of affordable units and authorized 
specific judicial remedies to ensure that municipalities meet their constitutional obligation. The New 
Jersey Legislature in 1985 passed the Fair Housing Act which created the Council on Affordable 
Housing (COAH) as an administrative alternative to the Court system.35 

The primary responsibilities of COAH are to establish housing regions in the State, determine 
municipal and regional housing need numbers, provide guidelines for municipalities to follow in 
addressing their housing need and developing housing plan elements and fair share plans - which 
are now required under the Fair Housing Act to be a part of the municipal master plan effective 
August 1,1988. The so-called "COAHprocess"begins with the preparation ofa municipal housing 
plan element and fair share plan that addresses the municipality's need for low- and moderate-income 
housing. The validity of a municipality's zoning ordinance may be at risk if a housing plan element 
has not been adopted by the effective date. Once adopted, the municipality has the option of ''filing'' 
its housing plan element and fair share plan with COAH. This action provides the municipality 
access to COAH's administrative process of review and mediation in the event litigation is brought 

34NJDCA, Small Cities CDBG, Program Director, March 1994. 

35NJ COAH, Requirements of a Housing Element and Fair Share Plan, 1988. 
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against the municipality .• In addition to the filing option, a municipality can petition COAH for 
"substantive certification, " or approval, of its housing plan element and fair share plan. This action 
renders the municipality immune from litigation and provides a legal presumption that it has met its 
fair share obligation for a period of six years.36 It should be noted that participation by municipalities 
in the COAH process is optional and not mandatory. Municipalities may choose not to participate, 
however, in doing so they put themselves at risk of litigation brought by developers or other 
interested parties without the ability to rely on the COAH process for their defense. 

The Mount Laurel Doctrine and COAH process have had a noticeable impact on the rental 
housing market in the State of New Jersey. COAH rules mandate that 25% of a municipality's fair 
share obligation be rental units.37 As of November 1993, COAH had certified 158 municipal plans 
for 19,958 potential units statewide, approximately 4,900 of which are or will be rental units.38 

The Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research (CUPR) recently completed a 
statewide analysis of the effects of the Mt. Laurel Doctrine and the COAH process on affordable 
housing production between 1987 and 1992. Table 16A shows for the four New Jersey counties of 
the Delaware Valley region the numbers of affordable units both: (a) zoned for or planned, and (b) 
actually constructed, during the six-year period. As Table 16A shows, within the four New Jersey 
counties ofthe region a total of 6,305 units (6,145 new and 160 rehabilitated) were zoned for or 
planned; and a total of 2,517 units (1,994 new and 523 rehabilitated) were actually constructed 
during the six-year period. Although COAH documentation does not explicitly identify the number 
of rental units, it can be assumed in light of COAH rules that 25% or approximately 2,200 of the 
8,822 total units are or will be rental. 

As mentioned above, the COAH process is optional and not mandatory for New Jersey 
municipalities. Table 16B shows the COAH-status of the 114 municipalities within the four New 
Jersey counties of the Delaware Valley region. Within the four counties, the total calculated need 
for affordable units, as calculated by COAH, is 17,113 units for the period 1993 to 1999. The table 
also indicates the number of municipalities within each of the COAH-status categories (filed, 
petitioned, court transferred" and certified), as well as the number of affordable units proposed to be 
provided within each of the categories by county. Within the four counties as a total, 12,251 units 
are proposed to be provided by 55 of the 114 municipalities through the COAH process. The 12,251 
units represent 72% of the total calculated need (17, 113 units) of the four counties for the period 
1993 to 1999. The majority of the units are proposed to be provided in municipalities that have been 
transferred to COAH's jurisdiction from the courts (6,654 units) and municipalities that have been 
certified by COAH (4,108 units). As with the period 1987 to 1992, COAH documentation thus far 
for the period 1993 to 1999 does not explicitly identify the number of proposed rental units, 

361bid. 

37COAH Substantive Rules, N.lA.C. 5:93-5.13 Rental Housing. 

38COAH, Status of Municipalities, November 1993. 
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however, it can be assumed in light ofCOAH rules that 25% or approximately 3,060 ofthe 12,251 
total units are or will be rental. 

Council on Affordable Housin2 (COAH) 

The Mount Laurel process from the perspective of the Council on Affordable Housing has 
largely been a successful effort to create municipal zoning for and encourage the actual construction 
of affordable rental housing in the State of New Jersey. The largest problem with the process 
according to COAH is that participation by municipalities is optional. Before 1985 when COAH and 
the Balanced Housing program were created, the only incentive for municipalities to participate in 
the COAH process was the threat of litigation brought by a developer. Even now with Balanced 
Housing program funding available, suburban municipalities are not impelled to participate because 
the majority of the Balanced Housing funding goes to urban municipalities. There is not enough 
funding in Balanced Housing to go around to all those municipalities in need of assistance in 
meeting their COAH fair share obligations. According to COAH, the process would be much more 
successful if all municipalities in the State were required to participate.39 

A second problem from the perspective of COAH relates to the optionality of the program, 
and that is that the process is market driven and therefore reliant upon economic conditions. When 
the residential real estate development market is slow or stagnant, very few affordable units are 
produced, while at the same time there are static or increasing numbers of households in need of 
affordable housing. However, aside from the problems, COAH prefers to emphasize the positive 
aspects of the process, the greatest of which are significant production of affordable housing units 
and approved zoning provisions for significantly more affordable units in growing municipalities 
across the State of New Jersey.40 

For-Profit Housin2 Developers 

Each of the for-profit developers contacted stated that it is difficult to develop affordable 
housing in New Jersey because of the Mount Laurel Doctrine and COAH process. The developers 
said that the affordable rent levels and sales price limits are such that building a successful and 
reasonably profitable development are very difficult. Rent levels and sales prices on affordable units 
are not sufficient to cover the actual costs of construction and development. Therefore, the costs for 
the affordable units are passed on to the renters and buyers of the market rate units. In addition, the 
COAH process adds another layer of administrative red tape which slows down the development 
process and adds considerably to the fmal costs of the development and the affordability ofthe units. 

