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APPENDIX A 
COUNTY-LEVEL HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS IN 2000

Overview
There are 67 counties in Pennsylvania, some of which are urban and others rural.  Pennsylvania is home 

to the major cities of Philadelphia (Philadelphia County) and Pittsburgh (in Allegheny County), in the 

Southeast and Southwest sections of the state, respectively.  In addition, the state has a number of other 

key cities located within its 16 metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs), as indicated in Map A.1.1  These cities 

include the state capital, Harrisburg, as well as Allentown, Bethlehem, Erie, Lancaster, Reading, and Scranton.

1 There are 16 MSAs in Pennsylvania.  Twelve MSAs are fully contained within Pennsylvania: Altoona, Erie, Harrisburg-Carlisle, Johnstown, 
Lancaster, Lebanon, Pittsburgh, Reading, Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, State College, Williamsport, and York-Hanover.  Portions of four other MSAs 
are located within the state: Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, 
and Youngstown-Warren-Boardman.  See http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/assets/omb/bulletins/fy2009/09-01.pdf.

Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs)

Pennsylvania County Boundaries

NORTHUMBERLAND

PERRY

ADAMS

BERKS

CLEARFIELD

BRADFORD

BUCKS

CARBON

CHESTER

COLUMBIA

CUMBERLAND

DAUPHIN

DELAWARE

JUNIATA

LACKAWANNA

LANCASTER

LEBANON

LEHIGH

LUZERNE

LYCOMING

MIFFLIN

MONROE

MONTGOMERY

MONTOUR

PHILADELPHIA

PIKE

SCHUYLKILLSNYDER

SULLIVAN

SUSQUEHANNA

TIOGA

UNION

WAYNE

ALLEGHENY

ARMSTRONG

BEAVER

BEDFORD

CAMBRIA

CLINTON

HUNTINGDON

BLAIR

BUTLER

CAMERON

CENTRE

CLARION

CRAWFORD

ELK

ERIE

FAYETTE

FOREST

FRANKLINGREENE

INDIANA

JEFFERSON

LAWRENCE

MCKEAN

MERCER

POTTER

SOMERSET

VENANGO

WARREN

WASHINGTON

WESTMORELAND

WYOMING

YORK
FULTON

Erie

Lebanon

Williamsport

State College

Altoona

Johnstown

Pittsburgh

Youngstown-
Warren-

Boardman

Harrisburg-Carlisle

York

Lancaster

Reading

Scranton-

Wilkes-Barre

NY-
Northern NJ-
Long Island

Allentown-

Bethlehem-

Easton

Phila.-Camden-

Wilmington

NORTHAMPTON

Map A.1: Counties and MSAs in Pennsylvania
MAP A.1

Counties and MSAs in Pennsylvania

Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs)

Pennsylvania County Boundaries

NORTHUMBERLAND

PERRY

ADAMS

BERKS

CLEARFIELD

BRADFORD

BUCKS

CARBON

CHESTER

COLUMBIA

CUMBERLAND

DAUPHIN

DELAWARE

JUNIATA

LACKAWANNA

LANCASTER

LEBANON

LEHIGH

LUZERNE

LYCOMING

MIFFLIN

MONROE

MONTGOMERY

MONTOUR

PHILADELPHIA

PIKE

SCHUYLKILLSNYDER

SULLIVAN

SUSQUEHANNA

TIOGA

UNION

WAYNE

ALLEGHENY

ARMSTRONG

BEAVER

BEDFORD

CAMBRIA

CLINTON

HUNTINGDON

BLAIR

BUTLER

CAMERON

CENTRE

CLARION

CRAWFORD

ELK

ERIE

FAYETTE

FOREST

FRANKLINGREENE

INDIANA

JEFFERSON

LAWRENCE

MCKEAN

MERCER

POTTER

SOMERSET

VENANGO

WARREN

WASHINGTON

WESTMORELAND

WYOMING

YORK
FULTON

Erie

Lebanon

Williamsport

State College

Altoona

Johnstown

Pittsburgh

Youngstown-
Warren-

Boardman

Harrisburg-Carlisle

York

Lancaster

Reading

Scranton-

Wilkes-Barre

NY-
Northern NJ-
Long Island

Allentown-

Bethlehem-

Easton

Phila.-Camden-

Wilmington

NORTHAMPTON

Map A.1: Counties and MSAs in Pennsylvania



48    AFFORDABILITY AND AVAILABILITY OF RENTAL HOUSING IN PENNSYLVANIA

Much of the rest of Pennsylvania is considered rural, particularly the northern and middle sections.  The 

rental housing stock in rural areas often differs from the stock in urban areas, such as Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, 

and Harrisburg. 

One interesting area of the state is Centre County, home to the main campus of Pennsylvania State 

University (Penn State), Pennsylvania’s largest university and one of the largest public universities in the nation.  

As its name suggest, Centre County is located in the middle of the state.  Likely because of the presence of this 

large university, the area has rental housing characteristics and needs that resemble those of some of the large 

metropolitan areas in the state, even though much of the rest of Centre County is quite rural. 

Housing Tenure 
Pennsylvania’s rental households are heavily concentrated in urban areas, reflecting both the larger 

populations in urban areas and the higher propensity to rent in these areas.  Over 75 percent of rental 

housing units in Pennsylvania are found within Pennsylvania’s 19 urban counties, while only 25 percent are 

found within the 48 rural counties.  

Philadelphia County has the highest number of renter households, 18 percent of the state’s total, followed 

by Allegheny County (Pittsburgh), with 13 percent.  Nearly half of Pennsylvania’s occupied rental housing 

stock is found within only six of Pennsylvania’s 67 counties:  Philadelphia, Allegheny, Montgomery, Bucks, 

Delaware, and Lancaster.  The city of Philadelphia and its surrounding four suburbs contain over one-third of 

Pennsylvania’s renter-occupied housing stock.2

Counties with particularly high concentrations of renter households are generally urban and contain one of 

Pennsylvania’s key cities.  In terms of the percentage of the counties’ households that are renters, the median 

percent is 30.3 percent for urban counties and 24.6 percent for rural counties, excluding Centre County. 

2 The city and county of Philadelphia constitute the same area.  The Philadelphia metropolitan division consists of the five Pennsylvania coun-
ties of Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia and includes the principal city of Philadelphia. See: http://www.whitehouse.
gov/omb/assets/omb/bulletins/fy2009/09-01.pdf.

Defining “Rural”
The term rural can be defined in several ways.a The Census Bureau defines urban areas (UAs) and urban clusters (UCs) based 
on population density and considers rural areas as areas falling outside the UAs and UCs. The Census Bureau explains that 
“geographic entities, such as census tracts, counties, metropolitan areas, and the territory outside metropolitan areas, often 
are ‘split’ between urban and rural territory, and the population and housing units they contain often are partly classified as 
urban and partly classified as rural.”b   

Because the Census Bureau does not define Pennsylvania counties as either rural or urban, this study uses the Center 
for Rural Pennsylvania’s definition.  The Center for Rural Pennsylvania classifies 48 of Pennsylvania’s 67 counties as rural 
based on population density.  Counties that have 274 persons or more per square mile are considered urban.c The rural 
Pennsylvania counties are italicized in all tables in this section.

a  See Cromartie and Bucholtz (2008) for a discussion of different definitions of rural.

b  More detailed information is available on the Census Bureau’s website: http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/ua_2k.html.

c  The list of rural counties in Pennsylvania, as well as the methodology used, is available on the Center for Rural Pennsylvania’s website: http://www.ruralpa.org/
rural_urban.html#maps.
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TABLE A.1 

Occupied Housing Units

Total Occupied 
Housing Units

Owner-Occupied 
Units

Renter-Occupied 
Units % That Are Renters

United States 105,480,101 69,816,513 35,663,588 34%

Pennsylvania 4,777,003 3,406,167 1,370,836 29%

Adams County 33,652 25,853 7,799 23%

Allegheny County 537,150 360,021 177,129 33%

Armstrong County 29,005 22,417 6,588 23%

Beaver County 72,576 54,379 18,197 25%

Bedford County 19,768 15,850 3,918 20%

Berks County 141,570 104,693 36,877 26%

Blair County 51,518 37,561 13,957 27%

Bradford County 24,453 18,457 5,996 25%

Bucks County 218,725 169,177 49,548 23%

Butler County 65,862 51,245 14,617 22%

Cambria County 60,531 45,242 15,289 25%

Cameron County 2,465 1,848 617 25%

Carbon County 23,701 18,525 5,176 22%

Centre County 49,323 29,673 19,650 40%

Chester County 157,905 120,500 37,405 24%

Clarion County 16,052 11,592 4,460 28%

Clearfield County 32,785 25,950 6,835 21%

Clinton County 14,773 10,778 3,995 27%

Columbia County 24,915 17,993 6,922 28%

Crawford County 34,678 26,155 8,523 25%

Cumberland County 83,015 60,635 22,380 27%

Dauphin County 102,670 67,116 35,554 35%

Delaware County 206,320 148,293 58,027 28%

Elk County 14,124 11,211 2,913 21%

Erie County 106,507 73,708 32,799 31%

Fayette County 59,969 43,859 16,110 27%

Forest County 2,000 1,652 348 17%

Franklin County 50,633 37,469 13,164 26%

Fulton County 5,660 4,473 1,187 21%

Greene County 15,060 11,158 3,902 26%

Philadelphia County has the highest percentage of renter households, followed closely by Centre County, 

with its large student population (41 and 40 percent, respectively). Dauphin, Allegheny, Lackawanna, and 

Lehigh counties are next.  These four counties are home to the cities of Harrisburg, Pittsburgh, Scranton, and 

Allentown, respectively.  

In the rural counties of Pike, Forest, Wayne, Bedford, Perry, Sullivan, and Susquehanna, 20 percent of 

households or less are renters.

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 50 
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Total Occupied 
Housing Units

Owner-Occupied 
Units

Renter-Occupied 
Units % That Are Renters

United States 105,480,101 69,816,513 35,663,588 34%

Pennsylvania 4,777,003 3,406,167 1,370,836 29%

Huntingdon County 16,759 12,999 3,760 22%

Indiana County 34,123 24,491 9,632 28%

Jefferson County 18,375 14,177 4,198 23%

Juniata County 8,584 6,671 1,913 22%

Lackawanna County 86,218 58,284 27,934 32%

Lancaster County 172,560 122,264 50,296 29%

Lawrence County 37,091 28,660 8,431 23%

Lebanon County 46,551 33,863 12,688 27%

Lehigh County 121,906 83,896 38,010 31%

Luzerne County 130,687 91,880 38,807 30%

Lycoming County 47,003 32,653 14,350 31%

McKean County 18,024 13,482 4,542 25%

Mercer County 46,712 35,613 11,099 24%

Mifflin County 18,413 13,639 4,774 26%

Monroe County 49,454 38,742 10,712 22%

Montgomery County 286,098 210,237 75,861 27%

Montour County 7,085 5,155 1,930 27%

Northampton County 101,541 74,451 27,090 27%

Northumberland County 38,835 28,577 10,258 26%

Perry County 16,695 13,288 3,407 20%

Philadelphia County 590,071 349,651 240,420 41%

Pike County 17,433 14,787 2,646 15%

Potter County 7,005 5,421 1,584 23%

Schuylkill County 60,530 47,177 13,353 22%

Snyder County 13,654 10,451 3,203 23%

Somerset County 31,222 24,368 6,854 22%

Sullivan County 2,660 2,138 522 20%

Susquehanna County 16,529 13,144 3,385 20%

Tioga County 15,925 12,125 3,800 24%

Union County 13,178 9,671 3,507 27%

Venango County 22,747 17,378 5,369 24%

Warren County 17,696 13,847 3,849 22%

Washington County 81,130 62,570 18,560 23%

Wayne County 18,350 14,772 3,578 19%

Westmoreland County 149,813 116,847 32,966 22%

Wyoming County 10,762 8,499 2,263 21%

York County 148,219 112,816 35,403 24%

Note: Italicized counties are classified as rural by the Center for Rural Pennsylvania. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, “2000 Census – Summary File 3,” Table H17, http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en 

TABLE A.1 CONTINUED
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Income of Renters
There is a significant disparity in income between owners and renters throughout the country.  Owner 

households earn nearly twice as much as renter households nationally and in Pennsylvania.  However, 

within Pennsylvania, there do not seem to be any regional patterns in renter/owner income disparities. 

Counties with the greatest income disparities between renters and owners include Centre, Greene, and 

Lawrence counties.  Juniata, Pike, and Sullivan counties have more equal income distributions, but even in 

these counties, the median renter’s income is two-thirds or less of the median owner’s income. 

TABLE A.2

Median Household Income in 1999 by Tenure

Occupied Housing 
Units Owner Households Renter Households

Renter Income as 
Percentage of Owner 

Income

United States $41,851 $51,323 $27,362 53%

Pennsylvania $39,987 $47,611 $24,601 52%

Adams County $42,913 $48,228 $28,360 59%

Allegheny County $38,154 $48,066 $22,791 47%

Armstrong County $31,694 $35,975 $20,006 56%

Beaver County $36,963 $42,896 $22,323 52%

Bedford County $32,647 $35,737 $21,337 60%

Berks County $44,456 $51,927 $26,648 51%

Blair County $32,846 $39,161 $18,449 47%

Bradford County $34,986 $39,655 $21,989 55%

Bucks County $59,443 $67,604 $36,426 54%

Butler County $42,248 $48,791 $23,528 48%

Cambria County $30,192 $34,925 $17,827 51%

Cameron County $32,077 $35,880 $21,458 60%

Carbon County $35,176 $39,586 $21,802 55%

Centre County $36,295 $49,642 $20,365 41%

Chester County $65,037 $75,403 $38,516 51%

Clarion County $30,984 $36,821 $17,169 47%

Clearfield County $31,407 $35,724 $18,573 52%

Clinton County $30,890 $37,190 $17,360 47%

Columbia County $33,944 $39,944 $20,762 52%

Crawford County $33,688 $39,105 $20,303 52%

Cumberland County $46,628 $54,509 $29,532 54%

Dauphin County $41,496 $51,409 $27,280 53%

Delaware County $49,742 $59,597 $30,319 51%

Elk County $37,769 $43,079 $21,488 50%

Erie County $36,578 $44,782 $21,072 47%

Fayette County $27,582 $33,111 $16,242 49%

Forest County $27,284 $30,357 $15,938 53%

Franklin County $40,379 $46,100 $27,139 59%

Fulton County $35,060 $38,435 $22,482 58%

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 52 
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Occupied Housing 
Units Owner Households Renter Households

Renter Income as 
Percentage of Owner 

Income

United States $41,851 $51,323 $27,362 53%

Pennsylvania $39,987 $47,611 $24,601 52%

Greene County $30,235 $36,463 $16,203 44%

Huntingdon County $33,274 $37,626 $21,091 56%

Indiana County $30,214 $36,449 $16,627 46%

Jefferson County $31,575 $36,138 $17,275 48%

Juniata County $34,820 $38,234 $25,694 67%

Lackawanna County $34,386 $42,701 $20,846 49%

Lancaster County $45,464 $53,136 $29,748 56%

Lawrence County $33,147 $39,264 $17,118 44%

Lebanon County $40,738 $48,115 $25,709 53%

Lehigh County $43,413 $53,713 $26,041 48%

Luzerne County $33,616 $40,640 $20,630 51%

Lycoming County $34,044 $40,930 $21,348 52%

McKean County $33,177 $39,132 $18,810 48%

Mercer County $34,619 $39,975 $20,571 51%

Mifflin County $31,867 $36,544 $18,453 50%

Monroe County $46,341 $51,248 $29,054 57%

Montgomery County $60,617 $70,631 $37,946 54%

Montour County $37,747 $42,426 $24,524 58%

Northampton County $44,993 $53,104 $26,456 50%

Northumberland County $31,243 $36,475 $18,867 52%

Perry County $41,817 $46,116 $26,631 58%

Philadelphia County $30,431 $37,773 $21,365 57%

Pike County $44,047 $47,412 $30,174 64%

Potter County $32,179 $36,463 $21,444 59%

Schuylkill County $32,580 $36,940 $19,372 52%

Snyder County $35,996 $40,315 $23,007 57%

Somerset County $30,715 $34,712 $18,924 55%

Sullivan County $30,000 $33,669 $20,741 62%

Susquehanna County $33,689 $37,500 $20,765 55%

Tioga County $31,928 $36,885 $19,091 52%

Union County $40,248 $46,915 $21,763 46%

Venango County $32,406 $37,661 $18,193 48%

Warren County $35,683 $40,122 $21,848 54%

Washington County $37,437 $43,826 $20,452 47%

Wayne County $34,202 $37,840 $21,201 56%

Westmoreland County $37,095 $42,651 $21,847 51%

Wyoming County $36,610 $40,867 $23,281 57%

York County $45,193 $51,484 $27,648 54%

Note: Italicized counties are classified as rural by the Center for Rural Pennsylvania.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, “2000 Census – Summary File 3,” Table HCT12, http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en

TABLE A.2 CONTINUED
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TABLE A.3

Median Year Structure Was Built

Total 
Occupied 

Units

Owner-
Occupied 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

United States 1971 1971 1969

Pennsylvania 1957 1958 1955

Adams County 1972 1975 1953

Allegheny County 1953 1953 1954

Armstrong County 1953 1953 1949

Beaver County 1955 1955 1952

Bedford County 1964 1966 1953

Berks County 1959 1962 1951

Blair County 1951 1951 1952

Bradford County 1959 1961 1954

Bucks County 1970 1971 1968

Butler County 1971 1972 1966

Cambria County 1949 1949 1949

Cameron County 1950 1949 1956

Carbon County 1948 1952 1940

Centre County 1971 1972 1971

Chester County 1974 1976 1967

Clarion County 1959 1958 1960

Clearfield County 1956 1958 1951

Clinton County 1961 1960 1962

Columbia County 1957 1961 1948

Total 
Occupied 

Units

Owner-
Occupied 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

United States 1971 1971 1969

Pennsylvania 1957 1958 1955

Crawford County 1957 1959 1951

Cumberland County 1969 1970 1965

Dauphin County 1963 1962 1964

Delaware County 1954 1953 1958

Elk County 1955 1955 1952

Erie County 1957 1958 1955

Fayette County 1952 1952 1951

Forest County 1960 1959 1967

Franklin County 1968 1971 1956

Fulton County 1971 1972 1963

Greene County 1955 1955 1956

Huntingdon County 1962 1965 1953

Indiana County 1964 1965 1964

Jefferson County 1952 1952 1951

Juniata County 1967 1969 1960

Lackawanna County 1943 1944 1943

Lancaster County 1968 1971 1960

Lawrence County 1952 1952 1952

Lebanon County 1960 1964 1951

Age of Rental Housing Stock
The median age of the rental housing stock in Pennsylvania is considerably greater than the national 

median (Table A.3).  Older rental housing is found throughout the state in both rural and urban areas.  

The Northeast region of the state (Carbon, Schuylkill, Sullivan, Lackawanna, Columbia, and Luzerne 

counties) has a greater concentration of counties with older rental units.  

Carbon, Schuylkill, and Sullivan counties have the oldest rental stock, 1940 being the median 

year in which the rental housing units were built.  These counties are followed by Lackawanna and 

Northumberland counties, for which the median year is 1943.

Pike County (also in the Northeast region) has the newest rental housing stock; its median year built is 

1975, followed by Monroe, Centre, Bucks, Chester, and Forest counties.

In 49 out of the 67 counties in Pennsylvania, the median age of the renter-occupied housing stock 

is higher than that of the owner-occupied housing stock, and in four counties the renter- and owner-

occupied housing stock has the same median age.  The greatest differences are found in Adams, Wayne, 

and Snyder counties, where the disparities in median age between renter-occupied and owner-occupied 

units are 22, 18, and 17 years, respectively.  

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 54 
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Renter Households by Age
Pennsylvania also has a population that is older than the national average.  Given this fact, it is not 

surprising that Pennsylvania renters are older than renters in the nation.  

Elderly renters are located throughout the state.  Forest County has the highest percentage of elderly 

renters: 34 percent of renter-occupied units are occupied by heads of household who are 65 years of age or 

older.  Moreover, over one-fifth of renter households in this county are occupied by renters who are at least 

75 years old.3  Forest County is followed by Lawrence, Northumberland, Schuylkill, and Luzerne counties.

Conversely, Centre County has the smallest percentage of renter households with a head of 

household who is 65 or older (9 percent).  It is followed by Monroe and Pike counties (14 and 15 percent, 

respectively), the two counties with the largest increases in population since 1990.

Because of the presence of Penn State, Centre County also has the highest percentage of renter-

occupied households under the age of 25, approximately 40 percent.  It is followed by Indiana and Clarion 

counties.

3 It is important to note that while Forest County has the highest percentage of elderly renters, it also has the smallest population and fewest 
renter-occupied housing units out of all counties in the state.

Total 
Occupied 

Units

Owner-
Occupied 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

United States 1971 1971 1969

Pennsylvania 1957 1958 1955

Lehigh County 1960 1960 1961

Luzerne County 1947 1947 1948

Lycoming County 1955 1958 1948

McKean County 1945 1945 1945

Mercer County 1955 1955 1956

Mifflin County 1956 1959 1948

Monroe County 1980 1982 1971

Montgomery County 1963 1962 1964

Montour County 1967 1971 1957

Northampton County 1959 1962 1951

Northumberland County 1944 1944 1943

Perry County 1971 1973 1957

Philadelphia County 1945 1943 1950

Pike County 1981 1982 1975

Potter County 1956 1957 1948

Schuylkill County 1940 1940 1940

Total 
Occupied 

Units

Owner-
Occupied 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

United States 1971 1971 1969

Pennsylvania 1957 1958 1955

Snyder County 1966 1970 1953

Somerset County 1955 1956 1953

Sullivan County 1951 1954 1940

Susquehanna County 1966 1968 1956

Tioga County 1963 1964 1957

Union County 1968 1971 1956

Venango County 1951 1951 1948

Warren County 1952 1953 1945

Washington County 1956 1957 1950

Wayne County 1972 1974 1956

Westmoreland County 1959 1959 1956

Wyoming County 1970 1971 1961

York County 1968 1970 1958

Note: Italicized counties are classified as rural by the Center for Rural 
Pennsylvania.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, “2000 Census – Summary File 3,” Table H37, 
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en 

TABLE A.3 CONTINUED
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TABLE A.4

Renter Households by Age

75 Years and 
Over

65 to 74 
Years

55 to 64 
Years

45 to 54 
Years

35 to 44 
Years

25 to 34 
Years

15 to 24 
Years

United States 8% 6% 8% 15% 22% 28% 12%

Pennsylvania 12% 8% 9% 14% 20% 25% 11%

Adams County 12% 6% 8% 15% 22% 25% 12%

Allegheny County 13% 9% 8% 14% 19% 26% 12%

Armstrong County 16% 9% 11% 15% 20% 21% 8%

Beaver County 13% 10% 10% 15% 21% 22% 9%

Bedford County 15% 10% 8% 14% 20% 26% 7%

Berks County 13% 8% 9% 14% 20% 25% 12%

Blair County 13% 9% 10% 14% 20% 23% 10%

Bradford County 13% 9% 10% 13% 21% 24% 10%

Bucks County 11% 8% 9% 15% 22% 27% 8%

Butler County 16% 8% 7% 14% 19% 24% 12%

Cambria County 16% 11% 11% 16% 17% 21% 8%

Cameron County 20% 7% 10% 14% 19% 24% 6%

Carbon County 15% 10% 9% 14% 24% 21% 9%

Centre County 5% 4% 4% 7% 12% 28% 40%

Chester County 10% 7% 9% 13% 22% 29% 11%

Clarion County 11% 8% 7% 14% 17% 20% 23%

Clearfield County 16% 8% 9% 11% 22% 23% 10%

Clinton County 15% 12% 8% 10% 16% 21% 19%

Columbia County 12% 7% 7% 12% 20% 23% 18%

Crawford County 13% 9% 9% 14% 20% 24% 12%

Cumberland County 12% 7% 7% 14% 20% 28% 13%

Dauphin County 9% 8% 9% 15% 23% 27% 10%

Delaware County 12% 8% 9% 14% 22% 27% 9%

Elk County 17% 10% 10% 12% 18% 24% 10%

Erie County 12% 8% 7% 14% 20% 25% 14%

Fayette County 12% 10% 10% 15% 21% 22% 9%

Forest County 21% 13% 13% 15% 20% 17% 2%

Franklin County 13% 8% 8% 13% 20% 28% 10%

Fulton County 10% 9% 10% 12% 24% 24% 11%

Greene County 11% 9% 10% 15% 22% 22% 11%

Huntingdon County 13% 9% 10% 15% 19% 21% 12%

Indiana County 10% 7% 7% 11% 15% 22% 26%

Jefferson County 17% 10% 8% 14% 20% 22% 9%

Juniata County 15% 9% 9% 13% 21% 22% 10%

Lackawanna County 16% 12% 10% 13% 19% 21% 8%

Lancaster County 13% 7% 9% 13% 21% 25% 12%

Lawrence County 19% 10% 9% 15% 19% 19% 9%

Lebanon County 14% 9% 8% 14% 22% 24% 10%

Lehigh County 14% 8% 8% 14% 20% 25% 10%

Luzerne County 16% 12% 10% 14% 18% 21% 9%

Lycoming County 12% 8% 8% 15% 21% 23% 13%

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 56 
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75 Years and 
Over

