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Executive Summary

In the fall of 2006, the Healthy Adams County Housing task force solicited proposals

from groups to inestigate and analyze the housing issues that seemed to be coming to a
point of concern for professionals in the field, as well as the governmental policy and
planning groups. This study should be based upon both hard data as it exists as well as
from theinsights and impressions of leaders in the county who impact the daily world of
housing. As Adams County as a whole had grown significantly in the period of the 1970's
through 2000, no logical stemming of this trend had been seen on the horizon. The
growth however, was neither uniform nor steady. Clearly, the burden of growth was
increasingly being born on the backs of those least capable of paying the price.

Following an internal review of solicited proposals and subsequent interviewaskhe

force chose the South Central Assembly; aytesirold regional norprofit which had

finished a similar study of Perry Countyds h
Assembl ydés focus on effective and tednd i ci ent
problems seemed to be a deciding factor in selecting a contractor.

There is much to be proud of in the provision of affordable housing for Adams County

residents. As an examptégre is now 652 publicly assisted housing units spread

throughout tle county, arincreaseof 68%since 1991.There is &cellent local expertise

in the fields of planning and rwheahd est ate s a
development. Therie alsoa communal sense of caring for those in need of affordable

housirg. A good example is the ongoing cooperative effort by several housing providers

to assist the relocation of the Natural Springs mobile home tenants. Another example is

the collegial relations between the county Area Agency on Agingpnaiit and varios

housing groups.

However, he quantitative informatiooollectedsuggests the necessity farther

concerted actiorA two to three year waiting list for public housing assistance; 21% of
homeowners and 26% of renters identified as housing lzostend; 77 Housing Choice
Vouchers unused due to inability to locate a decent, affordable unit; and the major planned
affordable housing identified within the next five years is either heavily pulasdisted

or is within a new or expanding mobile homes p#elts a challenging storyVigorous

growth in population and thepstof housing since 1970 shows no evidence of abating.

That growth, however, has been neither uniform nor steady. The evidence demonstrates
that the burden of growth is increasingly boomethe backs of those least capable of
affording market rate homes.

In early spring of 2007, the Assembly began a series of interviews, beginning with the
principal housing providers: Adams County Interfaith and the Adams County Housing
Authority, alongwith the County Commissioners and the County Planning Staff. It was
apparent that communications and interrelationships between elected officials and service
providers were not optimal, and that tensions were inhibiting and visiting pressure upon
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the devpmental process. The character of the county was changing, and the ability for
native Adams County residents to find a
housing needs was shifting. Boroughs had experienced much of the growth HE@@en
and 2000,

and that trend appears to be continuing, as evidenced by inspection of houses recently
completed, or under construction, during the summer of 2007. However, the
opportunities for an enriched borough housing experience seemed to badeetdhe
significant downtown structures in most boroughs appeared to be wtild®d and not
well-maintained. Simultaneously, major employers in communities like New Oxford
announced plans to close, or cut back significantly. It appeared that tee/pdr
Ahousing concerno in the county may mor e
community developmental crisis.

Often during the interview process, respondents discussed concerns about resources:
financial, land, infrastructure, and peskional capacity. Digging deeper, it became clear
that sites with infrastructure in place were quite limited and that in Adams as in all South
Central counties, total development costs were dramatically increasing. However, some
of the financial resouss in the county were not being provided with the most well
established goals and criteria, nor was there an extremely clear path for following the
public investment.

Little notice was given by respondents to current property/maintenance conditions.
However, researchers noticed substandard exterior maintenance in most of the boroughs;
roofs needing to be repaired and also replaced, defective or absent gutters, downspouts,
and overdue painting. Yet, the two stated goals of the task force for 201®wedede

the proportion of occupied units that are substandard, and to reduce the proportion of
homeless individuals who have serious mental illness. The interviews did not reveal any
aggressive or welbronounced plan for increased maintenance, or afoevg on mental

health consumers. In fact, no policyor-aes i de was di scovered in
stream for either program. And, during the time of the study, York County commissioners
announced the dissolution of the lesiginding joint county adinistration of mental

health services.

Indeed, conducting any snapshot of housing issues in a particular county is always done
against a background of regional, state, and national issues. The omnipresent push of
Maryland developers into South CentPal and York and Adams County particularly
continued on pace along with the eventual occupants of these new fanmes

residents of Maryland.

Similarly at the time of this study, continental shifts in the credit market began pushing
huge changes in natial as well as local lenders. One area mortgage lender noted that
until 2006 it was not uncommon to provide loans at 65% of income ratios. The sudden
tightening in the market means far fewer homes will be sold at liberal margins. All
aspects of credit @rthiness will be looked at more closely. The report brings forward a
number of recommendations at its conclusion. They are offered as a practical remedy.
Further study is recommended for spedieéds populations and for a rehabilitation
program.

South Central Assembly 6
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Introduction

Why Care about Affordable Housing?

There are many reasons, but here are a few:

1. Hal f of the aver agshdmeegeitp wner 6s net wort
2. Housing is the single largest explure in the budgets of most people;
3. Thehousing industry contributesneor t han one f iGrossh of t he
National Product;
4. The quality of housing haadocumented impact on family stability and the life
outcomes of childrerand
5. According toa 2004NationalAssocation of Realtors survey, 47% of
Americans believe thatlack of affordablehousirg is a big problem in the
United Statesranked belowonly healthcareand jobs

Purpose and Scope of Study

Through its Housing Task Force, Healthy Adams County and its county government
partners believes that the lack of a fglestrum housing market impacts the quality of life
and ultimately the health of the county. This study was supported to provide new insights
and tools to address thikallenge

Healthy Adams County is a collaborative partnership of community membdisated to
thecontinuing assessment, development, and promotion of efforts to ieyhgsical,
mental, and social webeingin Adams Countylts vision is to create a higher quality of
life throughoutthe community. One of the top five priorities dfiealthy Adams County is
affordable housing

Healthy Adams Co. has hundreds of volunteers on 23 task forces including several dealing
with housing issuesThe task forcesracommitedto addressingroblemsthroughout

Adams County The members of the Higing Task Force represehtlocal housing

authority and local housing neprofits, state andederal legislators, municipal officials,
realtors, local governments, USDRural Opportunitiesinc., financial institutions South

Central Community Action i®®grams, and concerned citizelgpendix Acontainghe

most recent list of members

The Missionof the Housing Task Forgs:
We will strive for a healthy, diversified community where every person has a safe,
accessible, andffordable place to liveand where all community members are

informed, concerned and collaboratively proactive about housing opportunities in
Adams County.