39NJ Council on Affordable Housing, Executive Director, April 1994. 

4olbid. 
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Non-Profit Community Development Corporations 

The State of New Jersey Department of Community Affairs (NJDCA) administers numerous 
programs that benefit and encourage the production and rehabilitation of rental housing in the State. 
Several of these programs assist non-profit developers of rental and for-sale housing. The two most 
frequently utilized of these programs are the Balanced Housing program which provides a per unit 
subsidy for acquisition, site preparation, rehabilitation or construction of for-sale and rental housing 
for low- and moderate-income occupancy; and the Small Cities Community Development Block 
Grant program which provides grants of up to $350,000 for economic development, housing and 
public facilities activities that assist low- and moderate-income households in non-entitlement towns 
and cities and non-HUD designated counties.41 

While these two programs provide an invaluable service to non-profit housing developers 
in the State there are problems that exist which slow down construction and rehabilitation projects 
and add to their final costs. Specifically, non-profit housing developers use these programs as 
"reimbursements" to pay offbank loans they have secured to begin work on their projects. The cash 
flow from the two programs is slow due to administrative and bureaucratic constraints. This situation 
causes the non-profits to carry their bank loans for longer periods and to pay more interest on the 
loans while waiting for the reimbursement grants. The end result is that the projects cost more to 
produce and the rental units are less affordable. Another problem with the State programs is that 
none provide funding for the pre-development costs associated with a project, i.e. all of the costs 
incurred by a non-profit in order to apply for assistance under the various State programs. These 
costs include real estate appraisals, surveys, preliminary architectural and engineering fees, 
environmental studies and others. Non-profit corporations do not have significant sums of cash in 
reserve for these costs, and have difficulty securing loans for these purposes. 

CHASReview 

Of the eight CHAS reports reviewed for the New Jersey portion of the region, two 
commented on state-level policy problems, both relating to the Council on Affordable Housing 
(COAH) and the Mount Laurel Doctrine. The first jurisdiction is the State of New Jersey which 
states that because the COAH process is voluntary, many municipalities altogether avoid 
participation or take a deliberate and slow path.42 In addition, the COAH process relies on private 
sector production which has been tremendously slowed by the recent prolonged recession. Therefore, 
fewer affordable units are being produced. 

The second jurisdiction is the City of Trenton which comments that the affordable housing 
built under the COAH process "has been largely limited to housing built for sale to families at the 
upper reaches of the very low-income and low-income populations, marketed in ways that resulted 

41Directory of Housing Assistance Programs, New Jersey Department of Community Affairs, 1993. 

42State of New Jersey, Draft CRAS, Fiscal Year 1994, October 1993. 
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in residents of the communities in which they were built occupying the great majority of the units. In3 

Trenton's CHAS report also states that even when a municipality has a COAH-approved housing 
plan, the municipality may continue to impose exclusionary zoning restrictions in the remainder of 
the community and preventing the provision of additional affordable units.44 

B. COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

According to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's Comprehensive Housing Affordability 
Strategy (CHAS) report for fiscal year 1994, approximately $65 million in federal funds and $50 
million in Commonwealth funds will be allocated across the Commonwealth for housing and 
community development activities. The most prominent of the Commonwealth-level programs that 
address the needs of the rental housing market and the renter households of Pennsylvania are the 
PennHOMES program, the Housing and Community Development (HCD) program and the CDBG 
for Small Cities program. Each of these programs provide valuable assistance to renter households 
and to the producers of affordable rental housing. However, each also have certain problems which 
prevent them from performing to their full capacity and capability. 

PennHOMES 

The PennHOMES program is a competitive low-interest deferred loan fund administered by 
the Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency (PHF A) that can be used to support the development of 
lower-income rental housing. Eligible activities under the program include development cost write­
downs, interest rate reductions and rental assistance. Loans are available to private developers, non­
profit community development corporations and other non-profits. All rental units assisted must 
serve households at or below 60% ofthe county median income, and at least half ofthe units assisted 
must serve households at or below 50% of the county median. The PHF A can authorize funding of 
up to $20,000 per rental unit serving households at or below 50% county median and up to $14,000 
per rental unit serving households at or below 60% county median. The maximum aggregate amount 
of assistance for anyone project is $1 million.45 Funding for the program comes from PHF A reserves 
accumulated from the Single Family Mortgage program. 

As with other state housing programs, the PennHOMES program has problems that inhibit 
its performance. The largest of the problems is that the funding source, reserves from the Single 
Family Mortgage program, are not adequate to serve the need, and fluctuate from year to year. The 
administrative aspects of the program also present problems. The paperwork required by the program 
is highly burdensome both for PHF A staff and loan applicants. Additionally, because the program 
is competitive, the special needs housing groups feel they are at a disadvantage in receiving loans. 

43City of Trenton, NJ, CRAS, Fiscal Years 1994-1998, December 1993. 

44Ibid. 

45Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency, "The PHFA HOMES Program". 
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Pennsylvania Equity Bridl:e Loan Prol:ram 

The Pennsylvania Equity Bridge Loan Program is a new program developed by the 
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency (PHFA) which combines the resources of the Office of the 
State Treasurer, the PHF A, and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. In the funding of Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) developments, corporations have become significant investors. In 
many instances, when corporate investment is involved, the pay-in from the investors is over a 
period of time, spanning up to six years or longer. Since the funds from the investors are needed to 
construct the development, financing in the form of a bridge loan is needed. The interest rate on such 
bridge loans tends to negate the increased investment normally attributable to corporate investors. 