65 to 74 
Years

55 to 64 
Years

45 to 54 
Years

35 to 44 
Years

25 to 34 
Years

15 to 24 
Years

United States 8% 6% 8% 15% 22% 28% 12%

Pennsylvania 12% 8% 9% 14% 20% 25% 11%

McKean County 16% 8% 10% 13% 19% 23% 11%

Mercer County 13% 10% 9% 15% 19% 23% 11%

Mifflin County 12% 11% 10% 15% 16% 22% 13%

Monroe County 8% 6% 9% 16% 27% 23% 11%

Montgomery County 14% 8% 8% 13% 20% 29% 8%

Montour County 11% 8% 8% 12% 26% 25% 10%

Northampton County 13% 8% 10% 14% 20% 25% 11%

Northumberland County 18% 11% 9% 14% 19% 21% 9%

Perry County 11% 9% 8% 16% 19% 27% 10%

Philadelphia County 9% 8% 9% 14% 22% 28% 12%

Pike County 7% 8% 9% 17% 31% 20% 8%

Potter County 15% 8% 10% 11% 20% 25% 11%

Schuylkill County 16% 13% 10% 14% 18% 22% 9%

Snyder County 14% 8% 10% 13% 17% 23% 15%

Somerset County 15% 11% 9% 15% 18% 22% 10%

Sullivan County 17% 9% 9% 12% 22% 20% 11%

Susquehanna County 14% 9% 10% 13% 22% 22% 10%

Tioga County 12% 8% 9% 12% 19% 24% 15%

Union County 19% 7% 10% 13% 15% 24% 13%

Venango County 12% 11% 9% 14% 22% 22% 10%

Warren County 14% 8% 8% 17% 20% 25% 8%

Washington County 15% 10% 9% 14% 19% 22% 10%

Wayne County 14% 8% 11% 15% 22% 22% 7%

Westmoreland County 14% 9% 10% 15% 20% 23% 8%

Wyoming County 8% 9% 11% 15% 22% 24% 11%

York County 10% 7% 8% 14% 22% 27% 12%

Note: Italicized counties are classified as rural by the Center for Rural Pennsylvania.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, “2000 Census – Summary File 3,” Table H14, http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en 

TABLE A.4 CONTINUED

Renter-Occupied Units: Structure Size
Over half of Pennsylvania’s renter-occupied housing units are in small structures (four units or less).  At 

the county level, however, there is more variation in structure size.  In general, large urban areas, such as 

the Philadelphia metropolitan division and Allegheny County (which contains Pittsburgh), tend to have 

more rental units in large structures (10 units or more), while rural areas have more rental units in small 

structures.4  

4  The Philadelphia metropolitan division is part of the Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington MSA and includes five counties: Philadelphia, Bucks, 
Chester, Delaware, and Montgomery.  The county and city of Philadelphia constitute the same area. Nearly 45 percent of all structures with 10 
or more units statewide are located in this metropolitan division.  In addition, several of these counties have a high percentage of rental units 
in large structures, particularly Bucks and Montgomery counties (both 41 percent).  Philadelphia city has more rental units in large structures 
(68,500) than any other county in the state, followed by Allegheny County, which has 57,600.
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TABLE A.5

Renter-Occupied Units by Structure Size*

1 Unit, 
Detached

1 Unit, 
Attached 2 Units 3 or 4 

Units
5 to 9 
Units

10 to 19 
Units 20+ Units Mobile 

Homes

United States 24% 6% 9% 12% 12% 11% 22% 4%

Pennsylvania 18% 16% 14% 14% 11% 8% 17% 3%

Adams County 31% 14% 16% 15% 9% 4% 4% 9%

Allegheny County 18% 12% 13% 13% 13% 11% 22% 0%

Armstrong County 44% 6% 13% 9% 6% 2% 9% 12%

Beaver County 31% 7% 13% 15% 12% 6% 12% 4%

Bedford County 45% 3% 10% 12% 5% 4% 5% 16%

Berks County 18% 19% 13% 17% 11% 8% 13% 2%

Blair County 28% 7% 16% 14% 11% 6% 13% 4%

Bradford County 34% 2% 17% 13% 5% 2% 10% 17%

Bucks County 14% 11% 9% 10% 14% 17% 24% 1%

Butler County 28% 6% 14% 12% 9% 9% 13% 10%

Cambria County 28% 14% 15% 14% 9% 4% 12% 4%

Cameron County 23% 4% 24% 15% 5% 1% 18% 10%

Carbon County 24% 23% 15% 14% 7% 5% 8% 4%

Centre County 14% 8% 8% 9% 13% 14% 31% 3%

Chester County 17% 15% 7% 12% 13% 15% 18% 3%

Clarion County 38% 1% 9% 10% 11% 4% 10% 17%

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 58 

*  The category of boats, RVs, and vans is not included in this table.   In most counties within Pennsylvania, boats, RVs, and vans account for less than 0.3 
percent of occupied rental housing units.  The one exception is Cameron County, in which 0.6 percent of renter households live in boats, RVs, or vans.

Centre County, while rural, is an exception.  Centre County has the highest percentage of structures 

with 10 or more units (45 percent), likely because of the presence of Penn State and the need to house 

both the student population and workers at the university and related service industries.  It is followed 

by the four suburban counties in the Philadelphia region: Montgomery and Bucks (both 41 percent), 

Delaware (36 percent), and Chester (33 percent).  Allegheny and Lehigh counties, which include the 

cities of Pittsburgh and Allentown, respectively, also have a high percentage of rental housing stock in 

structures with 10 or more units.  

Pike County has the highest percentage of single-unit (attached or detached) structures at 71 percent, 

followed by Monroe (57 percent), Forest (53 percent), and Juniata and Sullivan (both approximately 51 

percent).  

Fulton County has the highest percentage of mobile homes (27 percent), far exceeding the state 

average of 3 percent of renter-occupied housing units being mobile homes.  In general, there is a greater 

incidence of renters occupying mobile homes in rural counties than in urban counties.
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1 Unit, 
Detached

1 Unit, 
Attached 2 Units 3 or 4 

Units
5 to 9 
Units

10 to 19 
Units 20+ Units Mobile 

Homes

United States 24% 6% 9% 12% 12% 11% 22% 4%

Pennsylvania 18% 16% 14% 14% 11% 8% 17% 3%

Clearfield County 41% 3% 13% 12% 7% 4% 10% 10%

Clinton County 26% 10% 14% 13% 14% 4% 10% 8%

Columbia County 28% 11% 17% 17% 10% 3% 6% 9%

Crawford County 33% 3% 19% 11% 10% 5% 7% 12%

Cumberland County 19% 15% 11% 15% 16% 10% 10% 4%

Dauphin County 11% 18% 9% 15% 16% 13% 16% 2%

Delaware County 8% 20% 13% 14% 9% 11% 25% 0%

Elk County 37% 1% 23% 15% 6% 1% 11% 7%

Erie County 21% 5% 23% 16% 11% 6% 15% 3%

Fayette County 35% 9% 13% 11% 9% 3% 8% 12%

Forest County 52% 1% 4% 2% 2% 8% 16% 15%

Franklin County 29% 17% 13% 15% 10% 5% 5% 7%

Fulton County 46% 2% 10% 4% 6% 4% 0% 27%

Greene County 39% 5% 9% 8% 7% 5% 8% 19%

Huntingdon County 39% 5% 15% 11% 7% 1% 8% 14%

Indiana County 33% 4% 11% 10% 11% 10% 10% 12%

Jefferson County 41% 2% 15% 11% 7% 3% 12% 9%

Juniata County 42% 9% 6% 7% 10% 5% 7% 14%

Lackawanna County 17% 6% 29% 23% 11% 4% 9% 1%

Lancaster County 18% 18% 12% 15% 15% 8% 11% 3%

Lawrence County 35% 5% 14% 13% 11% 4% 12% 7%

Lebanon County 18% 21% 15% 17% 11% 5% 9% 3%

Lehigh County 10% 16% 11% 15% 14% 15% 18% 1%

Luzerne County 19% 17% 17% 18% 9% 4% 14% 2%

Lycoming County 23% 13% 17% 13% 13% 7% 8% 5%

McKean County 41% 2% 17% 11% 6% 2% 12% 8%

Mercer County 32% 3% 13% 12% 14% 8% 11% 8%

Mifflin County 29% 16% 16% 11% 8% 2% 7% 9%

Monroe County 48% 9% 11% 10% 8% 3% 4% 7%

Montgomery County 11% 13% 10% 14% 10% 13% 28% 0%

Montour County 30% 15% 15% 16% 10% 2% 7% 7%

Northampton County 16% 21% 14% 16% 12% 7% 12% 2%

Northumberland County 19% 27% 13% 14% 7% 3% 14% 4%

Perry County 36% 9% 10% 10% 15% 1% 5% 12%

Philadelphia County 4% 31% 15% 13% 8% 5% 24% 0%

Pike County 67% 5% 8% 8% 4% 1% 2% 6%

Potter County 46% 1% 15% 9% 4% 4% 5% 17%

Schuylkill County 19% 28% 12% 14% 9% 4% 10% 4%

Snyder County 37% 11% 13% 11% 7% 2% 7% 11%

TABLE A.5  CONTINUED
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1 Unit, 
Detached

1 Unit, 
Attached 2 Units 3 or 4 

Units
5 to 9 
Units

10 to 19 
Units 20+ Units Mobile 

Homes

United States 24% 6% 9% 12% 12% 11% 22% 4%

Pennsylvania 18% 16% 14% 14% 11% 8% 17% 3%

Somerset County 34% 7% 14% 10% 10% 5% 7% 13%

Sullivan County 51% 0% 11% 9% 13% 2% 7% 6%

Susquehanna County 37% 2% 14% 13% 6% 0% 9% 17%

Tioga County 37% 2% 16% 11% 3% 3% 11% 17%

Union County 29% 9% 12% 16% 10% 5% 9% 10%

Venango County 39% 2% 16% 11% 7% 4% 11% 9%

Warren County 33% 3% 18% 15% 7% 3% 10% 10%

Washington County 35% 6% 13% 12% 9% 6% 13% 6%

Wayne County 45% 2% 15% 12% 6% 1% 6% 13%

Westmoreland County 33% 7% 15% 11% 10% 6% 13% 6%

Wyoming County 37% 3% 13% 14% 9% 4% 1% 20%

York County 18% 18% 14% 15% 12% 7% 9% 5%

Note: Italicized counties are classified as rural by the Center for Rural Pennsylvania.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, “2000 Census – Summary File 3,” Table H32, http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en 

Quality Measures
The 2000 decennial census does not provide much data on the quality of rental housing in 

Pennsylvania, particularly at the county level.5

Consistent with state averages, overcrowding is a more prevalent problem than units lacking (or 

sharing) complete plumbing or kitchen facilities in almost every county.  Only in Butler, Clarion, Elk, 

Forest, Greene, McKean, and Sullivan counties was the percentage of rental housing units lacking 

complete plumbing or kitchen facilities greater than the percentage that was overcrowded.  

Philadelphia County has the highest percentage of renter households that are overcrowded (8 

percent), followed by Centre County (7.7 percent) and Berks County (5.9 percent).  

Overall, plumbing is a greater challenge in Pennsylvania’s rural counties, while a lack of complete 

kitchen facilities and overcrowding are issues in both rural and urban counties. 

Clarion County has the highest percentage of renter households lacking or sharing complete plumbing 

facilities and complete kitchen facilities (3.1 percent and 3.3 percent, respectively). For counties lacking or 

sharing complete plumbing, Forest (2.6 percent), Greene (2.6 percent), and Snyder (2.3 percent) counties 

follow Clarion.  For counties lacking or sharing complete kitchen facilities, Elk (2.0 percent), McKean (2.0 

percent), Lebanon (1.9 percent), and Northampton (1.9 percent) counties follow Clarion.  

The Census Bureau also shows percentages of units that are both overcrowded and lacking 

complete plumbing.  The data show that being overcrowded and lacking complete plumbing are isolated 

5 More detailed data on quality are available at the national level and for the Philadelphia and Pittsburgh metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) 
from the American Housing Survey. Such data are not available at the state or county level for Pennsylvania.  

TABLE A.5  CONTINUED
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occurrences, and renters do not typically have both of these problems.6  At the state level, only 0.1 percent 

of units are overcrowded and also lack plumbing.  Forest and Clarion counties have the highest percentage 

of units that are overcrowded and also lack plumbing, but these percentages are still very low (0.9 and 0.7 

percent, respectively). 

These percentages seem modest, but they do not prove that Pennsylvania’s rental housing stock is in 

good condition.  The decennial census does not include sufficient data to assess the structural conditions 

or quality of rental housing units. Community development leaders in several areas of the state argue that 

much of the supply of rental housing in their areas is of poor quality: Although the units may be affordable, 

they are not in the condition in which renters would want to inhabit them.7 More thorough analysis is 

needed at the local level to assess the condition of Pennsylvania’s rental housing stock.

6  The decennial census does not publish the number of units that are overcrowded and lacking or sharing a complete kitchen.
7  The Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia’s Community Affairs staff members routinely conduct outreach meetings with lenders, government 
officials, and community development leaders around the Third Federal Reserve District, which includes the eastern two-thirds of Pennsyl-
vania.  During these meetings, we have consistently heard that much of Pennsylvania’s rental housing stock is of poor quality and in need of 
repair.

TABLE A.6

Quality Measures for Renter Households

 Total Renter 
Households 

% Lacking 
Complete 
Plumbing

% Lacking 
Complete 
Kitchen

% Overcrowded

% Overcrowded 
and Lacking 
Complete 
Plumbing

United States 35,663,588 1.0% 1.3% 11.0% 0.2%

Pennsylvania 1,370,836 0.8% 1.2% 4.0% 0.1%

Adams County 7,799 0.7% 0.6% 5.3% 0.0%

Allegheny County 177,129 0.5% 1.0% 2.3% 0.0%

Armstrong County 6,588 0.8% 0.7% 1.6% 0.0%

Beaver County 18,197 0.4% 0.6% 2.2% 0.0%

Bedford County 3,918 1.1% 0.9% 1.9% 0.0%

Berks County 36,877 1.2% 1.8% 5.9% 0.3%

Blair County 13,957 0.4% 0.4% 2.4% 0.0%

Bradford County 5,996 0.6% 0.8% 1.7% 0.0%

Bucks County 49,548 0.5% 0.9% 4.8% 0.1%

Butler County 14,617 0.4% 1.7% 1.4% 0.0%

Cambria County 15,289 0.4% 0.6% 1.2% 0.0%

Cameron County 617 0.0% 1.5% 1.8% 0.0%

Carbon County 5,176 0.4% 0.7% 1.7% 0.0%

Centre County 19,650 0.6% 0.8% 7.7% 0.1%

Chester County 37,405 0.5% 0.9% 4.7% 0.1%

Clarion County 4,460 3.1% 3.3% 2.5% 0.7%

Clearfield County 6,835 0.6% 0.7% 1.5% 0.0%

Clinton County 3,995 0.5% 0.3% 1.7% 0.0%

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 61 
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 Total Renter 
Households 

% Lacking 
Complete 
Plumbing

% Lacking 
Complete 
Kitchen

% Overcrowded

% Overcrowded 
and Lacking 
Complete 
Plumbing

United States 35,663,588 1.0% 1.3% 11.0% 0.2%

Pennsylvania 1,370,836 0.8% 1.2% 4.0% 0.1%

Columbia County 6,922 0.4% 0.9% 3.0% 0.0%

Crawford County 8,523 1.3% 1.8% 2.9% 0.2%

Cumberland County 22,380 0.4% 1.0% 2.3% 0.0%

Dauphin County 35,554 0.7% 1.0% 4.8% 0.1%

Delaware County 58,027 0.5% 1.4% 4.4% 0.1%

Elk County 2,913 0.5% 2.0% 0.3% 0.0%

Erie County 32,799 0.7% 1.5% 2.8% 0.1%

Fayette County 16,110 0.6% 0.6% 2.1% 0.0%

Forest County 348 2.6% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9%

Franklin County 13,164 1.0% 0.6% 2.7% 0.1%

Fulton County 1,187 0.8% 0.3% 1.2% 0.0%

Greene County 3,902 2.6% 0.8% 2.1% 0.0%

Huntingdon County 3,760 0.9% 0.9% 1.6% 0.0%

Indiana County 9,632 1.0% 1.3% 2.8% 0.0%

Jefferson County 4,198 0.7% 0.6% 1.5% 0.1%

Juniata County 1,913 0.9% 0.8% 3.2% 0.2%

Lackawanna County 27,934 0.4% 0.8% 1.2% 0.0%

Lancaster County 50,296 1.3% 1.7% 3.8% 0.1%

Lawrence County 8,431 1.1% 1.4% 2.0% 0.1%

Lebanon County 12,688 0.9% 1.9% 3.3% 0.1%

Lehigh County 38,010 0.9% 1.3% 5.0% 0.2%

Luzerne County 38,807 0.7% 0.8% 1.5% 0.1%

Lycoming County 14,350 0.6% 1.5% 1.7% 0.1%

McKean County 4,542 0.4% 2.0% 1.3% 0.0%

Mercer County 11,099 0.9% 1.4% 2.2% 0.2%

Mifflin County 4,774 1.0% 1.2% 1.9% 0.1%

Monroe County 10,712 0.4% 0.4% 3.8% 0.1%

Montgomery County 75,861 0.4% 0.9% 3.9% 0.0%

Montour County 1,930 1.4% 1.2% 3.4% 0.1%

Northampton County 27,090 0.9% 1.9% 3.2% 0.1%

Northumberland County 10,258 0.7% 0.7% 1.5% 0.0%

Perry County 3,407 0.4% 0.5% 2.4% 0.0%

Philadelphia County 240,420 1.1% 1.4% 8.0% 0.2%

Pike County 2,646 0.5% 0.4% 3.5% 0.0%

Potter County 1,584 0.4% 0.6% 3.6% 0.0%

Schuylkill County 13,353 0.8% 0.9% 1.4% 0.0%

Snyder County 3,203 2.3% 1.7% 3.2% 0.2%

Somerset County 6,854 0.8% 1.3% 2.2% 0.1%

Sullivan County 522 1.5% 1.0% 1.3% 0.0%

TABLE A.6  CONTINUED
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Population and Housing Unit Changes 

Population
The 1990 and 2000 decennial census files and 2006 population estimates provided by the U.S. Census 

Bureau allow evaluation of population growth at the county level between 1990 and 2006.8

The population in the United State grew 20 percent between 1990 and 2006, while Pennsylvania 

experienced only a 4 percent population growth.  At the county level, there was great variation in growth 

during this time.

Counties on the northeastern border of the state experienced the greatest population growth.  Most 

notably, Pike County grew by 104 percent and Monroe County grew by 70 percent.  Forest and Wayne 

counties also experienced considerable population increases of 46 percent and 29 percent, respectively.  

Despite the high growth rates, these counties still contain a relatively small portion of the state’s total 

population.9

Much of the population growth in the Northeast area of Pennsylvania, including Monroe, Pike, and 

Wayne counties, can be attributed to the immigration of residents from the New York metropolitan area, 

8 Population estimates are prepared annually after the last published decennial census.  Data are re-estimated every year, and data from the 
most current estimate supersede data from earlier estimates. We used the 2008 population estimates to obtain the 2006 data.  For additional 
information, see http://factfinder.census.gov  
9 In 2000, the four counties of Forest, Monroe, Pike, and Wayne accounted for 1.9 percent of the total population and in 2006 they accounted 
for 2.2 percent.

 Total Renter 
Households 

% Lacking 
Complete 
Plumbing

% Lacking 
Complete 
Kitchen

% Overcrowded

% Overcrowded 
and Lacking 
Complete 
Plumbing

United States 35,663,588 1.0% 1.3% 11.0% 0.2%

Pennsylvania 1,370,836 0.8% 1.2% 4.0% 0.1%

Susquehanna County 3,385 0.6% 1.0% 2.5% 0.0%

Tioga County 3,800 0.7% 0.3% 1.7% 0.0%

Union County 3,507 0.6% 1.7% 1.9% 0.0%

Venango County 5,369 0.9% 1.2% 1.3% 0.0%

Warren County 3,849 0.6% 0.8% 1.1% 0.0%

Washington County 18,560 0.6% 0.9% 2.4% 0.0%

Wayne County 3,578 0.5% 0.6% 2.1% 0.0%

Westmoreland County 32,966 0.4% 0.8% 1.5% 0.0%

Wyoming County 2,263 0.4% 0.8% 1.5% 0.0%

York County 35,403 0.9% 1.7% 3.0% 0.0%

Note: Italicized counties are classified as rural by the Center for Rural Pennsylvania.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, “2000 Census – Summary File 3,” Tables H20, H22, H48, and H51. http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_
lang=en
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TABLE A.7

Population Changes Between 1990 and 2006

Population Changes

Total Population 
2000

Percentage of 
Total Pennsylvania 
Population in 2000

Between 
1990-2000

Between 
2000-2006

Between 
1990-2006

United States 281,421,906  13% 6% 20%

Pennsylvania 12,281,054 100.0% 3% 1% 4%

Adams County 91,292 0.7% 17% 9% 28%

Allegheny County 1,281,666 10.4% -4% -5% -8%

Armstrong County 72,392 0.6% -1% -4% -6%

Beaver County 181,412 1.5% -3% -4% -7%

Bedford County 49,984 0.4% 4% -1% 4%

Berks County 373,638 3.0% 11% 7% 18%

Blair County 129,144 1.1% -1% -3% -4%

Bradford County 62,761 0.5% 3% -2% 1%

Bucks County 597,635 4.9% 10% 3% 14%

Butler County 174,083 1.4% 15% 4% 19%

Cambria County 152,598 1.2% -6% -4% -10%

Cameron County 5,974 0.0% 1% -10% -9%

Carbon County 58,802 0.5% 3% 6% 9%

Centre County 135,758 1.1% 10% 6% 16%

Chester County 433,501 3.5% 15% 10% 27%

Clarion County 41,765 0.3% 0% -4% -4%

Clearfield County 83,382 0.7% 7% -1% 6%

Clinton County 37,914 0.3% 2% -2% 0%

many of whom commute back to New York or New Jersey on a daily or weekly basis to work.10  This increase 

in population added to the pressure on the housing market.  Other chapters and appendices of this report 

show that Monroe and Pike counties have some of the most severe shortages of affordable rental housing for 

extremely low-income renters in the state.

Other areas throughout the state experienced considerable population declines, including Cambria 

County (10 percent), Cameron, Philadelphia, and Warren counties (all 9 percent), and Allegheny County (8 

percent).  The population is clearly declining in Pennsylvania’s two largest cities, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh 

(Allegheny County).  Although population is declining in Philadelphia, it is growing substantially in several 

suburban counties that also comprise the Philadelphia metropolitan division, most notably Chester County 

(27 percent) and Bucks and Montgomery counties (14 percent each).  Delaware County experienced only 

modest growth (1 percent).

10 Several community leaders in Monroe, Pike, and Wayne counties provided this information.  More specific data on Monroe County is avail-
able in a report produced by The Reinvestment Fund, “A Study of Mortgage Foreclosure in Monroe County, Pennsylvania 2000-2003.”  This 
report includes a description of the population dynamics in Monroe County, including an overview of commuting patterns.
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Population Changes

Total Population 
2000

Percentage of 
Total Pennsylvania 
Population in 2000

Between 
1990-2000

Between 
2000-2006

Between 
1990-2006

United States 281,421,906  13% 6% 20%

Pennsylvania 12,281,054 100.0% 3% 1% 4%

Columbia County 64,151 0.5% 2% 1% 2%

Crawford County 90,366 0.7% 5% -2% 3%

Cumberland County 213,674 1.7% 9% 6% 15%

Dauphin County 251,798 2.1% 6% 1% 7%

Delaware County 550,864 4.5% 1% 0% 1%

Elk County 35,112 0.3% 1% -6% -6%

Erie County 280,843 2.3% 2% 0% 1%

Fayette County 148,644 1.2% 2% -3% 0%

Forest County 4,946 0.0% 3% 42% 46%

Franklin County 129,313 1.1% 7% 8% 15%

Fulton County 14,261 0.1% 3% 3% 7%

Greene County 40,672 0.3% 3% -3% 0%

Huntingdon County 45,586 0.4% 3% 0% 3%

Indiana County 89,605 0.7% 0% -2% -2%

Jefferson County 45,932 0.4% 0% -2% -2%

Juniata County 22,821 0.2% 11% 1% 12%

Lackawanna County 213,295 1.7% -3% -2% -5%

Lancaster County 470,658 3.8% 11% 5% 17%

Lawrence County 94,643 0.8% -2% -4% -5%

Lebanon County 120,327 1.0% 6% 5% 11%

Lehigh County 312,090 2.5% 7% 7% 15%

Luzerne County 319,250 2.6% -3% -2% -5%

Lycoming County 120,044 1.0% 1% -2% -1%

McKean County 45,936 0.4% -3% -4% -7%

Mercer County 120,293 1.0% -1% -2% -3%

Mifflin County 46,486 0.4% 1% -1% 0%

Monroe County 138,687 1.1% 45% 17% 70%

Montgomery County 750,097 6.1% 11% 3% 14%

Montour County 18,236 0.1% 3% -2% 1%

Northampton County 267,066 2.2% 8% 8% 17%

Northumberland County 94,556 0.8% -2% -4% -6%

Perry County 43,602 0.4% 6% 3% 9%

Philadelphia County 1,517,550 12.4% -4% -4% -9%

Pike County 46,302 0.4% 66% 24% 104%

Potter County 18,080 0.1% 8% -4% 4%

Schuylkill County 150,336 1.2% -1% -2% -4%

Snyder County 37,546 0.3% 2% 1% 4%

TABLE A.7 CONTINUED
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Population Changes

Total Population 
2000

Percentage of 
Total Pennsylvania 
Population in 2000

Between 
1990-2000

Between 
2000-2006

Between 
1990-2006

United States 281,421,906  13% 6% 20%

Pennsylvania 12,281,054 100.0% 3% 1% 4%

Somerset County 80,023 0.7% 2% -2% 0%

Sullivan County 6,556 0.1% 7% -5% 2%

Susquehanna County 42,238 0.3% 5% -2% 2%

Tioga County 41,373 0.3% 1% -2% -1%

Union County 41,624 0.3% 15% 5% 20%

Venango County 57,565 0.5% -3% -4% -7%

Warren County 43,863 0.4% -3% -6% -9%

Washington County 202,897 1.7% -1% 1% 0%

Wayne County 47,722 0.4% 19% 8% 29%

Westmoreland County 369,993 3.0% 0% -2% -2%

Wyoming County 28,080 0.2% 0% -1% -1%

York County 381,751 3.1% 12% 8% 22%

Note: Italicized counties are classified as rural by the Center for Rural Pennsylvania.