South Central Assembly 7
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The Task Forag &oak and Objectives are

Goal 1. Create and maintain a forum for all stakeholders to discuss lgoaisth
share resources.
Objectives:
o ldentify and recruit stakeholders not currently represented on the Housing
Task Force.
o0 Hold an annual summit to evaluate the status and progress, and to
increase awareness of housing needs in Adams County.

Goal 2. Educate the community on issues surrounding workforce homes.
Objectives:
o Create specific dialogs from each of the following groups:
Officials from each municipality
Developers
Employers
Landlords
Lenders
o Provide information to:
Students
Seniors
Low income renters/homebuyers
First time homebuyers
At risk homeowners
Migrant workers
Renters/homebuyers

Goal 3. Advocate for the creation of new options for workforce homes.

Goal 4. Advocate for the creation of more permanent housing options &wr oth
identifiable at risk populations.

TheHousingTask Force recognizes thaanyresidents cannot afford to purchase a
medianpriced home in Adams County. Currently there is very little workfafterdable
housing

availablein either the rental or ks market. Thikascreaed an increase in demarhor
lower priced homes thehome ownership market, and more recentltherental

markae. If therecentirend ofcreatng only developments of large singkmily homes on
quarteracre plus lotgontinues clearly, mostcurrentresidents of Adams County will not
be able to afford to livéherein the near futureThese homes do not meet tieedfor
affordablehousingfor long term county residents

To better understand the extent of the need forddfae housing, Healthy Adams County
and its Housing Task Forecemmissioned thistudyof the current status of affordable
homeownership and rentattivities. The Task Force wartb project the resources
necessary to increase the affordable housind $tegond what may be currently in the
planning stages.

South Central Assembly 8
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Background/Interviews

A 2006statewide housingtudy by the Housing Alliancaf PennsylvanigA Report on
Regional Input Sessions and Interviewddentified the following thirteen housing
markettrends for the eight county region of south central Pennsylvania, which includes
Adams County. Mnyof thesesametrends weredentified during thenterviewsportion

of the study.

1. Border issues such as higher income residents from Maryland and Washingto
DC moving into the area,;

New construction of border developments being built;
Blight/vacancy/abandonment in older towns;

Age of housing stock and need for repairs

Elderly housing needls

Immigrant issues

Extreme poverty and isolation of very low incame
Deinstitutionalization of special needs populatjons
Community opposition to affordable housjng

10 Rising utility costs and property tax burdens
11.Credit problems

12.Homelessness on the ris:d

13. Predatory lending

©CoNokrwWN

This report specifically cites thapid anddramaticallyrising cost of landn Adams
County which inhibits the development of affordabéising The market is beindriven
by investors and commuters from the Washington, D.C and Baltimooearenow
building and buying homes in Adams Counfiyhe high cost of land is cited as a major
barrierthat

limits opportunities to produamoreaffordable housingvenwith availablegovernment
programassistance

The major finding ofthe 2004 Center for Rural Pennsylvadia (, &fffdgble

Housing in Rural Pennsylvanig is relevantto this study. Threportfoundthat there

wasa shortage of affordable teng in all rural countieof Pennsylvania(CRP defines a
county as rural when the number of persons per square mile within the county is less than
274 which is the averageopulationdensityin the state.).

The shortages attributedto four major obstacles;

High though decliningpoverty rates

Low and declining federal funding foolsing;
Limited availability of credjtand

Pmr, though improvingquality of bousing

rwnh R
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Othersrelevantobstaclesontributing to affordable housing shortagagedin this report
werezoning/land useegulation migration anaging popilation, andthelack of

rehabllitation initiatives. Theaffordable housinghortagevas seen to bespecially acute
for extremely low income householdbd@se withincome less than 30% of area naatdi
income) who wanor needo rent All of these obstacles as well currently exist in Adams
County.

Border Issues: Comparative Advantage and Disadvantage

Adams County is situated in south central Pennsylvésia21 square milesclude
active farmland, rural, and suburban settiddarly 60% of its populatiolives in what is
classified by the federal and state goweent agiruralo compared to 22% of the
population of Pennsylvanes a whole It has thirty four municipalities, none of which is
larger than 7,500 people.

Adams County has two national parks which credéegegreenbelivhich ha shapd its
residemial growth patterns. Tourism is thaechnically thdargesteconomic generatan

the countywith visits tothe GettysburgBattlefield alonepumpingone million visitors
andover $300 million into théocal economy each yeaaccording to the Gettysby

Visitors & Convention BureauAgriculture fruit growing and processing as well as other
food- relatedmanufacturingare found throughout the countyhe fruit belt is a nationally
recognized region with orchardencentrated in the nogmportionof the county
Currently, changes in the international market in apples and apple produetaikad
concerns about the economic viability of thi
Gettysburg Hospital and Gettysburg Collegemajor employes located within

Gettysburg Borough. Both of these enterprises histericallyimpactdon the economy
and the residential settlement patterns within the County.

TheCountyd s p o pcurterglyisiamaonghe fastest groth rate n Pennsylvania
Strong population growtis expected to continwturing the next two decaddss
dramatic growthn recent years cdargelybeattributedto immigrationfrom out of state
drawn by its manttractiors, includingthe history of Gettysburghe beauty of the
farmland, the quaint small towquality of life; the natural areaseated by two National
Parksand the relatively lower costds land and housing compartemMaryland Virginia,
and Washington DC

In-migrationfrom out of states also due t@xternalforces that result inuge differences
in state land use policies, (ability to levy growttpact fee} andthe waypensionsand
investmentaretaxed. The result is lower costs of land and housing, compared to
Maryland, Virginia and Washington D.C.

A ride aroundAdamsCounty reveals ew housing developmennearlyeverywhere

Many of hese developmengse consuming large tracts\aluablefarmland. As a result,
local municipalfacilities and services are beiaggained Housing costs have escalated
the mediariifor sal® house price rose 65.7% between 2001 and 2005, while median

South Central Assembly 10



Healthy Adams County Housing Task Force
Adams CountyHousing Study
September 14, 2007

household income rose only 16.7%iven numbers like that, the options for young
people growing uand workingin the county are limited.