To optimize the resources available to produce affordable rental housing, the PHF A is 
offering the Pennsylvania Equity Bridge Loan Program at interest rates considerably below the 
market. The program has been funded at a level of $12 million and will be available to developments 
sponsored by either for-profit or non-profit developers, or some combination thereof. This loan 
program is only available to developments using the PHF A's PennHOMES loan program. 

Housinl: and Community Development (HeD) 

The Housing and Community Development (HCD) program is a state grant program 
administered by the Pennsylvania Department of Community Affairs (PDCA) to assist in the 
development or rehabilitation of housing for low- and moderate-income residents and community 
development projects. Eligible rental housing assistance activities include: (a) pre-development or 
development expenses for the construction or rehabilitation of subsidized housing projects if funds 
are unavailable from other sources; (b) rehabilitation of rental properties whose tenants have low­
or very-low incomes; (c) site improvements to support new construction of housing units; and (d) 
public improvements to support the rehabilitation of housing units. The annual grant program is 
competitive and is available to counties, municipalities, redevelopment authorities and non-profit 
housing developers.46 

The largest problem with the HCD program lies within the enabling legislation that created 
it. The program is very flexible and very broad in its scope of eligible activities. Because it is so 
flexible and broad-ranging in scope, much of the state funding allocated to the program goes to 
existing owner-occupied rehabilitation projects and not to multi-family low-income projects 
primarily because ownership projects are more palatable to local governments. Another problem, 
specific to the Delaware Valley region, is that high land and construction costs limit the ability of 
HCD funding to produce significant amounts of affordable rental housing.47 

46Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, CRAS, Fiscal Years 1994-1998, November 1993. 

47Pennsylvania Department of Community Affairs, RCD Program Director, March 1994. 
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Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) for Small Cities 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) for Small Cities is a federally funded 
program administered by the PDCA to aid counties and municipalities that are not within HUD­
designated urban counties or are not entitlement municipalities. Within the Delaware Valley region, 
Conshohocken Borough and Limerick Township in Montgomery County are the only two 
municipalities receiving funding through the program each year. Pennsylvania is the only state in 
the nation with a state legislated CDBG program. The legislation creating the program was passed 
in 1984 and is known as Act 179. The Act stipulates that 85% of the total funding received from the 
federal government each fiscal year is allocated by formula among "entitlement communities" as 
defined by the Act (27 third class cities, 126 boroughs and townships having a population of 4,000 
or greater and designated as UDAG-distressed, and 54 non-urban counties). The Act also stipulates 
that 13% of the total funding is reserved for competitive distribution to the non-entitlement 
communities under the Act. Eligible activities include acquisition, rehabilitation, land clearance, and 
site and public improvements to support new housing. Requirements of the program stipulate that 
more than 51 % ofthe multi-family units assisted, serve households below 80% of the county median 
income. Funding for the program comes from the Commonwealth's federal CDBG allocation for 
states. 

The largest problem with the program also lies within its enabling legislation, Act 179, which 
requires 85% of the total funding be allocated by formula to a set of state-defined entitlement 
communities. Under the Act, each of these communities receives some amount of funding without 
regard to areas of greatest need or state priorities. The PDCA does not have the ability to adjust the 
program each year or create set asides to target projects with the greatest needs or projects of state 
priority. From the perspective of the PDCA, the program would work more efficiently if all of the 
funding were allocated each year on a competitive basis as do the other 49 states in the nation. 
However, the local communities entitled to receive the funding each year feel they know better than 
the Commonwealth how to best spend the funding. Another problem with the program is the 
significant amount of time required ofPDCA staff to annually monitor each of the projects funded. 

Non-Profit Community Development Corporations 

As major beneficiaries of Commonwealth-level housing programs, local community 
development corporations (CDC's) are well positioned to comment on their problems. According 
to the CDC's contacted, the largest problem with both the Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency's 
PennHOMES program and the CDBG for Small Cities program administered by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Community Affairs is that there is not enough funding to go around to assist all of 
the affordable rental housing projects in need. Specifically, the PennHOMES program is 
underfunded in relation to state needs and as a result is highly competitive, and has very selective 
underwriting practices. One CDC mentioned that there needs to be a better partnership and better 
coordination between the City of Philadelphia and the PHF A in awarding and administering the 
program funds. Federal CDBG program funding put toward affordable housing by the City of 
Philadelphia is also insufficient in relation to needs. The amount of funding should more closely 
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approximate the amounts being committed by outside private sector sources such as the National 
Equity Fund (NEF) which will commit significant financial resources to the Philadelphia area over 
the next five years for affordable housing production. 

CHASReview 

The CHAS report for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania identifies several problems with 
the Commonwealth-level housing programs administered by the Department of Community Affairs 
(DCA) and the Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency (PHF A). The main problems with federal and 
Commonwealth housing programs are inconsistent income requirements for households, and funding 
cycles that are not coordinated. At the Commonwealth level, application and funding procedures for 
housing resources need to be streamlined so that funds are administered more efficiently. 
Additionally, DCA and PHFA funding streams for affordable housing need to be better coordinated 
for more efficient end results.48 

FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

The federal government has been a major player in the provision of affordable housing in the 
United States since the Housing Act of 1937 which created the public housing program. Since that 
time, a plethora of federal housing assistance programs have been authorized and funded by 
Congress to serve the wide ranging housing needs of very-low and low-income Americans. The 
largest and most visible of these programs include public housing, Section 8 rental assistance, the 
HOME program and the Community Development Block Grant program. Each of these programs 
serve low- and very-low-income Americans in different ways, and each have problems which 
adversely affect the production and operation of rental housing in the Delaware Valley. A problem 
associated with each of the federal programs described below is the fact that the Davis-Bacon Wage 
Law must be followed whenever federal funds are utilized for a housing or community development 
project. The law stipulates that wages paid to workers on these projects are at levels set by the 
federal government and not at local prevailing wage rates. In most cases, the Davis-Bacon wage rates 
are higher than local prevailing wage rates which cause affordable housing production costs to be 
higher than necessary. 