Sources: Three data sets from the U.S. Census Bureau:1) “1990 Census – Summary File 3”;  2) “2000 Census – Summary File 3”;  and 3) “2008 Population 
Estimates” of 2006 data. http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en

Housing Units 
Comparing three-year American Community Survey (ACS) estimates for 2005-07 with decennial census 

data, total housing units in the United States increased by 23 percent between 1990 and 2005-07, while total 

housing units in Pennsylvania increased by 10 percent.11  The increases were lower for rental housing units.  

For the United States, the rental housing stock grew by 11 percent and in Pennsylvania by 4 percent.  

Within Pennsylvania, the number of rental housing units grew at approximately the same rate as the 

population between 1990 and 2005-07.  Nearly all of the growth in both rental housing and population 

actually occurred between 1990 and 2000.   

At the county level, Pike and Monroe counties experienced the greatest increase in rental housing units, 

101 percent and 56 percent, respectively, between 1990 and 2005-07.  The growth in rental housing is in line 

with the population growth in Pike County (104 percent and 101 percent, respectively). But in Monroe County, 

rental housing stock did not grow as quickly as the population (56 percent and 70 percent, respectively).  

11 The U.S. Census Bureau’s annual population estimates program also provides data on total housing units, but these data do not distinguish 
between owner-occupied, renter-occupied, and vacant units.  See American Factfinder for additional information: http://factfinder.census.gov/.  
Because of the data limitations with the annual population estimates, this study uses ACS data.  ACS three-year estimates are available for 
geographic areas with populations greater than 20,000.  In addition, ACS one-year estimates are available for geographic areas with popula-
tions greater than 65,000.  This study used the three-year estimates because three-year estimates provide data for more counties in Pennsylva-
nia than the one-year estimates. 

TABLE A.7 CONTINUED
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Greene County experienced the greatest decrease in rental housing units, 17 percent. Allegheny, 

Beaver, and Lawrence counties were next, each losing 10 percent.  All four counties are located in the 

Southwest corner of the state.

Note: The 2005-07 ACS three-year estimates include data for geographies with populations of 20,000 

or more.  Six counties in Pennsylvania have populations under this threshold, so their housing unit 

changes cannot be calculated from these data: Cameron, Forest, Fulton, Montour, Potter, and Sullivan. 

TABLE A.8

Housing Unit Changes Between 1990 and 2005-07

Housing Units in 2000 % Change 1990 to 2000 % Change 2000 to 
2005-07

% Change 1990 to 
2005-07

 
Total 

Housing 
Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

Total 
Housing 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

Total 
Housing 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

Total 
Housing 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

United States 115,904,641 35,663,588 13% 8% 9% 2% 23% 11%

Pennsylvania 5,249,750 1,370,836 6% 4% 4% 0% 10% 4%

Adams County 35,831 7,799 19% 4% 9% 9% 30% 13%

Allegheny County 583,646 177,129 1% -3% 1% -7% 2% -10%

Armstrong County 32,387 6,588 2% -2% 1% 9% 3% 7%

Beaver County 77,765 18,197 2% -5% 2% -5% 4% -10%

Bedford County 23,529 3,918 8% 4% 3% 9% 12% 13%

Berks County 150,222 36,877 12% 11% 6% 5% 19% 16%

Blair County 55,061 13,957 1% 1% 2% 1% 3% 2%

Bradford County 28,664 5,996 6% 8% 2% 6% 8% 14%

Bucks County 225,498 49,548 13% 7% 6% -1% 20% 6%

Butler County 69,868 14,617 18% 14% 9% 9% 29% 24%

Cambria County 65,796 15,289 -2% -8% 1% 2% -2% -6%

Cameron County 4,592 617 4% -4%  N/A  N/A 

Carbon County 30,492 5,176 11% 6% 6% 5% 18% 12%

Centre County 53,161 19,650 15% 15% 8% 0% 25% 15%

Chester County 163,773 37,405 17% 10% 11% 3% 30% 13%

Clarion County 19,426 4,460 8% 8% 3% 1% 11% 9%

Clearfield County 37,855 6,835 10% 7% 2% 18% 13% 26%

Clinton County 18,166 3,995 10% 6% 4% 4% 14% 11%

Columbia County 27,733 6,922 8% 11% 4% 4% 12% 16%

Crawford County 42,416 8,523 5% 0% 2% 0% 7% -1%

Cumberland County 86,951 22,380 13% 8% 7% 8% 21% 16%

Dauphin County 111,133 35,554 8% 3% 4% -3% 13% 0%

Delaware County 216,978 58,027 3% 6% 2% -4% 4% 2%

Elk County 18,115 2,913 5% 9% 1% 0% 6% 9%

Erie County 114,322 32,799 5% 3% 3% -2% 8% 1%

Fayette County 66,490 16,110 8% 4% 1% 5% 9% 9%

Forest County 8,701 348 3% -4%  N/A  N/A 
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Housing Units in 2000 % Change 1990 to 2000 % Change 2000 to 
2005-07

% Change 1990 to 
2005-07

 
Total 

Housing 
Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

Total 
Housing 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

Total 
Housing 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

Total 
Housing 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

United States 115,904,641 35,663,588 13% 8% 9% 2% 23% 11%

Pennsylvania 5,249,750 1,370,836 6% 4% 4% 0% 10% 4%

Franklin County 53,803 13,164 11% 5% 9% 11% 21% 17%

Fulton County 6,790 1,187 10% 9%  N/A  N/A 

Greene County 16,678 3,902 4% -3% 3% -14% 7% -17%

Huntingdon County 21,058 3,760 9% 2% 4% 3% 14% 5%

Indiana County 37,250 9,632 7% 15% 3% -2% 10% 13%

Jefferson County 22,104 4,198 4% 4% 3% 9% 7% 13%

Juniata County 10,031 1,913 18% 12% 4% 16% 22% 29%

Lackawanna County 95,362 27,934 4% 0% 2% 6% 6% 6%

Lancaster County 179,990 50,296 15% 9% 7% 9% 23% 19%

Lawrence County 39,635 8,431 2% -3% 2% -7% 4% -10%

Lebanon County 49,320 12,688 10% 3% 7% -1% 19% 1%

Lehigh County 128,910 38,010 9% 10% 6% 1% 15% 11%

Luzerne County 144,686 38,807 4% -1% 2% -3% 6% -4%

Lycoming County 52,464 14,350 6% 5% 2% 6% 8% 12%

McKean County 21,644 4,542 1% -2% 0% -1% 1% -3%

Mercer County 49,859 11,099 2% -3% 3% 3% 6% 0%

Mifflin County 20,745 4,774 6% -1% 2% 11% 8% 10%

Monroe County 67,581 10,712 23% 29% 14% 21% 41% 56%

Montgomery County 297,434 75,861 12% 7% 5% -6% 17% 1%

Montour County 7,627 1,930 11% 4%  N/A  N/A 

Northampton County 106,710 27,090 12% 13% 8% -2% 21% 11%

Northumberland County 43,164 10,258 3% -1% 1% -1% 4% -2%

Perry County 18,941 3,407 11% 11% 4% -10% 15% 0%

Philadelphia County 661,958 240,420 -2% 5% 0% -1% -2% 4%

Pike County 34,681 2,646 12% 50% 13% 33% 27% 101%

Potter County 12,159 1,584 7% 3%  N/A  N/A 

Schuylkill County 67,806 13,353 2% 0% 2% 5% 5% 5%

Snyder County 14,890 3,203 9% 10% 4% 10% 14% 20%

Somerset County 37,163 6,854 4% 2% 2% 0% 6% 2%

Sullivan County 6,017 522 10% 7%  N/A  N/A 

Susquehanna County 21,829 3,385 7% 9% 3% 19% 11% 30%

Tioga County 19,893 3,800 9% 3% 4% 13% 13% 17%

Union County 14,684 3,507 14% 18% 5% 10% 20% 30%

Venango County 26,904 5,369 0% -6% 1% 10% 1% 3%

Warren County 23,058 3,849 4% -2% 1% 5% 5% 3%

Washington County 87,267 18,560 4% -3% 5% -2% 9% -6%

TABLE A.8 CONTINUED
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Housing Units in 2000 % Change 1990 to 2000 % Change 2000 to 
2005-07

% Change 1990 to 
2005-07

 
Total 

Housing 
Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

Total 
Housing 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

Total 
Housing 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

Total 
Housing 

Units

Renter-
Occupied 

Units

United States 115,904,641 35,663,588 13% 8% 9% 2% 23% 11%

Pennsylvania 5,249,750 1,370,836 6% 4% 4% 0% 10% 4%

Wayne County 30,593 3,578 7% 18% 6% 20% 14% 41%

Westmoreland County 161,058 32,966 5% -3% 3% 2% 8% -1%

Wyoming County 12,713 2,263 7% -2% 4% 4% 12% 2%

York County 156,720 35,403 16% 7% 9% 4% 27% 12%

Note: Italicized counties are classified as rural by the Center for Rural Pennsylvania.

Sources: Three data sets from the U.S. Census Bureau: 1) “1990 Census – Summary File 3”;  2) “2000 Census – Summary File 3”;  and 3) “2005-2007 
American Community Survey Three Year Estimates.” http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en6
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APPENDIX B 
MEASURING NATIONAL NEEDS FOR AFFORDABLE RENTAL HOUSING: 

A BRIEF REVIEW OF PAST RESEARCH AND STRATEGY RECOMMENDATIONS

Background
Federal programs to assist lower-income renters began in the 1930s with the construction of public 

housing. Since then, rental housing programs have expanded to include privately owned assisted housing, 

where the federal subsidies are tied to the housing unit, and tenant-based assistance, where a federally 

subsidized voucher helps the tenant afford privately owned units.  The number of households needing such 

rental assistance was originally estimated by counting those with low incomes that live in inadequate or 

overcrowded housing or pay excessive shares of income for housing.1

Rental assistance has never been an entitlement, so admission is based on waiting lists. In 1979 and 1983, 

Congress gave preference in admission to rental assistance programs to income-eligible households with the 

most severe housing problems, including those who were homeless, lived in severely inadequate housing, or 

paid more than half of their income for rent and utilities. The subset of unassisted renters who had incomes 

below 50 percent of HUD-adjusted area median family income (HAMFI) as defined by Congress and the 

severe housing problems listed above became known as those with “worst case needs” for rental assistance.2

In 1990, the Senate Appropriations Committee directed HUD to report on worst case housing 

needs annually and “urge[d] the Department to develop a strategic plan [outlining] how the Federal 

Government . . . can help to eliminate or substantially reduce the number … in this worst case needs 

category.”3  All of HUD’s resulting reports provided data on the extent of worst case housing needs and 

also contributed new methodologies for analyzing those needs.  As described in this appendix, several 

reports also discussed strategies for reducing needs.

HUD’s Worst Case Needs Reports
Between 1991 and 2007, HUD produced 10 reports to Congress using the American Housing Survey 

(AHS) as the primary data source.4  HUD’s reports to Congress detail the types of housing problems 

1 For rental housing programs, the 1974 Housing and Community Development Act defined low income as incomes less than or equal to 80 
percent of area median family incomes as adjusted by the Secretary of HUD.  Thus, all three of the income groups highlighted in this study 
are low income.
2 HUD (2007) gives this definition of worst case needs, p. 1.  Also, as noted in the first chapter of HUD’s 1998 Worst Case Needs report, the 
homeless population is given preference in admission into rental assistance programs, but estimates of the number of homeless are generally not 
included in the counts of worst case needs in HUD’s reports because the AHS surveys  count only persons in housing units. 
3 See HUD (1991), p. 1
4  The 2007 report lists all of the Worst Case Needs reports in its third footnote, p. 7.  Most of the HUD Worst Case Needs publications are 
available online at http://www.huduser.org.
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experienced by renters and owners classified by income and household characteristics, for the nation as a 

whole, for four census regions, and within these regions, for cities, suburbs, and nonmetropolitan areas.5 

Of most relevance to this study, HUD’s Worst Case Needs reports find that:

• Between 1978 and 2001, the number of renter households with worst case needs rose from 3.96 

million to 5.07 million, and most of that growth occurred before 1995.6 Between 2003 and 2005, the 

number of worst case needs households jumped to 5.99 million.7 

• Among renters not receiving housing assistance in 2005, 72 percent of renters with extremely low 

5 The AHS is conducted by the Census Bureau for HUD.  Its purpose is to collect comprehensive data on the nation’s housing stock, includ-
ing “apartments, single-family homes, mobile homes, vacant housing units, household characteristics, income, housing and neighborhood 
quality, housing costs, equipment and fuels, size of housing unit, and recent movers.” The national AHS survey is conducted biennially, 
and surveys for 47 selected metropolitan areas are conducted approximately every six years, on a rotating basis. The national sample covers 
some 55,000 housing units, while each metropolitan area sample covers 4,100 or more housing units. The U.S. Census Bureau’s website has 
additional information:  http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/ahs/ahs.html.
6 The 1978-1999 trend is provided in “Trends in Worst Case Needs for Housing, 1978-1999” (2003), Table A-4, and the 2001 estimate on p. 
ix of that report.  
7 See HUD (2007),  p. 1.

Definitions of Housing Problems  
Housing problems include unaffordable gross rents, crowding, and physically inadequate housing. The AHS provides the 
most complete measure of physically inadequate housing but only at the national level and selected metropolitan areas.a  
Most sources of data below the national level, including the decennial census and the ACS, ask only whether plumbing and 
kitchen facilities are complete.  Key housing problems mentioned in this study include:

Cost/Rent Burdened (or severely burdened) Paying more than 30 (or 50) percent of household income on gross rent 
(contract rent plus utilities)

Crowdedb Having more than one person per room 

Physically Inadequate Housing

    Severely Inadequate Housing Unit (AHS  
    definition)

Having severe plumbing, heating, upkeep, hallway, or electrical problems

    Moderately Inadequate Housing Unit (AHS  
    definition)

Having plumbing, heating, upkeep, hallway, or kitchen problems, but no 
severe problems

    Lacking Complete Kitchen or Bathroom Facilities   
    (the only census/ACS data on housing quality)

Facilities incomplete or not for exclusive use of the household

Worst Case Needs (HUD definition) Unassisted renters with incomes at or below 50 percent of HAMFI who have 
one of two priority problems:
1. They are paying more than half of their income for housing; or 
2. They are living in severely substandard housing.

a A national AHS survey is conducted biennially, and AHS surveys for 47 selected metropolitan areas are conducted approximately every six years, on a rotating 
basis.  See the U.S. Census Bureau’s website for additional information on the AHS:  http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/ahs/ahs.html.

b The Census Bureau does not have an official definition for overcrowding. This study considers overcrowding as households with more than one occupant per 
room.  See Blake et al. (2007) for a detailed discussion of different definitions of overcrowding and a literature review.
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incomes, but only 27 percent of renters with very low incomes, had worst case housing needs.  More 

than three-fourths (77 percent) of those with worst case needs were ELI.8

• Severe “worst case” problems were rare among higher-income renters and owners.  In 2005, only 7 

percent of LI renters had severe rent burdens or severely inadequate housing.9 

• Housing problems mainly occurred because households had excessive cost burdens.  Between 1978 and 

2005, among renters with incomes below 50 percent of HAMFI, the share with a severe cost burden 

rose from 30 to 46 percent.  By contrast, the incidence of inadequate housing fell from 16 to 9 percent 

during the same period, and crowding remained at 4 percent. 10 Whereas in 1978 two-thirds of worst 

case needs renters lived in adequate and uncrowded housing with severe rent burden as their only 

housing problem, by 2005 83 percent had only a rent burden.11  

• The 50 percent growth in worst case needs between 1978 and 2005 occurred despite increasing 

participation in rental assistance programs.  The share of renters with incomes between 0-50 percent 

HAMFI who reported receiving housing assistance rose from 20 to 28 percent.  Yet in both years, 37 

percent of all renters at 0-50 percent HAMFI were unassisted with worst case needs.12   

Measuring Housing Shortages in Worst Case Needs Reports13

In preparing its third Worst Case Needs report for Congress, published in June 1994, HUD considered 

possible factors underlying such needs.  It found that worst case needs were strongly correlated with 

shortages of housing with rents affordable to ELI households.14  Since then, HUD reports have explored 

shortages of affordable housing in a variety of ways and documented their close relationship to worst case 

needs.  

All of the HUD Worst Case Needs reports since 1994 have examined numbers of units affordable to 

extremely low-income renters and renters with incomes less than or equal to 50 percent, their changes 

over time and shortages compared to all renters, and geographic differences in trends and the extent of 

shortages.  An important indicator developed in these reports is the “mismatch” ratio, an indicator to 

assess the discrepancy between the number of rental units needed by renters of various income categories 

and the number that are affordable to them.15

8 See HUD (2007),  pp. 1-2.
9 See HUD (2007),  Table A-1a, p. 56
10 1978 data calculated from Table A-3 of HUD (2003), p. A-6, and 2005 data calculated from Table A-4 of HUD (2007), p. 61-62.  
11 1978 data calculated from Table A-4 of HUD (2003), p. A-8, and 2005 data calculated from Table 7 of HUD (2007), p. 70.  
12  Calculated from 1978 data in Table A-3 of HUD (2003), p. A-6, and 2005 data in Table A-4 of HUD (2007), p. 61-62.
13 While this appendix primarily focuses on HUD’s Worst Case Needs reports, other studies have assessed the need for affordable rental 
housing using AHS data.  Most notably, the Millennial Housing Commission (MHC), established by Congress in 2000 to assess affordable 
housing and HUD’s programs, used national AHS data in its report, Meeting Our Nation’s Housing Challenges.  Like the Worst Case Needs 
reports, this report finds that there is a “critical shortage of affordable apartments” for ELI renters and that “higher-income households 
outbid lower-income households for rental units in an effort to limit their housing expenses, sharply reducing the number of units affordable 
to others.”  
14 To measure shortages, rents affordable to ELI renter households are defined as rents less than or equal to 30 percent of income at the up-
per end of the ELI income range, which is 30 percent of local HAMFI.  See HUD (1994), p. 3.  HUD also found that in CHAS state-level 
data, severe rent burdens were, surprisingly, not related in 1990 to vacancy rates among affordable units.  
15 See HUD (2007), p. 90.
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In almost every period and location examined, numbers of rental units affordable to extremely low-

income renters fell while the number of ELI renters grew.16  Between 1991 and 1999, for example, the 

“mismatch” ratio of numbers of units affordable per 100 ELI renters across the United States fell from 89 to 

78.17  

Some ratios above 100 in these reports suggested that there were more “affordable” units than renters 

needing them at incomes above 30 percent of HAMFI.  But closer examination revealed that many of the 

units technically affordable to renters at a specific income threshold were actually occupied by renters with 

higher incomes, making them unavailable to renters with incomes below that threshold.  

In response to this weakness, a second more specific “mismatch” ratio was developed to indicate shortages 

in the units that were both affordable and available to renters.  From 1991 to 1999 and then 2005, the U.S. 

mismatch ratio for units affordable and available to ELI renter households fell from 52 to 42 to 40, while that 

for units affordable and available to renter households with incomes at or below 50 percent of HAMFI fell 

from 87 to 78 to 77.18 

Recent Worst Case Needs reports have extended this concept to compare units that are affordable, 

available, and adequate to the numbers of renters needing them, thus documenting the even greater shortages 

of adequate units.19  Such an approach also illustrates the special difficulties facing large families. For 

example, comparing the 2005 supply of units with five+ rooms to households with five+ persons, the number 

of affordable, available, adequate, and sufficiently large units per 100 large ELI renter households was found 

to be only 20.7 averaged across the nation.20

In studying shortages of affordable housing, HUD’s Worst Case Needs reports also explored the 

availability and characteristics of units with rents below local fair market rents (FMRs). FMRs are used in the 

voucher program to determine the maximum level of subsidy that a household with a voucher can receive.21 

Whether a household can eliminate a rental cost burden by using a voucher depends on its ability to find a 

housing unit with a below-FMR rent. 22 One would expect that the ease with which the household would be 

able to do so would be closely tied to the availability of vacant units with below-FMR rents. Evidence from 

the Worst Case Needs reports provides suggestive, though indirect, evidence that this is indeed the case.  In 

1999, for example “locations with lowest vacancy rates among units with rents below local FMRs were also 

those where shortages of housing both affordable and available to extremely low income renters were worst” 

and worst case needs were high. These vacancy rates were lowest in suburbs and cities in the West and 

16 The 1997-99 period was an exception in which the number of ELI renters dropped more than the number of units affordable to them. See 
HUD (2003), p xi.
17  See HUD (2003), Table A-15, p. A-32.  
18 See HUD (2007), Exhibit 4-3, p. 37, and HUD (2003), Table A-15, p. A-32. For a number of reasons these indicators are probably opti-
mistic. For example, units are classified as affordable and available for ELI households based on income at the top of the ELI range but may 
not be affordable to those ELI households whose incomes are lower. In addition, some units classified as affordable and available may be too 
small for large ELI families or located in undesirable neighborhoods.  
19 See HUD (2007), Chapter 4.
20 See HUD (2007), Exhibit 4-14, p. 43.
21 See the Glossary for a discussion of how the maximum rental subsidy is determined.
22  See the Glossary for additional information on FMRs, rental subsidies, the use of vouchers, and the possibility that a household with a 
voucher will not necessarily eliminate cost burden. 
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Northeast and were particularly low for large units with three or more bedrooms. 23

The Worst Case Needs reports also consider a number of other issues of relevance for understanding 

how subsidized housing programs are likely to affect the housing options of the lowest-income renters. For 

example, they document disparities across MSAs in the income level (measured relative to HAMFI) at 

which the subsidy from a housing voucher phases out. As of 2002, this relative income ranged from a low 

of 34.5 percent of HAMFI in Cedar Rapids to a high of 76.3 percent of HAMFI in San Francisco, although, 

statutorily, no household with an income above 50 percent of HAMFI would actually be eligible for a 

voucher.24 In addition, the reports discuss how the level of a community’s FMR also affects the participation 

of the lowest-income households in other housing programs, such as LIHTC and HOME. The way that these 

issues play out in Pennsylvania is discussed in Appendix D.

Measuring Rental Housing Needs at State and Local Levels: CHAS Data
While the AHS has been the primary source of data for recent Worst Case Needs studies, neither the 

national AHS nor the AHS metropolitan area surveys provide data for states and local areas.  The Cranston-

Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act of 1990 (NAHA) required states and local jurisdictions to 

prepare and submit “comprehensive housing affordability strategies” (or CHAS) describing their housing 

needs and housing market conditions in order to receive funds for many HUD programs.  

To help states and local jurisdictions develop the CHAS strategies mandated by the NAHA, HUD 

funded special tabulations of 1990 census data that classified renter and owner households and their housing 

problems by income and housing units and their characteristics by affordability.25  Both household income 

and housing unit affordability were categorized based on HUD’s HAMFI groups to make the data directly 

relevant to HUD’s major housing and community development programs.  The primary purpose of CHAS 

data was to make it possible to assess housing needs and shortages of affordable housing at smaller geographic 

levels, including all states and counties.26

When the 1990 CHAS data became available, the third HUD Worst Case Needs report compared CHAS 

data results on income distribution, housing problems, and affordable housing against AHS data.27 The two 

sources were found to be “remarkably similar with regard to the incidence of rent burden and severe rent 

burden.”  The report also concluded that severe rent burdens “can serve as a quite complete proxy for worst 

case needs.”28  

A decade later, HUD funded equivalent CHAS tabulations from 2000 census data.  After the 2000 

23  See HUD (2003), p. 70.
24 See HUD (2003), p. 72.
25  See the Library of Congress’s website (http://thomas.loc.gov/) for NAHA language.  Data elements on the CHAS special tabulations 
include income, tenure, household type, race and ethnicity, and housing problems of households, and affordability, size, age, vacancy status, 
and physical condition of housing units.  
26 The basic CHAS data are available at http://socds.huduser.org/scripts/odbic.exe/chas/reports.htm.
27  The CHAS data report income more completely than the AHS because the decennial census questionnaire has more detailed income 
questions than the AHS does. Nevertheless, the shares of renters identified as having ELI or VLI were quite similar in the two data sources.  
See HUD’s 1994 report, Appendix C.
28 See HUD (1994), p. 39.



74    AFFORDABILITY AND AVAILABILITY OF RENTAL HOUSING IN PENNSYLVANIA

CHAS data became available, the National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) examined how housing 

problems and shortages of affordable housing varied among states and changed from 1990-2000.  Its report 

Losing Ground in the Best of Times: Low Income Renters in the 1990s documented that while housing conditions 

improved for most Americans throughout the decade, housing problems, including severe rent burdens, 

became more concentrated among ELI renters and their access to affordable rental units declined.29  

Strategies to Reduce Worst Case Needs and Provide Affordable Housing  

Federal Strategies
As noted above, HUD was charged in 1990 with developing a strategic plan to reduce worst case needs 

within limited resources. Similarly, the NAHA required states and local jurisdictions to develop CHAS in 

order to receive funds from HUD for the new HOME program, as well as for community development block 

grants (CDBGs) and other assisted rental housing programs.

