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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

What is the purpose of this housing needs analysis?

In 2005, Armstrong County adopted its first comprehensive plan. One of the goals
identified in the comprehensive plan was to address the unmet housing needs of
county residents. In 2007, the county retained the services of Mullin & Lonergan
Associates to prepare a countywide housing needs assessment. The results of this
housing study will be used to frame policy within the comprehensive plan.

More specifically, the purpose of this study is:

e To define the economic and physical climate for housing development
e To document the characteristics of the county’s housing stock
e To identify housing problems and opportunities

e To define the supply and demand characteristics for various types of
housing, including sales housing, rental housing and special needs
housing

e To define the organizational framework of agencies, organizations and
developers currently engaged in housing development activity

e To identify barriers to the production of affordable housing

e To prioritize needs and establish a strategic plan of action to address
housing needs

This analysis attempts to present the housing needs of Armstrong County based on
an examination of many facets of the housing market, the factors that influence it,
and the opinions of county housing stakeholders. This information is intended to
assist the county’s elected officials and housing practitioners to better serve the
needs of existing and future residents of Armstrong County.

A lackluster economy adversely impacts the Armstrong County
housing market

The county housing market is an indicator of how well the local economy is doing.
For example, new jobs and increases in household income fuel demand for
housing. Conversely, a declining economic base contributes to population loss and
a declining housing market.

On the positive side, between 2000 and 2005, the median household income in
Armstrong County rose 12.3% - from $31,557 to $35,451 (adjusted for inflation).

However, between 2000 and 2005, there was an 8% decrease in the number of
people employed in Armstrong County. Some of the largest declines were in
industries that provide higher-paying jobs, e.g., manufacturing, while some of the
gains were in lower-paying jobs, e.g., health care and social services.
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Increasingly, Armstrong County residents must travel outside of the county to find
work. In 1990, 61% of the county’s working residents worked in Armstrong
County. By 2000, this percentage had dropped to less than 45%. In 2000,
Armstrong County was experiencing a daily out-migration of 7,548 workers to
surrounding counties.

C. Future housing demand

Housing demand is also influenced by changes in population and household
formation. Armstrong County’s future housing demand was calculated using
population and household projections developed by Claritas, Inc., a nationally
recognized statistics and research firm. These population and household
projections were broken down by income and age groups.

According to these projections, Armstrong County’s population is shrinking, as is
its number of households. Population and household projections indicate that the
county’s population in 2012 will be 67,837 — a 6.3% decrease from 2000. Also,
between 2000 and 2012, the county will lose 502 households —a 1.7% loss.

These population and household losses have resulted in reduced demand for new
single family housing and changes in the types of single family housing that are
being created. Between 2000 and 2004, the number of building permits issued in
Armstrong County for single family units climbed steadily from 67 in 2000 to 135
in 2004 — an average of 99 units per year. However, in 2005 and 2006, a total of
190 single family building permits were issued — an average of 95 units per year.

Also in 2005 and 2006, more than 50% of the single family unit building permits
issued in the county were for mobile homes or manufactured/modular homes.
Home builders report that “stick built” single family homes must sell for a
minimum of $150,000 in order for them to make a profit. Such housing is
unaffordable for Armstrong County’s low- and moderate-income households.
However, manufactured ranch units can be built for $95,000 and up, which makes
new manufactured housing units affordable to many low- and moderate-income
households.

Although household projections indicate a loss of 502 households overall, some
household age groups will experience increases that form the basis for the county’s
future housing demand. For example, the number of households with heads of
households 55 years of age and older will increase by 1,725 (14%), thus
demonstrating a need for housing that meets the needs of an aging population.

D. Household incomes are low in Armstrong County

The median household income in Armstrong County is relatively low. In 2000, the
county had a median household income of $31,557 — significantly lower than the
state median of $40,106. Also, the county’s poverty rate in 2000 (11%) was higher
than the state’s (12%).
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Low household income limits housing choice. Out of Reach, a publication of the
National Low Income Housing Coalition, calculates the “housing wage,” or what a
worker must earn to afford a two-bedroom rental unit at fair market rates
(presumably to support a household). In 2006, a worker who worked 40 hours per
week needed to earn $10.12 per hour to afford a two-bedroom rental unit in
Armstrong County. In contrast, a worker earning the minimum wage needed to
work 79 hours per week in order to afford a two-bedroom unit.

Relatively low household incomes in the county point to a continued need for good
quality, affordable housing, both owner- and renter-occupied units.

E. Household incomes are not keeping up with increases in housing
value

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the median household income in Armstrong
County increased 12.3% - from $31,557 to $35,451 (adjusted for inflation) between
2000 and 2005. However, during that same period, the county’s median housing
value grew 16.2%. Thus, the increase in household income failed to keep pace
with the increase in housing value, making homeownership more difficult for
renters to attain. Conversely, because the increase in household income outpaced
the increase in rent levels, renting was more affordable for county residents.

F. Housing cost burden is high in Armstrong County

Low household income causes a variety of housing problems. Some 4,150 owner
households, or 19% of all owner households in the county, are cost-burdened,
meaning that they pay more than 30% of their household income toward housing.
Another 1,860 renter households, or 28% of all renter households, pay more than
30% of their household income toward housing.

Among low-income households (households with incomes that are 80% or less of
median income), cost burden is even more prevalent. Almost 42% of low-income
renters and 39% of low-income owners are cost burdened. Among extremely low-
income households (0%-30% median income), 70% of both renters and owners are
cost burdened.

When households pay higher proportions of their income on housing, they often
sacrifice or skimp on basic necessities such as food, clothing, medicine and health
care. Most cost burdened households have difficulty maintaining their dwellings.

G. The county’s housing stock is becoming less diverse

Single family, detached housing units dominate the housing market. In 2000,
almost 78% of the existing housing stock fell into this category. Multifamily units
comprised 10% of the housing stock, with mobile homes making up the remaining
12%.
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Since 2000, the county’s housing supply has become less diverse. The Census
Bureau’s 2005 estimates indicated an increase in the percentage of single family
units to 82%, a decrease in the percentage of multifamily units to 6%, and no
change in the percentage of mobile homes — 12%.

This decrease in the percentage of multifamily units, combined with recent building
permit data indicating a virtually complete lack of new multifamily housing
construction, underscores the fact that the county’s multifamily housing needs are
going unmet.

Condition of the county’s housing stock

In 2000, almost 46% of the county’s owner-occupied housing units and 51% of its
renter-occupied units were over 50 years old — an indicator of potential housing
problems. The older the structure, the more likely it is to be substandard and need
significant rehabilitation.

Other statistical indicators of housing quality are more positive. Overcrowded
units and those lacking complete plumbing facilities make up only 1.7% of the
owner-occupied units and 2.3% of the renter-occupied units.

Will any housing growth occur? If so, where?

Accessibility to major highways and access to public water and sewer service are
significant determinants of where future housing growth will take place in
Armstrong County. For the foreseeable future, the presence (or proposed
extension) of utility infrastructure will favor those municipalities in the Central,
East, and West Planning Districts that are either adjacent to or most directly served
by Route 422, Route 85, and Route 28 south of Kittanning.

Based on data obtained from Claritas, Inc. and population projections for the period
between 2000 and 2012, only the West Planning District will experience population
growth —a modest 1% gain — and household growth — a 6.6% increase.

Other factors that influence housing decisions

i Taxes

In terms of property tax burden, Armstrong County compares unfavorably
with all adjacent counties except Allegheny County. An Armstrong County
home with a market value of $100,000 has an annual real estate tax burden
ranging from a low of $1,290 to a high of $3,386, depending on local
municipal and school district taxes. Table 1-1 indicates the surrounding
counties’ taxes on a $100,000 home.
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Table 1-1
Tax Burden Ranges on Hypothetical $100,000 Residential Properties — 2007
County Tax Burden Range

Allegheny $2,217 - $4,891
Butler $1,245 - $1,862
Clarion $1,164 - $2,079
Indiana $1,125 - $1,833
Jefferson $847 - $1,500

Venango $820 - $1,886

Westmoreland $1,756 - $2,677

Source: County Assessment Offices

i, Public Education

The quality of public education is an important locational factor to families
with children who are considering a housing investment. New employers are
particularly concerned about the quality of public education because it affects
their ability to recruit qualified employees from areas outside of the county.
Developers want to build for-sale housing in school districts that are
perceived to be superior in quality.

Virtually all of the elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools
serving Armstrong County residents are meeting Pennsylvania Department of
Education benchmarks for reading and math proficiency. However, a recent
ranking of the state’s 498 school districts by the Pittsburgh Business Times
resulted in only Kiski Area School District (No. 55) and Freeport Area
School District (No. 77) being ranked in the top 100 school districts
statewide. Table 1-2 lists the rankings for the county’s school districts.

Table 1-2
School District Rankings
School District Ranking *
Kiski Area 55
Freeport Area 77
Redbank Valley 167
Leechburg 177
Karns City Area 270
Armstrong 283
Apollo-Ridge 308
Allegheny-Clarion Valley 396

Source: Pittsburgh Business Times, May 21, 2007
* Based on 498 school districts in Pennsylvania

K. Major housing needs in Armstrong County

The most pressing affordable housing needs that have been identified by this
housing needs analysis are:

i The establishment of a housing consortium to insure communication
and cooperation between planners and housing practitioners

Armstrong County should establish a housing consortium to conceive,
prioritize and implement affordable housing policy and projects. This
MULLIN
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consortium should include representatives of the Armstrong County
Department of Planning and Development, Armstrong County Housing
Authority, Armstrong County Community Action Agency, special needs
population housing advocates, for-profit and nonprofit housing developers,
and other housing practitioners. .

The housing consortium should meet regularly as the clearing house for all
affordable housing projects. The housing consortium will also be charged
with the task of implementing the Action Plan of the Housing Needs
Analysis.

Rental housing

Housing practitioners identified a need for both market rate and subsidized
rental housing units in Armstrong County for both the elderly and families.
The high percentage of county low-income renters who are cost burdened
(i.e., paying more than 30% of their income for housing) and the housing
authority’s long waiting lists for public housing units and Section 8 vouchers
attest to the need for additional subsidized rental units.

Real estate agents indicate that three-bedroom units with two bathrooms
would rent quickly in the county. However, low achievable rents make
construction of such units economically infeasible without financial
incentives to developers.

Housing rehabilitation, including both owner-occupied units and rental
units

Armstrong County has an inherently affordable housing stock. In 2000, the
county median owner housing value was $64,500 — significantly lower than
the $97,000 statewide owner housing value. Rents averaged $367 in the
county, $164 less than the 2000 statewide average. About 83% of the
county’s owner-occupied housing units are valued at less than $100,000.

However, abundant low cost housing in the county does not necessarily
equate to decent quality housing. Since almost 46% of the county’s owner-
occupied units and 51% of the renter-occupied units are over 50 years old,
maintenance and upkeep is a major issue. As time progresses, the quality of
the existing low cost housing stock will continue to deteriorate. Also, as the
population ages, people on fixed incomes are less likely to be able to afford
basic maintenance and are therefore likely to defer needed improvements.

All of the above factors underscore the need to continue and expand the
county’s housing rehabilitation efforts. The county should also look to
increase the supply of new housing to address this issue.