What Do the People of Adams County Think About Affordable
Housing?

Interviews were held with thirtyix membes of the Adams County communityT'he list
includes the countycommissioners and representatives from maounty departments,
non profit housing providers, the o u nlarge@mployers as well as private individuals
such as realtorslevelopersand private individuals

The nterviewshelpedto createa handson, realistic picture of therork forcehousing
situation in the countgnd understand differing perspectives arati@ships among
peoplewhadar e about t h éppentiy Blistsghé mterfiewees ane the
series of questions that helped to focus the discussion

All intervieweesstronglyagreed with the assessment of rapid residential grokdich
acknowedged thenegativempactthatrapidly raising priceshave on boththe owner
occupied and rental marlsetAll perceived avery tightmarketfor all income groupbut
especially lower income groups

Individualassessmés were many and varied. Hereaisampling ofesponses regarding
the Adams Countyhousing market

o Itis the high costf landthat is to blame

o Employees of local businesses (hospital, college, manuéagtur c an 6t f i
housing

o0 Statistics show high incontie to pensions/investmeras
MarylandWashingtorD.C. commuter

o0 Large lotZoning Notin My BackY ard attitudes (NIMB'ism) and
uninformedland use regulations are barriers to the construction of
affordable housing

o0 There is adck of adequate infrastructure where housing is n@apbst

0 The boroughs ameow mostly built out housing stock needs
repair/lupgradf or t odayb6s mar ket

0 Housing voucher funds can only cover land rentthiecase of mobile
home resident needing assistance

0 Municipal buyin (Sewer& Waterand zoning)s lacking.

o Low density also discourages multi famigvelopment

0 It can take3 and 1/2 years for municipal approveds newsubdivisions
which contributes talriving up costs

o Employment with higher wagesneeded

o Theinability of Pennsylvania communitigs legally charge impact fees
for new housing development as Maryland dees problem.

o The cemand forservices keeps increasingincluding housing assistance for
low income

South Central Assembly 11
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o0 Lack of coordination among and between progrémashelpthelow
incomecontribute to the problem.

0 Losing orchards to new housing developnisra serious problem

o Rental lbusing market is very tight due to students, seasonal wqrkeds
national trends

0 Peoplemuststay put in existingdusing due to high costs

o Thenew developmerthat is taking places not well planned there are
subdivisions in the middle of nowheret villages becaus¢hey arebuilt
for outsideinterestghatdisrespect centuriesld development patterns in
Adams

o0 The lack of public transportation meahatthose withlow income must
live close to services like hospital and county/state assistance offices

o The older boroughs are where lower income people must move given the
price ofthehousing stock and these are the same units that need
rehalilitation.

Thereport Growth and Development 199€2003 prepared by the Adams County Office

of Planning and Developme(COPD), notesin detail theresidential development

changes that have been happening throughout the county. The Adams County Office of
Planning and

Developrent has assembled a wealth of information on demographics and development
information This information is available on its websitenatw.adamscounty.us

Between2000and 2003AdamsCountyissued?,601residential building permitsr an
average o650 per year Eighty-four percent of these wefer single family detached
units. The tiree boroughwith the highest increasm populationand housingrowth
wereCarroll Valley Boroughat 125.9%AbbotstownBoroughat 67.9%; and_ittlestown
Boroughat 32.7% The threetownshipswhich grew fastest during this periogre
Oxford at 41.9%Union at 37.2% an®eading at 33.4%The reporindicatesthat nost
of theproposedesidentialdevelopments in southern and eastern Adams County

fiDevelopmentl991--Present-MAP 1is a salient depiction afhereresidential
developmenhas taken place thepast fifteenyears It also showsvheredevelopmenis
plannedbased orsubdivision and building permiecords These recordsontainninety
new residential construction plawkich weresubmittedto ACOPDfor approvalfor 2005
and2006. Eighteen percentfahese plans wereom Maryland developerandthirty-five
percentwere from developers with addressoutside of Adam County.

Thegrowth areass shown in the map a@arroll Valley, Lake Meade, Lake Heritage,
Littlestown, McSherrystown, and New Oxford. These areas contain 43.3% of all new
dwellings countywide Perhapst is in these locations thatlarge number daffordable
housing opportunities should be locatedwell

South Central Assembly 12
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Existing Sales Housing Market Trends

Our interviewwith staff from he Realors Associatiorof York and Adams Courds, Inc
(RAYAC) providal excellent information onecent home salas addition toa Resource
Library of available financing programs available to those livingdams County The
reader s urged to review their websits wellat www.rayac.com

R AY A C 2096Real Estate Market Report lists theAdamsmedian sales pricas

$211, 376 in the sale of 1,103 homdsble 1 is aletailed breakdowby school district
Interestindy, only 132 of thesdousesr 12% were newly constructed unithe 2006

median sales priogas an 11% increase over the 2005. Between 2004 and 2006, that rate
of increase was 33% he Adams median price compare$i®9,000 fomeighboring

York County

Table 1
Adams County Housing Sales Price Comparison by School District 282006
2006 2005 2004 Percentage

School District Median Median Median Change

Sale Price Sale Price Sale Price 2004-2006

$ $ $ %

Fairfield Area 255,000 225,000 181,000 41%
Gettysburg Area 234,450 216,450 179,950 30%
Littlestown Area 228,000 199,950 159,400 43%
Upper Adams Area 208,400 180,500 154,900 35%
Bermudian Spr.Area 188,000 185,000 158,450 19%
Conewago Area 169,400 155,150 135,900 24%
County Median $211,376 $190,000 $159,500 33%
Total units sold 1,103 1,153 1,071

Source: RAYAC 2006 Adams County Real Estate Market Report

The tableshows thatn 2006, the highest median sales price was $255,000 in the Fairfield
SchoolDistrict which encompasses Carroll Valley and Fairfield borough and

Liberty and Hamiltonbatownships The lowest sales price of $169,400 was in the
Conewago Swool District whichis composed ofNew Oxford, Abbottstown,

McSherrystown boroughs and Conewago, Oxford, Berwick and part of Hamilton and Mt.
Pleasant townshipsA simplereviewshowsthatthe school distrigwith more convenient
commutes to Washington.D. , those within thesouthwestern part of the counhad a

much higher value then properties in the soutideadtich are more convenietu the

metro York area. The reconstructed Router 15 provides easy access to the metro
Harrisburg area from

South Central Assembly 14
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Northern Adams area that includes the Upper Ad&onsewagpand Bermudian Springs
school districts.