In the second Worst Case Needs report (HUD 1992), the first Bush administration responded to 

Congress’s charge in some detail. Examining rental housing conditions in the late 1980s in 44 large MSAs 

with 46 percent of the U.S. population and half of U.S. renters, the report concluded that tenant-based 

assistance could solve most worst case problems. Certificates or vouchers could be used in their current 

home for the many worst case households whose only housing problem was a severe rent burden, or they 

could be used in other units with below-FMR rents for most of those who needed to move because their 

current units were overcrowded or inadequate.  Direct comparisons of vacant below-FMR units with the 

number of households needing other housing “demonstrate that in most of these [metropolitan areas] all 

worst case needs could be solved through tenant-based assistance and light rehabilitation.”30 The report 

argued that units provided through HOME and the LIHTC could provide the expanded supply needed to 

eliminate worst case needs in several years if funds for those programs were better directed to the locations 

and households that most need them.  To summarize, the cost-effective strategies advocated were:

• Primary reliance on tenant-based assistance

• Preference in rental assistance programs, including public housing and assisted projects, for worst-

   case families

• Cost-effective use of HOME and CDBG funds for moderate rehabilitation and better targeting of 

   LIHTC funds toward the most needy locations and households. 

No Worst Case Needs report issued under the Clinton administration developed a strategic plan to 

reduce worst case needs as explicitly as the 1992 report. But each report advocated continued targeting of 

assistance to worst case needs or extremely low-income renters, and “most important of all—[continued] 

Federal funding for expanding rental housing assistance.”31  When Congress was considering raising 

income levels and dropping preferences for admission to rental assistance and assisted projects, Secretary 

29  See Nelson et al. (2004), p. 1.
30 HUD (1992), p. x.
31 HUD (1996), p. ii.
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of Housing and Urban Development Andrew Cuomo argued, based on the worst case results, that 

three-fourths of tenant-based assistance should be reserved for extremely low-income families.  The 

administration also sought to expand tenant-based assistance and production of affordable housing through 

HOME and the LIHTC.32  Under the second Bush administration, the three worst case reports published 

were strictly factual, with none mentioning or advocating any strategies. In 2008, however, Congress cited 

the severe shortages of housing affordable to extremely low-income renters in authorizing the National 

Housing Trust Fund.

Local Differences and Local Strategies  
In 1993, the Urban Institute published a report by Amy Bogdon, Joshua Silver, and Margery Austin 

Turner.  Based on regional and metropolitan summaries of the newly released 1990 CHAS data, it 

examined housing conditions and problems to “illustrate ways in which communities throughout the U.S. 

may describe and then analyze their local housing markets in order to develop strategies for addressing 

housing problems and needs.”33  In developing local strategies, it stressed the importance of identifying 

the underlying causes of local housing market problems, noting that the market dynamics underlying 

excessive housing cost burdens among very low-income renters “vary substantially from place to place. 

Different remedies are called for in high-growth communities with an absolute shortage of units from those 

preferable for slow-growth communities with persistently high vacancy rates.”34 

The handbook recommended that those developing local strategies ask which groups of households 

most need public-sector assistance to meet their housing needs and which housing activities are best suited 

to addressing these priority needs for housing assistance. To illustrate this, they discuss which combinations 

of housing market factors affect the strengths and weaknesses of the three basic tools available to deliver 

housing assistance.  These are subsidized production of new units, subsidized acquisition and rehabilitation 

of existing units, and direct rental assistance to households so that they can afford existing units.35

For a conference evaluating the impact of high-tech economies on local housing problems during the 

late 1990s, Nelson developed “effective local low-income housing strategies from market characteristics” 

and discussed the implications of these different strategies for desirable federal policies. After exploring 

how housing problems and market characteristics vary across 44 MSAs, she examined eight MSAs with 

great variation in local housing market conditions to identify “a desirable program mix…, whether more 

vouchers could be used or whether additional supply is needed and, if so, at what rents.”  She concludes 

that “federal policy should target sufficient resources to severe housing needs through many more vouchers 

and programs that permit and encourage effective local choices.”36 

32  HUD (1998), pp. 37-38.
33  Bogdon et al. (1993), p. 1.
34 Bogdon et al. (1993), p. 76.
35 Bogdon et al. (1993), pp. 94-97.
36 Nelson (2002), p. 417.
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A New Resource to Measure Rental Housing Needs: American Community Survey  
Since 1996, the Census Bureau has been phasing in the American Community Survey (ACS) to 

provide economic, social, demographic, and housing data annually. The 2005 ACS survey was the first to 

represent a full sample for the United States, including approximately 3 million housing units.37  

The main advantage of the ACS is that the data are provided annually by the Census Bureau. However, 

because the sample size for ACS data is much smaller than that for the decennial census housing and 

population long form, annual ACS results are not as accurate for small regions.  Another problem for our 

purpose is that rather than identifying each county, the ACS micro-data files identify public use micro-data 

areas, or PUMAs.38  In addition, as is the case with standard census products, the ACS data do not group 

households by HAMFI low-income categories, so users are not able to use them to assess the affordability of 

rental housing to ELI, VLI, and LI renters, or the housing problems of households in these income groups, 

without combining them with other data.   

Despite the limitations of this data set, ACS data provide a valuable new resource for assessing rental 

housing affordability between decennial censuses.39  In Housing at the Half: A Mid-Decade Progress Report 

from the American Community Survey, the NLIHC analyzed 2005 state-level ACS data and found that 

there were large shortages of affordable and available housing for ELI renter households in all 50 states and 

the District of Columbia.  There were shortages as measured by this indicator for renter households with 

incomes between 0-50 percent AMI in 49 states and the District of Columbia.40  

37 The Census Bureau’s Technical Paper 67, “Design and Methodology: American Community Survey,” discusses the ACS and its history:  
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/tp67.pdf.  In 2006, the ACS added data on group quarters, but they are not included in the 
analysis of rental housing in this study.  
38 Appendix E provides a more detailed description of PUMAs and their relationship to PA counties.  It also documents how PUMAs and 
counties were consolidated for analysis in this study and the other adjustments made to the ACS data.
39 HUD is now planning to fund CHAS tabulations from the ACS for 2005-07.  These data have not yet been released.  
40   Pelletiere and Wardrip (2008), p. 12. North Dakota was the only state without a shortage of units for renters with incomes between 0-50 
percent AMI.  In this study, households were grouped into ELI, VLI, and LI categories by comparing household income to each state’s me-
dian family income.  Thus, the estimates of income groups are less accurate than ones that compare each household’s income to its county’s 
official HAMFI.
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APPENDIX C
 METHODOLOGY FOR CALCULATING AFFORDABLE 

AND AFFORDABLE AND AVAILABLE RENTAL HOUSING UNITS USING CHAS DATA

Methodology
To analyze the affordability and availability of Pennsylvania’s rental housing stock, we used special 

tabulations of the decennial census data called comprehensive housing affordability strategies (CHAS) 

data.  CHAS data are available for 1990 and 2000 from HUD.1  

Several indicators calculated from CHAS data are used in this study to assess Pennsylvania’s rental 

housing needs:

1. Housing problems for renters

2. Vacancy rates

3. Affordable rental housing units

4. Affordable and available rental housing units

Housing Problems for Renters
Three housing problems were calculated from the CHAS data for ELI, VLI, and LI renters:

1. Cost burden 

2. Housing lacking complete kitchen or plumbing facilities 

3. Overcrowding, defined as more than one person per room.2  

The first problem, cost burden, occurs when a renter is paying more than 30 percent of household 

income on rent and utilities (“gross rent”).  Renters with “severe” cost burden are defined as those paying 

more than 50 percent of income on gross rent.  

The second two problems are referred to as “housing unit” problems.  According to the U.S. Census 

Bureau, complete plumbing facilities include (1) hot and cold piped water, (2) a flush toilet, and (3) a 

bathtub or shower, for the sole use of a household. Complete kitchen facilities include (1) a sink with piped 

water; (2) a range, or cooktop and oven; and (3) a refrigerator, also for the sole use of a household.3 

These measures are the only housing quality measures included within the CHAS data.  The more 

1  CHAS data are funded by HUD for state and local housing planning use.  The 1990 data were re-released in September 2003 and are 
available on CD by contacting the U.S. Census Bureau.  The 2000 data are available through HUD’s website: http://www.huduser.org/
datasets/cp.html.  These data were re-released in November 2004.  
2   The Census Bureau does not have an official definition for overcrowding.  Following standard practice, this study defines overcrowding as 
households with more than one occupant per room.  See Blake et al. (2007) for a detailed discussion of different definitions of overcrowding 
and a literature review.
3 Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, “2000 Census – Summary File 3,” http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en
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comprehensive quality measures available through the American Housing Survey are available only at the 

national level, the regional level, and for select metropolitan areas.  

Vacancy Rates  
The most commonly used measure to assess rental housing supply is the vacancy rate.  Yet, vacancy 

rates do not indicate if an available unit is in adequate condition.  

While this study provides vacancy rates for each area analyzed, it does not focus on these data as the 

primary indicator of rental housing supply.  Instead, this study gives more weight to measures of shortages 

of affordable housing that can be calculated from CHAS data, as defined in the next section.

Affordable Rental Housing Units
This study calculates the numbers of renter households by HUD-adjusted area median family income 

(HAMFI) group and the number of rental housing units affordable to each group, assuming that gross rents 

that are 30 percent or less of income are affordable. The shortage/surplus of units affordable to an income 

group is the difference between these two numbers.  

In order to more easily compare the affordability of rental housing across the state or time using CHAS 

data, we regularly report affordable housing unit shortages/surpluses as “mismatch” ratios (per 100 renter 

households). To do so, we calculated the total units affordable per 100 renter households as detailed in 

the following table.  For example, for every 100 ELI renter households in Pennsylvania, there were 96 

housing units affordable to them.  The results identify a modest shortage of rental housing units affordable 

to ELI households but a surplus of units affordable to households with incomes between 0-50 percent AMI 

Example: State of Pennsylvania in 2000
Household 
Income ≤ 
30.0% AMI

(ELI)

Household 
Income 30.1 

- 50.0%
(VLI)

Household 
Income 

50.1-80.0%
(LI)

Household 
Income > 

80.0% Total

Total Renter Households by HAMFI Group* 334,600 242,571 298,571 495,140 1,370,882

% Distribution of HAMFI Groups 24% 18% 22% 36% 100%

Total Occupied and Vacant Rental Housing Units 
Affordable to HAMFI Group 320,803 558,684 499,467 98,813 1,477,767

Occupied Rental Housing Units 287,874 509,140 479,822 94,046 1,370,882

Vacant Rental Housing Units 32,929 49,544 19,645 4,767 106,885

Total Shortage/Surplus of Units Affordable to HAMFI 
Group (Total Housing Units – Total Renter Households 
Within Group)

(13,797) 316,113 200,896 (396,327) 106,885

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia calculations based on CHAS data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, 2000, Tables A10C and A12, 
http://www.huduser.org/datasets/cp.html

* Values for total renter households are from CHAS File A10C in this example. Using CHAS files F5C and F5D to determine the total renter households by 
HAMFI group is also feasible and will produce slightly different results due to suppression and rounding rules for the two separate files.  In other sections 
of the report, we have used files F5C and F5D to calculate total households.  The total renter households shown in the various CHAS tables may also dif-
fer slightly from the totals in the SF3 decennial census files. 
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and 0-80 percent of AMI.  The measures suggest that there is not a substantial need for additional rental 

housing units for any HAMFI group, including those that were ELI.

Household Income ≤ 
30.0% AMI
(ELI Renters)

Household Income
0.0- 50.0% 

Household Income
0.0-80% 

Affordable Units per 100 Renter 
Households*  
(Total Housing Units/Total Renter 
Households * 100)

96 152 157

* The results for household incomes that are between 0-50 percent of AMI and 0-80 percent of AMI are cumulated to include all households with incomes 
at or below the income threshold and all rental housing units affordable at or below that threshold.  For example, for households with incomes between 0-50 
percent of AMI, the calculation is: (320,803+558,684)/(334,600+242,571)*100.

Affordable and Available Rental Housing Units
Calculations from the CHAS data to estimate whether the units that are affordable to a particular 

HAMFI group are actually available to them are performed as follows:  

Step 1: Determine the income of the occupants actually residing in the rental housing units in each 

affordability range.  In addition, determine the number of vacant units in each affordability range.  

Example: State of Pennsylvania
Rent Affordable to: 

Total Renters by 
HAMFI Group

Rental Units Are Occupied 
by:

Household 
Income ≤ 
30.0% AMI

Household 
Income

30.1- 50.0% 

Household 
Income

50.1-80.0% 

Household 
Income > 

80.0%

Renters with Household Incomes 
≤ 30.0% AMI 131,347 121,043 69,794 12,416 334,600

Renters with Household Incomes 
between 30.1 - 50.0% AMI 57,919 107,439 66,929 10,284 242,571

Renters with Household Incomes  
between 50.1-80.0% 44,501 127,240 111,712 15,118 298,571

Renters with Household Incomes  
≥ 80.0% 54,107 153,418 231,387 56,228 495,140

Total Occupied Units 287,874 509,140 479,822 94,046 1,370,882

Total Vacant Units 32,929 49,544 19,645 4,767 106,885

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia calculations based on CHAS data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, 2000, Tables A10C and A12, http://
www.huduser.org/datasets/cp.html



80    AFFORDABILITY AND AVAILABILITY OF RENTAL HOUSING IN PENNSYLVANIA

Step 2: From the preceding table, add all cells in which units are affordable to those at each low-

income threshold and occupied by renters with incomes less than or equal to the applicable thresholds.  

(The cells that should be added together for those with household incomes less than or equal to 50 percent 

of AMI are highlighted in red in the chart above as an example.)

Rent Is Affordable to Those at Specified Income Levels and Occupied by Renters 
At or Below the Income Level:

Household Income ≤ 
30.0% AMI

Household Income
0.0- 50.0%

Household Income
0.0-80% 

Final Occupied Units 131,347 417,748 837,924

Step 3: Using the table from Step 1, determine the vacant units available to each HAMFI group and 

cumulate the values at or below each threshold.

Household Income ≤ 
30.0% AMI

Household Income
0.0- 50.0% 

Household Income
0.0-80% 

Final Vacant Units (cumulated) 32,929 82,473 102,118

Step 4: Add the total occupied units and total vacant units at each threshold. To estimate if there is 

a shortage or surplus of affordable and available units, subtract the total renter households with incomes 

below each threshold from the total affordable and available units.  

Household Income 
≤ 30.0% AMI

Household Income
0.0- 50.0% 

Household Income
0.0-80% 

Total Units Affordable and Available  
(Final Occupied Units + Final Vacant Units) 164,276 500,221 940,042

Total Renter Households 334,600 577,171 875,742

Total Shortage/Surplus of Units Affordable to Income 
groups (Total Affordable and Available Units-Total 
Households) 

(170,324) (76,950) 64,300

Affordable and Available Units Per 100 Renter 
Households* (Total Affordable and Available Units/Total 
Renter Households * 100)

49 87 107

* The results from the table above are cumulated.  For example, to determine the affordable and available units per 100 renter households for those with 
household income between 0-80 percent, the calculation is: (940,042)/(334,600+242,571+298,571)*100.
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APPENDIX D
 COUNTY-LEVEL EXAMINATION OF RENTAL HOUSING NEEDS IN 2000

Income Limits, Affordable Rents, and Fair Market Rents
An inherent complication of both CHAS data and HUD’s income eligibility rules is the difficulty 

of translating HUD-adjusted area median family income (HAMFI) or affordability cutoffs into easy-to-

understand current dollars (or vice versa).  To do this for each Pennsylvania county, Table D.1 lists the 

1999 median family incomes (MFI) calculated from 2000 census data that were used in preparing the 

CHAS tabulations, which varied from $34,345 in Forest County to $58,666 in Pike County.1 

The four-person very low-income limits shown in the second column do not always equal 50 percent 

of the area MFI (as indicated in the third column) because of some of the adjustments required by law.2 

Specifically, in nonmetropolitan counties very low-income limits can be no less than 50 percent of the 

average median family income for all nonmetropolitan counties in the state: In 1999 this provision 

imposed a floor of $20,850 for nonmetropolitan counties in PA.  The official very low-income limit 

in Forest County, the county with the lowest income, for example, was actually 60.7 percent of that 

county’s median family income. Extremely low-income limits are not shown in the table because 

in almost all areas, they are three-fifths of the very low-income limits. As the fourth column of D.1 

illustrates, for three-person families, poverty thresholds are close to 30 percent of HAMFI in most 

Pennsylvania counties.3  

The fifth, six, and seventh columns indicate the two-bedroom rents affordable to each HAMFI 

income threshold (for ELI, VLI, and LI renter households).  The eighth column of the table lists the 

official two-bedroom FMRs set by HUD for each county in 1999, while the ninth gives  household 

income — expressed as a percentage of HAMFI — at which these two-bedroom FMRs equal 30 percent 

of income. A household whose income relative to HAMFI is at or above this percentage would not 

receive any benefit from a voucher; i.e., this is the point at which the rental subsidy a voucher provides 

is completely phased out.4 In all but 13 Pennsylvania counties, this phase-out occurs at a point where 

income relative to HAMFI is less than 50 percent. This means that in the large majority of Pennsylvania 

1 See HUD’s website for additional information on MFI values and adjustments made in the CHAS data:  http://www.huduser.org/datasets/
cp.html.
2  The very low-income limit is defined to apply to a family or household of four people.  HUD’s household size adjustments define an 
income limit for a one-person household as 70 percent of this base.  Expressed as a percentage of the base, the other household size adjust-
ments are: for  two persons, 80 percent; three persons, 90 percent; five persons, 106 percent; six persons, 112 percent; plus an additional 6 
percent of base for every additional person.
3 See http://www.census.gov/prod/2003pubs/c2kbr-19.pdf for additional information on the 1999 poverty thresholds.
4 See the Glossary for the definitions of FMRs, rental subsidy, and vouchers.
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counties, some VLI households, while statutorily eligible for the voucher program, would not be able to 

benefit from it.5   

The rental subsidy phase-out income is also important for understanding the extent to which the 

lowest-income households might benefit from the low income housing tax credit (LIHTC) program and 

the HOME program, both of which are intended to add units affordable to lower-income renters. In 

particular, the income level relative to HAMFI at which the voucher subsidy phases out is a key indicator 

of whether units funded by LIHTCs are likely to have below-FMR rents.6 Adding such units is desirable 

because it increases the number of units that can be used with a voucher without the voucher holder 

incurring a cost burden and, more fundamentally, increases the likelihood that a household with a newly 

issued voucher will be successful in finding a unit where the voucher can be used in the time period 

allotted for doing so.7 However, there is no guarantee that LIHTC units will have rents below the FMR. 

If the rental subsidy from a voucher phases out at a point where income relative to HAMFI is less than 

50 percent, this implies that the community’s FMR is lower than the maximum rent that the owner of an 

LIHTC project is allowed to charge for a unit.8 Then if project owners charge the maximum rent allowed, 

a household with a voucher will incur a cost burden if it lives in an LIHTC unit.9 This situation has the 

potential to occur in the large majority of Pennsylvania counties where the rental subsidy phases out at an 

income level relative to HAMFI below 50 percent.10 (See column 9.)

HOME units, for which rents are capped by statute at the FMR, will be affordable, without a subsidy, 

to any renter whose income is above the rental subsidy phase-out point. Because the phase-out point is 

in the 41 percent to 49 percent range for the large majority of Pennsylvania counties (see Column 9), 

HOME units should be affordable to at least some VLI renters in these counties.11  

5 Pennsylvania counties mirror U.S. averages in 2002.  As indicated by HUD in its Worst Case Needs series, almost half the U.S. popula-
tion and three-fourths of the nonmetropolitan population lived in locations where FMRs were affordable to some households with incomes 
below 50 percent of HAMFI.  See HUD (2003), p 73; http://www.huduser.org/publications/affhsg/worstcase03.html.
6 See HUD (2003) pp. 70-72. The LIHTC program is by far the largest source of new subsidized housing in the country.
7 In order to use a newly issued voucher, a potential user must search in the private market to find a unit that passes HUD’s housing quality 
standards within 120 days of receipt (or must already live in such a unit).  The lower the number of units with below-FMR rents, the harder 
it will be for the household to find an acceptable affordable unit when its current unit does not meet necessary standards.  Some households 
may not find a unit in the permitted time and will lose their vouchers, while others may rent a unit whose rent is above the FMR and will 
have at least some cost burden.
8 By statute, the maximum rent that the owner of an LIHTC project may charge is the rent that is just affordable to a household whose 
income is 50 percent of HAMFI or the rent that is just affordable to a household whose income is 60 percent of HAMFI, depending on the 
particular LIHTC project. It can be shown that when the phase-out of the rental subsidy from a voucher occurs at a point where income 
relative to HAMFI is less than 50 percent, the FMR in that community is less than the rent that is just affordable to a household with an in-
come that is 50 percent of HAMFI; i.e., the FMR is lower than either of the two “maximum allowable rents” that are possible for an LIHTC 
project.  
9 See the Glossary for an explanation of why a household with a voucher incurs a cost burden if it rents a unit whose rent is higher than the 
FMR.
10 If this situation occurred, there would obviously be no gain in the number of units that rent below FMR.  However, it is possible that the 
construction of LIHTC units could still ease the shortage of units affordable and available to the lowest-income households. If households 
with higher incomes were occupying part of the existing affordable stock but move to the new LIHTC units, some affordable but previously 
unavailable units may become available to the lowest-income renters.
11 See the Glossary for information about the HOME program.
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TABLE D.1

Income Limits and Affordable Rents
Two-Bedroom Rent Affordable at 

HAMFI Income Thresholds*

1999 
Median 
Family 
Income 

HUD 
Very Low-
Income 

Limit, Four 
Person 

VLI limit as 
actual % 

of Median 
Family 
Income

Three-
Person 
Poverty 

Threshold 
($13,290) 

as % of 
HAMFI

ELI 
House-
holds

VLI 
House-
holds

LI 
House-
holds

Two- 
Bedroom 
FMR in 
1999

% of 
HAMFI 

at Which 
FMR = 
30% of 
Income

Adams County $48,956 $24,500 50.0% 27% $331 $551 $882 $503 46%

Allegheny County $47,712 $23,850 50.0% 28% $322 $537 $858 $495 46%

Armstrong County $38,346 $20,850 54.4% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Beaver County $47,712 $23,850 50.0% 28% $322 $537 $858 $495 46%

Bedford County $37,855 $20,850 55.1% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Berks County $53,531 $26,750 50.0% 25% $361 $602 $963 $544 45%

Blair County $40,180 $20,850 51.9% 32% $281 $469 $750 $431 46%

Bradford County $40,780 $20,850 51.1% 32% $281 $469 $750 $442 47%

Bucks County $58,613 $29,300 50.0% 23% $396 $659 $1,055 $722 55%

Butler County $47,712 $23,850 50.0% 28% $322 $537 $858 $495 46%

Cambria County $37,610 $20,850 55.4% 32% $281 $469 $750 $439 47%

Cameron County $39,342 $20,850 53.0% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Carbon County $52,462 $26,250 50.0% 25% $354 $591 $945 $669 57%

Centre County $50,697 $25,350 50.0% 26% $342 $570 $912 $624 55%

Chester County $58,613 $29,300 50.0% 23% $396 $659 $1,055 $722 55%

Clarion County $38,028 $20,850 54.8% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Clearfield County $38,172 $20,850 54.6% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Clinton County $38,190 $20,850 54.6% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Columbia County $43,721 $21,850 50.0% 30% $295 $492 $786 $480 49%

Crawford County $40,846 $20,850 51.0% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Cumberland 
County

$52,348 $26,150 50.0% 25% $353 $588 $942 $559 48%

Dauphin County $52,348 $26,150 50.0% 25% $353 $588 $942 $559 48%

Delaware County $58,613 $29,300 50.0% 23% $396 $659 $1,055 $722 55%

Elk County $46,752 $23,400 50.1% 28% $316 $527 $843 $429 41%

Erie County $44,845 $22,400 49.9% 30% $303 $504 $807 $441 44%

Fayette County $47,712 $23,850 50.0% 28% $322 $537 $858 $495 46%

Forest County $34,345 $20,850 60.7% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Franklin County $47,131 $23,550 50.0% 28% $318 $530 $848 $435 41%

Fulton County $40,354 $20,850 51.7% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Greene County $37,390 $20,850 55.8% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 84 
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Two-Bedroom Rent Affordable at 
HAMFI Income Thresholds*

1999 
Median 
Family 
Income 

HUD 
Very Low-
Income 

Limit, Four 
Person 

VLI limit as 
actual % 

of Median 
Family 
Income

Three-
Person 
Poverty 

Threshold 
($13,290) 

as % of 
HAMFI

ELI 
House-
holds

VLI 
House-
holds

LI 
House-
holds

Two- 
Bedroom 
FMR in 
1999

% of 
HAMFI 

at Which 
FMR = 
30% of 
Income

Huntingdon 
County

$40,438 $20,850 51.6% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Indiana County $38,412 $20,850 54.3% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Jefferson County $37,495 $20,850 55.6% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Juniata County $39,775 $20,850 52.4% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Lackawanna 
County

$43,721 $21,850 50.0% 30% $295 $492 $786 $480 49%

Lancaster County $52,877 $26,450 50.0% 25% $357 $595 $952 $576 48%

Lawrence County $41,644 $20,850 50.1% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Lebanon County $52,348 $26,150 50.0% 25% $353 $588 $942 $559 48%

Lehigh County $52,462 $26,250 50.0% 25% $354 $591 $945 $669 57%

Luzerne County $43,721 $21,850 50.0% 30% $295 $492 $786 $480 49%

Lycoming County $41,188 $20,850 50.6% 32% $281 $469 $750 $441 47%

McKean County $41,044 $20,850 50.8% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Mercer County $41,853 $20,950 50.1% 32% $282 $471 $754 $439 47%

Mifflin County $38,647 $20,850 53.9% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Monroe County $52,471 $26,250 50.0% 25% $354 $591 $945 $664 56%

Montgomery 
County

$58,613 $29,300 50.0% 23% $396 $659 $1,055 $722 55%

Montour County $45,261 $22,650 50.0% 29% $306 $510 $816 $451 44%

Northampton 
County

$52,462 $26,250 50.0% 25% $354 $591 $945 $669 57%

Northumberland 
County

$39,578 $20,850 52.7% 32% $281 $469 $750 $460 49%

Perry County $52,348 $26,150 50.0% 25% $353 $588 $942 $559 48%

Philadelphia 
County

$58,613 $29,300 50.0% 23% $396 $659 $1,055 $722 55%

Pike County $58,666 $29,350 50.0% 23% $396 $660 $1,056 $712 54%

Potter County $38,065 $20,850 54.8% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Schuylkill County $41,414 $20,850 50.3% 32% $281 $469 $750 $447 48%

Snyder County $41,986 $21,000 50.0% 32% $284 $473 $756 $430 46%

Somerset County $37,610 $20,850 55.4% 32% $281 $469 $750 $439 47%

Sullivan County $37,628 $20,850 55.4% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Susquehanna 
County

$39,601 $20,850 52.7% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%
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Income Distributions of Lower-Income Renter Households and Housing Problems
According to the CHAS data, there were 1,370,602 renter households in Pennsylvania in 2000, of 

which 24 percent were ELI, 18 percent were VLI, and 22 percent were LI.  