PUBLIC HOUSING 

The federal low-rent public housing program is administered at the local level by locally 
owned and operated public housing authorities or "P HA 's." Funding for the operation and 
maintenance of the public housing units of each PHA is provided by the U.S Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (RUD) via two main programs. The Performance Funding System (PFS) 
provides operating subsidy and preventive maintenance funding to each PHA based upon the number 
of units in their stock and average per unit operating costs of a "high performing authority, " as 

48Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, CRAS, Fiscal Years 1994-1998, November 1993. 
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determined by HUD. Residents of public housing pay 30% of their monthly income in rent and the 
federal operating subsidy makes up the remaining difference. A recurring problem for PHA's is that 
the operating subsidy funding received each fiscal year is not sufficient to cover their actual 
operating costs. The unfortunate result is that maintenance of public housing units is deferred into 
the future and the physical conditions of the units deteriorate. 

The Comprehensive Grant Program (CGP) provides funding to PHA's for the comprehensive 
modernization of public housing developments. Funding under the CGP is allocated by a complex 
formula involving numerous variables relating to the age, type and conditions of the public housing 
stock of each PHA. While the CGP program allocates more than $1 billion annually to PHA's, the 
conditions of much of the stock remain in desperate need. 

It should be noted that the problems associated with the federal public housing program are 
twofold. While the federal government can legitimately be blamed for underfunding and neglecting 
public housing over the years, the local management of public housing authorities is also partly 
responsible for the conditions of much of the public housing stock today. The largest problems 
facing public housing today are the general inconsistency of funding from the federal government, 
the overly burdensome regulatory environment imposed upon PHA's by HUD, and management 
deficiencies at certain PHA's throughout the nation. A significant problem facing large PHA's are 
large numbers of vacant units in need of modernization. The problem is worsened by the large 
numbers of households on PHA waiting lists for public housing units. These problems are evident 
at the large PHA's in the Delaware Valley region. 

As Table 17 indicates, the Delaware Valley region is host to nineteen (19) public housing 
authorities which operate a combined total of32,306 public housing units. The five counties of the 
Pennsylvania portion of the region contain six (6) PHA's operating a combined 26,735 units, or 83% 
of the regional total. The Philadelphia Housing Authority is the largest authority in the region with 
a stock of22,543 units representing 70% of the regional total. The Housing Authority of the City 
of Chester is next largest in the Pennsylvania counties with 1,707 units. The remaining four (4) 
PHA's representing the four suburban Philadelphia-area counties each operate less than 800 units. 
Of the combined 26,745 public housing units operated in the Pennsylvania portion of the region, 
89% are designated as family units and 11 % are reserved for elderly households. 

The New Jersey portion of the region contains thirteen (13) PHA's which operate a combined 
total of 5,561 units or 17% of the regional total. The Camden Housing Authority is the largest 
authority in the New Jersey counties with 2,431 units; while the Trenton Housing Authority is next 
largest with 1,964 units. The remaining eleven (11) PHA's in the New Jersey counties are very small, 
operating 211 units or less. Gfthe combined 5,561 public housing units operated in the New Jersey 
portion of the region, 65% are designated as family units and 35% are reserved for the elderly. In 
the region as a whole, 85% of all public housing units are designated as family units and 15% are 
reserved for the elderly. 
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Table 17 
Public Housing Authorities 

Delaware Valley Region, 1994 

SOURCE: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) reports; and 
Guide to New Jersey Affordable Housing", Department of Community Affairs, 1993. 

Prepared by: Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC), May 1994. 
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SECTION 8 RENTAL ASSISTANCE 

The federal Section 8 rental assistance program is administered at the local level in the 
Pennsylvania counties of the region by local public housing authorities. In the New Jersey counties 
of the region, the program is administered by local public housing authorities as well as the New 
Jersey Department of Community Affairs (NJDCA). The program operates differently than the 
public housing program in many respects. The largest difference is that the Section 8 program is a 
demand-side program, whereas public housing is a supply-side program. Low-, very-low, and 
moderate-income households participating in the Section 8 program receive a certificate or voucher 
directly from the administering agency which pays the difference between 30% of household 
monthly income and the monthly rent on any housing unit renting at or below the ''fair market rent" 
for the area as determined by HUD. The program allows households to be much more mobile in their 
choice of housing location. 

The largest problem with the federal Section 8 program is that current allocations of 
certificates and vouchers in the various jurisdictions of the region are not adequate to serve the needs 
of the low- and moderate-income households. Most jurisdictions of the region have extensive 
waiting lists for certificates and vouchers, and many have closed the waiting lists to additional 
households. A related problem is with the administration of the program by HUD in Washington 
which reportedly has an inadequate information management system on the national and regional 
inventories of certificates and vouchers as well as RUD's multi-year obligations to provide this type 
of housing assistance. 

As indicated on Table 18, a total of 20,979 certificates and vouchers are currently 
administered in the nine counties of the Delaware Valley region. The vast majority of the certificates 
and vouchers, 15,894 or 76% are administered in the Pennsylvania counties. The City of 
Philadelphia administers the largest number of certificates and. vouchers in the region with a total 
of 9,090, or 43% of the regional total. Within the New Jersey counties, a total of 5,085 certificates 
and vouchers are administered, with the largest number handled by the NJDCA in Camden County 
with 1,511. The Gloucester County Housing Authority handles the next largest number with 1,302. 
As Table 18 indicates, the number of certificates administered is much greater than the number of 
vouchers. In fact, in the region as a whole, 16,344 certificates and4,635 vouchers are administered 
by the combined 15 agencies. 