Housing for special needs populations

Special needs populations include people who are homeless or are domestic
violence victims, have mental health/mental retardation problems, are
substance abusers, are living with HIV/AIDS, etc.
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As reported by local social service agencies, the priority housing needs of the
county’s special needs populations include:

e More emergency shelter beds

e Permanent housing units with supportive services for clients
transitioning from homeless shelters

e Transitional housing for persons with mental health problems

e A 5-10 bed long-term structured residence for residents with mental
health issues

e A total of 4-6 beds of transitional housing for people with mental
health issues and drug or alcohol abuse

e Temporary housing (16-20 beds) for recovering drug or alcohol
abusers

e Unmet housing demand for seniors in Rural Valley and
Kittanning/Ford City

V. Unmet housing demand for seniors in Rural Valley and the Kittanning/
Ford City Area

Several housing practitioners cited a need for non-highrise units for the
elderly. Rural Valley and the Kittanning/Ford City areas have been identified
as potential sites for privately owned, subsidized elderly rental housing units.
Preliminary market feasibility analyses identified a potential need for 12
elderly assisted units in Rural Valley and 40 units in the Kittanning/Ford City
area.

vi. Increased homeownership

Although Armstrong County’s homeownership rate is high (79% in 2005),
many county renters still aspire to be homeowners. Housing practitioners
report a continued need for homebuyer assistance for downpayment and
closing costs, housing rehabilitation, and mortgage financing. Credit
counseling, credit repair, and homebuyer counseling are also needed to
remove common obstacles to homeownership.

vii. A variety of housing types to meet the needs of current and future
residents

The county’s housing stock is comprised primarily of single family, detached
units. Housing practitioners indicate that there is a need for more multifamily
units. Recent building permit data indicates a virtually complete lack of new
multifamily unit construction. A more diverse housing stock needs to be
developed. Encouraging a variety of housing types across the county builds
the attractiveness of the area to both new residents and existing residents with
changing housing needs.
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viii. Neighborhood revitalization adjacent to downtowns

In the past 50 years, living patterns nationwide shifted away from urban areas
and toward suburban living. Armstrong County was no exception to this
trend. Most of the county’s population now resides in its townships. The
resulting lack of private investment in the neighborhoods of the county’s
boroughs has sparked a need for the revitalization of residential areas
adjacent to downtowns. Preserving the best homes, removing vacant and
blighted structures, and introducing new infill residential development is
needed to revitalize these neighborhoods.

The former IUP campus in Kittanning Borough is an example of an
opportunity for neighborhood revitalization via a combination of demolition
of vacant structures and construction of infill residential development.
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3. INTRODUCTION

Armstrong County has prepared this Housing Needs Analysis to examine existing
and future need for housing among lower income households. To assist with the
preparation of this document, the County selected the firm of Mullin & Lonergan
Associates, Inc., a housing and community development consulting firm with
offices in Pittsburgh, Harrisburg and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

The purposes of the Housing Needs Analysis are to:

e Identify demographic and economic trends that affect the demand for
housing

e Define the supply and demand characteristics of the housing market as a
whole

e Analyze the demand for affordable housing
e Determine if there are any barriers to affordable housing

e Recommend actions and initiatives aimed at expanding the supply of
affordable housing.

In addition, the Housing Needs Analysis will become the housing section of the
County’s Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, the data was gathered and presented in
various planning districts in same manner as the Comprehensive Plan.

Armstrong County is divided into six planning districts, with each district being
comprised of six to nine municipalities. Much of the data presented in this study is
reported at the planning district level. The six planning districts and their
constituent municipalities are listed below. Figure 3-1 illustrates the location of
each district.

e Central Planning District
Ford City, Ford Cliff, Kittanning Borough, Manor, Manorville, Rayburn

e East Planning District

Atwood, Cowanshannock, Elderton, Kittanning Township, Plumcreek,
Rural Valley, South Bend, Valley

e Northeast Planning District

Boggs, Dayton, Madison, Mahoning, Pine, Redbank, South Bethlehem,
Wayne

e Northwest Planning District
Brady’s Bend, Hovey, Parker, Perry, Sugarcreek, Washington

e South Planning District

Apollo, Bethel, Burrell, Gilpin, Kiskiminetas, Leechburg, North Apollo,
Parks

MULLIY
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e West Planning District
Applewold, Cadogan, East Franklin, Freeport, North Buffalo, South
Buffalo, West Franklin, West Kittanning, Worthington

Figure 3-1
Planning District Map

Armsirong County
Planning Districts

= Planning District Boundary
=== Municipal Boundary

North

Sugarcreek

West
Frankiin

Worthington

Cowanshannock

Atwood

Freeport

Data included in this housing needs assessment has been gathered from a variety of
statistical sources and interviews. Statistical information has been collected,
organized and analyzed by planning districts within Armstrong County. Face-to-
face and telephone interviews were conducted with a broad range of housing
practitioners in Armstrong County to supplement the statistical data. Interviews
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were conducted with nonprofit affordable housing developers, for-profit builders
and land developers, the housing authority, homeless assistance organizations, real
estate professionals, and human service organizations.

To determine current and projected workforce and affordable housing needs, the
target population was first identified. In this report, the target population consists
of all households with incomes up to 80% of the area median household income.
This population segment was further categorized into the following:

e Extremely low income households with incomes up to 30% of the
median household income

e Very low income households with incomes from 30% up to 50% of the
median household income, and

e Low income households with incomes from 50% up to 80% of the
median household income.

To determine the current demand for workforce and affordable housing, the
following characteristics were used:

e Households in physically deficient housing units
e Households in overcrowded housing units, and

e Households paying more than 30% of gross income for monthly housing
costs.

Projected demand for workforce and affordable housing is defined as the net
increase in cost burdened households between 2007 and 2012. This estimate was
determined using data projections produced by Claritas, Inc., which are based on
Census 2000 data and updated with demographic data from many sources,
including local governments, consumer databases and postal delivery counts.

The following sections will present the statistical analysis of the various planning
districts within Armstrong County.
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4. SoOcClOo-EcoONOMIC TRENDS & PROJECTIONS

A. Population and Household Trends

Shrinking Population

Armstrong County’s population is slowly shrinking. Between 1990 and
2000, the county’s population decreased 1.5%, with 25 of the county’s 45
municipalities experiencing population declines during the decade. However,
many of these population losses were very modest in terms of numbers
and/or percentages. Redbank Township and Cowanshannock Township
registered the biggest gains — 238 and 193 persons, respectively — while
Kiskiminetas Township and Kittanning Borough posted the biggest losses —
506 and 333 people, respectively.

The U. S. Bureau of the Census population estimates indicated a further
county population decline of 2.5% between 2000 and 2005.

Table 4-1 indicates municipal, county and state population changes between
1990 and 2000.
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Table 4-1
Population 1900 — 2000
No. change % change
1990 2000 (1990-2000) | (1990 - 2000)
Pennsylvania 11,881,643 12,281,054 399,411 3.4%
Armstrong County 73,478 72,392 (1,086) -1.5%
Ford City 3,413 3,451 38 1.1%
Ford Cliff 450 412 (38) -8.4%
Central  [Kittanning Boro 5,120 4,787 (333) -6.5%
Planning JManor 4,482 4,231 (251) -5.6%
District  JManorville 418 401 a7 -4.1%
Rayburn 1,823 1,811 (12) -0.7%
Total 15,706 15,093 (613) -3.9%
Atwood 128 112 (16) -12.5%
Cowanshannock 2,813 3,006 193 6.9%
Elderton 371 358 (13) -3.5%
East Kittanning Twp 2,310 2,359 49 2.1%
Planning |Plumcreek 2,400 2,304 (96) -4.0%
District  |Rural Valley 957 922 (35) -3.7%
South Bend 1,304 1,259 (45) -3.5%
Valley 709 681 (28) -3.9%
Total 10,992 11,001 9 0.1%
Boggs 981 979 (2) -0.2%
Dayton 572 543 (29) -5.1%
Madison 941 943 2 0.2%
Northeast [Mahoning 1,504 1,502 (2) -0.1%
Planning [JPine 534 499 (35) -6.6%
District  JRedbank 1,058 1,296 238 22.5%
South Bethlehem 479 444 (35) -7.3%
Wayne 937 1,117 180 19.2%
Total 7,006 7,323 317 4.5%
Brady's Bend 963 939 (24) -2.5%
Hovey 99 93 (6) -6.1%
Northwest [Parker 853 799 (54) -6.3%
Planning |Perry 322 404 82 25.5%
District  |Sugarcreek 1,496 1,557 61 4.1%
Washington 984 1,029 45 4.6%
Total 4,717 4,821 104 2.2%
Apollo 1,895 1,765 (130) -6.9%
Bethel 1,261 1,290 29 2.3%
Burrell 728 749 21 2.9%
South Gilpin 2,804 2,587 (217) -71.7%
Planning [Kiskiminetas 5,456 4,950 (506) -9.3%
District  |Leechburg 2,504 2,386 (118) -4.7%
North Apollo 1,391 1,426 35 2.5%
Parks 2,739 2,754 15 0.5%
Total 18,778 17,907 (871) -4.6%
Applewold 388 356 (32) -8.2%
Cadogan 427 390 (37) -8.7%
East Franklin 3,923 3,900 (23) -0.6%
West Freeport 1,983 1,962 (21) -1.1%
Planning North Buffalo 2,897 2,942 45 1.6%
District South Buffalo 2,687 2,785 98 3.6%
West Franklin 2,008 1,935 (73) -3.6%
West Kittanning 1,253 1,199 (54) -4.3%
Worthington 713 778 65 9.1%
Total 16,279 16,247 (32) -0.2%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Aging Population

Armstrong County’s population is growing older — as is the state as a whole.
According to the 2000 Census, the median age of the county’s population is
40.4 years. This figure is higher than both the state of Pennsylvania (38.0
years) and the national median age (35.3 years).

The following figure represents Armstrong County’s 2000 population in a
pyramid that delineates both age and sex. The largest age group in the county
was the 40-44 year olds (6,134 persons), followed by the 35-39 year olds
(5,506 persons), and the 45-49 year olds (5,496 persons). These three cohorts
plus the fourth largest age group — the 50-54 year olds (4,931 persons) — are
part of the largest “bulge” on the population pyramid. This bulge correlates
to the baby boom generation (persons born between 1946 and 1964). The
other large bulge occurs at the bottom of the pyramid (persons 19 years old
and younger), which represents children of baby boomers, sometimes
referred to as the “echo boom.”

The county’s female population (37,188) is slightly larger than the male
population (35,204) While the age strata are more or less equally distributed
between sexes in the middle of the pyramid, males 19 years old and younger
outnumber females, while females 50 years and older outnumber males.

Figure 4-1
Armstrong County Population by Age and Sex 2000

Armstrong County 2000 Population
total population 72,392
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Table 3.5 in Appendix 1 contains detailed breakdowns of age cohorts at the
municipal, county and state levels in 2000.

Households — More, but Smaller

Although the population of Armstrong County declined between 1990 and
2000, the number of households in the county increased from 28,361 to
28,932 (2.0%) during that time. The U.S. Census Bureau estimates that the
number of households in the county in 2005 was 29,000 — a 2.4% gain from
2000.

Household size, meanwhile, continues to shrink. Between 1990 and 2000,
household size decreased from 2.56 persons to 2.46 persons. The U.S.
Census Bureau’s estimated county household size in 2005 was 2.4 persons —
a 2.4% decrease since 2000.

Small decreases in household size reflect broad demographic and economic
changes in society. Examples of these changes include deferred age of first
marriage, increased divorce rates, fewer children, and longer life expectancy.