At the county level, Philadelphia and Fayette had the highest shares of ELI households, 38 percent 

and 37 percent, respectively. The Philadelphia suburban counties of Bucks, Chester, and Montgomery, and 

Montour County had the lowest shares of ELI households.

The prevalence of housing problems varies by county. Over 80 percent of ELI renter households in 

Centre and Monroe counties had housing problems. Even in counties where the problems are least common, 

specifically Forest County (49 percent) and Juniata County (52 percent), approximately half of ELI renter 

households had problems.12  

Among VLI households, the Philadelphia suburban counties of Bucks, Chester, Delaware, and 

Montgomery counties had the highest percentage of housing problems.

12 Forest County has the fewest renter households so its results may well be skewed due to rounding.  

Two-Bedroom Rent Affordable at 
HAMFI Income Thresholds*

1999 
Median 
Family 
Income 

HUD 
Very Low-
Income 

Limit, Four 
Person 

VLI limit as 
actual % 

of Median 
Family 
Income

Three-
Person 
Poverty 

Threshold 
($13,290) 

as % of 
HAMFI

ELI 
House-
holds

VLI 
House-
holds

LI 
House-
holds

Two- 
Bedroom 
FMR in 
1999

% of 
HAMFI 

at Which 
FMR = 
30% of 
Income

Tioga County $37,966 $20,850 54.9% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Union County $47,660 $23,850 50.0% 28% $322 $537 $858 $564 53%

Venango County $39,420 $20,850 52.9% 32% $281 $469 $750 $429 46%

Warren County $42,907 $21,450 50.0% 31% $289 $483 $772 $429 44%

Washington 
County

$47,712 $23,850 50.0% 28% $322 $537 $858 $495 46%

Wayne County $40,647 $20,850 51.3% 32% $281 $469 $750 $515 55%

Westmoreland 
County

$47,712 $23,850 50.0% 28% $322 $537 $858 $495 46%

Wyoming County $43,721 $21,850 50.0% 30% $295 $492 $786 $480 49%

York County $52,715 $26,350 50.0% 25% $356 $593 $948 $544 46%

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia calculations based on income limits and FMRs provided on HUD USER: http://www.huduser.org/datasets/
pdrdatas.html
* To calculate the monthly dollar rent that is affordable at each HAMFI threshold requires assumptions about the number of people housed per bedroom: 
no bedrooms, 70 percent of base; one bedroom, 75 percent; two bedrooms, 90 percent; three bedrooms, 104 percent, etc.  This formula assumes 
that an efficiency unit houses one person and a one-bedroom unit houses 1.5 persons, and that each additional bedroom houses another 1.5 persons. 
Therefore, the two-bedroom rents shown in the table as “affordable” to incomes at 30 percent, 50 percent, and 80 percent of HAMFI are calculated as if 
three-person families lived in those units.
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TABLE D.2
Income Distribution and Housing Problems by County in 2000

% Distribution of Renter Households % with Any Problem
(Housing Unit Problem or Cost Burden)

Total Renter 
Households*

ELI 
Households 

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

ELI 
Households

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

Pennsylvania Total 1,370,602 24% 18% 22% 71% 63% 28%

Adams County 7,843 16% 17% 26% 69% 64% 24%

Allegheny County 177,059 25% 17% 21% 70% 65% 32%

Armstrong County 6,597 21% 21% 25% 71% 49% 16%

Beaver County 18,177 24% 19% 22% 70% 51% 20%

Bedford County 3,914 21% 16% 27% 67% 49% 16%

Berks County 36,856 23% 18% 24% 71% 65% 27%

Blair County 13,971 25% 21% 20% 69% 56% 23%

Bradford County 5,973 20% 18% 23% 70% 57% 15%

Bucks County 49,495 15% 14% 23% 71% 79% 41%

Butler County 14,618 21% 18% 23% 74% 61% 26%

Cambria County 15,295 25% 22% 22% 63% 50% 12%

Cameron County 618 19% 20% 23% 68% 34% 13%

Carbon County 5,189 28% 20% 25% 69% 52% 13%

Centre County 19,615 29% 22% 21% 81% 75% 36%

Chester County 37,389 14% 13% 21% 76% 78% 43%

Clarion County 4,480 29% 21% 20% 76% 46% 20%

Clearfield County 6,837 24% 22% 23% 64% 44% 15%

Clinton County 3,991 28% 21% 24% 71% 48% 18%

Columbia County 6,952 23% 20% 22% 71% 56% 26%

Crawford County 8,516 22% 20% 24% 70% 58% 26%

Cumberland County 22,372 17% 16% 24% 73% 68% 25%

Dauphin County 35,522 20% 16% 24% 69% 66% 28%

Delaware County 58,019 23% 16% 23% 76% 78% 34%

Elk County 2,896 18% 22% 27% 63% 39% 12%

Erie County 32,728 24% 20% 22% 72% 60% 24%

Fayette County 16,132 37% 20% 21% 66% 39% 8%

Forest County 370 24% 29% 25% 49% 38% 13%

Franklin County 13,153 17% 16% 25% 68% 61% 17%

Fulton County 1,226 22% 18% 22% 61% 51% 11%

Greene County 3,923 28% 23% 22% 68% 44% 14%

Huntingdon County 3,802 21% 19% 22% 57% 41% 14%

Indiana County 9,653 29% 23% 19% 76% 58% 24%

Jefferson County 4,202 25% 23% 23% 62% 51% 13%

Juniata County 1,922 16% 17% 24% 52% 38% 15%

Lackawanna County 27,907 23% 19% 22% 66% 55% 23%

Lancaster County 50,267 17% 17% 25% 77% 70% 27%

Lawrence County 8,435 25% 23% 22% 70% 55% 25%
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% Distribution of Renter Households % with Any Problem
(Housing Unit Problem or Cost Burden)

Total Renter 
Households*

ELI 
Households 

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

ELI 
Households

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

Pennsylvania Total 1,370,602 24% 18% 22% 71% 63% 28%

Lebanon County 12,670 21% 20% 25% 65% 51% 19%

Lehigh County 37,989 22% 19% 22% 73% 67% 32%

Luzerne County 38,758 23% 19% 22% 65% 57% 24%

Lycoming County 14,341 20% 19% 24% 71% 67% 31%

McKean County 4,544 23% 22% 21% 73% 55% 18%

Mercer County 11,088 22% 19% 23% 69% 56% 31%

Mifflin County 4,799 26% 20% 22% 66% 51% 17%

Monroe County 10,692 21% 17% 22% 81% 74% 37%

Montgomery County 75,832 14% 13% 21% 74% 77% 43%

Montour County 1,933 15% 18% 25% 78% 52% 26%

Northampton County 27,065 23% 17% 23% 70% 65% 28%

Northumberland County 10,275 21% 23% 23% 65% 51% 14%

Perry County 3,435 19% 21% 24% 64% 46% 12%

Philadelphia County 240,354 38% 17% 19% 72% 66% 30%

Pike County 2,639 22% 20% 28% 76% 68% 26%

Potter County 1,619 20% 23% 21% 65% 65% 24%

Schuylkill County 13,376 21% 22% 22% 57% 50% 18%

Snyder County 3,190 17% 19% 23% 63% 62% 26%

Somerset County 6,853 23% 22% 25% 67% 42% 13%

Sullivan County 556 19% 21% 25% 67% 52% 11%

Susquehanna County 3,430 20% 22% 23% 65% 60% 20%

Tioga County 3,789 24% 22% 23% 65% 51% 17%

Union County 3,527 25% 18% 24% 71% 53% 21%

Venango County 5,362 25% 21% 21% 67% 46% 14%

Warren County 3,835 17% 20% 26% 61% 50% 12%

Washington County 18,549 27% 20% 21% 70% 48% 14%

Wayne County 3,563 20% 21% 22% 73% 64% 24%

Westmoreland County 32,956 24% 20% 23% 65% 51% 13%

Wyoming County 2,271 20% 19% 21% 68% 58% 23%

York County 35,398 19% 18% 26% 74% 66% 18%

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia calculations based on CHAS data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, 2000, Tables F5C and F5D, http://www.
huduser.org/datasets/cp.html
* For special tabulations of census data, the Census Bureau institutes special rounding rules that cause some discrepancies between total data counts.  The 
total renter-occupied household counts in this table are based on the summation of CHAS files F5C and F5D.  These numbers do not match total renter-oc-
cupied household counts from the decennial census SF3 file or totals found in other CHAS tables, such as CHAS Table A10C. More information on rounding 
of special tabulations of the census data is available through HUD: http://www.huduser.org/datasets/cp/CHAS/Rounding.htm.
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Statewide, 69 percent of the ELI renter households had a cost burden and 53 percent had a severe cost 

burden.  Therefore, over three-fourths of ELI renter households with a cost burden actually had a severe 

cost burden.  At the county level, the same pattern held in 2000.  In every county, over 60 percent of the 

ELI renter households that had a cost burden were actually severely cost burdened. 

ELI renters in three different areas of the state faced the greatest severe cost burden challenges. The 

first area was the Northeast section of the state bordering New Jersey.  Monroe County faced the greatest 

challenge: 68 percent of ELI renter households had severe cost burdens.  ELI renters in Pike and Wayne 

counties also faced high cost burdens. The second area was Centre County, likely because of the presence of 

Pennsylvania State University and the need to house both the student population and low-income workers, 

and the third area was the Philadelphia suburban counties, particularly Chester, Delaware, and Montgomery. 

VLI renters in Centre County and the Philadelphia suburban counties also had high cost burdens.

TABLE D.3
Cost Burden Incidence in 2000

% with Any Cost Burden 
(Rent Greater Than 30% of Income, Moderate or 

Severe Cost Burden)
% with Severe Cost Burden (Rent Greater Than 

50% of Income)

ELI 
Households

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

ELI 
Households

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

Pennsylvania Total 69% 60% 23% 53% 16% 3%

Adams County 67% 58% 14% 47% 15% 1%

Allegheny County 68% 63% 29% 53% 20% 4%

Armstrong County 69% 47% 14% 52% 11% 0%

Beaver County 69% 49% 17% 46% 12% 1%

Bedford County 65% 47% 11% 48% 8% 1%

Berks County 68% 60% 20% 50% 13% 2%

Blair County 68% 55% 19% 51% 12% 2%

Bradford County 68% 55% 13% 48% 14% 1%

Bucks County 69% 77% 36% 58% 32% 5%

Butler County 71% 58% 24% 56% 13% 4%

Cambria County 63% 48% 10% 42% 7% 1%

Cameron County 68% 31% 10% 44% 3% 0%

Carbon County 69% 50% 10% 48% 7% 0%

Centre County 79% 72% 30% 67% 28% 4%

Chester County 74% 75% 37% 61% 32% 5%

Clarion County 72% 45% 14% 56% 14% 3%

Clearfield County 63% 43% 12% 47% 8% 3%

Clinton County 69% 46% 16% 49% 13% 1%

Columbia County 69% 53% 21% 56% 15% 1%
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% with Any Cost Burden 
(Rent Greater Than 30% of Income, Moderate or 

Severe Cost Burden)
% with Severe Cost Burden (Rent Greater Than 

50% of Income)

ELI 
Households

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

ELI 
Households

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

Pennsylvania Total 69% 60% 23% 53% 16% 3%

Crawford County 68% 54% 21% 44% 10% 3%

Cumberland County 72% 67% 23% 57% 16% 2%

Dauphin County 67% 62% 23% 52% 13% 1%

Delaware County 74% 75% 29% 63% 25% 4%

Elk County 63% 36% 10% 48% 8% 1%

Erie County 70% 58% 19% 53% 15% 2%

Fayette County 65% 37% 6% 46% 5% 1%

Forest County 49% 34% 9% 31% 15% 0%

Franklin County 66% 54% 14% 50% 11% 2%

Fulton County 58% 51% 8% 42% 7% 0%

Greene County 64% 43% 9% 44% 9% 3%

Huntingdon County 56% 38% 10% 38% 7% 0%

Indiana County 74% 55% 21% 57% 16% 3%

Jefferson County 60% 48% 11% 41% 8% 1%

Juniata County 47% 35% 10% 35% 8% 1%

Lackawanna County 65% 54% 22% 48% 14% 1%

Lancaster County 74% 65% 22% 58% 17% 3%

Lawrence County 67% 52% 22% 45% 14% 2%

Lebanon County 63% 45% 14% 40% 8% 1%

Lehigh County 70% 63% 27% 52% 18% 2%

Luzerne County 64% 56% 22% 47% 14% 1%

Lycoming County 70% 66% 26% 56% 19% 2%

McKean County 72% 55% 16% 58% 13% 2%

Mercer County 67% 55% 26% 51% 14% 2%

Mifflin County 63% 47% 15% 49% 7% 1%

Monroe County 80% 74% 33% 68% 19% 2%

Montgomery County 72% 74% 39% 61% 29% 6%

Montour County 75% 48% 21% 50% 26% 5%

Northampton County 69% 60% 25% 52% 17% 2%

Northumberland County 64% 49% 13% 44% 13% 1%

Perry County 61% 43% 8% 39% 9% 1%

Philadelphia County 69% 59% 21% 55% 14% 3%

Pike County 76% 68% 20% 61% 21% 1%

Potter County 64% 63% 18% 50% 17% 3%

Schuylkill County 56% 49% 14% 38% 9% 1%

Snyder County 59% 56% 21% 45% 12% 1%
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% with Any Cost Burden 
(Rent Greater Than 30% of Income, Moderate or 

Severe Cost Burden)
% with Severe Cost Burden (Rent Greater Than 

50% of Income)

ELI 
Households

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

ELI 
Households

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

Pennsylvania Total 69% 60% 23% 53% 16% 3%

Somerset County 65% 40% 11% 48% 6% 2%

Sullivan County 59% 49% 6% 39% 14% 0%

Susquehanna County 64% 58% 14% 49% 14% 2%

Tioga County 65% 48% 12% 50% 12% 0%

Union County 68% 50% 18% 54% 16% 6%

Venango County 66% 43% 12% 46% 10% 1%

Warren County 59% 47% 10% 41% 6% 2%

Washington County 69% 45% 12% 45% 9% 0%

Wayne County 72% 63% 20% 63% 21% 1%

Westmoreland County 65% 49% 11% 44% 9% 1%

Wyoming County 66% 58% 20% 53% 16% 2%

York County 71% 62% 14% 53% 12% 1%

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia calculations based on CHAS data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, 2000, Tables F5C and F5D, http://www.
huduser.org/datasets/cp.html

TABLE D.3 CONTINUED

While severe cost burden afflicted over half of ELI renters statewide in 2000, housing unit problems 

were far less common. In every county, being cost burdened was far more prevalent for renter households 

than having a housing unit problem.  

A few counties have a particularly high percentage of ELI renter households with at least one housing 

unit problem, but there do not appear to be any regional patterns to this occurrence. These counties 

include Berks, Centre, Clarion, Lancaster, and Philadelphia.
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TABLE D.4
Housing Unit Problems in 2000

% with At Least One Housing Unit 
Problem

ELI 
Households

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

Pennsylvania Total 7% 6% 5%

Adams County 7% 7% 10%

Allegheny County 4% 4% 3%

Armstrong County 5% 3% 2%

Beaver County 4% 3% 3%

Bedford County 5% 3% 4%

Berks County 12% 9% 8%

Blair County 3% 3% 4%

Bradford County 2% 6% 2%

Bucks County 9% 5% 7%

Butler County 4% 5% 4%

Cambria County 2% 3% 2%

Cameron County 3% 3% 3%

Carbon County 3% 2% 4%

Centre County 11% 12% 9%

Chester County 7% 6% 8%

Clarion County 12% 2% 7%

Clearfield County 3% 3% 5%

Clinton County 3% 4% 2%

Columbia County 4% 6% 5%

Crawford County 6% 5% 7%

Cumberland County 5% 3% 4%

Dauphin County 10% 7% 6%

Delaware County 8% 8% 6%

Elk County 2% 3% 2%

Erie County 7% 4% 5%

Fayette County 4% 3% 3%

Forest County 4% 4% 4%

Franklin County 5% 9% 3%

Fulton County 5% 2% 4%

Greene County 8% 4% 6%

Huntingdon County 5% 3% 5%

Indiana County 5% 6% 4%

Jefferson County 3% 4% 2%

Juniata County 7% 4% 5%

Lackawanna County 2% 2% 2%

Lancaster County 11% 8% 5%

Lawrence County 4% 6% 3%

% with At Least One Housing Unit 
Problem

ELI 
Households

VLI 
Households

LI 
Households

Pennsylvania Total 7% 6% 5%

Lebanon County 7% 7% 5%

Lehigh County 10% 7% 6%

Luzerne County 3% 3% 2%

Lycoming County 5% 3% 5%

McKean County 3% 3% 2%

Mercer County 4% 3% 5%

Mifflin County 4% 7% 2%

Monroe County 6% 3% 6%

Montgomery County 7% 6% 5%

Montour County 8% 8% 6%

Northampton County 7% 7% 5%

Northumberland 
County

2% 3% 2%

Perry County 5% 5% 4%

Philadelphia County 11% 12% 9%

Pike County 2% 2% 7%

Potter County 6% 8% 7%

Schuylkill County 3% 2% 3%

Snyder County 10% 7% 5%

Somerset County 6% 3% 3%

Sullivan County 7% 3% 6%

Susquehanna County 6% 3% 6%

Tioga County 1% 4% 5%

Union County 4% 4% 6%

Venango County 2% 4% 3%

Warren County 4% 3% 2%

Washington County 5% 4% 3%

Wayne County 2% 7% 5%

Westmoreland 
County

3% 2% 2%

Wyoming County 4% 1% 3%

York County 8% 6% 5%

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia calculations based on CHAS 
data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, 2000, Tables F5C and F5D, http://
www.huduser.org/datasets/cp.html
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TABLE D.5
Affordable and Affordable and Available Housing Units Per 100 Renter Households in 2000

Affordable Units per 100 Renter Households
Affordable and Available Units per 100 Renter 

Households

0-30% AMI 0-50% AMI 0-80% AMI 0-30% AMI 0-50% AMI 0-80% AMI

Pennsylvania Total 96 152 157 49 87 107

Adams County 123 210 175 42 86 105

Allegheny County 90 140 161 51 85 109

Armstrong County 157 197 158 56 97 109

Beaver County 140 180 162 64 99 111

Bedford County 183 228 165 59 99 110

Berks County 96 165 160 52 92 108

Shortages of Affordable Rental Housing
Table D.5 lists both the affordable and the affordable and available units per 100 renter households 

by county for Pennsylvania. The Philadelphia metropolitan division13 and Centre County had the fewest 

units affordable to ELI renters.  At the county level, Centre and Delaware counties had the fewest units 

affordable to ELI renters, with 54 and 56 units per 100 renter households, respectively. They were followed 

by three other counties within the Philadelphia metropolitan division: Philadelphia, Montgomery, and 

Bucks.  

There did not appear to be shortages of affordable rental units for VLI or LI renters across the state. 

Centre County is the only county with a very modest shortage for renter households with incomes between 

0-50 percent of AMI (95 units per 100 renter households).  

While these ratios appear to show adequate supplies of affordable housing units in many areas of 

Pennsylvania, closer analysis shows that many units were not actually available to the lowest income 

renters. The second half of the table details the actual shortage of rental housing units to renters at each 

threshold.

The previous section identified three areas within the state in which ELI renters faced severe cost 

burdens (the Northeast section bordering New Jersey, Centre County, and the Philadelphia suburban 

counties).  These areas were also the areas with the greatest shortage of affordable and available housing 

units per 100 renter households.  In addition, the Lancaster area had a notable shortage of affordable 

rental housing.

Cambria, Elk, and Juniata counties had the greatest supply of affordable and available housing units per 

100 ELI renter households.  In each of these counties, there were over 80 units of affordable and available 

housing per 100 renter households.

13 The Philadelphia metropolitan division includes the county of Philadelphia and the four suburban counties of Bucks, Chester, Dela-
ware, and Montgomery.  Also, the city and county of Philadelphia constitute the same area.  For a list of all metropolitan statistical areas 
and metropolitan divisions in the United States, see: http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/assets/omb/bulletins/fy2009/09-01.pdf.
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Affordable Units per 100 Renter Households
Affordable and Available Units per 100 Renter 

Households

0-30% AMI 0-50% AMI 0-80% AMI 0-30% AMI 0-50% AMI 0-80% AMI

Pennsylvania Total 96 152 157 49 87 107

Blair County 109 159 156 54 93 109

Bradford County 160 211 172 65 102 111

Bucks County 75 114 173 37 56 98

Butler County 114 172 157 47 89 105

Cambria County 170 196 158 82 108 113

Cameron County 201 240 181 70 123 120

Carbon County 125 196 151 65 111 115

Centre County 54 95 128 24 55 94

Chester County 98 132 181 39 64 100

Clarion County 127 166 150 53 90 108

Clearfield County 159 188 151 63 101 108

Clinton County 121 153 141 56 88 105

Columbia County 111 177 160 45 95 108

Crawford County 143 188 161 59 98 110

Cumberland County 103 171 180 42 83 110

Dauphin County 102 168 174 56 93 114

Delaware County 56 121 158 30 69 104

Elk County 215 236 160 83 116 113

Erie County 112 165 157 54 94 109

Fayette County 138 175 140 72 109 112

Forest County 237 189 137 70 103 108

Franklin County 154 236 182 63 104 111

Fulton County 200 236 177 66 107 112

Greene County 167 173 146 69 98 109

Huntingdon County 195 218 171 73 103 110

Indiana County 102 138 143 40 82 105

Jefferson County 158 182 147 65 99 108

Juniata County 263 267 181 86 108 108

Lackawanna County 122 172 166 57 95 112

Lancaster County 88 179 169 38 82 104

Lawrence County 133 150 147 63 90 108

Lebanon County 122 206 159 56 103 109

Lehigh County 80 127 161 43 76 108

Luzerne County 127 180 164 58 99 112

Lycoming County 104 164 164 46 86 109

McKean County 131 178 157 55 96 110

Mercer County 132 163 164 61 88 108

TABLE D.5 CONTINUED
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Affordable Units per 100 Renter Households
Affordable and Available Units per 100 Renter 

Households

0-30% AMI 0-50% AMI 0-80% AMI 0-30% AMI 0-50% AMI 0-80% AMI

Pennsylvania Total 96 152 157 49 87 107

Mifflin County 123 191 155 57 107 112

Monroe County 76 126 167 29 67 106

Montgomery County 71 123 181 32 62 100

Montour County 153 221 181 54 98 109

Northampton County 85 142 161 46 80 106

Northumberland County 164 197 162 70 103 113

Perry County 182 226 167 69 109 112

Philadelphia County 67 126 136 45 85 106

Pike County 86 134 146 33 72 105

Potter County 143 180 164 53 88 108

Schuylkill County 177 207 168 76 110 115

Snyder County 167 200 172 56 88 106

Somerset County 172 206 151 65 106 108

Sullivan County 240 248 171 73 112 115

Susquehanna County 162 187 163 59 94 110

Tioga County 137 165 151 54 89 107

Union County 107 180 150 44 90 104

Venango County 144 191 156 61 101 110

Warren County 172 235 173 62 112 115

Washington County 131 183 157 67 107 114

Wayne County 133 151 167 41 74 109

Westmoreland County 139 195 160 65 105 113

Wyoming County 135 176 171 46 83 107

York County 108 201 169 52 96 110

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia calculations based on CHAS data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, 2000, Tables A10C and A12, http://www.
huduser.org/datasets/cp.html

TABLE D.5 CONTINUED

In absolute terms, there is a shortage of 170,324 affordable and available housing units for ELI renter 

households in the state of Pennsylvania.  From this measure, the five counties with the greatest shortages 

of affordable and available housing units for ELI renter households are Allegheny, Delaware, Lancaster, 

Montgomery, and Philadelphia.  Furthermore, 55 percent of the state’s overall shortage of 170,324 rental 

housing units for ELI households can be attributed to these five counties.
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TABLE D.6
Absolute Shortages/Surpluses of Affordable and Available Housing Units in 2000

Affordable and Available Units

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

Pennsylvania Total (170,324) (76,950) 64,300 

Adams County (729) (353) 238 

Allegheny County (21,545) (11,200) 10,330 

Armstrong County (590) (94) 386 

Beaver County (1,580) (44) 1,347 

Bedford County (339) (13) 252 

Berks County (4,085) (1,140) 1,790 

Blair County (1,605) (433) 847 

Bradford County (422) 44 401 

Bucks County (4,825) (6,440) (510)

Butler County (1,650) (620) 460 

Cambria County (684) 551 1,397 

Cameron County (35) 55 77 

Carbon County (525) 266 586 

Centre County (4,345) (4,500) (855)

Chester County (3,255) (3,710) (5)

Clarion County (618) (228) 234 

Clearfield County (608) 17 357 

Clinton County (489) (229) 137 

Columbia County (885) (160) 382 

Crawford County (755) (75) 560 

Cumberland County (2,168) (1,252) 1,223 

Dauphin County (3,195) (874) 3,067 

Delaware County (9,195) (6,965) 1,360 

Elk County (87) 190 255 

Erie County (3,585) (925) 1,930 

Fayette County (1,629) 852 1,527 

Forest County (25) 6 22 

Franklin County (845) 156 827 

Fulton County (86) 30 83 

Greene County (338) (31) 254 

Huntingdon County (213) 42 239 

Indiana County (1,685) (924) 360 

Jefferson County (360) (13) 238 

Juniata County (42) 50 92 

Lackawanna County (2,725) (560) 2,220 

Lancaster County (5,275) (3,095) 1,295 

Affordable and Available Units

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

Pennsylvania Total (170,324) (76,950) 64,300 

Lawrence County (804) (389) 462 

Lebanon County (1,160) 166 776 

Lehigh County (4,750) (3,655) 1,840 

Luzerne County (3,765) (155) 2,920 

Lycoming County (1,515) (780) 825 

McKean County (463) (77) 287 

Mercer County (950) (555) 570 

Mifflin County (529) 152 391 

Monroe County (1,570) (1,354) 391 

Montgomery County (7,345) (8,000) (105)

Montour County (132) (10) 101 

Northampton County (3,420) (2,135) 1,100 

Northumberland County (658) 153 877 

Perry County (202) 129 260 

Philadelphia County (49,810) (19,265) 9,790 

Pike County (389) (314) 91 

Potter County (150) (80) 77 

Schuylkill County (690) 601 1,282 

Snyder County (245) (138) 112 

Somerset County (538) 194 392 

Sullivan County (27) 25 49 

Susquehanna County (278) (90) 222 

Tioga County (424) (187) 189 

Union County (499) (143) 87 

Venango County (519) 26 350 

Warren County (244) 172 352 

Washington County (1,674) 652 1,792 

Wayne County (423) (382) 200 

Westmoreland County (2,735) 800 2,869 

Wyoming County (249) (152) 98 

York County (3,145) (540) 2,250 

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia calculations based on CHAS 
data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, 2000, Tables A10C and A12, http://
www.huduser.org/datasets/cp.html
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TABLE D.7
Vacancy Rates by Rental Affordability in 2000

Vacancy Rates

ELI Households VLI Households LI Households Total Vacancy

Pennsylvania Total 10% 9% 4% 7%

Adams County 7% 4% 2% 4%

Allegheny County 13% 12% 5% 9%

Armstrong County 8% 7% 3% 6%

Beaver County 10% 9% 4% 8%

Bedford County 8% 8% 2% 7%

Berks County 10% 8% 3% 7%

Blair County 9% 9% 2% 7%

Bradford County 10% 9% 1% 7%

Bucks County 3% 7% 4% 4%

Butler County 9% 7% 2% 7%

Cambria County 15% 6% 4% 9%

Cameron County 10% 16% 4% 12%

Carbon County 15% 9% 7% 11%

Centre County 7% 3% 2% 4%

Chester County 5% 9% 3% 5%

Clarion County 9% 4% 8% 6%

Clearfield County 7% 7% 2% 6%

Rental Vacancy Rates by Unit Affordability to Lower-Income Households
Vacancy rates are often used as indicators of housing supply, but they can be difficult to interpret. For 

example, a high vacancy rate could signal an adequate supply of rental housing, but it could also result from 

too many units of poor quality and/or units in locations with declining demand.  