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS 

The federal HOME Investment Partnerships program provides funding for the construction 
and rehabilitation of rental and owner-occupied housing as well as tenant-based rental assistance to 
entitlement jurisdictions throughout the nation. The program is administered at the local level by the 
county office of community development or other similar offices within smaller entitlement 
jurisdictions. Eligible activities under the HOME program for rental housing include rental housing 
development and tenant-based rental assistance. 
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Table 18 
Section 8 Certificates and Vouchers 

Delaware Valley Region, 1994 

SOURCE: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) 
reports; NJDCA, Division of Housing, March 1994; and 
Guide to New Jersey Affordable Housing, NJDCA, 1993. 

Prepared by: Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC), May 1994. 
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Development of rental housing using HOME funds requires that 80% of the tenants are 
below 60% of the area median income, and 20% of the tenants are below 50% of the area median 
income. Matching funds equalling 30% of the federal HOME funds expended on the project are 
required from state, local or private sources for development programs. HOME funds can also be 
used to establish a rental assistance program for tenants. The program operates like the Section 8 
program except the rental assistance under HOME terminates after two years. Matching funds 
equalling 25% ofthe federal HOME funds expended are required from state, local or private sources 
for the establishment of rental assistance programs. 

In addition to the use of HOME funds for rental housing development and tenant-based rental 
assistance, 15% of the HOME grant each fiscal year to an entitlement jurisdiction must be set aside 
for non-profit Community Housing Development Organizations (CRDO's) which are deeply 
involved in the rehabilitation and construction of affordable rental housing. 

Two of the largest problems with the HOME program relate to the matching funds 
requirements and the required 15% set aside for CHDO's. Many local jurisdictions consider the 
required percentages for matching funds too high. Secondly, if a participating jurisdiction more than 
fulfills the CHDO set-aside in any given year, then that excess in CRDO commitments cannot 
transfer to following fiscal years. As a result, a participating jurisdiction must fund a new CHDO 
project every year. The long lead time involved particularly in rental housing development and the 
finite number of CRDO's in any given jurisdiction make it difficult to fund a new CHDO project 
annually. A third problem relates to HUD requirements for annual tenant income recertifications and 
unit quality inspections. Local jurisdictions must perform these chores, even ifthey have small or 
scattered site projects requiring larger amounts of staff time. Initiating aminimum unit threshold on 
rental projects for these requirements would save staff time and increase administrative efficiency. 
A fourth problem relates to the Davis-Bacon wage laws which require local wages to be paid at 
levels set by the federal government on projects utilizing federal funds. Specifically, the thresholds 
at which the Davis-Bacon law is triggered need to be harmonized between the HOME program and 
the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. Currently, the law is triggered with 
12 or more unit projects for HOME and 8 or more unit projects for CDBG. Often, a jurisdiction will 
use funds from both programs on the same project, and the inconsistent requirements make the entire 
development process more difficult.49 

The various entitlement jurisdictions of the Delaware Valley region received significant 
amounts of HOME funding in federal fiscal year 1993. As shown on Table 19, the region as a whole 
received $21 million in FFY 1993. The vast majority of this funding, $16.1 million or 77% of the 
regional total, went to the Pennsylvania counties of the region, with the City of Philadelphia 
receiving the largest allocation for the region with $12.03 million. In the New Jersey counties, a total 
of$4.9 million or 23% of the regional total was received, with the largest allocation going to the City 

49Bucks County, PA Office of Community Development, HOME Program Administrator, March 1994. 
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of Camden with $1.5 million. The smallest allocations were $66,000 to Haverford Township, 
Delaware County and $50,000 to Gloucester Township, Camden County. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) 

The federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program provides funding for 
a wide variety of community development activities directed at neighborhood revitalization and 
economic development. Entitlement jurisdictions have the freedom to choose how to spend their 
CDBG dollars provided that the local programs initiated either benefit low- or moderate-income 
persons or aid in the prevention or elimination of slums and blight. 

Significant amounts of CDBG funding have been received by the various entitlement 
jurisdictions of the region in federal fiscal year 1993. As shown on Table 19, the region as a whole 
received $53.2 million in CDBG funding in FFY 1993. It should be noted that the CDBG dollar 
allocations shown on Table 19 represent the amounts set aside for housing purposes only, and not 
total CDBG dollars received. The vast majority of the CDBG funding allocated to the region went 
to the Pennsylvania counties, $48.1 million or 91 % of the regional total, and particularly to the City 
of Philadelphia which received $39.9 million or 75% of the regional total. Delaware County received 
the next largest allocation of the Pennsylvania jurisdictions with $5.1 million. In the New Jersey 
counties, a total of $5 million or 9% of the regional total was received, with the largest allocations 
going to the City of Camden, $1.3 million; and the City of Trenton, $1.2 million. The smallest 
allocations in the region were $204,000 to Haverford Township, Delaware County and $171,000 to 
Gloucester Township, Camden County. 
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Entitlement 
Jurisdiction 

Table 19 
Federal Funding Received 

Delaware Valley Region 
(Set-Asides for Housing Purposes) 

Federal Fiscal Year 1993 

* Includes Bensalem Township, a separate entitlement jurisdiction. 
** Includes Hamilton Township, a separate entitlement jurisdiction. 
SOURCE: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) reports, Table 3A. 

Prepared by: Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC), May 1994. 

69 





IV. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

Following are policy recommendations based on data collection, analysis and research 
contained in this report. The recommendations are intended to improve the conditions for the 
production and rehabilitation of rental housing in the Delaware Valley region. The recommendations 
are categorized by level of government and include recommended actions for municipal, county, 
state and federal agencies and programs. 