Table 4-2 indicates changes between 1900 and 2000 in both number of
households and household size at the municipal, county and state levels.
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Table 4-2
Households and Household Size 1990 - 2000
No. of
No. of No. of Households%] Household | Household
Households | Households change Size Size
1990 2000 (1990 - 2000) 1990 2000

Pennsylvania 4,492,958 4,779,186 6.4% 2.57 2.48
Armstrong County 28,361 28,932 2.0% 2.56 2.46
Ford City 1,563 1,602 2.5% 2.17 2.17
Ford CIiff 176 176 0.0% 2.49 2.28
Central [Kittanning Boro 2,131 2,026 -4.9% 2.17 2.19
Planning |Manor 1,766 1,763 -0.2% 2.52 2.40
District Manorville 187 180 -3.7% 2.31 2.23
Rayburn 667 687 3.0% 2.75 2.57

Total 6,490 6,434 -0.9%
Atwood 38 37 -2.6% 3.12 2.67
Cowanshannock 1,023 1,122 9.7% 2.71 2.66
Elderton 154 158 2.6% 2.37 2.42
East Kittanning Twp 777 857 10.3% 2.87 2.65
Planning JPlumcreek 841 861 2.4% 2.83 2.53
District  JRural Valley 394 374 -5.1% 2.47 2.33
South Bend 440 478 8.6% 2.95 2.68
Valley 228 264 15.8% 291 2.60

Total 3,895 4,151 6.6%
Boggs 339 356 5.0% 2.91 2.79
Dayton 232 236 1.7% 2.45 2.37
Madison 348 366 5.2% 2.72 2.60
Northeast jMahoning 567 598 5.5% 2.63 2.47
Planning JPine 197 197 0.0% 2.57 2.47
District Redbank 395 437 10.6% 2.73 2.65
South Bethlehem 213 198 -7.0% 2.38 2.29
Wayne 352 392 11.4% 2.67 2.76

Total 2,643 2,780 5.2%
Brady's Bend 372 404 8.6% 2.63 2.38
Hovey 36 33 -8.3% 2.75 2.45
Northwest JParker 325 314 -3.4% 2.68] 2.59
Planning [JPerry 114 140 22.8% 2.71 2.62
District  |Sugarcreek 460 521 13.3% 2.79 2.60
Washington 358 386 7.8% 2.76 2.65

Total 1,665 1,798 8.0%
Apollo 750 755 0.7% 2.40 2.29
Bethel 461 512 11.1% 2.73 2.57
Burrell 234 278 18.8% 2.74 2.51
South Gilpin 1,117 1,038 -7.1% 2.62 2.49
Planning [Kiskiminetas 2,074 1,924 -7.2% 2.66 2.55
District Leechburg 1,168 1,089 -6.8% 2.19 2.14
North Apollo 578 577 -0.2% 2.42 2.45
Parks 1,023 1,103 7.8% 2.53 2.47

Total 7,405 7,276 -1.7%
Applewold 155 146 -5.8% 2.36 2.17
Cadogan 165 190 15.2% 2.48 2.23
East Franklin 1,469 1,530 4.2% 2.71 2.51
West Freeport 873 885 1.4% 2.28 2.23
Planning North Buffalo 1,054 1,124 6.6% 2.74 2.54
District South Buffalo 1,003 1,022 1.9% 2.85 2.74
West Franklin 716 755 5.4% 2.78 2.59
West Kittanning 542 539 -0.6% 2.28 2.20
Worthington 286 302 5.6% 2.55 2.43

Total 6,263 6,493 3.7%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Migration — A Net Loss

The Census Bureau tracked migration nationally on a county-by-county basis
as part of the 2000 Census. Between 1995 and 2000, 7,754 people migrated
to Armstrong County (inflow) from other counties in the United States, while
9,926 people migrated from the county (outflow). This amounts to a net loss
of 2,172 residents.

Table 4-3 indicates the inflow and outflow of Armstrong County residents to
and from adjacent counties. The county had a net outflow of 407 residents to
surrounding counties between 1995 and 2000. Although net increases
occurred between Armstrong County and Butler (173), Clarion (259) and
Venango (6) Counties, the remaining four counties pulled residents away
from Armstrong County. Armstrong County’s biggest net loss of residents
was to Westmoreland County (620).

Table 4-3
Armstrong County Inflow and Outflow (Surrounding Counties) 1995 — 2000
Inflow Outflow
County Migrating From Number |County Migrating To Number |Net change
Allegheny County 1,247|Allegheny County 1,394 -147
Butler County 853|Butler County 680 173
Clarion County 753|Clarion County 494 259
Indiana County 654|Indiana County 689 -35
Jefferson County 57|Jefferson County 100 -43
Venango County 64|Venango County 58 6
Westmoreland County 1,743|Westmoreland County 2,363 -620
Total 5,371|Total 5,778 -407

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

More recent data compiled by the University of Pittsburgh’s University
Center for Social and Urban Research (UCSUR) provides a more positive
picture of Armstrong County’s net migration with some adjacent counties. In
“Migration Trends in the Pittsburgh Region”, UCSUR reported net migration
for Armstrong, Allegheny, Butler, Indiana and Westmoreland Counties (but
not for Clarion, Jefferson and Venango Counties). UCSUR’s study used the
Internal Revenue Service’s (IRS) County-to-County migration datasets,
which are based on addresses reported on annual income tax returns. Any
conclusions drawn from comparisons between this IRS data and Census
Bureau data must be tempered by the different data collection methods used,
a one-year overlap in the data reporting periods (i.e., the year 2000), and the
fact that the UCSUR study covered only four of the seven counties that are
adjacent to Armstrong County.

IRS data for the period 2000-2006 indicates that Armstrong County
experienced net migration gains of 385 from Allegheny County and 55 from
Westmoreland County, thereby reversing large net migration losses to those
two counties in 1995-2000. However, between 2000 and 2006, Armstrong
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County’s net migration loss to Indiana County leaped from 35 in 1995-2000
to 139. Also, the county’s 1995-2000 sizeable net migration gain from Butler
County (173) was dramatically reversed to a loss of 308. Still, Armstrong
County’s net migration loss to the four counties covered by UCSUR’s study
was just seven residents between 2000-2006, compared to 629 residents
between 1995 and 2000.

Table 4-4 indicates inter-county migration between 2000 and 2006.

Table 4-4
Armstrong County Inflow and Outflow (Surrounding Counties) 2000-2006
Inflow Outflow
County Migrating From Number [County Migrating To Number [Net change
Allegheny County 2,492|Allegheny County 2,107 385
Butler County 1,438|Butler County 1,746 -308
Clarion County NA[Clarion County NA NA
Indiana County 1,029(Indiana County 1,168 -139
Jefferson County NA|Jefferson County NA NA
Venango County NA|Venango County NA NA
Westmoreland County 3,109]Westmoreland County 3,054 55
Total 8,068|Total 8,075 -7

Source: Migration Trends in the Pittsburgh Region 2000-2006, University of Pittsburgh
University Center for Social and Urban Research
NA = Not available

Population and Household Projections — Gains only in the West
Planning District

Population and household projections help identify an area’s future housing
needs. The following tables contain population and household projections for
2012 for the county by planning districts.

Table 4-5
Armstrong County Projected Population for 2012
Total Change
District Population 2000-2012

2000 2012 Number | Percentage

Central Planning District 15,093 13,374 (1,719) -11.4%
East Planning District 11,001 10,410 (591) -5.4%
Northeast Planning District 7,323 6,679 (644) -8.8%
Northwest Planning District 4,821 4,510 (311) -6.5%
South Planning District 17,907 16,436 (1,471) -8.2%
West Planning District 16,247 16,428 181 1.1%
Total 72,392 67,837 (4,555) -6.3%

Source: Claritas, Inc.; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
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Table 4-6
Armstrong County Projected Households by Age of Householder for 2012
Households Age of Householder - 2000 Age of Householder - 2012
District
2000 2012 15-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 | 65-74 7§Vaer:d 15-24 | 25-34 | 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 72\7;‘:'
Central
Planning
District 6,434 5,863 255 777 1,251 1,180 804 964 1,203 214 705 828 1,105 1,067 783 1,161
East
Planning
District 4,151 4,153 130 559 975 868 624 514 481 116 551 646 887 868 549 536
Northeast
Planning
District 2,780 2,660 74 374 575 527 424 416 390 64 368 392 535 501 382 418
Northwest
Planning
District 1,798 1,783 48 221 387 396 257 275 214 47 218 253 405 352 258 250
South
Planning
District 7,276 7,051 142 890 1,535 1,457] 1,034] 1,097 1,121 168 790 984 1,471 1,441 989 1,208
West
Planning
District 6,493 6,920 137 803 1,314 1,413 937 910 979 151 785 949 1,431 1,489 970 1,145
Total 28,932 28,430 786 3,624 6,037 5,841 4,080 4,176] 4,388 760 3,417| 4,052 5,834 5,718 3,931 4,718
Source: Claritas, Inc.; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
Table 4-7
Armstrong County Projected Households by Household Income for 2012
Households Household Income ($) - 2000
District 2000 2012 under 15,000 - 25,000 - 35,000 - 50,000 - 75,000 - 100,000 - 125,000 - 150,000 - 200,000
15,000 24,999 34,999 49,999 74,999 99,999 124,999 149,999 199,999 and over
Central
Planning
District 6,434 5,863 1,697 1,267 1,032 1,086 873 241 104 52 43 39
East
Planning
District 4,151 4,153 838 727 641 829 730 250 90 30 7 9
Northeast
Planning
District 2,780 2,660 573 520 510 545 432 112 52 18 10 8
Northwest
Planning
District 1,798 1,783 364 337 320 322 289 90 31 15 8 22
South
Planning
District 7,276 7,051 1,485 1,344 992 1,429 1,346 416 158 73 14 19
West
Planning
District 6,493 6,920 1,079 1,238 891 1,382 1,056 476 213 74 29 55
Total 28,932 28,430 6,036 5,433 4,386 5,593 4,726 1,585 648 262 111 152
Households Household Income ($) - 2012
District 2000 2012 under 15,000 - 25,000 - 35,000 - 50,000 - 75,000 - 100,000 - 125,000 - 150,000 - 200,000
15,000 24,999 34,999 49,999 74,999 99,999 124,999 149,999 199,999 and over
Central
Planning
District 6,434 5,863 1,147 970 849 1,042 936 449 214 104 74 78
East
Planning
District 4,151 4,153 626 602 553 744 873 399 202 90 48 16
Northeast
Planning
District 2,780 2,660 351 380 384 516 570 240 109 59 38 13
Northwest
Planning
District 1,798 1,783 233 253 246 338 347 171 87 42 24 42
South
Planning
District 7,276 7,051 1,051 992 942 1,105 1,482 736 392 184 117 50
West
Planning
District 6,493 6,920 779 1,026 953 1,168 1,481 662 392 223 131 105
Total 28,932 28,430 4,187 4,223 3,927 4,913 5,689 2,657 1,396 702 432 304
Source: Claritas, Inc.; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.
Analysis of these projections reveals the following:
April 2008

Page 20




Armstrong County
Housing Needs Analysis

MULLIN
LONERGAN
ASSOCIATES

Vi.

The county and all planning districts except the West District will lose
population. The West District will have a modest (1%) population gain.

The county’s projected population loss is 6.3%, but the number of
households is projected to decrease only 1.7%. Only the West District
will experience a significant gain (6.6%) in the number of households.

The number of households with income levels below $50,000 will
decrease 4,198, while the number of households with income levels of
$50,000 and more will increase 3,696. The Northeast District has the
biggest percentage losses in three of the four “under $50,000” income
groups. Gains in the “$50,000 and up” income groups are spread among
various planning districts, but the Central District has the smallest gains
in three of the six “$50,000 and up” income categories.

The number of households in which the head of household is 25-44 years
of age (i.e., childbearing years) will drop 38.6%. Conversely,
households with heads of household between 45-64 years of age will
increase 40%.

Households headed by persons 65-74 years old will decrease by 5.9%,
but households headed by those 75 and older will increase 7.5%. This
supports anecdotal evidence that many people leave Armstrong County
for 5-10 years after they retire, then return to the county.

The only planning districts that will see gains in the number of
households with heads of household between 15-24 years of age are the
South District (18.3%) and the West District (10.2%).

Increases in the number of households headed by people in the 45-64 age
group are evenly distributed among planning districts.