At the county level, there is a moderate positive correlation between vacancy rates  and the number 

of affordable and available units per 100 ELI renter households.14  Indeed, low vacancy rates can indicate 

a need for additional affordable rental housing units. For example, Pike and Monroe counties have two 

of the lowest vacancy rates in the state for units affordable to ELI renters (2 percent and 4 percent, 

respectively) and also have some of the most severe rental housing shortages per 100 ELI renters (see Table 

D.5). But other counties with very low vacancy rates —Forest, Montour, and Snyder — do not have such 

severe shortages of affordable and available rental housing. 

Two of the three counties with the lowest shortage of affordable housing units per 100 renter 

households, Cambria and Elk, also have the two highest vacancy rates among units affordable to ELI renter 

households.

14  The correlation coefficient of the ratios of affordable and available housing units per 100 ELI renters and vacancy rates for this income 
group is 0.52 and is statistically significant at the 99 percent confidence level.  

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 97 
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Vacancy Rates

ELI Households VLI Households LI Households Total Vacancy

Pennsylvania Total 10% 9% 4% 7%

Clinton County 8% 5% 2% 5%

Columbia County 14% 7% 1% 7%

Crawford County 10% 9% 3% 8%

Cumberland County 7% 7% 6% 7%

Dauphin County 13% 11% 6% 9%

Delaware County 7% 10% 4% 6%

Elk County 16% 6% 3% 9%

Erie County 12% 9% 4% 8%

Fayette County 12% 8% 4% 9%

Forest County 4% 11% 9% 8%

Franklin County 9% 9% 1% 7%

Fulton County 10% 6% 2% 7%

Greene County 9% 8% 3% 7%

Huntingdon County 9% 6% 5% 7%

Indiana County 9% 9% 5% 7%

Jefferson County 8% 7% 1% 6%

Juniata County 7% 6% 1% 5%

Lackawanna County 9% 12% 4% 8%

Lancaster County 8% 6% 3% 5%

Lawrence County 8% 10% 2% 7%

Lebanon County 9% 7% 4% 7%

Lehigh County 7% 10% 5% 7%

Luzerne County 8% 12% 4% 9%

Lycoming County 7% 11% 4% 7%

McKean County 10% 8% 3% 7%

Mercer County 9% 9% 2% 7%

Mifflin County 12% 10% 0% 9%

Monroe County 4% 10% 4% 6%

Montgomery County 5% 11% 4% 6%

Montour County 4% 13% 2% 8%

Northampton County 4% 10% 4% 6%

Northumberland County 11% 10% 3% 9%

Perry County 12% 7% 2% 8%

Philadelphia County 12% 7% 4% 7%

Pike County 2% 9% 3% 5%

Potter County 9% 7% 5% 7%

Schuylkill County 12% 11% 3% 10%

Snyder County 4% 8% 3% 5%

Somerset County 10% 6% 1% 7%

TABLE D.7 CONTINUED

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 98 
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Vacancy Rates

ELI Households VLI Households LI Households Total Vacancy

Pennsylvania Total 10% 9% 4% 7%

Sullivan County 8% 14% 0% 10%

Susquehanna County 8% 9% 3% 7%

Tioga County 7% 8% 3% 6%

Union County 4% 6% 10% 6%

Venango County 10% 6% 1% 6%

Warren County 12% 12% 1% 10%

Washington County 14% 10% 3% 10%

Wayne County 4% 14% 4% 7%

Westmoreland County 11% 10% 4% 9%

Wyoming County 7% 7% 2% 5%

York County 14% 7% 4% 7%

Source: Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia calculations based on CHAS data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, 2000, Table A12, 
http://www.huduser.org/datasets/cp.html

  

TABLE D.7 CONTINUED
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APPENDIX E
 USING 2005 AND 2006 ACS DATA TO ASSESS RENTAL HOUSING NEEDS

Overview
To assess rental housing problems and shortages of affordable housing as currently as available data 

allow, this report uses micro-data from the 2005 and 2006 American Community Surveys (ACS). The 

Census Bureau has been phasing in the ACS since 1996 to provide economic, social, demographic, and 

housing data annually. The 2005 ACS survey was the first to represent a full sample for the United States, 

including approximately 3 million housing units.1  

Because ACS data provide a valuable new resource for assessing rental housing affordability between 

decennial censuses, a major purpose of this report is to explore the usefulness of ACS data for counties 

within Pennsylvania.2 The main advantage of the ACS is that data are provided annually. But because the 

sample size for ACS data is much smaller than that for the decennial census housing and population long 

form, annual ACS results are not as accurate for small regions.3  Therefore, rather than identifying each 

county, the ACS public use micro-data files now available identify public use micro-data areas, or PUMAs. 

For our interests, a further disadvantage is that ACS data are not yet released in a format that is as easy to 

use as CHAS to assess rental housing affordability. Instead, as is the case with standard census products, 

the ACS data do not group households by HAMFI low-income categories. To use the ACS to assess the 

affordability of rental housing to ELI, VLI, and LI renters, or the housing problems of households in these 

income groups, we had to combine them with data on HUD’s official HAMFI cutoffs.   

To overcome or reduce these limitations, we tabulated ACS micro-data to approximate the summary 

data we used from the 1990 and 2000 comprehensive housing affordability strategies (CHAS) tabulations 

on renters by income and rental housing units by affordability category.  The result is that our ACS 

tabulations are not exactly comparable to the 1990 and 2000 CHAS tabulations in several respects, 

including available geography and sample size.  

In tabulating the ACS micro-data, we followed the approach advocated and used by the NLIHC in 

its 2008 study,4 in order to use all available data elements to calculate housing-cost-to-income ratios for 

1 The Census Bureau’s Technical Paper 67, “Design and Methodology: American Community Survey,” discusses the ACS and its history:  
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/tp67.pdf.  In 2006, the ACS added data on group quarters, but they are not included in the 
analysis of rental housing in this study.  
2 HUD is now planning to fund CHAS tabulations from the ACS for the years 2005-07.  These data have not yet been released.  
3 The 2006 ACS PUMS files sample 1 percent of housing units, while the 2000 census housing and population long form was generally 
collected for a sample of 17 percent (one in six).  See American Factfinder for additional information on sample sizes.  Census: http://www.
census.gov/prod/cen2000/doc/sf3.pdf .  ACS: http://www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/2006/AccuracyPUMS.pdf
4  See Pelletiere and Wardrip (2008).
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as many renters as possible. We believe this approach provides more accurate and complete counts of renters 

with housing cost burdens in 2005-06 than the standard Census Bureau procedures used for past CHAS 

tabulations, and thus it provides better and more complete estimates of current conditions for renters and their 

housing.  As discussed below, however, it does mean that differences between our 2000 and 2005-06 estimates 

of the number and incidence of households with housing cost burdens must be interpreted with care.

Relating ACS PUMAs to Pennsylvania Counties to Define Comparable 
Geographic Areas

The 2005 and 2006 ACS data come from smaller samples (averaging 1 percent of the housing units each 

year) than the one-in-six “long form” samples in the 1990 and 2000 decennial censuses that underlie the 

CHAS tabulations.  The smallest geographical areas identified on the ACS micro-data are the public use 

micro-data areas (PUMAs) developed for the 2000 census micro-data.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 

“PUMAs are special non-overlapping areas that partition a state, and each PUMA contains a population of 

about 100,000. State governments drew the PUMA boundaries at the time of the 2000 census.”5

Because PUMAs must each have a population of at least 100,000 to meet Census Bureau confidentiality 

requirements, PUMA boundaries do not always match county boundaries.6  In many instances in Pennsylvania, 

particularly in populous urban areas, several PUMAs are located within a single county, most notably in 

Philadelphia and Allegheny counties.  In other instances, several counties with low population are combined 

into a single PUMA, such as Cameron, Elk, McKean, and Potter counties within PUMA 400.  

To be able to compare county-level CHAS data from 1990 and 2000 to the 2005-06 ACS data, we had 

to collapse both PUMAs and counties.  The following table details the consolidated PUMAs and counties 

used to analyze sub-state differences and changes since 2000 in this study.

5  See the U.S. Census Bureau’s website for additional details on the use of PUMAs for ACS data http://www.census.gov/acs/www/Products/
users_guide/acs_2006_reference_maps.htm.
6 See the U.S. Census Bureau’s website for maps on PUMAs:  http://www.census.gov/geo/www/maps/puma5pct.htm.

Pennsylvania

PUMAs County

2801, 2802 Adams and Franklin Counties

1701, 1702, 1703, 1801, 1802, 1803, 1804, 1805, 1806, 1807 Allegheny County

2400 Armstrong and Indiana Counties

2001, 2002 Beaver and Lawrence Counties*

2700 Bedford, Fulton, and Huntingdon Counties

3401, 3402 Berks County

2600 Blair County

500 Bradford, Sullivan, and Tioga Counties

3901, 3902, 3903, 3904 Bucks County

1900 Butler County

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 101 
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Pennsylvania

PUMAs County

2501, 2502 Cambria and Somerset  Counties

400 Cameron, Elk, McKean, and Potter  Counties

3600, 3701, 3702 Carbon and Lehigh Counties

1300 Centre County

4301, 4302, 4303 Chester County

1500 Clarion, Forest, and Venango Counties

1400 Clearfield and Jefferson Counties

1200 Clinton, Juniata, Mifflin, Snyder, and Union Counties

901, 902, 903 Columbia and Luzerne Counties*

300 Crawford and Warren Counties

3101, 3102 Cumberland and Perry Counties

3001, 3002 Dauphin County

4201, 4202, 4203, 4204 Delaware County

100, 200 Erie County

2300 Fayette County

2201, 2202 Greene and Washington Counties

801, 802 Lackawanna and Wyoming Counties

3301, 3302, 3303 Lancaster County

2900 Lebanon County

1000 Lycoming County

1600 Mercer County

700 Monroe County

4001, 4002, 4003, 4004, 4005, 4006 Montgomery County

1100 Montour and Northumberland Counties

3801, 3802 Northampton County

4101, 4102, 4103, 4104, 4105, 4106, 4107, 4108, 4109, 4110, 
4111

Philadelphia County

600 Pike, Susquehanna, and Wayne Counties

3500 Schuylkill County

2101, 2102, 2103 Westmoreland County

3201, 3202, 3203 York County

*We also report the 2005-06 ACS data by DCED regions, as described in the main report, and tabulate the 1990 and 2000 CHAS data into DCED regions for 
comparisons over time.  Thus, when we collapsed PUMAs to more closely align with counties, we also had to consider DCED regional boundaries.  In two in-
stances, we modified the DCED boundaries so that our DCED regions could be aggregated from the ACS PUMAs.  Specifically, we placed Lawrence County in 
Region 5 because it was included in PUMA 2001 with part of Beaver County.  Similarly, we put Columbia County in DCED Region 2 because it was included 
in PUMA 903 with part of Luzerne County. 

TABLE CONTINUED
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Procedures Used in Preparing 2005 and 2006 ACS Data for Analysis
The 2005-06 ACS data we analyzed in this study are available as micro-data, which provide individual 

housing unit records. We combined two years of ACS data to increase the size of our sample and, thus, the 

accuracy of our results.  This aggregation is particularly important for the smaller regions of Pennsylvania, 

in which fewer sample records are available.  Even when combining two years of data, results are inevitably 

more precise at the larger state and DCED region levels than in the  smaller consolidated PUMA levels 

presented in the study.  

To transform the ACS data into tabulations of renter households and rental units similar to the 1990 

and 2000 CHAS data, we compared both income and gross rent for each household to its location’s HUD-

adjusted area median family income (HAMFI) threshold, making the statutorily required adjustments 

for household size or number of bedrooms. Specifically, we determined whether renter household income 

qualified as ELI, VLI, or LI based on HUD’s official very low-income limits for metropolitan statistical 

areas and counties, incorporating the required adjustments for family size.7 We used the MSA and county-

level very low-income thresholds as the base for our classifications, which does not always equal exactly 

half of the median family income.8 More specifically, for the 2005 data, we applied HUD’s 2005 very low-

income limits and for the 2006 data, we applied the 2006 very low-income limits.9 When an area contained 

multiple MSAs and/or counties, we weighted the HAMFIs by total households in each MSA and/or 

county.10  To determine the income ranges to which each unit is “affordable” (assuming that 30 percent of 

income is affordable), the income thresholds were adjusted by HUD’s required bedroom factors.11 

Estimates of Rental Housing Costs and Housing-Cost-to-Income Ratios
For one key indicator, we decided to calculate gross rents from ACS data, and thus housing-cost-to 

income ratios, in a way different from the usual Census Bureau approach that underlies both the 1990 and 

2000 CHAS tabulations.  This procedural difference means that our ACS estimates of households with 

moderate or severe housing cost burdens in 2005-06 tend to be somewhat higher than would result from 

estimates that strictly followed CHAS procedures. 

7 HUD’s income limits are available through the HUD User website for each year.  2005: http://www.huduser.org/Datasets/IL/IL05/pa_
fy2005.pdf and 2006: http://www.huduser.org/Datasets/IL/IL06/pa_fy2006.pdf.  
8 The major exception is that in nonmetropolitan counties the very low-income threshold must be no lower than half of the average median 
family income for all nonmetropolitan counties.  HUD’s “Fiscal Year 2008 HUD Income Limits Briefing Materials” discuss the differences 
between an area’s median family income and its very low-income thresholds and all the adjustments that are required. ELI and LI income 
thresholds were calculated as three-fifths and eight-fifths, respectively, of the VLI threshold.
9 In June 2003, the Office of Management and Budget announced MSA boundary changes, including within Pennsylvania; see http://www.
whitehouse.gov/omb/bulletins_b03-04/.  HUD’s 2005 income limits were based on the previous MSA boundaries and are directly compara-
ble to boundaries in 2000; however, the 2006 income limits were based on the new MSA boundaries.  The OMB boundary changes should 
not have any significant impact on the findings of this study, particularly at the state and DCED regional levels.  
10 Within the CHAS data, both household income and housing unit affordability are based on HUD’s HAMFI income groups.  When we 
aggregated county-level 1990 and 2000 CHAS data so that they were comparable to 2005-06 ACS data at the PUMA level, the weighting 
of HAMFIs was inherent in the aggregation process.  
11 As described in HUD’s “Affordable Housing Needs 2005: A Report to Congress” the bedroom adjustment procedure “is similar to, but 
distinct from, the adjustment of income limits.”  To summarize, it assumes that an efficiency unit houses one person and a one-bedroom unit 
houses 1.5 persons, and that each bedroom houses an additional 1.5 persons.  See http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/AffHsgNeeds.pdf 
(pp. 90-91) for additional information on adjustment factors. 
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We followed the methodology used by the National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) when it 

analyzed national and state-level 2005 ACS data in its report Housing at the Half: A Mid-Decade Progress 

Report from the 2005 American Community Survey, because this methodology provides more complete 

estimates of renters with cost burdens.12  NLIHC researchers provide more information on this approach 

and its effects in an article in HUD’s Cityscape journal.13 Most relevant to our research, the authors 

estimate that the standard bureau approach failed to count the housing affordability experience of almost 

8 percent of U.S. renters, and that almost one-third of the uncounted renters actually had severe housing 

cost burdens.14 

Cost Burden Calculations
In order to determine if a renter household is cost burdened, we must compare two measures: gross 

rent and household income.  If gross rent exceeds 30 percent of household income, the renter is considered 

cost burdened;  if rent exceeds 50 percent of household income, the renter has a severe cost burden.

Differences between the Census Bureau and NLIHC measures of gross rent and household income 

when not all data are present within the ACS micro-data are detailed below, as well as our approach.

1. Utility Costs and Monthly Rent - If a housing unit record indicates that a renter does not pay monthly 

rent but does have utility costs, such as electric, gas, heating, or water,  the Census Bureau does not calculate 

gross rent or determine if this renter is cost burdened within the PUMS files.  The Census Bureau leaves the 

data field blank.15  The NLIHC recommends calculating gross rent based only on utilities’ costs and using this 

alternative number as a measure of the renter’s cost burden.  Our analysis follows the NLIHC’s approach of 

calculating cost burden based on utility costs when possible, even if no monthly rent is paid. 

2. No Reported Household Income - The Census Bureau does not include households that report no 

household income or a negative household income in its cost burden calculations.  But if housing costs 

(rent and utilities) are greater than zero, the NLIHC argues that these renters with no household income 

or negative household income have severe cost burdens.  We followed the NLIHC’s methodology.

Housing Affordability Calculations
The methodology we use to calculate housing unit shortages with the ACS data is the same as the 

methodology used with CHAS data.  To our knowledge, no procedural differences exist that would have 

any significant impact on comparing the data between years. 

12   See Pelletiere and Wardrip (2008).
13   See Wardrip and Pelletiere (2008). To quote from its abstract:  “Researchers often use the housing cost-to-income ratios (HCIRs) 
provided in the ACS Public Use Microdata Sample housing file to evaluate the level of housing cost burden for renters and owners and to 
estimate the proportion of households spending more than a specified level of income, often 30 percent or 50 percent, on shelter. In this 
article, we show that these variables should be used with caution, identifying 3.2 million households in the 2006 ACS for which the Census 
Bureau does not calculate an HCIR, even though useful housing cost and income data are available for these households…This article 
explores these issues, explains how researchers can develop an alternative HCIR, and describes the resulting distribution of households by 
housing cost burden.”
14 See Wardrip and Pelletiere (2008), Exhibit 5, p. 338.
15 The data field is GRPIP – or gross rent as a percentage of household income.
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Implications for Data Analysis in This Study
The results of the report show that the incidence of cost burden was rather substantially higher in 

2005-06 than in 2000 at the state and most local levels.  Part of those increases undoubtedly results from 

our choosing the NLIHC methodology to measure housing-cost-to-income ratios in analyzing the 2005-06 

ACS data.  However, shortages in affordable housing also worsened, and the methodology used to assess 

these shortages was the same in 2000 and 2005-06.  Because the increases in cost burden are consistent 

with the worsening shortages of affordable housing, we conclude that they are basically real rather than 

merely an artifact of our different procedure.  To emphasize, however, that our 2005-06 methodology 

improves upon that used in 2000 rather than following it exactly, the text refers to “differences” between 

the 2000 and 2005-06 estimates of cost burden.  For each of the other variables studied, our methodology 

is the same as that used to prepare the 1990 and 2000 CHAS data, and we examine “changes” between 

2000 and 2005-06. 
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APPENDIX F
 CHANGES BETWEEN 1990 AND 2000 BY DCED REGIONS AND

CONSOLIDATED PUMAS

This study focuses mainly on analyzing housing problems and shortages of affordable rental housing at 

the beginning and middle of the previous decade.  For those interested, this appendix summarizes changes 

between 1990 and 2000.  First, we look briefly at the state of Pennsylvania compared with the United 

States and its neighboring states in those years.  Next, we discuss how conditions changed at sub-state 

levels for Pennsylvania.

Unless otherwise noted, we calculated the data in the tables in this appendix from two data sources:

• 1990 CHAS data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, data available on CD by contacting the   

   Census Bureau

• 2000 CHAS data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, http://www.huduser.org/datasets/cp.html.

Each of these CHAS data sets contains data at national, state, and local levels.  In this appendix, the 

data are aggregated for DCED regions and consolidated PUMAs so that interested readers can compare 

changes in the 1990-2000 decade within Pennsylvania to those for the 2000 to 2005-06 period presented 

and discussed elsewhere in this study.

Rental Housing Conditions in the United States, Pennsylvania, and Neighboring 
States, 1990-2000

In its 2004 study, the National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) used the 1990 and 2000 

CHAS data to assess how housing conditions and needs changed at the national and state levels between 

1990 and 2000.1 

The NLIHC’s study shows that rental housing conditions improved in Pennsylvania between 1990 and 

2000.  As Table F.1 summarizes, the shares of lower-income renters who had any housing problems fell for 

all three lower-income groups (ELI, VLI, and LI renters), but the improvement was least (3 percentage 

points) for the ELI renters, the income group that most often had some problem. (In 2000, 71 percent of 

ELI renters in Pennsylvania experienced some housing problem.)  Statewide, the 1990-2000 improvement 

was greatest for the LI group, with a drop of 10 percentage points to only 28 percent.    

More important, the incidence of severe rent burdens also dropped in Pennsylvania between 1990 

and 2000 for both ELI and VLI renters.  Again, the decline was appreciably greater for VLI renters (6 

percentage points) than for ELI renters (2 percentage points).

1 We did not perform the calculations in this initial section because one of the co-authors of this study was also  a co-author of  the NLIHC 
study.  Instead, we present the results in this appendix as they appear in  the NLIHC report; see Nelson et al. (2004).
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TABLE F.1
Housing Problems and Shortages Among Renter Households in the United States, Pennsylvania,     
and Neighboring States in 2000, and Changes from 1990*

2000 Change from 1990

% with Any Problem (Housing Unit Problem or 
Cost Burden)

% with Any Problem (Housing Unit Problem or 
Cost Burden)

ELI VLI LI ELI VLI LI

United States 74% 71% 40% -3% -4% -5%

Pennsylvania 71% 63% 28% -3% -6% -10%

Delaware 71% 69% 32% -1% -5% -7%

Maryland 73% 68% 32% -1% -7% -11%

New Jersey 74% 76% 45% -1% -1% -10%

New York 77% 76% 49% -3% 0% 1%

Ohio 71% 62% 22% -4% -7% -8%

West Virginia 65% 57% 24% -6% -5% -9%

% of Renter Households with a Severe Cost 
Burden

% of Renter Households with a Severe Cost 
Burden

ELI VLI LI ELI VLI LI

United States 56% 20% 4% -2% -3% 0%

Pennsylvania 53% 16% 3% -2% -6% 0%

Delaware 53% 18% 2% 1% -4% -1%

Maryland 54% 13% 2% -2% -8% -1%

New Jersey 57% 21% 4% 0% -6% -1%

New York 60% 26% 5% 1% 1% 0%

Ohio 53% 13% 2% -4% -4% 0%

West Virginia 48% 15% 2% -4% -3% 0%

Note: Income ranges are cumulative in this next section (i.e., 0-30%, 0-50%, and 0-80%)

Affordable and Available Units per 100 Renter 
Households

Affordable and Available Units per 100 Renter 
Households

0-30% AMI 0-50% AMI 0-80% AMI 0-30% AMI 0-50% AMI 0-80% AMI

United States 43 75 103 -1 -1 -5

Pennsylvania 49 87 107 1 6 -3

Delaware 49 83 110 -4 10 -4

Maryland 47 83 105 0 9 0

New Jersey 37 64 98 -5 0 -2

New York 35 60 94 -2 -7 -5

Ohio 53 96 111 3 8 -1

West Virginia 57 93 112 0 1 -6

Note: The 1990 and 2000 state-level data for Pennsylvania presented in Losing Ground are similar to state-level data presented in other sections of this 
appendix and other chapters of this study, although some values vary slightly due to rounding.  In addition, the data in this study come from the CHAS files 
re-issued in November 2004, whereas data in the NLIHC’s 2004 report come from the initial CHAS files issued in September 2003.  