MUNICIPAL/COUNTY RECOMMENDATIONS 

• Municipalities in the New Jersey counties of the region should prepare Housing Plan Elements 
which address their need for affordable housing, as determined by the New Jersey Council on 
Affordable Housing (COAH). The Housing Plan Elements should be implemented in part 
through the rezoning of appropriate lands for the construction of multi-family housing. Within 
the four New Jersey counties of the region - Burlington, Camden, Gloucester and Mercer -
there still remain 82 municipalities of a total 114 or 72%, that have not received substantive 
certification from COAH. 

• Municipalities in the Pennsylvania counties of the region should review and amend restrictive 
and exclusionary zoning provisions and implement inclusionary zoning in certain areas for the 
construction of multi-family housing affordable to households of all income levels. 

• Municipalities in the region should use zoning provisions to encourage the construction and 
rehabilitation of affordable multi-family housing in areas already served by sewer and water 
infrastructure and public transportation facilities. 

• Municipalities in the region should use zoning provisions to encourage the construction and 
rehabilitation of affordable multi-family housing units for persons with special needs including, 
but not limited to the elderly, frail elderly, mentally ill, developmentally disabled, physically 
disabled, persons with alcohol or other drug addictions, and persons with AIDS and other related 
diseases. 

• Municipalities with rent control ordinances should review them for their impact on the 
construction of rental units and on the rental market. These ordinances can keep existing units 
affordable, but deter developers from building and managing rental complexes. 

• Municipalities should review their building code requirements with respect to the construction, 
rehabilitation and demolition of rental housing so that unnecessary and cost-increasing 
requirements are eliminated, and historic and culturally significant structures are not 
unnecessarily demolished. 
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• Municipalities should review their zoning ordinances for excessive subdivision and site 
improvement requirements which discourage development and increase the final costs of 
affordable and market-rate rental housing. 

• Municipalities should review their zoning ordinances for restrictions on the establishment of 
group homes based on the definition of family, and amend to allow non-related individuals to 
establish group households in appropriate areas. 

• Municipalities should review their zoning ordinances for duplicative and time consuming 
approval requirements which increase construction time and reduce the affordability of finished 
rental units. 

• Municipalities should merge resources and forge partnerships with the private sector to produce 
affordable rental housing. For example, a municipality could donate land and agree to physically 
maintain rental units produced by a private sector developer which are affordable to low- and 
moderate-income households in the community. 

• Municipalities should explore single-room occupancy (SRO) housing as a cost-effective method 
of providing affordable housing. 

• Municipalities with high ratios of employment to rental housing should strive through zoning 
provisions to create a better balance between employment and multi-family housing. 

• Municipalities should adopt zoning ordinance language which permits appropriate residential 
conversions and accessory apartment units to increase the rental housing stock. 

• The City of Philadelphia should continue to improve and streamline the organization and 
efficiency of the "acquisition and disposition" process for vacant and abandoned city-owned 
properties. Specifically, the City should create a central database inventory of all city-owned 
properties, and designate one city agency to administer all aspects of the process. 

• Counties and municipalities should encourage large employers to initiate employer-assisted 
rental housing programs so that employees can live closer to work, be more productive, reduce 
traffic congestion and improve air quality. 

• The Pennsylvania counties ofthe Delaware Valley region should establish affordable housing 
trust funds pursuant to Act 13 7 - Optional County Affordable Housing Funds Act. 

• County Planning Boards and Commissions in the region should encourage municipalities to 
implement the changes listed above. 
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STATE OF NEW JERSEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The Department of Community Affairs should streamline the bureaucracies of all the State's 
housing assistance programs, particularly the Balanced Housing and Small Cities programs, so 
that the cash flow is expedited and non-profit housing developers can produce affordable rental 
units for less money in less time. 

• Modify the Balanced Housing and Small Cities programs, so that non-profit housing developers 
can obtain State funding for pre-development costs incurred in the preparations for application 
for State assistance under the programs. Such costs include, but are not limited to appraisals, 
surveys, preliminary architectural and engineering fees and environmental studies. Also, cash 
flow from the programs needs to be accelerated so that construction times are lessened, and units 
produced more affordably. 

• The Department of Community Affairs should allow non-profit housing developers a larger 
"developer'sfee" from State housing assistance programs if the non-profit organization agrees 
to use the larger fee proceeds for the start-up costs of a subsequent affordable rental housing 
project. 

• The Department of Environmental Protection and Energy, and the Department of Transportation 
should review their permit review and approval processes for duplicative and time consuming 
requirements which increase construction time and reduce the affordability of finished rental 
units. 

• The New Jersey Legislature should explore possible alternative local property tax systems that 
would discourage fiscal zoning and the "ratables chase" by municipalities and thereby render 
the zoning ofland for multi-family housing less detrimental to local government tax revenues. 

• The New Jersey Legislature should provide a subsidy for the operation of rental projects 
developed or rehabilitated under the NJHMFA's Multi-Family Rental Financing program. 

• The New Jersey Legislature should consider the creation of a state-level subsidy program to 
encourage developers to build and/or rehabilitate/retrofit affordable housing units for persons 
with disabilities. 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The Pennsylvania Legislature should amend the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code so 
that Section 604(4) is more explicit as to the types of housing to be provided to which specific 
household income levels within municipal zoning provisions. 

• Pennsylvania municipalities, land developers and Courts should strive to attain the goals 
expressed under Section 609.1 (c )(2) of the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code 
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pertaining the Commonwealth's curative amendment process with respect to the provision of 
affordable rental housing. 

• The Department of Community Affairs should encourage municipalities in the Commonwealth 
to participate in the Commonwealth's Housing and Community Development (HCD) program 
to develop affordable housing. 

• The Pennsylvania Legislature should explore the feasibility of possible alternative local property 
tax systems including personal income, sales, or use taxes in lieu of property taxes as is currently 
proposed. Such alternative systems would discourage fiscal zoning and the "ratables chase" by 
municipalities and thereby render the zoning of land for multi-family and rental housing less 
detrimental to local government revenues. 