Demographic Impacts on Housing

Population by Age — Aging in Place and Losing Young Families

The county’s changing demographics may help identify housing needs in
different portions of the population. Between 1990 and 2000, the
county’s population decreased by 1,086 persons (1.5%). The county’s
median age in 2000 was 40.4. By 2005, the median age had climbed to
42.0, indicating that the county’s population continues to age. Table 4-8
breaks down Armstrong County’s population by age for 1990, 2000 and
2005.
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Table 4-8
Armstrong County Population 1990, 2000 and 2005
1990 2000 2005 1990-2000 | 2000-2005
(est.) change change
under 5 years 4438 3913 3398 -525 -515
51to 9 years 5009 4626 3307 -383 -1319
10 to 14 years 5119 4896 5193 -223 297
15 to 19 years 5293 4891 4268 -402 -623
20 to 24 years 4044 3475 3910 -569 435
25 to 34 years 11112 8363 7802 -2749 -561
35 to 44 years 10679 11640 9741 961 -1899
45 to 54 years 7352 10427 11549 3075 1122
55 to 59 years 3432 3740 5099 308 1359
60 to 64 years 4104 3368 3371 -736 3
65 to 74 years 7527 6582 5450 -945 -1132
75 to 84 years 4284 4941 4827 657 -114
85 years and over 1085 1530 1586 445 56
Total 73478 72392 69501 -1086 -2891

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

Between 1990 and 2000, growth occurred in the age ranges of 35-59

years and 75 years and over. Decline occurred in the populations under
35 years old and between 60-74 years. The largest increase occurred in
the 45-54 age group, while the largest decrease was in the 25-34 age
group, which is the prime cohort for household formation. The increase
in elderly population and the aging of the baby boom generation (40-59
year olds) point to county residents aging in place.

Between 2000 and 2005, the county’s estimated rate of population loss
accelerated to 4.0%. The population change among age cohorts was
mixed, but the general decrease in the number of children (0-19 year
olds) and adults under 44 can likely be attributed to residents moving out
of the county for educational and/or employment opportunities, and
staying away from the county through their childbearing years.

Workers and Place of Work — An Outflow of Workers

The county’s changing work force characteristics also indicate potential
housing needs. Between 1990 and 2000, Armstrong County gained
1,696 workers, a 6.0% increase, compared to the statewide increase of
3.9%.

Increasingly however, Armstrong County residents must travel outside
of the county to find work. In 1990, 61.1% of the county’s working
residents worked in Armstrong County. By 2000, this percentage had
dropped to 44.7%.

The 2000 Census County-to-County Worker Flow Files indicate both the
county of residence and the county of work for all workers in the United
States. Although small numbers of workers from Armstrong County
travel all over the country to work, the bulk of Armstrong County’s
working residents who work outside the county travel to surrounding
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counties. Table 4-9 demonstrates the flow of workers between
Armstrong County and surrounding counties. Within these areas, 5,267
workers commute into the county, while 12,815 workers commute out of
the county—a net loss of 7,548 workers to surrounding counties.

Table 4-9
Armstrong County Worker Flow 2000

Worker flow to | Worker flow from| Net Worker Flow
Armstrong Armstrong for Armstrong
County of Residence County County County

Allegheny County 635 4,582 -3,947
Butler County 1,013 2,609 -1,596
Clarion County 446 1,043 -597
Indiana County 817 1,526 -709
Jefferson County 108 250 -142
Venango County 51 86 -35
Westmoreland County 2,197 2,719 -522
Total 5,267 12,815 -7,548

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

vii. Income Trends — Homeownership is Becoming Less Affordable
Income trends can reveal the financial capacity of a region to support new
housing construction, modernization of older housing units, and regular
maintenance of existing units. Lower income households will have greater
difficulty meeting their basic needs (food and clothing) and generally have
less disposable income to save toward a downpayment to rent or purchase a

home, or to make necessary repairs on an older housing unit.

According to the U. S. Census Bureau, between 2000 and 2005, the median
household income in Armstrong County increased 12.3% - from $31,557 to
$35,451 (adjusted for inflation). However, during that same period, the
county’s median housing value grew 16.2%. Thus, the increase in household
income failed to keep pace with the increase in housing value, making it
more difficult for renters to attain homeownership. Conversely, because the
increase in household income outpaced the increase in rent levels, renting an
apartment became more affordable for county residents.
viii. Poverty Makes Affordable Housing Nearly Unattainable
Each year the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)
establishes poverty thresholds by which many federally-funded programs
determine eligibility for assistance. In 2000, the U. S. Census Bureau
reported that 3,483 Armstrong County households had incomes below the
poverty level. This was 12% percent of all county households, or
approximately one in every eight households.

For households living in poverty, decent affordable housing is nearly
unattainable without financial subsidy.
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At the planning district level, poverty rates range from 8.7% in the West
Planning District to 14.9% in the Central Planning District. Twenty-seven of
the county’s municipalities (60%) have a higher household poverty rate than
Pennsylvania’s (11%), and 21 municipalities (47%) have a higher rate than
the county rate of 12%.

The municipalities with the five highest household poverty rates in 2000

WEre:

Kittanning Borough
Rural Valley
Madison

Apollo

Rayburn

20.5%
18.7%
18.6%
18.0%
17.5%

The municipalities with the five lowest household poverty rates in 2000 were:

South Buffalo
Applewold
Gilpin

North Buffalo
Valley

2.6%
3.4%
7.0%
7.2%
7.2%

The following table lists the household poverty rates by planning district and
municipality for the county.
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Table 4-10
Armstrong County Household Poverty Rate, 2000
ol Housenoras Percemage |
Households Below Poverty Below Poverty
Pennsylvania 4,779,186 525,388 11.0%
Armstrong County 28,932 3,483 12.0%
Ford City 1,602 229 14.3%
Ford CIiff 176 20 11.4%
Central Kittanning Boro 2,026 415 20.5%
Planning Manor 1,763 146 8.3%
District Manorville 180 26 14.4%
Rayburn 687 120 17.5%
Total 6,434 956 14.9%
Atwood 37 6 16.2%
Cowanshannock 1,122 191 17.0%
Elderton 158 12 7.6%
East Kittanning Twp 857 88 10.3%
Planning Plumcreek 861 97 11.3%
District Rural Valley 374 70 18.7%
South Bend 478 54 11.3%
Valley 698 50 7.2%
Total 4,585 568 12.4%
Boggs 356 36 10.1%
Dayton 236 23 9.7%
Madison 366 68 18.6%
Northeast Mahoning 598 46 7.7%)
Planning Pine 197 19 9.6%)
District Redbank 437 69 15.8%
South Bethlehem 198 24 12.1%
Wayne 1,094 140 12.8%
Total 3,482 425 12.2%
Brady's Bend 404 58 14.4%
Hovey 33 4 12.1%
Northwest Parker 314 35 11.1%)
Planning Perry 140 20 14.3%
District Sugarcreek 521 47 9.0%
Washington 1,028 140 13.6%
Total 2,440 304 12.5%
Apollo 755 136 18.0%
Bethel 512 41 8.0%
Burrell 278 31 11.2%
South Gilpin 1,038 73 7.0%
Planning Kiskiminetas 1,924 267 13.9%
District Leechburg 1,089 137 12.6%
North Apollo 577 82 14.2%
Parks 1,103 168 15.2%
Total 7,276 935 12.9%
Applewold 146 5 3.4%
Cadogan 190 14 7.4%
East Franklin 1,530 133 8.7%
Freeport 885 132 14.9%
Pl\;ﬁ;g North Buffalo 1,124 81 7.20%
District South Buffalo 1,022 27 2.6%)
West Franklin 1,941 215 11.1%
West Kittanning 1,194 89 7.5%
Worthington 757 70 9.2%
Total 8,789 766 8.7%

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census
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ix. Housing Wage

Out of Reach, an annual report compiled and published by the National Low
Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC), is a side-by-side comparison of wages
and rents in every county, Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), combined
non-metropolitan area and state in the United States. For each jurisdiction,
the report calculates the amount of money a household must earn in order to
afford a rental unit of a range of sizes (0, 1, 2, 3, and 4 bedrooms) at the
area’s Fair Market Rent (FMR), based on the generally accepted affordability
standard of paying no more than 30 percent of income for housing costs.
FMRs are determined by HUD on an annual basis. From these calculations,
the hourly wage a worker must earn to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom
home is derived. This figure is called the Housing Wage.

In Armstrong County, an extremely low income four-person household
earning $13,920 (30 percent of the area median income of $46,400 in 2006)
could afford monthly rent of no more than $348, while the FMR for a two-
bedroom unit was $526. A minimum wage earner (earning $5.15 per hour)
could afford monthly rent of no more than $268. An SSI recipient (receiving
$603 monthly) could afford monthly rent of no more than $181, while the
FMR for a one-bedroom unit was $476.

In Armstrong County, a worker earning the minimum wage must work 79
hours per week in order to afford a two-bedroom unit at the area’s FMR. In
reality, the 2006 housing wage in Armstrong County was $10.12. This is the
amount a full-time (40 hours per week) worker must earn per hour in order to
afford a two-bedroom unit at the FMR of $526 per month. This is equivalent
to 196% of the minimum wage.

In 2006, 23% of all county households were renters. Based on the
methodology used by NLIHC in its report, the annual median income among
renters was $24,257. In order to afford a two-bedroom unit at the area’s
FMR, a typical renter household would have required a minimum annual
income of $21,103. This was equivalent to 87% of the median renter income,
thereby far exceeding the cost burden standard of 30% of income for housing
costs.

These statistics underscore the need for subsidized affordable rental housing
in Armstrong County.

B. Labor Force, Unemployment, and Employment Trends

i. Unemployment — Higher than Neighboring Counties

The Bureau of Labor Statistics tracks unemployment rates at the county and
state level. Since 1990, Armstrong County’s unemployment rate has varied
between 5.4% in 2006 and 11.1% in 1994. As seen in Table 4-11, the
county’s unemployment rates have been consistently higher than the rates for
the state and surrounding counties since 2000.
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Table 4-11
Unemployment Rates 2000-2006

2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006
Pennsylvania 4.2 4.8 5.6 5.7 5.4 5.0 4.7
Allegheny County 4.1 4.3 5.4 5.6 5.3 5.0 4.6
Armstrong County 5.7 6.4 6.7 6.8 7.1 6.1 5.4
Butler County 4.1 4.5 5.3 5.6 5.6 4.8 4.5
Clarion County 5.1 4.9 5.2 5.7 5.7 5.0 5.2
Indiana County 5.8 5.2 6.1 6.1 6.2 5.4 5.3
Jefferson County 5.3 6.4 6.2 6.3 6.1 5.4 5.0
Venango County 5.1 5.2 5.9 6.1 6.1 54 5.3
Westmoreland County 4.7 5.1 5.8 6.0 6.0 5.3 5.1

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics

Employment by Industry — More Losers than Gainers

Using the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS), the U.S.
Census Bureau obtains annual employment data from employers through the
County Business Patterns survey. Table 4-12 provides a general overview of
employment by industry in Armstrong County for 2000 and 2005 (the latest
year for which data is available).