Table 2supplement3able 1by assigninghedistributionby sahool districtof the 1,387

newly constructethousingunits since 2003 It also assignthe 10,803 unitsthat have

been proposed through submittal of plans to the County Planning and Development Office
since 2003 It is important to note that thet&alsrepresent only those construction
proposalavith tenor moreunits. Given the recent chang@ the mortgage industry,is

unlikely that all of the proposed units will be bustion. Neverthelessthe possible impact

of so many new units on the various school distgotdd be huge.

TABLE 2
New and Proposed Housing Units in Adams CountyySchool District, 2003Present

2003-Present 2003-Present

School District Newly Constructed Proposed/Not Constructed
Bermudian Springs 17 671

Conewago Valley 355 1,470

Fairfield Area 0 1,173
Gettysburg Area 810 5,511

Littlestown 46 763

Upper Adams 159 1,215

Grand Total 1,387 10,803

Only developments with ten or more units are included.
Source: Compiled from bldg/subdivision data by ACOPD, August 2007

RAYAC has provided informatioon Adams County s -migration and oumigration
during 2005which is summarizech Table 3 The NationalAssogation of Realtob s
report RelocationReport for Adams County for 2005, shows thatYork Countywas the
primaryplace from whicthouseholdsnovel both into and out of Adanthat year
However,anfincome inder usedin thistableconfirmsthe generabpinionof those we
interviewed-- thatthosemovingfrom Marylandthat yea, a totalof 677,hada
significantlyhigher incomehan intrastate movers
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TABLE 3
Relocation In and Out of Adams County in 2005
Counties Relocating From: Counties Relocating To:
# of Income # of Income

Households Index Households Index
York County PA 649 72 York County, PA 718 78
Cumberland County, PA 99 83  Cumberland County, PA 134 78
Franklin County, PA 80 81 Franklin County, PA 121 69
Lancaster County, PA 31 95 Lancaster County, PA 31 63
Carroll County, MD 291 107  Carroll County, MD 66 55
Frederick County, MD 209 134  Frederick County, MD 56 81
Baltimore County, MD 87 116 Baltimore County, MD 35 73
Ann Arundel County, MD 45 204  Washington County, MD 21 94
Montgomery County, MD 45 172  Dauphin County, PA 38 71
Total 1,536 1,220

Source: NAR Relocation Report, distributed by RAYCO, 2007

Note: Income Index is measured by the relative level of median household income of a certain group compared to
the national median income of non-movers in 2000. The income statistics used are those reported on annual tax
filing to IRS.

According to a recent article in the New York Times, (August 77g0@0e housing
recession is entig the second year of what is likely to be a multiyear downitha.
article went on to say thatdustryanalystsare convinced that the fallout in the mortgage
market will continueas billions of dollars in mortgagesereset to higher rates starting
thisfall. Home borrowers are likely to have fewer optiand be paying more for
mortgages®s many lenders continue to struggle.

In August, 2007,he National Association of Realtors acknowledged that prices are likely
to decline2% on a nationwide &sis, the first time since the Great Depressibightening
lending standamby mortgage lenders in the wake of a steep rise in defaustsboprime

and variable ratenortgage loanwereto blame Sub primdoans are made to people with
weak credit reards or high debt in relation to incomalmost 14 percent of sutrime
borrowers nationwide were delinquent in the first quarter of 2008w ¥brk Times
August26, 2007).

Currently there is a slowing down of the housing market regionally accordihg to
GreaterHarrisburgAssogation of Realtors HarrisburgPatriotJuly 8,2007). The article
noted thabut-of- town developersn particular, wershowing less interest in building
or exercising options on lawdth someselling off excess inventory

Anotherperspectiveindicatesthatthe region is still experiencing price growth. According
to the Central Penn MultList, which covers Cumberland, Dauphin, Perry, and Northern
York Counties2007median sales prisghrough June 30tere$183,400whichis up

3% from 2006. (Hrrisourg PatriotJuly 15, 2007).

RAYAC sfirst quarter2007statisticsfor Adams Countyndicates thathetotal houses for
saledeclined and thaverage days on the marketreased First Quarter 2007 median
prices wereup slichtly from $199,000 in 2006 to $200,349 in 2007 although median
priceswereup inonly two of the six school districts (Fairfield and Conewailey).
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Our interviewgevealed aonsensus that theaeefew decent hmes for saleinder
$200,000 in the couy. Housing in Adams County is no longbebargainthat is was
before external forces changed the markete $200,000 plus dollar house, of course,
would not be built if there were not buyers willing to acquire them.

In many areas dhe county, zoning requires large minimum lot sizes. The expenisind
cannot beprofitably developed for lower cost housing without subsidiedemsity
bonusesThe cevelopersve interviewed reportethat landdevelopmenis typically 20%-
25% of the total developmemprice of a new home A $50,000 lot and a $50,000 home
would mean no profit for the builder/developtrey said A $50,000 lot and a $200,000+
housemakebetterfinancial senseWhenexisting homes are selling for $200,000 + in the
local area thenthatis thefimarked, developers sayGiven these realities, a
builder/developewould not be inclined to construct less expensivad®

The accepted standaiar housing affordabilitys thathouseholds payg more than 30%
of theirincomeon housingexpensesincluding utilities and taxes and feesg considered
fihousing cosburdened.. In addition, most lendelgplya two ad one half times
annual income rule of thumin determine the size offmmemortgage. For a median
priced Adams County e, thatranslateto a necessargnnual income of 8,000

That is nowhere near tleirrentmedian income. A large number of home buyerge
choserto extend themselves beyond the recommended guides to affordabdlitierto
purchase a homeSub pime and adjustable rate mortgages may be the only loans
available to them.

Our reviewhas found that the prevalence of credit problems and predatory lending issues
for Adams homeowners have na@tbecome obvious.Foreclosuresluring the past

several yearaieregatheredo determine if there has been an increaskaCounty,

given the general trend upwatdoughout the & ofthe countrydue to the mortgage
correction that is ongoing.