* See Chapter 3 and Appendix C for additional descriptions of the indicators in this table.

Source: Tables 1a, 1b, and 4, Losing Ground in the Best of Times: Low Income Renters in the 1990s, National Low Income Housing Coalition; see Nelson 
et al. (2004).
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These greater improvements for VLI renters may well reflect an easing of shortages of housing 

affordable to them during the decade. The best indicator of shortages – the ratio of units both affordable 

and available to different income ranges – rose from 81 to 87 units per 100 renter households with incomes 

below 50 percent of AMI.  But most of the improvement apparently occurred in the upper end of that 

income range, because for ELI renters, this “mismatch” ratio rose only marginally, from 48 to 49 units per 

100 renters.

Table F.1 also shows that the decade’s improvements for VLI renters were greater for Pennsylvania and 

several of its neighbors than average changes for the U.S.  Although shortages of affordable and available 

housing actually worsened slightly in the U.S. on average for all three income groups, shortages of units 

affordable and available to renters with incomes below 50 percent of AMI eased appreciably in Delaware, 

Maryland, and Ohio as well as in Pennsylvania.  Drops in the incidence of severe rent burdens and housing 

problems among VLI renters were correspondingly relatively higher in these states.

Changes in Renter Housing Problems and Shortages of Affordable Housing Within 
Pennsylvania

On average, the shares of Pennsylvania renter households falling into the ELI, VLI, and LI categories 

remained relatively constant between 1990 and 2000, as did rental vacancy rates, suggesting that neither 

the demand for nor the supplies of rental housing changed greatly. But both cost burden pressures and 

affordable housing shortages eased in many locations across the state.  

Income Distribution
Despite relative stability in the income distribution of lower-income rental households at the state level 

between 1990 and 2000, a few regions and counties experienced significant changes in the percentage of 

renter households that were ELI.  

Regionally, the largest significant changes in shares of lower-income rental households occurred in 

DCED regions 1, 5, and 6. Shares of ELI renter households fell by 2 and 3 percentage points, respectively, 

in DCED regions 5 and 6.  But shares of ELI renter households rose by 2 percentage points in DCED 

Region 1 (Philadelphia).  

At the local level, Monroe County experienced the greatest increase (8 percent) in ELI renter 

households.  In Centre County, Pike/Susquehanna/Wayne counties, and Cumberland/Perry counties 

the number of ELI renter households also rose 4 percent each.  The consolidated area of Cameron/Elk/

McKean/Potter counties experienced the greatest decrease (7 percent) in ELI renter households.  Fayette 

County also experienced a significant decrease.
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TABLE F.2
Income Distribution of Lower-Income Renter Households in 2000 and Change from 1990

2000 Change from 1990

Distribution of Lower-Income Renters
(as % of Total Renters)

Distribution of Lower-Income Renters
(as % of Total Renters)

ELI VLI LI ELI VLI LI

Pennsylvania 24% 18% 22% 0%* 1%* 1%*

Region 1 28% 16% 20% 2%* 2%* 0%

Bucks County 15% 14% 23% 2%* 1%* 0%

Chester County 14% 13% 21% 0% 2%* 0%

Delaware County 23% 16% 23% 3%* 2%* 0%

Montgomery County 14% 13% 21% 3%* 2%* -1%

Four Philadelphia Suburban Counties 17% 14% 22% 2%* 2%* -1%

Philadelphia County 38% 17% 19% 1%* 1%* 0%

Region 2 23% 19% 22% 1%* 1%* 0%

Berks County 23% 18% 24% 2%* 1% 0%

Bradford/Sullivan/
Tioga Counties

21% 20% 23% -2%* -2%* 3%*

Carbon/Lehigh Counties 23% 19% 22% 1% 2%* -2%*

Columbia/Luzerne Counties 23% 20% 22% 0% 0% 0%

Lackawanna/Wyoming Counties 23% 19% 22% 0% 0% 1%

Monroe County 21% 17% 22% 8%* 5%* 3%*

Northampton County 23% 17% 23% 1% 0% 0%

Pike/Susquehanna/
Wayne Counties

21% 21% 24% 4%* 3%* 2%*

Schuylkill County 21% 22% 22% -1% 1% 2%*

Region 3 18% 17% 25% 1%* 2%* 0%

Adams/Franklin Counties 17% 16% 25% 3%* 0% -1%

Cumberland/Perry Counties 17% 17% 24% 4%* 2%* -1%

Dauphin County 20% 16% 24% -1% 2%* 2%*

Lancaster County 17% 17% 25% 1% 1% 1%

Lebanon County 21% 20% 25% 3%* 1% 0%

York County 19% 18% 26% 1%* 2%* 1%

Region 4 24% 21% 22% 0% 1%* 1%*

Bedford/Fulton/
Huntingdon Counties

21% 18% 24% 0% -3%* 3%*

Blair County 25% 21% 20% 0% 1% 0%

Cambria/Somerset Counties 24% 22% 23% -3%* 4%* 0%

Centre County 29% 22% 21% 4%* 2%* -1%

Clinton/Juniata/Mifflin/ Snyder/Union 
Counties

24% 19% 23% 3%* 0% 1%*

Lycoming County 20% 19% 24% -2%* 1% 3%*

Montour/
Northumberland Counties

20% 22% 23% -2% 1% 1%

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 109 
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Cost Burden
Cost burden pressures eased between 1990 and 2000 throughout Pennsylvania, particularly for VLI 

renters (Table F.3). The incidence of any cost burden among all renters dropped by 3 percentage points, 

while the incidence of severe cost burdens dropped by 1 percentage point.  Among VLI renters, the 

incidence of any cost burden fell by 7 percentage points, and the incidence of severe cost burden dropped 

by 6 percentage points, from 22 to 16 percent.  

With a decrease of 10 percentage points, Region 1 (Philadelphia) experienced the greatest decrease 

in severe cost burden for VLI renter households and was the only one larger than the state’s average 

6-percentage-point drop.  With one-fifth of its VLI renters having severe burdens, however, it remained 

the DCED region in which ELI and VLI renters were most likely to have severe burdens, particularly in its 

suburbs. Regions 3 and 5 (South Central and Southwest, respectively) had drops of 6 percentage points in 

severe cost burden for VLI renter households, consistent with the state average. 

Region 6 (Erie) experienced the greatest decrease (a fall of 7 percentage points, to only 50 percent) 

in the share of ELI renter households that had a severe cost burden and also had the largest increase in 

affordable rental housing supply relative to renters.2 Region 4’s drop of 5 percentage points, to 52 percent, 

also exceeded the state’s average drop of 2 percentage points in ELI renter households with severe cost 

2 This improvement may reflect Region 6’s above average decrease in ELI renters, as noted in a previous section of this appendix. 

2000 Change from 1990

Distribution of Lower-Income Renters
(as % of Total Renters)

Distribution of Lower-Income Renters
(as % of Total Renters)

ELI VLI LI ELI VLI LI

Pennsylvania 24% 18% 22% 0%* 1%* 1%*

Region 5 25% 18% 21% -2%* 1%* 2%*

Allegheny County 25% 17% 21% -1%* 1%* 2%*

Armstrong/Indiana Counties 26% 22% 22% -1% 3%* 1%

Beaver/Lawrence Counties 25% 20% 22% -2%* 0% 2%*

Butler County 21% 18% 23% -3%* -1% 3%*

Fayette County 37% 20% 21% -5%* -1% 4%*

Greene/Washington Counties 27% 21% 21% -4%* 3%* 1%

Westmoreland County 24% 20% 23% -4%* 2%* 1%*

Region 6 23% 20% 22% -3%* 1%* 2%*

Cameron/Elk/McKean/Potter Counties 21% 22% 23% -7%* 2%* 3%*

Clarion/Forest/Venango Counties 27% 21% 21% -1% 2%* 0%

Clearfield/Jefferson Counties 25% 22% 23% -2% 1% 1%

Crawford/Warren Counties 20% 20% 24% -1%* -1%* 2%*

Erie County 24% 20% 22% -3%* 1%* 2%*

Mercer County 22% 19% 23% -3%* -1% 2%*

* Changes between 1990 and 2000 are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

TABLE F.2 CONTINUED
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TABLE F.3

Cost Burden Incidence in 2000 and Change from 1990
2000 Change from 1990

% of Renter Households 
with Any Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with a Severe Cost 

Burden
% of Renter Households 
with Any Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with a Severe Cost Burden

ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total

Pennsylvania 69% 60% 23% 34% 53% 16% 3% 17% -3%* -7%* -11%* -3%* -2%* -6%* 0%* -1%*

Region 1 70% 66% 29% 37% 57% 21% 4% 20% -3%* -8%* -15%* -4%* -3%* -10%* -1%* -1%*

Bucks County 69% 77% 36% 32% 58% 32% 5% 15% -4%* -2% -19%* -5%* -4% -5%* -3%* 0%

Chester County 74% 75% 37% 31% 61% 32% 5% 15% 5%* 1% -12%* -1% 5%* -6%* 1% 1%

Delaware 
County

74% 75% 29% 38% 63% 25% 4% 20% -2% -6%* -17%* -2%* -1% -12%* -1% 1%

Montgomery 
County

72% 74% 39% 31% 61% 29% 6% 14% -2% -5%* -15%* -3%* -2% -13%* 0% 1%

Four 
Philadelphia 
Suburban 
Counties

72% 75% 35% 33% 61% 29% 5% 16% -1% -4%* -16%* -3%* -1% -10%* -1%* 1%*

Philadelphia 
County

69% 59% 21% 41% 55% 14% 3% 24% -4%* -11%* -13%* -5%* -4%* -10%* -2%* -2%*

Region 2 67% 58% 22% 32% 50% 15% 2% 15% -1%* -5%* -9%* -2%* 0% -3%* -1%* 0%

Berks County 68% 60% 20% 32% 50% 13% 2% 14% 0% -4%* -9%* -1%* -2% -6%* 0% 0%

Bradford/
Sullivan/ Tioga 
Counties

66% 52% 12% 28% 49% 13% 1% 13% -3% -5%* -8%* -5%* -4%* -2% -1%* -3%*

Carbon/Lehigh 
Counties

70% 62% 25% 34% 52% 17% 2% 16% -2% -6%* -11%* -2%* 0% -4%* 0% 1%

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 111 

burdens. Region 1 also had a larger-than-average drop, 3 percentage points, but only in its central city. The 

Philadelphia suburban counties continued to have the most severe shortages of affordable housing and 

greatest cost burden pressures in the state. 

Despite the overall improvements in cost burden statewide, certain areas, especially Monroe County, 

did face substantial increases in severe cost burden for ELI renters during the decade. By 2000, Monroe 

and Centre counties had the highest incidence of ELI renters with a cost burden, over 10 percentage 

points higher than the state average.  These two counties also had the highest incidence of severe cost 

burden: two-thirds of ELI renters paid more than 50 percent of their incomes in rent.  

These two counties had quite different experiences during the 1990s: Cost burdens eased in Centre 

County but became more severe in Monroe County.  Monroe County experienced the greatest increase (12 

percent) in the percentage of ELI renter households with a severe cost burden between 1990 and 2000, 

while Centre County had a decrease of 12 percent.  
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2000 Change from 1990

% of Renter Households 
with Any Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with a Severe Cost 

Burden
% of Renter Households 
with Any Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with a Severe Cost Burden

ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total

Pennsylvania 69% 60% 23% 34% 53% 16% 3% 17% -3%* -7%* -11%* -3%* -2%* -6%* 0%* -1%*

Columbia/
Luzerne 
Counties

65% 56% 22% 31% 49% 14% 1% 14% -4%* -4%* -3%* -3%* 0% 1% 0% 0%

Lackawanna/ 
Wyoming 
Counties

65% 54% 21% 31% 48% 14% 1% 14% -4%* -5%* -5%* -3%* -1% -2% -2%* -1%

Monroe County 80% 74% 33% 38% 68% 19% 2% 18% 12%* 1% -31%* 1% 12%* -28%* -8%* 3%*

Northampton 
County

69% 60% 25% 33% 52% 17% 2% 16% 3% -11%* -12%* -3%* 3% -6%* 0% 1%

Pike/
Susquehanna/
Wayne 
Counties

70% 62% 18% 33% 58% 18% 1% 16% 1% -1% -18%* -1% -2% -11%* -3%* 0%

Schuylkill 
County

56% 49% 14% 26% 38% 9% 1% 10% -9%* -5% -6%* -5%* -11%* -2% 0% -3%*

Region 3 70% 61% 19% 29% 53% 14% 2% 13% -1% -6%* -9%* -1%* -1% -6%* 0% 0%

Adams/Franklin 
Counties

66% 56% 14% 24% 49% 13% 1% 11% -3% -11%* -5%* -2%* -5%* -2% 0% 0%

Cumberland/
Perry Counties

71% 63% 21% 29% 54% 15% 2% 13% -3% -2% -12%* 0% -4% -7%* 1% 1%

Dauphin 
County

67% 62% 23% 30% 52% 13% 1% 13% 1% -6%* -13%* -2%* 2% -8%* 0% -1%

Lancaster 
County

74% 65% 22% 31% 58% 17% 3% 13% 2% -6%* -8%* -1%* 2% -6%* 0% 0%

Lebanon 
County

63% 45% 14% 26% 40% 8% 1% 10% -2% -8%* -3% 0% -2% -3% 0% 0%

York County 71% 62% 14% 29% 53% 12% 1% 13% -3% -5%* -12%* -1%* -4%* -7%* 0% 0%

Region 4 68% 55% 18% 32% 52% 15% 2% 16% -5%* -5%* -6%* -3%* -5%* -4%* 0% -2%*

Bedford/Fulton/ 
Huntingdon 
Counties

60% 43% 10% 23% 43% 7% 1% 11% -6%* -3% 0% -3%* -10%* -1% 0% -2%*

Blair County 68% 55% 19% 33% 51% 12% 2% 16% -8%* -9%* -7%* -5%* -6%* -7%* 1% -3%*

Cambria/
Somerset 
Counties

63% 46% 11% 28% 44% 7% 2% 13% -4%* -6%* -9%* -4%* -4%* -5%* 1% -3%*

Centre County 79% 72% 30% 46% 67% 28% 4% 27% -8%* -9%* -15%* -3%* -12%* -12%* -1% -3%*

Clinton/Juniata/ 
Mifflin/Snyder/ 
Union Counties

64% 48% 17% 29% 48% 11% 2% 14% -1% -7%* -2% 0% 1% -5%* 1% 1%

Lycoming 
County

70% 66% 26% 33% 56% 19% 2% 15% -10%* 1% -3% -2%* -6%* 0% 1% -2%*

Montour/
Northumberland 
Counties

65% 49% 14% 27% 45% 14% 1% 13% -6%* -4% -5%* -4%* -6%* 3% -1% -1%

TABLE F.3 CONTINUED

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 112 
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2000 Change from 1990

% of Renter Households 
with Any Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with a Severe Cost 

Burden
% of Renter Households 
with Any Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with a Severe Cost Burden

ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total

Pennsylvania 69% 60% 23% 34% 53% 16% 3% 17% -3%* -7%* -11%* -3%* -2%* -6%* 0%* -1%*

Region 5 68% 56% 23% 33% 51% 15% 3% 17% -2%* -9%* -10%* -5%* -2%* -6%* 0% -2%*

Allegheny 
County

68% 63% 29% 35% 53% 20% 4% 18% 0% -7%* -13%* -4%* 1% -7%* 0% -1%*

Armstrong/
Indiana 
Counties

73% 52% 18% 35% 56% 14% 2% 18% -5%* -11%* -7%* -4%* -9%* -8%* -3%* -4%*

Beaver/
Lawrence 
Counties

69% 50% 18% 31% 46% 13% 1% 14% -5%* -14%* -9%* -8%* -9%* -8%* 0% -5%*

Butler County 71% 58% 24% 33% 56% 13% 4% 16% -2% 1% 6%* 0% -1% -2% 3%* -1%

Fayette County 65% 37% 6% 33% 46% 5% 1% 18% -6%* -11%* -7%* -9%* -4%* -1% 0% -4%*

Greene/
Washington 
Counties

68% 45% 11% 31% 44% 9% 1% 14% -3%* -16%* -8%* -7%* -7%* -4%* 0% -5%*

Westmoreland 
County

65% 49% 11% 29% 44% 9% 1% 13% -4%* -7%* -8%* -6%* -6%* -4%* 1%* -4%*

Region 6 68% 52% 17% 31% 50% 12% 2% 15% -6%* -7%* -4%* -5%* -7%* -2%* 1%* -3%*

Cameron/Elk/ 
McKean/Potter 
Counties

68% 49% 14% 29% 53% 12% 2% 14% -1% -5%* -5%* -5%* 1% -1% 2%* -2%*

Clarion/Forest/ 
Venango 
Counties

69% 43% 13% 31% 50% 12% 2% 16% -7%* -17%* -6%* -6%* -14%* -4%* 1%* -4%*

Clearfield/
Jefferson 
Counties

62% 45% 12% 28% 45% 8% 2% 13% -7%* -6%* -9%* -6%* -8%* -5%* 2%* -3%*

Crawford/
Warren 
Counties

66% 52% 17% 29% 43% 9% 2% 11% -8%* -7%* -2% -5%* -13%* -9%* 1%* -5%*

Erie County 70% 58% 19% 34% 53% 15% 2% 16% -6%* -5%* -4%* -4%* -6%* 1% 0% -2%*

Mercer County 67% 55% 26% 31% 51% 14% 2% 14% -5% -3% 0% -4%* -4% 1% 0% -2%*

* Changes between 1990 and 2000 are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

TABLE F.3 CONTINUED
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Shortages of Affordable Rental Housing
Affordable housing shortages eased across Pennsylvania as a whole between 1990 and 2000 (Table F.4).   

Housing shortages improved the most in the Northwest region of the state, which includes Erie.  Region 6 

experienced the greatest increase in the number of affordable and available housing units relative to ELI 

renters, rising by eight units per 100 renter households. Regions 4 and 5 also improved.  

Region 1 was the only region to experience a decrease in the number of units affordable and available 

to two of the three income groups (ELI renters and renters with incomes below 80 percent of AMI).  

While affordable rental housing shortages eased in most areas of the state between 1990 and 2000, they 

worsened in the Philadelphia region.  A closer look at Philadelphia shows shortages within the city easing 

slightly, but shortages worsened significantly in the suburban counties.  Delaware County had the state’s 

largest decrease in the number of affordable and available units per 100 ELI renter households between 

1990 and 2000, a loss of 11 units.3

By 2000, Centre County had the greatest shortages of affordable and available units for ELI renters 

and for renter households with incomes between 0-50 percent of AMI.  Despite improvement during the 

decade, there were only 24 affordable and available units for every 100 ELI renter households and 55 

affordable and available units for every 100 renters with incomes between 0-50 percent of AMI.  This 

need is likely due to the presence of Pennsylvania State University.  Monroe and Delaware counties also 

faced shortages; these counties had only 29 and 30 affordable and available units for every 100 ELI renter 

households, respectively.  Other areas with substantial needs for affordable and available units for ELI 

renters include Montgomery, Bucks, Lancaster, and Chester counties.

Counties with smaller affordable housing shortages were found throughout the state.  At the sub-

regional level, the areas of Cambria/Somerset counties, Schuylkill County, and Fayette County had the 

relatively greatest numbers of affordable and available housing units per 100 ELI renter households in 

2000, with ratios above 70.  Montour/Northumberland and Schuylkill counties had the greatest increases 

in affordable and available housing units per 100 ELI renter households from 1990 to 2000.  Other areas 

with significant increases in the number of affordable and available housing units per 100 ELI renter 

households between 1990 and 2000 include Bradford/Sullivan/Tioga, Clarion/Forest/Venango, Crawford/

Warren, and Greene/Washington.

3 The change in affordable and available housing units for ELI renter households between 1990 and 2000 is only significant for the suburban 
counties.  The change is not significant for Philadelphia County.
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TABLE F.4

Affordable and Available Housing Units in 2000 and Changes from 1990
2000 Change from 1990

Affordable Units per 
100 Renter Households

Affordable and 
Available Units per 100 

Renter Households
Affordable Units per 

100 Renter Households

Affordable and 
Available Units per 100 

Renter Households

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

Pennsylvania 96 152 157 49 87 107 10* 15* -7* 1* 5* -3*

Region 1 68 124 150 42 78 104 3* 11* -11* -1 3* -8*

Bucks County 75 114 173 37 56 98 3 23* -3 -2 5 -7

Chester County 98 132 181 39 64 100 7 15* -5 0 6 -4

Delaware County 56 121 158 30 69 104 -8* 14* -21* -11* 5 -9*

Montgomery County 71 123 181 32 62 100 4 23* -8 0 11* -3

Four Philadelphia Suburban 
Counties

70 122 172 33 63 101 0 19* -10* -4* 7* -6*

Philadelphia County 67 126 136 45 85 106 4* 8* -12* 1 2 -8*

Region 2 110 163 163 52 90 109 6* 15* -4 0 8* 0

Berks County 96 165 160 52 92 108 5 10 -13* 2 8* -5

Bradford/Sullivan/ Tioga 
Counties

154 194 163 61 97 110 33* 32* 1 11* 8* 0

Carbon/Lehigh Counties 86 137 160 47 81 109 -1 14* -8 -1 7* -3

Columbia/Luzerne Counties 125 179 164 56 98 111 16* 18* 4 3 10* 3

Lackawanna/Wyoming 
Counties

123 173 166 56 94 112 8 13* 0 1 9* 3

Monroe County 76 126 167 29 67 106 -27* 22* 1 -6 16* 15

Northampton County 85 142 161 46 80 106 -4 22* -6 -6 11* -3

Pike/Susquehanna/ Wayne 
Counties

129 159 159 45 80 108 -16* 18* -6 1 9* 4

Schuylkill County 177 207 168 76 110 115 39* 32* -4 15* 14* 1

Region 3 107 189 172 49 91 109 5* 16* -11* 2 10* 0

Adams/Franklin Counties 143 227 179 55 97 109 -5 2 -6 6 9 0

Cumberland/Perry Counties 115 180 178 46 87 110 -1 10 -14 4 12* 2

Dauphin County 102 168 174 56 93 114 7 18* -11 -2 7 -1

Lancaster County 88 179 169 38 82 104 2 24* -8 0 10* -1

Lebanon County 122 206 159 56 103 109 -1 6 -7 0 12 3

York County 108 201 169 52 96 110 12* 19* -19* 7* 12* -2

Region 4 124 168 154 54 89 107 19* 12* -5 4* 5* 0

Bedford/Fulton/ Huntingdon 
Counties

191 224 169 66 102 110 31* 30* 6 8* 4 2

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 115 
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2000 Change from 1990

Affordable Units per 
100 Renter Households

Affordable and 
Available Units per 100 

Renter Households
Affordable Units per 

100 Renter Households

Affordable and 
Available Units per 100 

Renter Households

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

Pennsylvania 96 152 157 49 87 107 10* 15* -7* 1* 5* -3*

Blair County 109 159 156 54 93 109 11 6 -6 2 5 -3

Cambria/Somerset Counties 171 199 156 77 107 112 43* 14 -7 8* 1 -4

Centre County 54 95 128 24 55 94 9* 18* -3 5* 13* 5

Clinton/Juniata/Mifflin/
Snyder/Union Counties

135 187 156 56 96 107 11* 11 -10 3 10* 2

Lycoming County 104 164 164 46 86 109 21* 18* -4 4 10* 2

Montour/ Northumberland 
Counties

163 200 164 68 103 112 42* 21 -2 17* 9 3

Region 5 109 157 158 56 92 110 20* 23* -3 3* 6* -2

Allegheny County 90 140 161 51 85 109 11* 24* -4 -1 6* -2

Armstrong/Indiana Counties 120 159 149 45 87 107 27* 12 -11 5 2 -4

Beaver/Lawrence Counties 138 170 157 64 96 110 40* 32* 0 10* 10* -1

Butler County 114 172 157 47 89 105 17* 10 -6 1 -1 -6

Fayette County 138 175 140 72 109 112 33* 23* 2 10* 4 -1

Greene/Washington Counties 138 181 155 67 106 113 39* 22* 0 11* 8 -1

Westmoreland County 139 195 160 65 105 113 36* 27* -2 8* 6 -2

Region 6 134 178 158 58 96 109 33* 21* -4 8* 5* -2

Cameron/Elk/McKean/Potter 
Counties

159 198 160 63 102 111 46* 30* -1 9* 7 -3

Clarion/Forest/Venango 
Counties

138 180 153 57 96 109 35* 27* 0 11* 9* 1

Clearfield/Jefferson Counties 159 185 150 64 100 108 39* 16* -7 8* -1 -7

Crawford/Warren Counties 150 201 164 60 102 111 34* 33* 0 11* 10* -2

Erie County 112 165 157 54 94 109 32* 15* -6 8* 5 -2

Mercer County 132 163 164 61 88 108 22* 17 -3 0 1 -5

* Changes between 1990 and 2000 are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

TABLE F.4 CONTINUED
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TABLE F.5
Actual Shortages/Surpluses in Affordable and Available Housing Units in 2000 and Changes from 1990 

Shortages and Surpluses of 
Affordable and Available Units 
for Renter Households in 2000 % of Total Change from 1990

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

Pennsylvania (170,324) (76,950) 64,300 100% 100% 100% (11,840)* 18,521* (18,998)*

Region 1 (74,430) (44,380) 10,530 44% 58% 16% (13,230)* (2,924) (17,196)*

Bucks County (4,825) (6,440) (510) 3% 8% -1% (1,232)* (886)* (1,666)*

Chester County (3,255) (3,710) (5) 2% 5% 0% (525)* (207) (686)

Delaware County (9,195) (6,965) 1,360 5% 9% 2% (3,232)* (828) (2,371)*

Montgomery County (7,345) (8,000) (105) 4% 10% 0% (1,977)* (332) (928)

Four Philadelphia 
Suburban Counties

(24,620) (25,115) 740 14% 33% 1% (6,966)* (2,253)* (5,651)*

Philadelphia County (49,810) (19,265) 9,790 29% 25% 15% (6,264)* (671) (11,545)*

Region 2 (24,627) (9,348) 13,761 14% 12% 21% (3,114)* 5,586* 1,769 

Berks County (4,085) (1,140) 1,790 2% 1% 3% (686)* 687 (705)

Bradford/Sullivan/Tioga 
Counties

(873) (118) 639 1% 0% 1% 229* 341* 45 

Carbon/Lehigh Counties (5,275) (3,389) 2,426 3% 4% 4% (1,018)* 390 (264)

Columbia/Luzerne 
Counties

(4,650) (315) 3,302 3% 0% 5% 143 1,999* 1,038 

Lackawanna/Wyoming 
Counties

(2,974) (712) 2,318 2% 1% 4% (3) 1,102* 705 

Monroe County (1,570) (1,354) 391 1% 2% 1% (895)* (356) 703* 

Northampton County (3,420) (2,135) 1,100 2% 3% 2% (980)* 633 (194)

Pike/Susquehanna/Wayne 
Counties

(1,090) (786) 513 1% 1% 1% (349)* (6) 311 

Schuylkill County (690) 601 1,282 0% -1% 2% 445* 796* 130 

Region 3 (16,719) (5,663) 9,936 10% 7% 15% (2,111)* 4,355* 1,095 

Adams/Franklin Counties (1,574) (197) 1,065 1% 0% 2% (185) 515 112 

Cumberland/Perry 
Counties

(2,370) (1,123) 1,483 1% 1% 2% (579)* 474 522 

Dauphin County (3,195) (874) 3,067 2% 1% 5% (234) 667 223 

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 117 

In absolute terms, there was a shortage of 170,324 affordable and available housing units for ELI renter 

households in the state of Pennsylvania in 2000.  Of this total, Region 1 had the greatest shortage among 

DCED regions, 44 percent of the state’s total.