• The Pennsylvania Legislature should strengthen existing provisions in the Municipalities 
Planning Code allowing joint municipal zoning (Article VIII-A), by changing the local tax 
structure to allow the sharing of tax revenues among groups of municipalities that have 
implemented a joint municipal zoning ordinance. Such a change would encourage municipalities 
to engage in j oint municipal zoning and would allow the costs and benefits of new affordable 
housing development to be distributed equitably. 

• The Pennsylvania Legislature should devise a method to increase available loan funding under 
the PHF A's PennHOMES program; and the PHF A should streamline its administration of the 
program to reduce burdensome requirements on both staff and loan applicants. 

• The Pennsylvania Legislature should amend and streamline the enabling legislation for the 
Commonwealth's impact fee law (Act 209 of 1990) so that non-transportation issues such as 
rental housing and other improvements can be considered in the assessment of impact fees on 
land developers. 

• The Pennsylvania Legislature should amend the enabling legislation to create an incentive within 
the Housing and Community Development (HCD) program under the PDCA so that more 
Commonwealth funding is allocated to multi-family rental projects. 

• The Pennsylvania Legislature should amend the enabling legislation creating the 
Commonwealth's CDBG for Small Cities program so that 100% of the federal funding received 
is allocated on a competitive basis and targeted to those areas with the greatest needs. 
Additionally, the PDCA and the federal government should streamline their administration of 
the program to reduce burdensome monitoring requirements on staff. Additionally, the CDBG 
program should be analyzed for other methods of funding affordable rental housing. 

• The PDCA, PHFA and U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development should coordinate 
income level (percentage of median) and other program requirements including funding cycles 
so that Commonwealth housing programs run more efficiently and are adequately funded. 
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• The Pennsylvania Legislature should consider the creation of a state-level subsidy program to 
encourage developers to build and/or rehabilitate/retrofit affordable housing units for persons 
with disabilities. 

FEDERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

• The Congress of the United States should enact legislation which, in addition to the Low Income 
Housing Tax Credit, encourages passive investment in affordable housing development by the 
private sector, as well as encourages more non-profit and private sector housing developers to 
construct and rehabilitate affordable housing. 

• The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development should encourage participation in the 
Administration's new Empowerment Zones program, particularly those cities and counties 
experiencing severe distress and deterioration including the cities of Philadelphia and Camden. 

• The Congress of the United States should review and streamline the regulations and processes 
governing the federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit program so that it becomes less complex, 
expensive and time consuming. 

• The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development should amend the regulations for the 
HOME Investment Partnerships program so that labor-intensive monitoring and tenant income 
level recertifications are streamlined and less burdensome on the locality. 

• The Congress of the United States should fwld PHA operating subsidies in a more consistent 
manner, and appropriate larger sums for the comprehensive modernization of public housing 
developments. 

• The Congress ofthe United States should authorize more Section 8 certificates and vouchers to 
serve the needs of low-income households, and promote the construction of affordable rental 
units by non-profit community development corporations. 

• The Congress of the United States should amend the statutes governing the HOME Investment 
Partnerships program so that local matching fund percentages are reduced and excess CRDO set­
asides generated can be carried over to the following fiscal years. 

• The Congress of the United States should harmonize the project unit thresholds on the HOME 
and CDBG programs which trigger the Davis-Bacon wage law so that local jurisdictions and 
non-profits using funding from both programs can develop rental housing more efficiently. 

• The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development should continue to ensure that the 
federally-subsidized stock of affordable rental housing is maintained and not lost through 
prepayment of mortgages held by the federal government. 
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RECO~ENDATIONSFORFURTHERSTUDY 

• Analysis of municipal land development ordinances and their impact on the production of rental 
housing in the region. 

• Analysis of the types of rental housing in the region available to serve the needs of the elderly, 
special needs and homeless populations. 

• Analysis of municipal impact fees, their impact on developers in the region, and the impact on 
the production of rental housing in the region. 

• Further analysis of ratios of establishment-based employment to rental housing by municipality, 
and determination of parameters for high and low ratios in the region. 

• Further analysis of lending patterns and lending needs for rental housing production in the 
regIOn. 
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APPENDIX A 

LISTING OF PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR AGENCIES 
AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED 

A. FOR-PROFIT HOUSING DEVELOPERS 

1. Freedom I, Limited Partnership; Washington Township, Mercer County, New Jersey 
2. LCOR, Inc.; Marlton (Evesham Township), Burlington County, New Jersey 
3. Twin County Construction; Borough of Pottstown, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania 
4. Atrium House Management; Borough of Royersford, Montgomery County, Pennsylvania 
5. Bill Finlayson; Developer, Pennsauken Township, Camden County, New Jersey 
6. Hovnanian Corporation; Mount Laurel Township, Burlington County, New Jersey 
7. Scully Company, Jenkintown, Pennsylvania 

B. Non-Profit Community Development Corporations and Related Organizations 

1. Philadelphia Association of CDC's, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
2. Affordable Housing Network of New Jersey, Trenton, New Jersey 
3. Pennsylvania Assoc. of Non-Profit Homes for the Aging (P ANPHA), Mechanicsburg, 

Pennsylvania 
4. Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LIS C), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
5. Hispanic Association of Contractors and Enterprises (HACE), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
6. Women's Community Revitalization Project (WCRP), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
7. Association of Puerto Ricans on the March (APM), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
8. Greater Germantown Housing Development Corporation (GGHDC), Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania 
9. The Community Builders, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

10. Fair Share Housing Development, Inc., Cherry Hill, New Jersey 
11. Moorestown Ecumenical Neighborhood Development, Inc. (MEND), Moorestown, New 