Overall, the foreclosure rate for all the coestin the midcstate, except Yorks well
below the national average according to Rea@igc,acompany that tracks real estate
nationwide (Harrisourg Patriot April 15, 2007 Table4A shows the 2002006 total
numbersof foreclosuregor thefive souh centralcounties. Adams County foreclosures
for 2006 were 18Avhichareup 9% from 2005 when 167 foreclosures were recorded.
The rate has fluctuated over the past few years as it has in theednieycounties

Therefore, these increasshould no be looked at yet asreegativetrend There are
industry analystthat say that the sytyxime mortgage crisis is in no wayer andthe
problemssurfacing willinclude not just people losing their homes, but alsy include
declines in property valueparticularly in lowefsincome and workinglassareas.
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TABLE 4A
Changes in Foreclosures irselected PA. County 2002006

ADAMS CUMBERLAND YORK PERRY DAUPHIN

2002 187 274 835 60 791
2003 196 324 708 198 790
2004 148 266 1,028 218 814
2005 167 350 1,058 518 847
2006 182 543 1,096 588 858

SOURCE: Harrisburg Patriot, April 15, 2007 and Adams County Prothonotary office
Note: The foreclosure numbers encompass all foreclosures filed in the courthouses and
may include owner occupied houses, investment properties, and commercial buildings.
Source: PHFA, 2007

Table 8B displaysthe number of applications from Adams County for the
Commonweal t héos HieMNraRsCauntyHgusiagAuthority currently
providesintakeservices in Adams Counfgr the Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency

HEMAP stands foHome o w n EmergemcyM ortgageAssistancérogram and is loan
program designed to protect Pennsylvanians who, throufguiiaf their own, are
financially unable to make their mortgage payments and are in danger of losing their
homes to foreclosur&@he number of applications received from 2002 to 2006 from
county homeowners hagdined while the rate of loan foreclossifgas increased. These
mixed results bear fther scrutiny.

Table 4B
Adams County HEMAP History 2002-2006

Applications Loans

Year Received Closed
2002 82 14
2003 79 18
2004 51 16
2005 47 8
2006 54 17
Total 313 73

Source: PHFA, 2007
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What Do Maryland Officials Have to Say about Housing Issues &
Growth and Development

On May 26, 2005 e Mason Dixon Dilemma Interstate Summigt in Gettysburg with
representatives from the seven counties straddling the central tBdaborder
Identifiedasprimary issuegor discussion were thengoing and increasing development
pressure from metropolitan growgimanating fronof Baltimore and WasingtonD.C.;

the rapidly escalating cost of housing; the geographical disconnect between place of
residence and place of employment; and the negative impacts on natural resources and the
Chesapeake Bay.

Interviewsfor this report with planningtaff innearby Maryland Counties of Carroll,
Washington, anthe City of Frederick,confirmed that theiMarylandhousing market
continue tocontain challenges of affordability and availability for people acrossoad
spectrum of incomes.

There hadveen rapid escalation in land value<arroll County which has translatedto

higher housing costs during the past several years. While this trend has slowed markedly,
theNorthern Maryland countiesontinue to see a reliance on single family housimitsu

on larger lots due teery limitedcountywide water availability issues which have arisen

in recent years. Problems obtaining the necessary permits from thef $tkteylandfor

public water and sewer upgrades have result@ttneasingoressure beig brought to

bear on rural housinghich requires only well and septic permiBarroll County is

currently updatingts countywide master plao add strategie® addressiousing

affordability. It recently amendeds zoning code to allowimited resicential uses in

downtown shopping center distisc

In Washington CountyMaryland the housingmarket has slowed down but will most
l'i kel y hit ofl7308ew unjite Tdhe cdirsent tedian aales pricef a single
family unitis $230,000. No onis building new units below $190,000hey have no
moratorium or impact fees in county but they do rely on an excise tax which is paid by the
developer-$13,000 pesingle familyunit and $15,500 penultifamily/townhouseunit.
They are using thipariculartool because it does not requitet impacts are due to the
development.The results hae been no nalti-family unitsarebeing built The
distribution ofrevenudrom the taxs as follows: 2% admin/ 70% schools/23%
recreation/ 5% parks and ergency services. They are discussing going to a flat rate
based on a per sgrefed figure. They are also using a local Adequate ieuHzcility
ordinance to dampeatevelopment.Schools are the facility that is mastpacted
Mitigation plans by develmersarepossible with dollars per unit given taumcipality.
Agricultural preservations funded through realty transfer tax which translates into
minimum $400,000 per year.

The City ofFredericld sommentsighlighted theirmfrastructure deliverynpblems
Housingunit development cannot occur without additional water and sewer service.
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Expansion plans for water and sewer are in the works but capacity increases will not occur
quickly or in the capacitpeeded. Thepproval process is continuing tighten to
maintain

the quality of life, such as with the adoption of an Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance
(APFO). This has required more development review time and documentiioeasd
approval time frames and cos$igveresuled The City has limited ability to expand its
borders, which ultimately establishes a maximunid outand increases the cost of land
which will be served by water and sewer.

The City of Frederick isvorking foraninclusionary zoning ModeratelyPriced Dwelling

Unit or MPDU), requirement inttheir development regulationsChe proposed legislation

is similar to Frederick County's ordinance that requires a set aside of 12.5% of the
proposed development (over 25 units in size) to be MPDIis. draft legislation

includes provisions for density bonuses if the development goes above the 12.5% set aside
of MPDU's.

During the last Comprehensive Plan revision process, the City examined the possibility of
increasing densities on those areas of the City that were elnged or undedeveloped.