Table 4-12
Employment by Industry — 2000-2005

Industry Number of Employees Change

Code Industry Code Description 2000 2005 Number | Percentage
----- Total 16,666 15,356 -1,310 -7.9%
11---- Forestry, fishing, hunting, and agriculture support 0-19 0-19 - -
21---- Mining 725 639 -86 -11.9%
22---- Utilities 162 100-249 -
23---- Construction 573 590 17 3.0%
31---- Manufacturing 3,244 2,383 -861 -26.5%
42---- Wholesale trade 343 199 -144 -42.0%
44---- Retalil trade 3,404 2,953 -451 -13.2%
48---- Transportation and warehousing 952 1,404 452 47.5%
51---- Information 319 167 -152 -47.6%
52---- Finance and insurance 511 489 -22 -4.3%
53---- Real estate and rental and leasing 173 271 98 56.6%
54---- Professional, scientiv and technical services 679 380 -299 -44.0%
55---- Management of companies and enterprises 197 154 -43 -21.8%

Administrative support, waste management,

56---- remediation services 229 170 -59 -25.8%
61---- Educationagl services 0-19 20-99 - -
62---- Health care and social assistance 2,831 3,144 313 11.1%
71---- Arts, entertainment and recreation 140 100-249 - -
72---- Accommodation and food services 1,279 1,233 -46 -3.6%
81---- Other services (except public administration) 855 880 25 2.9%
99---- Unclassified establishments 0-19 0-19 -

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

The county had a 7.9% decrease in the number of employees between 2000
and 2005. Of the industries able to be tracked over time, five had increases in
the number of workers, while eleven lost employees. The largest gains were

found in the following industries:

e Transportation and warehousing (452 employees, 47.5%)
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e Health care and social assistance (313 employees, 11.1%)
e Real estate and rental and leasing (98 employees, 56.7%)
The largest declines were found in the following industries:

e Manufacturing (861 employees, -26.5%)
e Retail trade (451 employees, -13.2%)
e Professional, scientific and technical services (299 employees, -44.0%)

iii.  Major New Employers

The Armstrong County Department of Planning and Development identified
several major new employers in the county:

e Mellon Bank (financial services) — 200+ employees
e  Sabeus (communications and fiber optics) — 22 employees
e Dielectric Solutions, LLC (glass fiber manufacturing) — 75 employees

Mellon Bank and Sabeus are located in the Northpointe Business Park. The
county’s economic development marketing efforts will attract additional
businesses to Northpointe and the employees of these businesses are potential
new residents who will create additional housing demand.

Northpointe contains land for residential development. Armstrong County
should insure that the development of residential land at Northpointe
proceeds in a manner that will result in the construction of housing units to
meet the housing needs of workers employed at Northpointe.

C. Economic Incentives for New Employers

i. KOZ

The Pennsylvania Keystone Opportunity Zones (KOZ) program is an
economic development initiative that provides businesses with virtually tax-
free sites upon which to locate and grow. KOZs are designated areas with
greatly reduced or no tax burden for property owners, residents and
businesses. KOZ designation is thus expected to attract development where
little or no development had occurred beforehand. This development may
produce spin-off taxable activity outside the designated zone.

Projects in Keystone Opportunity Zones receive priority consideration for
state assistance under state community and economic development programs.

Armstrong County has the following five KOZ sites located within or near
industrial parks:

e Ford City Heritage and Technology Park

e  Manor Township Business Park

e Northpointe
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e Apollo/Warren Avenue
e  West Hills Industrial Park

ii. LERTA

The Local Economic Revitalization Tax Assistance Program (LERTA) was
established by the state legislature in the 1970s to allow local taxing
authorities to provide tax incentives for residents and businesses to improve
their properties and/or expand their businesses in delineated areas. For
example, LERTA allows a company constructing a new facility or a major
expansion to defer the increase in real estate taxes on the value of the
construction over a period of up to 10 years. That is, the real estate tax
increase attributed to the increased assessment due to improvements is
phased in over a period of up to 10 years by increasing the percentage of
taxes paid per year until the full assessment is reached.

Since 2005, three Armstrong County municipalities — Ford City, Kittanning
Borough, and Parks Township — have enacted LERTA ordinances for
industrial and commercial property. Other county municipalities are also
considering LERTA.

The Armstrong County School District has adopted a residential LERTA
program with a two-year tax abatement period. Since the program’s
inception, the school district has granted 402 tax abatements (as of August
2007).

The Apollo Ridge School District and The Leechburg School District enacted
LERTA programs that have expired. During the life of these programs, the
Apollo Ridge School District granted 58 tax abatements, and the Leechburg
School District granted 23.
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5. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS AND REAL ESTATE MARKET

CONDITIONS

A. Housing Supply Characteristics

This section of the housing needs analysis includes detailed data on the number and
characteristics of the county’s housing stock, including vacancy rates, tenure,
housing quality indicators, and affordability factors.

The analysis of Armstrong County’s housing supply takes several factors into
consideration. Available housing supply, based on 2000 Census data,* includes an
assessment of the amount, type, and location of existing housing units in the
county.

i Income Ranges

Income ranges in the county are broad, and are generally referred to as low-,
moderate-, and upper-income. However, since housing subsidy is based on
income levels, a more detailed definition of low-income housing becomes
necessary. Low-income households are generally defined as households with
income at or below 80% of median family income (MFI). Because 0-80%
MFI is a broad range of income levels, the term “low-income” can be broken
down into three main categories:

e Extremely low-income (0-30% MFI)
e Very low-income (31-50% MFI)
e Low-income (51-80% MFI)

Some subsidized housing programs are based on income guidelines that
permit households with incomes up to 115% MFI to qualify for program
funds. Moderate income is defined as 81%-115% MFI, or $38,151 to
$54,165 in 2007.

These categories are based on the MFI determined by HUD on a yearly
basis.” The 2007 HUD-determined MFI for a four-person household in
Armstrong County and the annual income ranges for the previously
mentioned low-income categories, are found in the first line of Table 5-1.

! The bulk of the statistical information presented is derived from the 2000 Census Summary File 3 data
set. Because statistics in Census data products are based on the collection, tabulation, editing, and handling
of questionnaires, errors in the data are possible. In addition, as the Summary File 3 data set is a sample
data set and not 100% reporting, it is subject to sampling error. Because of sampling and non-sampling
errors, there may be discrepancies in the reporting of similar types of data. However, the discrepancies will
not negate the usefulness of Census data to conduct analysis.

2 Although both median family income and median household income are cited throughout this report,
HUD uses median family income (MFI) to determine program participation eligibility and for other
housing information, e.g., cost burden data. As a point of reference, in 2000, Armstrong County’s median
household income was $31,557. By comparison, the county’s median family income was $38,269.
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The second line shows the affordability range for households for the four
categories listed above. It specifically demonstrates the monthly housing cost
that these households could afford at a housing expense to household income
ratio of 30%, i.e., without being cost burdened. The monthly housing costs
identified represent either rent or a mortgage payment.

Finally, the third line applies some assumptions to the affordability range
(detailed below) to determine what price of home that households at various
income levels could afford to purchase without becoming cost burdened.
Assumptions made to determine an affordable housing price include:

e A housing expense to household income ratio of 30%

e 5% of the value of the unit to account for closing costs and origination
fees

e Monthly taxes and property insurance were valued at 0.25% of the sales
price

e Households would contribute a 5% down payment, with a mortgage
value of 95% and an interest rate of 6% on a 30 year loan

Table 5-1
Armstrong County Income, Affordability, and Purchase Price 2007
Extremely Low Income | Very Low Income Low Income Moderate Income
Median Family 0-30% MFI 31%-50% MFI 51%-80% MFI 81%-115% MFI
From: ($) |To: ($) From: ($) [To: ($) From: ($) [To: ($)  [From: ($) |To: ($)

Annual Income Levels 2007 ($)
| $14,130 | $14,601 | $23,550 | $24,021 | $37,680 | $38,151 | $54,165
Housing Affordability Range - Monthly Housing Cost by Income Levels 2007 ($)
| $353]  $365] $589] 601  $942]  $954 ] $1,354
Home Purchase Price by Income Levels and Housing Affordability Range 2007 ($)
| $50,200 | $51,800 | $83,600 | $85,300 | $133,800 | $135,400 | $192,300

Source: U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development; Mullin & Lonergan Associates, Inc.

Note: gaps between dollar amounts at the high end of one category and the low end of the next category
occur due to multiplication of the MFI figure by whole percents (30.0, and 31.0, for example).

Additional factors that may impact a housing purchase include a
homebuyer’s long-term debt or living expenses. Two ratios — a housing
payment to household income ratio of 30% (front end ratio), and a total debt
to household income ratio of 36% (back end ratio) — are industry standards
used by lenders to determine the credit-worthiness of prospective borrowers.
However, many households are encumbered with debt and monthly living
expenses higher than acceptable debt to income ratios. This can occur even if
their annual household income allows for a housing payment to household
income ratio of 30%. Typical expenses for many working families include
childcare, health insurance (if not provided at their place of employment),
and vehicle cost and maintenance. The impact of many typical living
expenses is greatest on low-income households. Their housing costs and
living expenses typically are a larger portion of their monthly income.

New housing tends to be larger, and comes with many modern features that
add significantly to unit cost. The least expensive housing — often the only
housing affordable to low-income households — is typically older. Older
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units often require extensive maintenance and repairs, increasing overall
housing costs and limiting its affordability to low-income households.
Statistical housing unit value may not accurately reflect the true cost of the
unit, as it does not account for rehabilitation, maintenance, and/or
modernization.

Additional issues that constitute barriers to homeownership include:

e Low-income households, especially extremely low-income, often have
poor credit histories and may lack long-term employment records.

e Low appreciation of property values discourages investment in property.

e Access to credit due to more restrictive bank underwriting procedures
because of recent high foreclosures rates as a result of predatory lending.

Housing Units — Slow Growth

The housing supply in Armstrong County increased 2% between 1990 and
2000, compared to the state increase of 6.3% during the decade. The largest
increases in housing units occurred in more rural areas of the county, while
decreases occurred mainly in older boroughs and townships. Between 2000
and 2005, the county’s supply of housing units increased an estimated 1.7%,
compared to 3.3% for the state.

Table 3.15 in Appendix 1 contains housing unit data at the municipal, county,
and state levels.

The number of housing units in Armstrong County increased 2.0% between
1990 and 2000 — from 31,757 in 1990 to 32,387 in 2000. Housing unit
increases occurred in four of the six planning districts. The changes in
housing units were as follows:

e East Planning District +8.2%
e  West Planning District +5.3%
e Northeast Planning District +4.3%
e Northwest Planning District +4.2%
e Central Planning District -2.0%
e South Planning District -2.0%

In 2000, there were 3,382 vacant housing units in the county. However,
1,530 (45.2%) of these vacant units were units held for seasonal, recreational,
or occasional use. Subtracting these vacancies from the total number of
vacancies gives a clearer picture of the units that are vacant year-round.

After seasonal, recreational and occasional use vacancies were deducted from
the total number of vacant units, 1,852 units (5.7% of the county’s total
housing units) remain. In 1990, the county’s year-round vacancy rate was
6.3% of total housing units.
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In 2000, three planning districts — Central, Northeast and South — had year-
round vacancy rates higher than the county rate of 5.7%. The West Planning
District had the lowest year-round vacancy rate at 4.3% (295 units), while the
South Planning District had the highest rate — 6.7% (536 units). These two
districts contain many of the county’s more densely populated boroughs.

Five municipalities had year-round vacancy rates over 8.0% - Applewold
Borough (15.4%), Apollo Borough (11.0%), Pine Township (9.7%),
Kittanning Borough (8.9%), and the City of Parker (8.7%).

In contrast, five municipalities had year-round vacancy rates under 3.0% -
Ford Cliff Borough (1.6%), Hovey Township (2.1%), Atwood Borough
(2.3%), South Buffalo Township (2.5%), and North Buffalo Township
(2.9%).

Table 5-2 contains detailed vacancy data for the year 2000.