Jersey 
12. Octavia Hill Association, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

C. STATE AGENCIES AND OFFICES 

1. New Jersey Council on Affordable Housing (COAH), Trenton, New Jersey 
2. PDCA, Southeast Regional Office, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
3. PDCA, Bureau of Housing and Development, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 
4. PHF A, PennHOMES Program, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 
5. NJHMFA, Trenton, New Jersey 
6. NJHMFA, Housing Assistance Corporation, Trenton, New Jersey 
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7. NJDCA, Division of Housing, Trenton, New Jersey 
8. NJDCA, Neighborhood Preservation Balanced Housing Program, Trenton, New Jersey 
9. NJDCA, HOME Rental Rehabilitation Program, Trenton, New Jersey 

10. NJDCA, Small Cities CDBG Program, Trenton, New Jersey 
11. Bucks County Office of Community Development, Doylestown, Pennsylvania 

D. BANKING, LENDING AND RELATED INSTITUTIONS 

1. Core States Bank, Corporate Public Responsibility, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
2. Thrift Institutions Community Investment Corporation (TICIC), Cranford, New Jersey 
3. Delaware Yalley Community Reinvestment Fund (DYCRF), Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
4. National Assoc. of Community Development Loan Funds (NACDLF), Philadelphia, 

Pennsylvania 
5. National Equity Fund (NEF), Chicago, Illinois 
6. Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

E. ACADEMIC AND RESEARCH INSTITUTIONS 

1. Mercer Somerset Middlesex Regional Council, Inc., Princeton, New Jersey 
2. American Affordable Housing Institute, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, New Jersey 
3. Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research (CUPR), Piscataway, New Jersey 
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APPENDIXB 

LIST OF MAJOR EMPLOYERS SURVEYED IN THE DELAWARE VALLEY REGION 

A. HOSPITALS 

1. Abington Memorial Hospital, Abington, Pennsylvania 
2. Albert Einstein Medical Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
3. Delaware County Memorial Hospital, Upper Darby, Pennsylvania 
4. Fitzgerald Mercy Hospital, Darby, Pennsylvania 
5. St. Joseph's Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
6. Methodist Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
7. Graduate Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
8. Temple University Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
9. Pennsylvania Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

10. Fox Chase Cancer Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
11. Episcopal Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
12. Misericordia Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
13. Presbyterian Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
14. Germantown Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
15. Children's Hospital of Philadelphia, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
16. Hahneman Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
17. Thomas Jefferson University Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
18. University of Pennsylvania Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
19. West Jersey Hospital, Camden, New Jersey 
20. Underwood Memorial Hospital, Woodbury, New Jersey 
21. Cooper Medical Center, Camden, New Jersey 
22. Kennedy Memorial Hospital, Cherry Hill, New Jersey 
23. Lourdes Medical Center, Camden, New Jersey 
24. Rancocas Hospital, Willingboro, New Jersey 
25. Zurbrugg Hospital, Riverside, New Jersey 
26. Memorial Hospital of Burlington County, Mount Holly, New Jersey 
27. Hamilton Hospital, Hamilton, New Jersey 
28. St. Francis Hospital, Trenton, New Jersey 
29. Helene Fuld Medical Center, Trenton, New Jersey 
30. Mercer Medical Center, Trenton, New Jersey 
31. Princeton Medical Center, Princeton, New Jersey 
32. West Jersey Hospital, Camden, New Jersey 

B. LARGE PRIVATE-SECTOR CORPORATIONS 

1. The Prudential Insurance Company of America, Ft. Washington, Pennsylvania 
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2. Merck & Co. Inc., West Point, Pennsylvania 
3. Martin Marietta Management and Data Systems, King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 
4. Thomas Jefferson University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
5. CoreStates Financial Corp., Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
6. Bell of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

. 7. Cigna Corp., Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
8. Rohm and Haas Delaware Valley Inc., Bristol, Pennsylvania 
9. St. Mary Hospital, Langhorne, Pennsylvania 

10. USX Corp., Fairless Works, Fairless Hills, Pennsylvania 
11. Computer Sciences Corp., Integrated Systems Division, Moorestown, New Jersey 
12. Martin Marietta Government Electronics Systems, Moorestown, New Jersey 
13. Memorial Health Alliance, Mount Holly, New Jersey 
14. Mobil Oil Corp., Paulsboro, New Jersey 
15. Sony Music Entertainment Inc., Pitman, New Jersey 
16. The Vanguard Group ofInvestment Cos. Inc., Wayne, Pennsylvania 
17. Shared Medical Systems Corp., Malvern, Pennsylvania 
18. Philadelphia Electric Co., Coatesville, Pennsylvania 
19. Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey 
20. Martin Marietta Astro Space, East Windsor, New Jersey 
21. Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey 
22. Boeing Defense & Space Group, Helicopters Division, Ridley Park, Pennsylvania 
23. Crozer-Keystone Health System, Media, Pennsylvania 
24. Mercy Health Corp., Bala Cynwyd, Pennsylvania 
25. Unisys Corporation, King of Prussia, Pennsylvania 
26. Metropolitan Life Insurance Corp., Bensalem, Pennsylvania 

C. COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 

1. University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
2. Temple University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
3. West Chester University, West Chester, Pennsylvania 
4. Villanova University, Radnor, Pennsylvania 
5. Drexel University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
6. Community College of Philadelphia, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
7. Rowan College ofNJ, Glassboro, New Jersey 
8. Camden County College, Blackwood, New Jersey 
9. Penn State University, Media, Pennsylvania 

10. Widener University, Chester, Pennsylvania 
11. Delaware County Community College, Media, Pennsylvania 
12. Rutgers University, Camden, New Jersey 
13. Bucks County Community College, Newtown, Pennsylvania 
14. La Salle University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
15. St. Joseph's University, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 
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