At the Comprehensive Rezoning stage several areas weaanegd for higher residential
density, and even more areas were rezoned to allow ras@&s promoting an expansion

of the City's downtown character

While innovative, heseefforts to stimulate belownedian home developmemave not
effectively addressed ttspillover pressurento neighboring Adams County
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Housing Cost Burdened Residents of Adams County i A Review
of the Affordable Housing Index for Homeowners and Renters

For an Ameicanhouseholdo lack affordable housing, they are said&rhousingcost
burdened. This means thahey would be paying more than 30% of their gross household
income for housing expenses, including mortgage dr witities, insurance and taxes
regardless ohcome level. The major federal housing agentye U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban DevelopmgitUD), calculates what this translates into in terms of
incomeusing theUS Census figures and various afebs between the decennial years

The USDA/Rural Development and other federal agencies that provide housing related
assistance all use these figutiest are developed by HUD

Tabe 5 shows the breakdown obst-burdened households AdamsCounty forrenters

and owners, using updated Census figures for 2003 and 2004 respectively. This table is

referred to ashe Affordable Housing Index It was created by the Penn State Data

Center, through financing fromeRnsylvanigHousingFinanceAgency (PHFA) Data is

projectedfor each county inthestateadi s accessi bl e vwwphRHEAO6s web

In total, the table shows that 6,247 households or 21.7% of the homeowners and 26.4% of
the renters in Adams County, mepaying more than 30% of their incomes for their

housing. This compares to 35.6% of the owners and 20.8% of the renters in Pennsylvania
as a wholeas paying more than 30% of their income for housing according to the 2000

U.S. Census. Adams owners aagihg better than the state average but renterabaree

the state averages.

The percentages of those paying more than 8D&teir income for housingre higher for
those earning less than 80% of the county median, where 2,608 or 45.6% of the
homeownes and 1,922 or 41.4% of those renting were spending too much for housing.
Low income people are disproportionately impadigdhousing costs
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Table 5
Rental and Owner Cost Burdened Households in Adams County
2004 2003
OWNER OCCUPIED RENTER OCCUPIED
# % # %

Total occupied units 19,834 7,365
Spend less than 30% for housing 15,423 4,681
Spend 30% or more for housing 4,305 21.70% 1,944 26.40%
not computed 108 740
Those Below 80% of Median
Total 5,721 4,640
Spend less than 30% for housing 3,005 2,244
Spend 30% or more for housing 2,608 45.60% 1,922 41.42%
not computed 108 474
Those 80%-115% of Median
Total 4,267 1,387
Spend less than 30% for housing 3,230 1,248
Spend 30% or more for housing 1,037 24.30% 14 1.01%
not computed 125
Those above 115% of Median
Total 9,846 1,338
Spend less than 30% for housing 9,188 1,189
Spend 30% or more for housing 658 6.68% 8 0.60%
not computed 0 141

Note: For this data:
80%o0f County Median Income=%$34,163
115% of County Median Income=%$49,110

Source: Pennsylvania State Data Center, Penn State Harrisburg, Dec 2003 and Feb 2004 as corrected by

To furthersupport he need foaffordableworkforce housing in the county, is the

breakdown for those earning close to the county median income (80% to 115% or $34,163
to $49,110). Ove2z4.3%or 1,037households who owned their own hgmere spending

more than is thoughtasonable to remain in suitable housing. This shows through
numbers what was voiced over and over again by those interviewed for this study.

This Affordable Housing Index was also calculated for each of the-flouty

municipalitiesin Adams County.These indices can be seeablel7 on pages7.
Bonneauville and Biglerville Boroughs and Cumberland, Hamilton and Mt Pleasant
Townships all stand out as problem locations for renters and Littlestown and York Springs
Boroughsstandout with higlhomeownershipcost burdenegercentages.
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Five Year Affordable Housing Demand i 2007 to 2012 Household
Change by Age and Income

Change in population and households leads to demand for new housing ugits. W
already notedhattotal households in Adan@ountyhaveincreased from 33,647
2000to an estimate®8,099in 2007. A further increase in 2012 to 41,029 is projected.

The availability of Claritagnc. dataestimateshowing age and income distributifor
2007householdsndprojections for2012 permits thexamiration ofchangeand its
assumed impact on housing neetlswer income and older households assumes the
need for rental units. Higher income and younger households assumes the need for
homeownership(See Appendix C for an explanatiof terms used in this study).

Table6 showsthe numbes of households for 2000, 200%d 2012by ageandmedian
incomefor comparison purpose#\ wide income range will continue to exist in Adams
County, especially marked by age cohorts. TH4 cohortand the65 and older

cohort together ma&up over one quartesf thetotal households in eagjear These
cohortsare also the categories with the lowest median incomes.

Table 6
Adams County Households by Age and Income for 2000, 2007, and 2012

Households by Age and Income Adams County, 2000
Age Range 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85+ Total HHs

Total HHs 1,251 5240 7,674 6910 2,706 2,142 2,119 1,942 1,749 1,137 77 33,647
Med Inc /range $29,806 $43,750 $50,333 $53,708 $49,418 $47,427 $32,216 $30,210 $23,084 $21,591 $18,920 $43,015
% of total 3.70% 23.00%

Households by Age and Income Adams County, 2007
Age Range 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85+ Total HHs

Total HHs 1,399 5819 7,624 8388 3526 2,856 2,293 1,952 1,823 1,458 961 38,099
Med Inc /range $36,320 $51,483 $58,849 $61,951 $56,880 $54,839 $38,471 $35475 $27,649 $25828 $23,918 $50,358
% of total 3.70% 22.30%

Households by Age and Income Adams County, 2012

Age Range 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85+ Total HHs
Total HHs 1,493 5,975 7,131 8972 4,146 3,610 2,908 2,204 1,835 1,522 1,233 41,029
Med Inc /range $40,287 $57,046 $64,977 $68,047 $62,268 $60,484 $43,134 $39,154 $31,324 $29,288 $27,163 $55,313
% of total 3.60% 23.60%

Source: Claritas, Inc.

To better illustrate the relationships predicted, a bar graph for each year can be seen in
Chart 1 This graph distributes the percentage of households in each age group into
income. The comparative size of the 75+ age cohort earning under Girbgdrh time
period stands out.
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Chart 1
Adams County Households by Age and Income 2000
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Finally, a line graph shown i@hart2 for each timeperiod better illustrates the
demographic consistency among age and income, with inflation elevating incomes but
not changing the relationship#.would seem thaincreasing the supply g@ublicly

assisted elderly housing would be a safe bet

Claritas hc. numbers may be conservative, given the known number of new residential

units in the county. It will remain to be seen as to whether this identified trend becomes
reality when the data from 2010 US Census information is released.