Tables 3.19, 3.20, 3.21, 3.22, 3.23 and 3.24 in Appendix 1 contain detailed
occupancy and vacancy data at the municipal, county, and state levels.
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Table 5-2
Armstrong County Vacant Unit Characteristics — 2000
total
housing seasonal | % of total| year-round % of
units vacant vacant units vacant [total units
Pennsylvania 5,249,750 472,747 154,495 2.9% 318,252 6.1%
Armstrong County 32,387 3,382 1,530 4.7% 1,852 5.7%
Ford City 1,713 133 - 0.0% 133 7.8%
Ford Cliff 187 3 - 0.0% 3 1.6%
Central [Kittanning Boro 2,251 219 19 0.8% 200 8.9%
Planning JManor 1,879 127 51 2.7% 76 4.0%
District  JManorville 188 11 2 1.1% 9 4.8%
Rayburn 730 39 3 0.4% 36 4.9%
Total 6,948 532 75 1.1% 457 6.6%
Atwood 43 1 - 0.0% 1 2.3%
Cowanshannock 1,210 89 26 2.1% 63 5.2%
Elderton 156 11 2 1.3% 9 5.8%
East Kittanning Twp 915 44 23 2.5% 21 2.3%
Planning [Plumcreek 935 58 18 1.9% 40 4.3%
District  JRural Valley 414 32 7 1.7% 25 6.0%
South Bend 522 54 18 3.4% 36 6.9%
Valley 304 40 26 8.6% 14 4.6%
Total 4,499 329 120 2.7% 209 4.6%
Boggs 487 138 109 22.4% 29 6.0%
Dayton 251 21 5 2.0% 16 6.4%
Madison 571 206 167 29.2% 39 6.8%
Northeast JMahoning 665 59 15 2.3% 44 6.6%
Planning JPine 279 80 53 19.0% 27 9.7%
District Redbank 511 74 52 10.2% 22 4.3%
South Bethlehem 210 15 4 1.9% 11 5.2%
Wayne 464 63 27 5.8% 36 7.8%
Total 3,438 656 432 12.6% 224 6.5%
Brady's Bend 585 182 153 26.2% 29 5.0%
Hovey 96 62 60 62.5% 2 2.1%
Northwest |Parker 357 44 13 3.6% 31 8.7%
Planning [Perry 259 116 99 38.2% 17 6.6%
District  |Sugarcreek 571 48 27 4.7% 21 3.7%
Washington 695 306 275 39.6% 31 4.5%
Total 2,563 758 627 24.5% 131 5.1%
Apollo 856 94 - 0.0% 94 11.0%
Bethel 661 158 117 17.7% 41 6.2%
Burrell 341 44 22 6.5% 22 6.5%
South Gilpin 1,114 80 28 2.5% 52 4.7%
Planning [Kiskiminetas 2,074 143 13 0.6% 130 6.3%
District  JLeechburg 1,194 85 - 0.0% 85 7.1%
North Apollo 626 43 - 0.0% 43 6.9%
Parks 1,186 78 9 0.8% 69 5.8%
Total 8,052 725 189 2.3% 536 6.7%
Applewold 169 26 - 0.0% 26 15.4%
Cadogan 182 7 - 0.0% 7 3.8%
East Franklin 1,647 101 50 3.0% 51 3.1%
West Freeport 944 66 5 0.5% 61 6.5%
Planning North Buffalo 1,201 44 9 0.7% 35 2.9%
District South Buffalo 1,049 42 16 1.5% 26 2.5%
West Franklin 807 56 7 0.9% 49 6.1%
West Kittanning 572 28 - 0.0% 28 4.9%
Worthington 316 12 - 0.0% 12 3.8%
Total 6,887 382 87 1.3% 295 4.3%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Units per Structure — Single Family Units Predominate

The availability of a variety of housing types allows for people of various
ages, incomes, and housing preferences to reside in a community. The 2000
Census shows the following data regarding the composition of the county’s
housing stock:

e 25,093 housing units (77.5% of the county’s total units) were single
family units, compared to 73.8% for Pennsylvania

e 3,129 housing units (9.7%) were multifamily units, compared to 21.2%
for the state

e 3,948 housing units (12.2%) were mobile homes, compared to 4.9% for
Pennsylvania

e 217 housing units (0.6%) were classified as “other”, compared to 0.1%
for the state

Despite Armstrong County’s increasingly older population and smaller
households, single family dwellings remain the county’s most popular
housing choice, which is highly characteristic of a rural county. Higher
income households and younger households with children generally prefer
single family dwellings. The increasing elderly population will tend to
remain in their single family housing until circumstances require them to
move.

Elderly households that move to multifamily housing usually prefer to remain
in their communities, making the availability of multifamily housing
important to sustaining the elderly population. Multifamily housing
alternatives are also attractive to younger households.

Single family - The West Planning District had the highest rate of single
family units (81.9%), while the Northwest Planning District had the lowest
single family rate (67.4%).

Of the 45 municipalities in the county, Ford Cliff Borough had the highest
single family rate (97.3%), while Hovey Township had the lowest (54.3%).

Multifamily - By far, the Central Planning District had the highest percentage
of multifamily units (20.5%), while the Northeast Planning District had the
lowest rate (2.6%).

Kittanning Borough had the highest percentage of multifamily units (39.6%),
while seven municipalities — Ford Cliff Borough, Atwood Borough,
Plumcreek Township, Valley Township, Hovey Township, Perry Township,
and Burrell Township — had no multifamily units.

Mobile homes - The percentage of mobile homes in the Northwest Planning
District (27.5%) is the highest in the county, with the Central Planning
District having the lowest rate of mobile homes (6.0%).
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Hovey Township had the highest number of mobile homes in the county
(42.7%), while Applewold and Leechburg Boroughs had no mobile homes.
Additional information on the county’s housing stock by type is presented in
Tables 5-3 and 5-4.
Table 5-3
Armstrong County Units per Structure and Mobile Homes — 2000
single- % of total multi- % of total mobile | % of total | boat, RV, | % of total
family units family units home units van, etc. units
Pennsylvania 3,875,644 73.8%| 1,110,857 21.2%]| 258,551 4.9% 4,698 0.1%
Armstrong County 25,093 77.5% 3,129 9.7% 3,948 12.2% 217 0.7%
Ford City 1,335 77.9% 370 21.6% 8 0.5% - 0.0%)
Ford Cliff 182 97.3% - 0.0% 5 2.7% - 0.0%)
Central Kittanning Boro 1,306 58.0% 891 39.6% 54 2.4% - 0.0%
Planning |Manor 1,604 85.4% 65 3.5% 210 11.2% - 0.0%
District  JManorville 138 73.4% 42 22.3% 8 4.3% - 0.0%)
Rayburn 546 74.8% 55 7.5% 129 17.7% - 0.0%)
Total 5,111 73.6% 1,423 20.5% 414 6.0% - 0.0%)
Atwood 39 90.7% - 0.0% 4 9.3% - 0.0%)
Cowanshannock 978 80.8% 53 4.4% 175 14.5% 4 0.3%
Elderton 100 64.1% 27 17.3% 29 18.6% - 0.0%
East Kittanning Twp 683 74.6% 13 1.4% 213 23.3% 6 0.7%
Planning [Plumcreek 678 72.5% - 0.0% 249 26.6% 8 0.9%
District  JRural Valley 323 78.0% 77 18.6% 14 3.4% - 0.0%
South Bend 388 74.3% 4 0.8% 130 24.9% - 0.0%)
Valley 240 78.9% - 0.0% 53 17.4% 11 3.6%)
Total 3,429 76.2% 174 3.9% 867 19.3% 29 0.6%
Boggs 334 68.6% 5 1.0% 100 20.5% 48 9.9%
Dayton 210 83.7% 15 6.0% 26 10.4% - 0.0%)
Madison 431 75.5% 2 0.4% 99 17.3% 39 6.8%
Northeast |Mahoning 588 88.4% 16 2.4% 61 9.2% - 0.0%)
Planning |Pine 217 77.8% 20 7.2% 24 8.6% 18 6.5%)
District  JRedbank 404 79.1% 2 0.4% 98 19.2% 7 1.4%
South Bethlehem 177 84.3% 27 12.9% 6 2.9% - 0.0%)
Wayne 389 83.8% 4 0.9% 69 14.9% 2 0.4%
Total 2,750 80.0% 91 2.6% 483 14.0% 114 3.3%
Brady's Bend 375 64.1% 19 3.2% 191 32.6% - 0.0%)
Hovey 52 54.2% - 0.0% 41 42.7% 3 3.1%
Northwest JParker 254 71.1% 55 15.4% 48 13.4% - 0.0%)
Planning [Perry 186 71.8% - 0.0% 73 28.2% - 0.0%)
District  |Sugarcreek 450 78.8% 4 0.7% 117 20.5% - 0.0%
Washington 411 59.1% 2 0.3% 236 34.0% 46 6.6%
Total 1,728 67.4% 80 3.1% 706 27.5% 49 1.9%
Apollo 570 66.6% 276 32.2% 10 1.2% - 0.0%)
Bethel 551 83.4% 12 1.8% 86 13.0% 12 1.8%
Burrell 276 80.9% - 0.0% 61 17.9% 4 1.2%
South Gilpin 977 87.7% 38 3.4% 96 8.6% 3 0.3%)
Planning |Kiskiminetas 1,586 76.5% 28 1.4% 460 22.2% - 0.0%
District  |Leechburg 921 77.1% 273 22.9% - 0.0% - 0.0%)
North Apollo 554 88.5% 66 10.5% 6 1.0% - 0.0%)
Parks 1,000 84.3% 43 3.6% 143 12.1% - 0.0%)
Total 6,435 79.9% 736 9.1% 862 10.7% 19 0.2%
Applewold 120 71.0% 49 29.0% - 0.0% - 0.0%)
Cadogan 162 89.0% 2 1.1% 18 9.9% - 0.0%)
East Franklin 1,415 85.9% 81 4.9% 151 9.2% - 0.0%
West Freeport 579 61.3% 346 36.7% 19 2.0% - 0.0%
Planning North Buffalo 1,016 84.6% 25 2.1% 160 13.3% - 0.0%)
District South Buffalo 950 90.6% 14 1.3% 81 7.7% 4 0.4%
West Franklin 628 77.8% 28 3.5% 149 18.5% 2 0.2%)
West Kittanning 513 89.7% 53 9.3% 6 1.0% - 0.0%)
Worthington 257 81.3% 27 8.5% 32 10.1% - 0.0%)
Total 5,640 81.9% 625 9.1% 616 8.9% 6 0.1%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Table 5-4
Housing Types as Percentage of Total Units — 1990, 2000 and 2005
1990 2000 2005

Single- Multi- Mobile Single- Multi- Mobile Single- Multi- Mobile

family family home family family home family family home
Pennsylvania 72.0% 21.7% 5.1% 73.8% 21.2% 4.9% 75.0% 21.0% 5.0%
Armstrong County 76.8% 9.6% 12.3% 77.5% 9.7% 12.2% 82.0% 6.0% 12.0%
Central District 73.1% 20.3% 5.7% 73.6% 20.5% 6.0% NA NA NA
East District 78.8% 2.5% 17.0% 76.2% 3.9% 19.3% NA NA NA
Noprtheast District 81.6% 3.0% 14.8% 80.0% 2.6% 14.0% NA NA NA
Northwest District 69.9% 3.3% 25.4% 67.4% 3.1% 27.5% NA NA NA
South District 76.8% 9.2% 12.1% 79.9% 9.1% 10.7% NA NA NA
West District 79.5% 8.6% 10.4% 81.9% 9.1% 8.9% NA NA NA

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census

As indicated in the above table, the makeup of Armstrong County’s housing
stock has changed over time. Between 1990 and 2005, the following changes
occurred at the county level:

e The percentage of single family units increased from 76.8% to 82.0%.
e The percentage of multifamily units decreased from 9.6% to 6.0%.
e The percentage of mobile homes remained at about 12%

Tables 3.16 and 3.17 in Appendix 1 contain unit per structure data at the
municipal, county, and state levels

iv. ~Homeownership is strong in Armstrong County

Homeownership is positively linked to family stability, improved property
maintenance, improved residential satisfaction, and increased civic
participation.

e Armstrong County’s homeownership rate was higher than the state
average in both 1990 and 2000. The owner-occupied portion of the
county’s housing stock in 2000 represented 77.3% (22,408 units) of the
occupied housing units in the county. The owner-occupancy rate rose
slightly from the 1990 rate of 76.4%. In both 1990 and 2000, the
county’s homeownership rate surpassed the statewide average (70.6%
and 71.3%, respectively).

e The U.S. Census Bureau estimated that the county’s homeownership rate
had increased to 79% by 2005.

e Homeownership was highest in the East Planning District at 83.0% and
lowest in the Central Planning District at 64.7%

e Among municipalities, homeownership was highest in Atwood Borough
at 97.6% and lowest in Kittanning Borough at 44.3%.

More detailed information on the county’s homeownership rates is presented
in Table 5-5.
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Table 5-5
Armstrong County Homeownership Rates — 1990-2000
1990 2000 % change
owner- ] oo ] rRener ] or 1 owner ] ooor ] mener- ] Jor ] owner ] Joor ] Rener- ] ooor |
occupied occ. occupied occ. occupied occ. occupied occ. occupied occ. occupied occ.
units Units units Units units Units units Units units Units units Units
Pennsylvania 3,176,121 | 70.6%] 1,310,845 | 29.4%] 3,406,337 | 7L.3%| L1.370,666 | 28.7% 7.2%)] _ 0.9% 3.00] -2.3%)
[Armstrong County 21,615 | 76.4% 5,694 | 23.6% 22,408 | 77.3% 6,597 | 22.7%) 3.0%)| 1.2% 1.4%| -3.8%
Ford City 1,036 | 66.4% 525 | 33.6% 946 | 59.9% 534 | 40.1% 8.7%)] _-9.8% 20.8%]  19.3%)
Ford CIiff 156 | 86.2% 25 | 13.8%) 164 | 90.6% 17| 9.4% 51%| 51% -32.0%] -32.0%)
Central  [Kittanning Boro 049 | 44.6% 1,178 | 55.4%) 901 |_44.3% 1,131 | 55.7%) 5.1%| -0.6% ~2.0%| _0.5%
Planning  [Manor 1521 | 85.4% 261 | 14.6%) 1,483 | 84.6% 269 | 15.4%) 2.5%| _-0.8% 3.1%|  4.8%
District  [Manorville 123 | 68.0% 58 | 32.0%) 115 | 63.9% 65 | 36.1%) ~6.5%| -6.0% 12.1%)| 12.7%
Raybum 500 | 75.3% 164 | 24.7%) 546 | 78.1% 148 | 21.3%) 9.2%|  4.5% -9.8%)| -13.7%
Total 2,285 | 66.0% 2,211 | 34.0% 7,155 | 64.7% 2,264 | 35.3%) 3.0%| -1.9% 2.4%)|  3.6%
[Atwood 36 ] 87.8% 5| 12.2%) 21| 97.6% 1| 2.4% 13.0%| 11.2% ~80.0%] -80.5%)
Cowanshannock 796 | _76.6% 243 |_23.4%) 945 | 84.3% 176 | 15.7%) 18.7%]| 10.0% ~27.6%]| -32.9%)
Elderton 100 | 7L.7% 43 | 28.3% 93| 64.1% 52 | 35.0%) “14.7%| -10.6% 20.9%| 26.8%
East Kittanning Twp 653 | 85.4% 112 | _14.6%) 723 | 83.0% 148 | _17.0%) 10.7%)| -2.8% 32.1%)| 16.1%
Planning  [Plumcreek 694 | 83.6% 136 | 16.4%) 756 | 86.2% 121 | 13.8%) 8.9%| 3.1% “11.0%] -15.8%)
District [Rural Valley 294 | 77.0% 88 | 23.0%) 278 | 72.8% 104 | 27.2%) 5.4%| -5.4% 18.2%| 18.2%
South Bend 376 | 85.1% 66 | 14.9%) 202 |_85.9% 66 | 14.1%) 6.9%| 1.0% 0.0%| -5.6%
Valley 196 | 80.3% 28| 19.7% 223 | 85.1% 39 | 14.9%) 13.8%| 6.0% ~18.8%| -24.3%)
Total 3,154 | 81.0% 741 | 19.0%) 3,461 | 83.0% 707 | 17.0%) 9.7%)| 2.5% ~2.6%)] -10.8%
Bogos 254 | 75.4% B3 | 24.6%) 200 | 85.9% 20 | 14.1%) 17.7%]|  14.0% ~41.0%] -42.8%)
Dayton 185 | 79.4% 48 | 20.6% 182 | 79.5% 47 | 205%) “1.6%| _ 0.1% 2.1%| _-0.4%
Madison 289 | 83.5% 57 |_16.5%) 304 |_84.0% 58 | 16.0%) 52%| _0.5% 18%| -2.7%
Northeast [Mahoning 281 | 84.2% 90 | 15.8%) 503 |_82.9% 104 | 17.1%) 2.6%| -1.6% 15.6%|  8.7%
Planning [Pine 173 | 83.2% 35| 16.8%) 161 ] 79.7% 21| 20.3%) "6.9%| -4.2% 17.1%| 20.6%
District  JRedbank 312 |_80.4% 76| 19.6%) 348 |_80.0% 87| 20.0% 11.5%] -0.5% 14.5%)]  2.1%
South Bethlehem 158 | 78.6% 43 | 21.4% 135 | 69.6% 59 | 30.4%) ~14.6%| -11.5% 37.2%| 42.2%
Wayne 291 | 82.9% 60 | 17.1%) 347 | 85.9% 57 | 14.1%) 19.2%|  3.6% ~5.0%)| -17.5%
Total 2,143 | 81.3% 292 | 18.7% 2,279 | 81.9% 502 | 18.1%] 6.3%| 0.8% 2.0%)| -3.3%
Brady's Bend 200 | 81.7% 57 | 18.3%) 315 |_80.4% 77 |_19.6%) 5.4%)| -1.6% 14.9%| 7.3%
Hovey 26 | 72.2% 10 | 27.8%) 32| 84.2% 5| 15.8% 23.1%)| 16.6% ~40.0%]| -43.2%)
Northwest [Parker 235 | 73.9% 83 | 26.1%) 233 | 75.4% 76 | 24.6%) -0.9%| _2.0% -8.4%| _-5.8%
Planning [Perry 103 | 86.6% 16 | 13.4%) 132 | 85.7% 22 | 14.3%) 28.2%| -1.0% 37.5%| 6.3%
District |Sugarcreek 222 | 87.0% 63 | 13.0%) 245 | 85.1% 78 | 14.9%) 55%| -2.2% 23.8%| 14.8%
[Washington 286 |_80.3% 70 | 19.7%) 338 |_86.9% 51 13.1%) 18.2%| _8.2% ~27.1%| -33.3%)
Total T371| 8L6% 309 | 18.4% 1,495 | 82.8% 310 | 17.2%) 9.0%| 1.5% 0.3%| -6.6%
Apolio 237 | 55.5% 351 | 44.5% 229 | 56.3% 333 | 43.7%) “1.8%| 1.5% 5.106| -1.9%
Bethel 209 | 88.5% 53] 1L.5%) 753 | 90.4% 28] 9.6% 10.8%| 2.1% ~9.4%)| -16.5%
Burrell 223 | 83.8% 43| 16.2% 259 | 86.6% 20 | 13.4%) 16.1%| 3.3% ~7.0%)| -17.2%
South  [Gilpin 952 | 88.9% 119 | 11.1%) 926 | 89.6% 108 |_10.4%) 2.7%| __0.7% ~9.2%| -6.0%
Planning  |Kiskiminetas 1,731 | 84.4% 319 | 15.6% 1637 | 84.8% 294 | 15.2%) 5.4%| _0.4% 7.8%| -2.2%
District  [Ceechburg 718 | 62.8% 426 | _37.2% 721 ] 65.0% 388 |_35.0%) 0.4%| _3.6% ~8.9%| _-6.0%
North Apollo 243 | 77.6% 128 | 22.4%) 257 | _78.4% 126 | 21.6%) 3.2%|  1.0% “1.6%| -3.6%
Parks 867 | 80.7% 207 | 19.3%) 900 | 81.2% 208 | 18.8%) 3.8%| 0.6% 05%| -2.6%
Total 5,780 | 77.8% 1,646 | 22.2%) 5,782 | 78.9% 1,545 | 21.1%) 0.0%| 1.4% 6.1%| -4.9%
Applewold 84 ] 56.4% 85| 43.6%) 87 ] 60.8% 56| 39.2%) 3.6%6]  7.9% ~13.8%]| -10.2%
Cadogan 147 | 85.5% 25 | 14.5%) 142 | 8L.1% 33 ] 18.9%) 3.4%| -5.1% 32.0%)| 29.7%
East Frankiin 1,200 | 83.6% 238 |_16.4%) 1,332 | 86.2% 214 | 13.8%) 10.2%|  3.1% ~10.1%] -15.8%)
west  [Ereeport 482 | 55.3% 389 | 44.7% 501 | 57.1% 377 | 42.9%) 3.9%| 3.1% 3.1%| -3.9%
Planning  |orth Buftalo 904 | 85.4% 154 | 14.6%) 1,000 | 87.7% 142 | 12.3% 11.6%| 2.6% 7.8%)| -15.2%
Districr  [52uth Buffalo 824 | 87.8% 114 | 12.2%) 905 | 89.3% 108 |_10.7%) 98%| 1.7% -5.3%)| -12.3%
West Frankiin 504 | 82.3% 128 | 17.7%) 600 | 81.4% 139 | 18.6%] 2.5%| -1.0% 8.6%| 4.8%
West Kittanning 236 |_80.0% 100 | _20.0%) 227 | 78.5% 117 | 21.5%) 2.1%| -1.9% 73%| _ 7.5%
Worthington 202 | 73.5% 73| 26.5%) 224 | 73.0% 83| 27.0% 10.9%] -0.7% 13.7%|  1.8%
Total 2,882 | 79.0% 1,295 | 21.0%) 5,236 | 80.5% 1,260 | 19.5%) 7.3%| 1.8% 2.0%| -6.9%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
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Homeowner Housing by Indicators of Conditions

Housing quality, although generally a qualitative topic, can be quantified by
certain census indicators. These indicators provide insight into certain issues
that can cause housing units to become substandard. Three factors — age,
lack of complete plumbing, and overcrowding — were evaluated as indicators
of housing quality in Armstrong County.

e Age

Age of a structure is used to demonstrate the amount of time a unit has
been in the housing inventory. Older housing requires continual
maintenance. In the absence of routine maintenance, older housing
becomes substandard. The age threshold used to signal a potential
deficiency is 50 years or more. In 2000, 10,234 (45.7%) of the county’s
owner-occupied units were built prior to 1950.

The age of county housing units varies widely by planning district. In
the Central Planning District, 60% of the housing units are at least 50
years old, while almost 34% of the East Planning District’s housing units
fall into that category.

Among municipalities, Applewold Borough has the highest percentage of
50 year old+ housing (93.6%), while Plumcreek Township has the lowest
percentage (23.8%).

e Lacking complete plumbing facilities.

The Census Bureau defines complete plumbing facilities as hot and cold
piped water, a bathtub or shower, and a flush toilet. Units without
complete plumbing facilities generally indicate substandard housing
conditions. A total of 146 (0.7%) owner-occupied units in the county
lacked complete plumbing in 2000.

Only the Northeast Planning District (1.6%) and the Northwest Planning
District (1.3%) had rates of owner-occupied units lacking complete
plumbing over 1.0%. The Central Planning District had the lowest rate —
0.3%.

Among municipalities, Parker had the highest rate (2.9%) of owner-
occupied housing units lacking complete plumbing. Eighteen
municipalities had no owner-occupied units lacking complete plumbing
in 2000.

e Overcrowding

Overcrowding is directly related to the wear-and-tear sustained by a
housing unit. More than one person per room (1.01 persons or more) is
used as the threshold for defining living conditions as overcrowded. In
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2000, there were 105 (1.6%) owner-occupied units in the county with
more than one person per room.

The Central Planning District had the lowest rate of overcrowded
housing units (0.5%), while the Northwest Planning District had the
highest rate (2.2%).