Chart 2

Households by Age and Income
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Act 137 ISSUES IDENTIFIED

According to thePHFA 2005 reportUpdateon t he | mpl ement ati on of
Housing Trust Fund, Act 137,the Housing Trust Fundlaa. the Optional County

Affordable Housing Funds Act, was passed by te@Bylvana Stade Legislature in 1992

It permits allof thestatés counties to raise additional revenues to be used for affordable
housing needs by increasing fees for recording mortgages and deeds up to 100 percent
above the previous levyekith that increased amoupérmitted to be placed into a fund

dedicated to supporting housing needs.

The authorizing legislation [SB92: Act 19937] requires these additional funds be
expendedfoiany program or project approved by th
increases thavailability of quality housing, either sales or rental, to any county resident
whose annual i ncome is | ess than the median

All 67 of Pennsylvara countes are now eligibléor the fundand according to the report,
50 countiesare row operating a trust fund. The County Commissioners initiated the
Housing Trust Fund in Adams Couniy1996.

Soon after its passage Adams Countyan Advisory Boardvas establishefbr review

and approval of howhis fundshould be distributedThirty-nine percenbf those
respondingo the surveyeported a similar proces§ he County Commissionewgere the

final decision makers in Adams as in the majority (71%) of counties. The majority of the
counties (57%) responded that the funds were allo¢htedgh a combination of
establishegbhrograms andpecialrequests.

Across the Commonwealtlhe arerageannualcounty revenue for 2004 was estimated to
be $324,248A d a m C o upertencé can be geenTiable 7
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Table 7
Adams Courty Act 137 Approved Projects
RECIPIENT YEAR PROJECT AMOUNT GRANT/ TERMS Housing
$ LOAN OF LOAN Units

1 Work Camp 1999 materials for housing rehab 15,000 grant 50
Work Camp 2002 materials for housing rehab 40,000 grant 50

2 AC Rescue Mission 2005 sewer work 40,000 grant 12

3 ACHA 2003 Supportive Housing 5 units 40,000 loan 5
ACHA 2003 New Oxford elderly housing 120,000 loan 30yrs/1% 50
ACHA n/a Biglerville Road 90,000 loan 5

4 Emerge 2004 Washington Street grant 4

5 Gettysburg Boro n/a acquisition for SCCAP rehab 80,000 grant 1

6 Habitat for Humanity 1999 Fairfield Carpenter Village cnnections 20,000 grant 4
Habitat for Humanity 2000 Bonneauville sewer/water connections 10,000 grant 4

7 Interfaith Housing 1999 down payment/closing cost assistance 20,000 grant 88
Interfaith Housing 2000 down payment/closing cost assistance 20,000 grant
Interfaith Housing 2001 down payment/closing cost assistance 20,000 grant
Interfaith Housing 2005 emergency heating low income 5,000 grant
Interfaith Housing 2005 property acquisition Chambersburg Rd. 260,000 loan 25yr/3%

8 SCCAP 1999 housing rehab administration 25,000 grant 3
SCCAP 2000 Valerie Costly home rehab 25,000 loan 25yrs/1% 1
SCCAP 2000 4 unit rehab Stratton warehouse 142,140 loan 22.5yrs/1% 4
SCCAP 2003 Homeless Shelter 34,000 grant 10

9 United Way 1999 rent/mortgage assistance 10,000 grant
United Way 2000 rent/mortgage assistance 10,000 grant
United Way 2001 rent/mortgage assistance 10,000 grant
United Way 2002 rent/mortgage assistance 10,000 grant
United Way 2003 rent/mortgage assistance 20,000 grant
Total expended/commited as of 6/1/2007 $1,156,140 305

Source: Adams County Office of Planning and Development, 2007

A total of nine recipients received $1,156,140 in Act 137 funds as of June 1, R8s
have been used to provide: low interest loans for land acqujddiennterest loan to
rehallitate a warehouse for the creatiof rental units, down payment assistance loans to
first time homebuyergrants to purchase building materials fiousingrehallitation,
andagrant toa shelteffor septicsystemupgrads. The Commissioners als@cently
approved funding for this Heing Studyand funding for rehabilitation of the Survivors
Home for Abused Women

ThePHFATreport cited the fact th&9% of those counties respondihgd not raised tlie
fees for recording deeddthough27% hal raised fees oncand30%had raised itwice.
Adams Caintyreported having raised fees twice since its initiatitnich now stands at
$11.50per transaction

A total of 5,973unitswerecreatedacross Pennsylvania due to the use of Act 137 funds
Theaveragehousing unitcreatedpercounty usng the funddollars wasl22 units.

Adams Countyhascreated/rehabbealtotal of 305unitssince the funds inceptiorOther
centralPennsylvani@ountiedisted in thereport the following production rates:
Cumberland Count275; Franklin County0; LarcasterCounty500; LebanorCounty
491;andYork County992.
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Mostresponding to the PHFA survstrongly agreed that the fund was viable (94%); a
valuable tool (94%); and an economic benefit (82%) to their couiitye reporialso
listedgeneralkoncers with accurate reporting and centralized record keeping by those
adminisering county Housing Trust Fund

Adams CaintyAct 137currentGui del i nes say that funds are a
initiatives aimed at creating housing opportunities for Adamsn®/ low to moderate and
very | ow i ncome per s ofargrofit corpdeationgnofprofie appl i ¢can

corporations, public housing authorities, and individuals. The funds may be grants but
loans are heavily emphasized so that the fundireapitalized (Guidelinesand
application itemgan befoundin AppendixD.)

Although, the County no longer has Advisory Board ak&lousing Committee, ACT
137 funding is available for project requestsich are directedo the Commissioners.
There isapproximately &600,00(alance in the fundTable 8lists potential projects
that are being considered as of July 1, 2007.

Table 8
Adams County Act 137 Pending/Committed Projects
RECIPIENT YEAR PROJECT AMOUNT GRANT/ Committed
LOAN
1 Survivors 2007 Claudia House Rehab $30,000 grant yes
2 Work Camp 2007 Rehab Materials only $40,000 grant yes
3 South Central 2007 Housing Study $15,000 grant yes
Assembly

4 SCCAP 2007 Countywide Housing Rehab $30,000 grant yes

TOTAL $115,000

Source: Adams County Department of Planning and Development, June, 2007

Therewere general agreemerasiong thoseve interviewed for this stdy thatthe Act

137 fundprocess in Adams needs to be madee publicand transparent. The
elimination of the Housing @nmitteewas questioned as was the need to use madhe of
fund for down payment andlosingcosts andorgivable loans to assist withe housing
crisis.
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Housing Providers in Adams County

1. Pennsylvania Interfaith Community Development Inc. a.k.a.
Interfaith Housing/ Adams County Housing Authority

Publicly assisted housing in Adams County has benefited from the early effthés of
Adams Countwinisterial which created the Interfaith Housing non profit group in the
19600 0 meet the housing needs of low income perslsrfaithHousingis still run
todayas a 50X 3 with 15 member boardits name was recently changed to ivania
Interfaith Community Development, Inc.) .