Among municipalities, fourteen municipalities had no overcrowded
owner-occupied units in 2000. Perry Township had the highest rate of
over-crowdedness, at 3.9% (five units), while Kiskiminetas Township
had the highest number of overcrowded units, at 40 (2.4%).

e Cost-burdened households.

Statistically many households expend more than 30% of their income on
housing. It should be noted that some of these households (including
immigrants, and persons with disabilities) choose to pay more than 30%
of their income for housing and are assisted by affordable housing
programs to enable them to do so. However, when a household spends
more than 30% of its gross income on housing, it is considered excessive
by housing economists. These households are classified as cost
burdened.

When households pay higher proportions of their incomes for housing,
they may be forced to sacrifice other basic necessities such as food,
clothing, and health care. Additionally, cost-burdened households may
have trouble maintaining their dwelling. Cost burden is of particular
concern among low-income households, who overall have fewer housing
choices. In 2000, there were 3,058 Armstrong County owner-occupied
households (18.2% of all owner-occupied households) that were cost
burdened.

In 2000, owner-occupied cost-burden rates by planning district ranged
from 14.3% in the Northeast Planning District to 19.9% in the West
Planning District.

Among municipalities, none of the 21 owner-occupied units in Hovey
Township was cost burdened in 2000. Apollo Borough had the highest
rate of owner-occupied housing units that were cost burdened (28.5%),
while Manor Township had the greatest number of such units (248).

Further information on the housing quality indicators and cost burden of
Armstrong County’s owner-occupied housing stock by planning district and
municipality for 2000, is found in Tables 5-6 and 5-7.
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Table 5-6

Armstrong County Housing Quality Indicators (Owner Housing) 2000

Lacking complete

total owner Over 50 years old plumbing Overcrowded
occupied units No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pct.

Armstrong County 22,417 10,234 45.7% 146 0.7% 245 1.1%

Ford City 948 838 88.4% - 0.0%) 12 1.3%

Ford Cliff 160 97 60.6% 2 1.3% - 0.0%)

Central [Kittanning Boro 902 737 81.7% 1 0.1% - 0.0%
Planning [Manor 1,484 527 35.5% 6 0.4% - 0.0%
District  Imanorville 115 88 76.5% - 0.0% 3.5%
Rayburn 537 210 39.1% 4 0.7% 5 0.9%

Total 4,146 2,497 60.2% 13 0.3% 21 0.5%

Atwood 40 20 50.0% - 0.0%) - 0.0%)
Cowanshannock 942 387 41.1% 8 0.8% 28 3.0%

Elderton 89 48 53.9% - 0.0%) - 0.0%)

East Kittanning Twp 725 212 29.2% 8 1.1% 4 0.6%)
Planning |Plumcreek 760 181 23.8% - 0.0%) 4 0.5%)
District  [Rrural Valley 280 137 48.9% - 0.0% 1 0.4%
South Bend 415 124 29.9% - 0.0% 7 1.7%

Valley 233 69 29.6% 3 1.3% - 0.0%)

Total 3,484 1,178 33.8% 19 0.5% 44 1.3%

Boggs 297 98 33.0% 6 2.0% 2.0%)

Dayton 188 142 75.5%) - 0.0% 2 1.1%

Madison 297 179 60.3% 7 2.4% 10 3.4%
Northeast JMahoning 499 258 51.7% - 0.0% 11 2.2%
Planning [Pine 169 116 68.6% 4 2.4% - 0.0%
District  |Redbank 353 216 61.2% 8 2.3% 3 0.8%
South Bethlehem 137 93 67.9%) 3 2.2% - 0.0%

Wayne 340 123 36.2% 9 2.6% 10 2.9%

Total 2,280 1,225 53.7% 37 1.6% 42 1.8%

Brady's Bend 323 151 46.7%) 5 1.5% 5 1.5%

Hovey 27 12 44.4% - 0.0% - 0.0%
Northwest |Parker 240 126 52.5% 7 2.9% 2 0.8%
Planning [Perry 129 33 25.6% 2 1.6% 3.9%
District  Isugarcreek 442 130 29.4% 3 0.7% 10 2.3%
Washington 339 81 23.9% 3 0.9% 11 3.2%

Total 1,500 533 35.5% 20 1.3% 33 2.2%

Apollo 431 344 79.8% 8 1.9% 6 1.4%

Bethel 456 163 35.7% 2 0.4% 6 1.3%

Burrell 254 105 41.3% - 0.0% 2 0.8%

South  |Gilpin 927 315 34.0% 4 0.4% 10 1.1%
Planning [Kiskiminetas 1,635 500 30.6% - 0.0%) 40 2.4%
District || eechburg 708 516 72.9% 13 1.8% 1.0%
North Apollo 459 230 50.1% 4 0.9% 0.2%

Parks 897 442 49.3% 4 0.4%) 0.3%

Total 5,767 2,615 45.3% 35 0.6% 75 1.3%
Applewold 94| 88 93.6% - 0.0%) - 0.0%)

Cadogan 143 123 86.0%) - 0.0% - 0.0%

East Franklin 1,323 463 35.0% 10 0.8% 14 1.1%

Freeport 502 430 85.7% - 0.0% - 0.0%

PIZ‘ﬁ;g North Buffalo 1,014 295 29.1% 8 0.8% 4| 0.4%
District |South Buffalo 896 234 26.1% 4 0.4% - 0.0%)
West Franklin 616 168 27.3% - 0.0% 10 1.6%

West Kittanning 430 255 59.3% - 0.0% 2 0.5%
Worthington 222 130 58.6% - 0.0% - 0.0%)

Total 5,240 2,186 41.7% 22 0.4% 30 0.6%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
Note: highlight = exceeds county rate

April 2008

Page 41



Armstrong County
Housing Needs Analysis
Table 5-7
Armstrong County Cost Burdened Owner Households 2000
specified cost-burdened annual household income in 1999 ($)
owner-
: % of
occupied less than| 10,000 - | 20,000 - | 35,000 -| 50,000
units totalf owner- 7600 | 19,099 | 34,999 | 49,999 | or more
occupied
Pennsylvania 2,289,484 600,717 26.2%| 112,469 | 138,550 | 156,489 | 99,916 | 93,293
Armstrong County 16,785 3,058 18.2% 803 1,051 768 267 169
Ford City 900 121 13.4% 44 49 28 - -
Ford Cliff 145 33 22.8% 22 7 2 2 -
Central |Kittanning Boro 762 128 16.8% 48 43 37 - -
Planning |Manor 1,282 248 19.3% 53 96 50 25 24
District  |Manorville 105 13 12.4% 8 5 - - -
Rayburn 378 63 16.7% 16 19 16 8 4
Total 3,572 606 17.0% 191 219 133 35 28
Atwood 33 6 18.2% 3 - 3 - -
Cowanshannock 625 147 23.5% 36 61 30 16 4
Elderton 73 11 15.1% - 2 5 4 -
East Kittanning Twp 393 57 14.5% 6 25 24 - 2
Planning |Plumcreek 424 97 22.9% 27 23 32 15 -
District  [Rural Valley 239 41 17.2% 14 8 16 3 -
South Bend 209 38 18.2% 7 11 20 - -
Valley 143 15 10.5% 3 7 - 5 -
Total 2,139 412 19.3% 96 137 130 43 6
Boggs 185 48 25.9% 8 23 8 6 3
Dayton 161 22 13.7% 4 12 6 - -
Madison 197 33 16.8% 12 17 4 - -
Northeast |Mahoning 372 31 8.3% 2 16 13 - -
Planning |Pine 150 15 10.0% 6 7 2 - -
District  |Redbank 212 26 12.3% 6 9 7 4 -
South Bethlehem 118 16 13.6% 8 6 - 2 -
Wayne 139 29 20.9% 9 10 8 2 -
Total 1,534 220 14.3% 55 100 48 14 3
Brady's Bend 217 38 17.5% 13 17 5 3 -
Hovey 21 - 0.0% - - - - -
Northwest |Parker 196 35 17.9% 4 19 6 6 -
Planning |Perry 75 6 8.0% 2 4 - - -
District  |Sugarcreek 244 30 12.3% 14 4 12 - -
Washington 185 42 22.7% 7 9 18 3 5
Total 938 151 16.1% 40 53 41 12 5
Apollo 400 114 28.5% 39 40 32 3 -
Bethel 317 61 19.2% 7 10 31 9 4
Burrell 119 21 17.6% 6 7 4 4 -
South  |Gilpin 729 104 14.3% 33 35 18 13 5
Planning |Kiskiminetas 1,086 200 18.4% 57 40 45 31 27
District | eechburg 648 102 15.7% 38 49 15 - -
North Apollo 437 85 19.5% 30 18 31 4 2
Parks 676 140 20.7% 40 34 25 11 30
Total 4,412 827 18.7% 250 233 201 75 68
Applewold 88 21 23.9% 5 6 6 4 -
Cadogan 129 16 12.4% 4 12 - - -
East Franklin 1,072 205 19.1% 74 65 33 22 11
Freeport 447 98 21.9% 28 50 12 8 -
Pl‘;‘ﬁ;g North Buffalo 739 166 | 22.5% 13 68 69 16 10
District South Buffalo 693 114 16.5% 5 33 44 12 20
West Franklin 408 86 21.1% 18 24 24 16 4
West Kittanning 409 74 18.1% 20 23 17 4 10
Worthington 205 52 25.4% 4 28 10 6 4
Total 4,190 832 19.9% 171 309 215 88 59
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census
Note: highlight = exceeds county average
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vi. Renter Housing

The renter-occupied portion of the county’s housing stock in 2000
represented 22.7% (6,597 units) of the occupied housing units in the county.
The renter-occupancy rate fell slightly from the 1990 rate of 23.6%.

The renter-occupied housing rate was highest in the Central Planning District
(35.3%) and lowest in the East Planning District (17.0%).

Among municipalities, renter-occupied housing was highest in Kittanning
Borough (55.7%) and lowest in Atwood Borough (2.4%).

Further information on the county’s renter housing supply, including renter
information by planning district and municipality for 1990 and 2000, is
presented in Table 5-5.

vii. Renter Housing by Indicators of Conditions

To evaluate potential rental housing deficiencies, the same census indicators
used to determine the quality of owner-occupied housing (age, lack of
complete plumbing, and overcrowding) were used to evaluate the quality of
the rental housing stock in the county.

e Age

In 2000, 3,347 (50.8%) of the county’s renter-occupied units were built
prior to 1950.

The age of rental housing unit varies widely by planning district. The
Central Planning District has the highest rate (58.6%) and number
(1,131) of rental housing units that are at least 50 years old, while the
Northwest Planning District has the lowest rate (39.0%) and number
(119) of such units.

Both of Atwood Borough’s two rental units are more than 50 years old.
Pine Township has the second highest percentage of such units (76.7%),
while Kittanning Borough has the most renter-occupied housing units
that are over 50 years old — 663. Elderton Borough has the lowest
percentage of renter-occupied housing that is over 50 years old (14.3%).

e Lacking complete plumbing facilities

A total of 50 (0.8%) renter-occupied units in the county lacked complete
plumbing in 2000.

Only the Northwest Planning District (3.9%) and the Northeast Planning
District (1.6%) had rates of renter-occupied units lacking complete
plumbing greater than 1.0%. The Central Planning District had the
lowest rate of renter-occupied units lacking complete plumbing (0.4%).
The number of renter units without complete plumbing ranged from five
in the East Planning District to 12 in the Northwest Planning District.
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Among municipalities, 32 had no renter-occupied units lacking complete
plumbing in 2000. Washington Township had the highest rate of such
units (6.0%, 3 units), while two municipalities — Kittanning Borough and
Kiskiminetas Township — each had eight renter units without complete
plumbing.

e Overcrowding

In 2000, there were 105 (1.6%) renter-occupied units in Armstrong
County with more than one person per room.

Among the planning districts, the h