Since then, the Adams County Housing AuthofAZHA) has joined in providing

housing services and works cooperatively with Interfaith, sharmegtdrs, staff, and

offices The ACHA was createdy the County Commissioners in 1966 a public

authority authorized by stateldwt o pr ovi de housi negrimarily | ow 1 nc
through implementing Federal housing programh$ias a board of directors as well with

currently one member on both Boardehese two agencies worked in tandem with the

ACHA having a %2 time EKecutiveDirector. Interfaith has fortyone staff members who do

a host othousing relateggrograms Thereare noactuali pub |l i ¢ h dfundedbyg uni t s
the federal government abdilt/owned/managelly the ACHA) in the county per se

Insteadhe unitscurrently owned and maintained by the Authority were all createer

various Federal programs that replaced the direct building of public housing for the poor.

Turning Pointinterfaith Mission Incis the newest organization that waeated by
Interfaithand ACHAspecificallyto undertake housindevelopmentor thehomeless and
physically and mentallgisabledresidents of the county. These developmesdsire
extensive interfacwith areasocial services in order to make them successful.

All three agencies are now-tacated in one building at 40 East High Street in the

Borough of Gettysburg. Through its 40+ years of existence the ACHA and Interfaith have
been extremely activéatough the receipt of federal and state awarded housing funds and
also fundingoy the County through the HUD Small Cities and the Act 137 Housing Trust
Fund.

There arecurrent652 units ofPublicly Assisted Housinm twenty three development
distributed throughout Adam€ounty. This list of the current inventogan be seem
Table9 and in Map 2 Elevenof thesenousing developmentseownedandmanaged
by thesethree organizationsvith Interfaith owning 5 developments with 173 total units
and ACHA owning 4 wth 80 units Turning Point has 8 units in twgeparatdocations

In addition to developing and managing housing units, the ACHA is involved in housing
counseling and also managing a total of 586 HUD Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV).
This program allows very low income families (50% of area median income and below)

to lease or purchase safe, decent and affordable privately owned housing. It offers these
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tenantbased vouchers where eligible residents are given a voucher to look fodardta
rental unit on the private markethe voucher will pay the difference between the rent
and 30% of the holderds i ncome

The program also permits the use of vouchers for tenants in certain ACHA/Interfaith
assisted housing projects (15% of the tota87 of the vouchers) and it also permits the
vouchers to be used for first time homeownership in certain cases.

Table 9
Adam County Affordable Housing Inventory 2007
Development Name Developer ~ New Const Total Units Units Rents Major Fund Municipality Waiting
Owner or Rehab  Units general elderly disabled farmwk Source List
RENTALS
1 Bonneauville Interfaith PICPI** new const 20 20 subsidized HUD/USDA  Bonneauville open
2 Breckenridge Village PMI new const 56 56 subsidized USDA Gettysburg closed
3 Cedarfield S&A Home new const 32 32 $426-619 PHFA Bonneauville closed
4 East Berlin Manor RPM new const 19 19 subsidized  USDA E. Berlin closed
5 Gettysburg Interfaith PICPI rehab 36 36 subsidized HUD Gettysburg open
6 Gettysburg Scattered Sites* ROI rehab 16 16 subsidized HUD Gettyshurg open
7 Littlestown Villas TM Assoc new const 36 36 subsidized  USDA Littlestown closed
8 McSherrystown Interfaith PICPI rehab 47 47 subsidized  USDA McSherrystown  open
9 Mountain House ROI rehab 7 7 $435-495 PHFA Arendtsville open
10 New Oxford Interfaith PICPI new const 20 20 subsidized HUD/USDA  New Oxford open
11 Old Friends at New Oxford PICPI new const 50 50 $412 PHFA New Oxford open
12 Oxford Manor Apartments TM Assoc rehab 32 32 subsidized USDA New Oxford open
13 Villas at Gettysburg Arbor Mfg new const 50 50 $305-445 PHFA Straban Twp open
14 Gettysburg Place TM Assoc new const 40 40 $474-$517  USDA Straban Twp open
15 MclIntosh Court ACHA new const 12 12 subsidized USDA Aspers/Menallen Tvopen
16 Fahnestock ACHA rehab 27 27 subsidized USDA Gettysburg open
17 Harold Court ACHA new const 36 36 subsidized USDA Gettysburg open
18 Jonathan Court ROI new const 14 14 subsidized USDA Aspers open
19 Cecilian Village St Joseph new const 49 49 subsidized HUD McSherrystown open
20 St Joseph St Joseph rehab 40 40 subsidized HUD McSherrystown  open
21 McKinney Supportive Hsg ACHA rehab 5 5 subsidized HUD Gettyshurg open
22 McKinney Supportive Hsg Turning Point  rehab 4 4 subsidized HUD Oxford Township open
23 McKinney Supportive Hsg Turning Point  new const 4 4 subsidized HUD McSherrystown  open
TOTAL 652 278 335 13 26

* located on South Washington and Breckenridge Streets
** Interfaith is now PA Interfaith Community Programs, Inc.
Source: PHFA Apartment Locator, ACHA, USDA

HOMOWNERS
1 Chapel Field ACHA New Const 14 single attached families mixed income Gettysburg
2 Planks Field private New Const 3 single attached $144,900+ Straban Twp
3 Glenwood Habitat New Const 2 single detached Arendtsville
4 Appleview Phase | Habitat New Const 4 single detached Biglerville
5 Appleview Phase Il S&A Home New Const 38 single detached $190,000+
5 4th Street townhouses ??? New Const 4 single attached Biglerville
6 Cederfield Condomiums S&A Home New Const 108 single attached $188,900+ Bonneauville
TOTAL 173
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