The seven areas with the greatest shortages of affordable and available housing units for ELI renter 

households were Allegheny, Bucks, Carbon/Lehigh, Delaware, Lancaster, Montgomery, and Philadelphia.  

Over 60 percent of the state’s overall shortage of rental housing units for ELI households was attributable 

to these seven areas.  Indeed, 42 percent of the state’s shortage came from only two counties, Allegheny 

and Philadelphia, home to Pennsylvania’s two largest cities of Pittsburgh and Philadelphia.
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Shortages and Surpluses of 
Affordable and Available Units 
for Renter Households in 2000 % of Total Change from 1990

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

Pennsylvania (170,324) (76,950) 64,300 100% 100% 100% (11,840)* 18,521* (18,998)*

Lancaster County (5,275) (3,095) 1,295 3% 4% 2% (742)* 1,018* (15)

Lebanon County (1,160) 166 776 1% 0% 1% (190) 580* 271 

York County (3,145) (540) 2,250 2% 1% 3% (181) 1,101* (18)

Region 4 (11,919) (5,074) 4,977 7% 7% 8% 284 1,959* 445 

Bedford/Fulton/
Huntingdon Counties

(638) 59 574 0% 0% 1% 136 137 100 

Blair County (1,605) (433) 847 1% 1% 1% 10 293 (227)

Cambria/Somerset Counties (1,222) 745 1,789 1% -1% 3% 681* 100 (692)

Centre County (4,345) (4,500) (855) 3% 6% -1% (913)* (97) 425 

Clinton/Juniata/Mifflin/
Snyder/Union Counties

(1,804) (308) 819 1% 0% 1% (256) 605* 
              

367 

Lycoming County (1,515) (780) 825 1% 1% 1% 154 459 232 

Montour/Northumberland 
Counties

(790) 143 978 0% 0% 2% 472* 462 240 

Region 5 (34,230) (10,998) 19,787 20% 14% 31% 3,999* 7,581* (3,918)*

Allegheny County (21,545) (11,200) 10,330 13% 15% 16% (3) 4,387* (2,196)

Armstrong/Indiana 
Counties

(2,275) (1,018) 746 1% 1% 1% 17 (26) (320)

Beaver/Lawrence Counties (2,384) (433) 1,809 1% 1% 3% 984* 1,272* (309)

Butler County (1,650) (620) 460 1% 1% 1% (5) (103) (376)

Fayette County (1,629) 852 1,527 1% -1% 2% 729* 314 (55)

Greene/Washington 
Counties

(2,012) 621 2,046 1% -1% 3% 1,098* 920* (155)

Westmoreland County (2,735) 800 2,869 2% -1% 4% 1,179* 817 (507)

Region 6 (8,399) (1,487) 5,309 5% 2% 8% 2,332* 1,964* (1,193)

Cameron/Elk/McKeon/
Potter Counties

(735) 88 696 0% 0% 1% 432* 284 (163)

Clarion/Forest/Venango 
Counties

(1,162) (196) 606 1% 0% 1% 348* 446* 105 

Clearfield/Jefferson (968) 4 595 1% 0% 1% 226 (69) (436)*

Crawford/Warren Counties (999) 97 912 1% 0% 1% 353* 539* (121)

Erie County (3,585) (925) 1,930 2% 1% 3% 850* 689 (256)

Mercer County (950) (555) 570 1% 1% 1% 123 75 (322)

Note: Values for DCED regions and for the four suburban Philadelphia counties have been rounded in this table and may vary slightly from the summation of 
consolidated PUMAs in those regions or suburban counties in the Philadelphia area.

* Changes between 2000 and 2005-06 are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

TABLE F.5 CONTINUED
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Rental Vacancy Rates by Unit Affordability to Lower-Income Households
Region 3 had the greatest increase in vacancy rates for units affordable to ELI renter households.  The 

local results are consistent with these findings, since the areas of Adams/Franklin, Dauphin, Lebanon, and 

York experienced the largest increases in vacancy rates for units affordable to ELI renter households during 

this time.

Meanwhile, at the local level, Blair and Delaware counties had the largest significant decreases (5 

percentage points each) in the vacancy rates for units affordable to ELI renters.

TABLE F.6
Vacancy Rates by Rental Affordability in 2000 and Change from 1990

2000 Change from 1990

ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total 

Pennsylvania 10% 9% 4% 7% 1%* 0%* -1%* 0%

Region 1 10% 8% 4% 6% -1% -3%* -3%* -2%*

Bucks County 3% 7% 4% 4% -1% -3%* -6%* -4%*

Chester County 5% 9% 3% 5% 2%* 1% -3%* 0%

Delaware County 7% 10% 4% 6% -5%* -2%* -1%* -1%*

Montgomery County 5% 11% 4% 6% 1% 1% -2%* -1%*

Four Philadelphia 
Suburban Counties

5% 9% 4% 5% -1%* -1% -3%* -2%*

Philadelphia County 12% 7% 4% 7% 0% -4%* -3%* -3%*

Region 2 9% 10% 4% 7% 3%* 2%* -2%* 1%*

Berks County 10% 8% 3% 7% 4%* -1% -2%* 0%

Bradford/Sullivan/
Tioga Counties

9% 9% 2% 7% 2%* 1% 0% 1%*

Carbon/Lehigh Counties 9% 10% 5% 7% 4%* 2%* -2%* 1%

Columbia/Luzerne 
Counties

9% 11% 3% 8% 3%* 5%* 0% 3%*

Lackawanna/ Wyoming 
Counties

9% 12% 4% 8% 3%* 4%* -1% 2%*

Monroe County 4% 10% 4% 6% 1% -6%* -11%* -6%*

Northampton County 4% 10% 4% 6% 1%* 2% -2%* 0%

Pike/Susquehanna/
Wayne Counties

6% 10% 3% 7% 1% -3%* -4%* -1%

Schuylkill County 12% 11% 3% 10% 2% 2% -1% 2%*

Region 3 10% 8% 4% 7% 5%* 1%* 1%* 2%*

Adams/Franklin Counties 9% 7% 1% 6% 5%* 2%* -1%* 2%*

Cumberland/Perry 
Counties

8% 7% 6% 7% 4%* 1% 3%* 2%*

Dauphin County 13% 11% 6% 9% 6%* 3%* 1%* 3%*

Lancaster County 8% 6% 3% 5% 4%* 0% 0% 1%*

Lebanon County 9% 7% 4% 7% 5%* 2%* 2%* 3%*

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 119 
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2000 Change from 1990

ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total 

Pennsylvania 10% 9% 4% 7% 1%* 0%* -1%* 0%

York County 14% 7% 4% 7% 8%* 0% -1% 1%*

Region 4 10% 8% 3% 7% -1%* 1%* 0% 1%*

Bedford/Fulton/
Huntingdon Counties

9% 7% 3% 7% -1% 0% 1% 0%

Blair County 9% 9% 2% 7% -5%* 2%* -2%* 0%

Cambria/Somerset 
Counties

14% 6% 3% 8% -4%* -1%* 1% -1%

Centre County 7% 3% 2% 4% -2% -4%* -1%* -2%*

Clinton/Juniata/Mifflin/
Snyder/Union Counties

8% 7% 3% 6% 3%* 3%* 2%* 3%*

Lycoming County 7% 11% 4% 7% 3%* 5%* 0% 3%*

Montour/
Northumberland Counties

11% 10% 3% 9% 3% 2%* 1% 3%*

Region 5 12% 11% 5% 9% 1% 0% 0% 1%*

Allegheny County 13% 12% 5% 9% 2%* -1%* 0% 1%*

Armstrong/Indiana 
Counties

8% 8% 4% 7% -4%* -2% 2%* 0%

Beaver/Lawrence Counties 10% 9% 3% 8% -2%* -3%* 0% -1%

Butler County 9% 7% 2% 7% 0% 1% 0% 1%*

Fayette County 12% 8% 4% 9% 1% 1% 3%* 2%*

Greene/Washington 
Counties

13% 9% 3% 9% 2% 1% 0% 2%*

Westmoreland County 11% 10% 4% 9% 0% 1% 2%* 1%*

Region 6 10% 8% 3% 8% -1% 0% 0% 0%*

Cameron/Elk/ McKean/
Potter Counties

12% 8% 4% 8% 2%* -1% 1% 1%*

Clarion/Forest/ Venango 
Counties

9% 5% 5% 6% -1% -3%* 2%* 0%

Clearfield/Jefferson 
Counties

7% 7% 2% 6% -4%* -5%* -1%* -3%*

Crawford/Warren Counties 11% 10% 3% 9% 0% 3%* 1%* 2%*

Erie County 12% 9% 4% 8% 0% 2%* 0% 1%*

Mercer County 9% 9% 2% 7% -1% 2% 1% 1%

* Changes between 1990 and 2000 are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

TABLE F.6 CONTINUED
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APPENDIX G
 CHANGES BETWEEN 2000 AND 2005-06 BY DCED REGIONS AND 

CONSOLIDATED PUMAS

We calculated the data in the tables in this section from two data sources:

• 2000 CHAS data, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD, http://www.huduser.org/datasets/cp.html

• 2005 and 2006 ACS data, U.S. Census Bureau, Pennsylvania PUMS files, http://www.census.gov/acs/

    www/Products/PUMS/acspums_archived.html.1

Commentary for this section appears in Chapter 4 of the main report. 

1 For data analyzed in this study, we used PUMS files for the state of Pennsylvania provided by the NLIHC, which included adjustments it 
made for cost burden, as described in Appendix E.

TABLE G.1
Income Distribution of Lower-Income Renter Households in 2005-06 and Change from 2000

2005-06 Change from 2000

Distribution of Lower-Income Renters
(as % of Total Renters)

Distribution of Lower-Income Renters
(as % of Total Renters)

ELI VLI LI ELI VLI LI

Pennsylvania 28% 19% 22% 4%* 1%* 0%

Region 1 32% 16% 20% 4%* 1% 0%

Bucks County 24% 15% 22% 8%* 1% -1%

Chester County 18% 14% 23% 3% 1% 1%

Delaware County 25% 21% 20% 2% 5%* -2%

Montgomery County 16% 17% 20% 2% 4%* -1%

Four Philadelphia Suburban Counties 21% 17% 21% 4%* 3%* -1%

Philadelphia County 43% 16% 19% 5%* -1% 0%

Region 2 26% 21% 23% 3%* 2%* 0%

Berks County 24% 22% 21% 1% 4% -2%

Bradford/Sullivan/ Tioga Counties 28% 25% 18% 7% 5% -6%

Carbon/Lehigh Counties 31% 18% 24% 8%* -1% 2%

Columbia/Luzerne Counties 24% 25% 22% 1% 6%* 0%

Lackawanna/ Wyoming Counties 25% 22% 20% 3% 3% -1%

Monroe County 24% 19% 23% 3% 2% 1%

Northampton County 25% 16% 28% 2% -1% 6%

Pike/Susquehanna/ Wayne Counties 27% 20% 17% 6% -1% -7%

Schuylkill County 28% 20% 27% 6% -2% 5%

TABLE CONTINUED ON PAGE 122 
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2005-06 Change from 2000

Distribution of Lower-Income Renters
(as % of Total Renters)

Distribution of Lower-Income Renters
(as % of Total Renters)

ELI VLI LI ELI VLI LI

Pennsylvania 28% 19% 22% 4%* 1%* 0%

Region 3 21% 19% 24% 3%* 1% -1%

Adams/Franklin Counties 16% 19% 27% -1% 3% 1%

Cumberland/Perry Counties 16% 15% 26% -1% -2% 2%

Dauphin County 26% 20% 18% 5%* 4% -6%*

Lancaster County 21% 19% 23% 4%* 3% -3%

Lebanon County 25% 18% 23% 4% -2% -2%

York County 23% 18% 27% 5%* 0% 1%

Region 4 26% 21% 23% 2% 1% 1%

Bedford/Fulton/ Huntingdon Counties 29% 19% 24% 8% 1% 0%

Blair County 27% 18% 24% 1% -3% 4%

Cambria/Somerset Counties 26% 24% 22% 1% 2% 0%

Centre County 37% 20% 21% 8%* -2% 0%

Clinton/Juniata/ Mifflin/Snyder/Union 
Counties

17% 19% 29% -6%* 0% 6%

Lycoming County 21% 21% 24% 2% 2% -1%

Montour/ Northumberland Counties 24% 30% 16% 4% 8% -7%*

Region 5 29% 20% 22% 3%* 1% 1%

Allegheny County 28% 19% 21% 4%* 2% 0%

Armstrong/Indiana Counties 31% 18% 22% 5% -4% 1%

Beaver/Lawrence Counties 26% 20% 28% 2% 0% 5%

Butler County 22% 14% 26% 1% -4% 4%

Fayette County 36% 21% 25% 0% 0% 4%

Greene/Washington Counties 31% 24% 22% 4% 3% 0%

Westmoreland County 29% 23% 21% 5%* 3% -2%

Region 6 28% 19% 21% 5%* -1% -2%

Cameron/Elk/ McKean/Potter Counties 26% 17% 24% 5% -5% 1%

Clarion/Forest/ Venango Counties 31% 20% 17% 4% -1% -4%

Clearfield/Jefferson Counties 26% 23% 24% 1% 1% 1%

Crawford/Warren Counties 22% 17% 22% 2% -3% -3%

Erie County 33% 16% 19% 10%* -4% -3%

Mercer County 22% 28% 24% 0% 9%* 1%

* Changes between 2000 and 2005-06 are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.

TABLE G.1 CONTINUED
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TABLE G.2
Vacancy Rates by Rental Affordability in 2005-06 and Changes from 2000

2005-06 Change from 2000

ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total 

Pennsylvania 11% 12% 7% 10% 1% 3%* 3%* 2%*

Region 1 13% 15% 8% 11% 3%* 7%* 5%* 5%*

Bucks County 0% 8% 11% 9% -3%* 2% 7%* 4%*

Chester County 3% 17% 5% 7% -2% 8% 1% 2%

Delaware County 5% 21% 5% 11% -1% 12%* 2% 5%*

Montgomery County 5% 16% 8% 10% -1% 5% 4%* 4%*

Four Philadelphia 
Suburban Counties

3% 16% 8% 9% -2% 7%* 4%* 4%*

Philadelphia County 18% 15% 9% 13% 5%* 7%* 5%* 6%*

Region 2 6% 10% 3% 6% -3%* 0% -1% -1%*

Berks County 5% 11% 3% 7% -5% 3% 1% 1%

Bradford/Sullivan/ Tioga 
Counties

6% 11% 1% 7% -3% 3% -1% 0%

Carbon/Lehigh Counties 2% 11% 4% 6% -7%* 0% -1% -1%

Columbia/Luzerne 
Counties

6% 10% 3% 7% -3% -1% -1% -1%

Lackawanna/ Wyoming 
Counties

9% 8% 2% 6% 1% -4% -1% -2%

Monroe County 2% 9% 4% 5% -2% -1% 0% 0%

Northampton County 4% 12% 3% 6% 0% 2% -1% 0%

Pike/Susquehanna/ Wayne 
Counties

7% 6% 0% 4% 2% -4% -3%* -3%

Schuylkill County 11% 3% 0% 5% -1% -7%* -3% -5%*

Region 3 10% 7% 6% 7% -1% -1% 2%* 0%

Adams/Franklin Counties 8% 6% 2% 5% 0% -1% 0% -1%

Cumberland/Perry 
Counties

10% 4% 1% 4% 2% -3% -5%* -3%*

Dauphin County 16% 8% 16% 13% 4% -3% 10%* 4%*

Lancaster County 3% 5% 5% 5% -4%* -1% 2% 0%

Lebanon County 14% 7% 5% 7% 5% 0% 0% 0%

York County 9% 8% 5% 7% -4% 1% 1% 0%

Region 4 10% 9% 5% 8% 0% 2% 2% 1%

Bedford/Fulton/ 
Huntingdon Counties

16% 4% 1% 8% 7% -2% -2% 1%

Blair County 3% 17% 6% 10% -5% 7% 4% 3%

Cambria/Somerset 
Counties

15% 8% 2% 9% 1% 2% -1% 1%

Centre County 19% 4% 8% 8% 12% 1% 6%* 5%*

Clinton/Juniata/Mifflin/
Snyder/Union Counties

2% 10% 2% 6% -6%* 3% -1% 0%

Lycoming County 10% 10% 3% 7% 3% -1% -1% -1%
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2005-06 Change from 2000

ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total 

Pennsylvania 11% 12% 7% 10% 1% 3%* 3%* 2%*

Montour/ Northumberland 
Counties

8% 10% 6% 8% -3% -1% 3% -1%

Region 5 14% 16% 8% 12% 2% 6%* 3%* 4%*

Allegheny County 13% 22% 9% 14% 1% 10%* 4%* 5%*

Armstrong/Indiana 
Counties

6% 9% 7% 8% -3% 1% 3% 1%

Beaver/Lawrence Counties 18% 9% 0% 10% 9%* 0% -3%* 2%

Butler County 8% 13% 0% 6% -1% 6% -2%* 0%

Fayette County 17% 6% 0% 11% 6% -2% -4%* 1%

Greene/Washington 
Counties

23% 15% 2% 16% 11%* 5% -2% 6%*

Westmoreland County 5% 11% 9% 9% -6%* 1% 5% 0%

Region 6 12% 11% 3% 9% 2% 2% 0% 1%

Cameron/Elk/McKean/
Potter Counties

20% 10% 3% 11% 7% 2% 0% 3%

Clarion/Forest/ Venango 
Counties

16% 9% 4% 11% 7% 4% -1% 4%

Clearfield/Jefferson 
Counties

7% 10% 0% 7% -1% 4% -2%* 1%

Crawford/Warren Counties 16% 12% 2% 10% 5% 1% -1% 1%

Erie County 9% 10% 3% 8% -3% 1% -1% 0%

Mercer County 11% 16% 4% 9% 2% 7% 1% 3%

* Changes between 2000 and 2005-06 are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
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TABLE G.3
Cost Burden Incidence in 2005-06 and Change from 2000

2005-06 Change from 2000

% of Renter Households 
with Any Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with a Severe Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with Any Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with a Severe Cost Burden

ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total 

Pennsylvania 84% 67% 29% 44% 69% 21% 3% 24% 15%* 7%* 6%* 10%* 16%* 5%* 1%* 8%*

Region 1 87% 74% 37% 50% 75% 24% 4% 29% 17%* 7%* 9%* 13%* 18%* 4%* 0% 9%*

Bucks County 90% 76% 48% 48% 79% 33% 6% 26% 22%* -1% 12%* 16%* 22%* 1% 1% 11%*

Chester County 87% 73% 41% 39% 76% 26% 4% 18% 13%* -2% 5% 8%* 15%* -5% -2% 4%

Delaware County 93% 74% 33% 48% 82% 26% 3% 27% 19%* -1% 3% 10%* 19%* 1% -1% 8%*

Montgomery 
County

85% 84% 42% 41% 78% 35% 6% 21% 13%* 10%* 3% 10%* 18%* 6% 0% 7%*

Four Philadelphia 
Suburban 
Counties

89% 78% 41% 44% 80% 31% 5% 23% 17%* 3% 6%* 11%* 19%* 2% 0% 7%*

Philadelphia 
County

86% 69% 33% 55% 73% 18% 3% 35% 17%* 10%* 12%* 14%* 18%* 4% 1% 11%*

Region 2 82% 64% 29% 42% 65% 18% 4% 22% 14%* 5%* 7%* 10%* 15%* 3% 3%* 7%*

Berks County 85% 70% 28% 43% 70% 17% 3% 22% 17%* 10%* 8% 11%* 21%* 4% 1% 7%*

Bradford/ Sullivan/
Tioga Counties

87% 66% 18% 45% 67% 19% 0% 23% 20%* 14% 6% 17%* 18%* 5% -1%* 10%*

Carbon/Lehigh 
Counties

79% 75% 29% 46% 60% 23% 2% 23% 9%* 14%* 4% 12%* 9%* 6% 0% 7%*

Columbia/ Luzerne 
Counties

82% 57% 23% 39% 62% 18% 8% 21% 17%* 1% 1% 8%* 13%* 4% 7%* 7%*

Lackawanna/ 
Wyoming Counties

79% 58% 24% 39% 71% 19% 2% 22% 13%* 3% 3% 8%* 22%* 5% 0% 8%*

Monroe County 92% 58% 30% 40% 85% 24% 11% 27% 12%* -16% -3% 2% 17%* 5% 10% 9%*

Northampton 
County

88% 73% 45% 47% 59% 7% 5% 18% 19%* 13% 21%* 14%* 7% -10%* 2% 2%

Pike/Susquehanna/
Wayne Counties

73% 52% 27% 35% 67% 26% 0% 23% 3% -10% 9% 3% 9% 7% -1%* 7%

Schuylkill County 72% 49% 28% 37% 57% 8% 7% 19% 16%* 0% 14% 11%* 19%* -1% 5% 9%*

Region 3 82% 67% 20% 36% 66% 16% 2% 17% 12%* 6%* 1% 7%* 13%* 3% 0% 5%*

Adams/Franklin 
Counties

75% 67% 13% 29% 64% 13% 0% 13% 9% 11% -1% 5% 15% 1% -1%* 2%

Cumberland/
Perry Counties

82% 80% 14% 30% 70% 25% 0% 15% 11% 17%* -7% 1% 16%* 10% -2%* 3%

Dauphin County 79% 70% 25% 40% 65% 10% 3% 19% 12%* 8% 3% 10%* 13%* -3% 2% 6%*

Lancaster County 87% 71% 22% 39% 73% 22% 2% 20% 13%* 6% -1% 8%* 16%* 5% -1% 7%*

Lebanon County 78% 54% 31% 37% 46% 6% 4% 14% 14% 9% 17%* 10%* 6% -2% 4% 4%

York County 82% 55% 19% 35% 62% 14% 2% 18% 11%* -7% 5% 6%* 9% 1% 1% 5%*

Region 4 79% 62% 26% 40% 64% 20% 3% 21% 10%* 7%* 7%* 8%* 12%* 5%* 1% 5%*

Bedford/Fulton/ 
Huntingdon 
Counties

89% 59% 14% 40% 61% 28% 0% 23% 29%* 15% 4% 17%* 18% 21% -1%* 12%*
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2005-06 Change from 2000

% of Renter Households 
with Any Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with a Severe Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with Any Cost Burden

% of Renter Households 
with a Severe Cost Burden

ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total ELI VLI LI Total 

Pennsylvania 84% 67% 29% 44% 69% 21% 3% 24% 15%* 7%* 6%* 10%* 16%* 5%* 1%* 8%*

Blair County 60% 59% 29% 34% 51% 15% 2% 17% -8% 5% 9% 0% 0% 4% 0% 1%

Cambria/ Somerset 
Counties

68% 53% 21% 35% 44% 19% 3% 16% 4% 8% 10% 7%* 0% 12%* 1% 4%

Centre County 97% 80% 38% 62% 91% 25% 3% 39% 18%* 8% 7% 16%* 24%* -3% -1% 13%*

Clinton/Juniata/ 
Mifflin/Snyder/ 
Union Counties

78% 47% 21% 30% 54% 10% 0% 11% 14% -1% 5% 1% 5% -2% -2%* -3%

Lycoming County 77% 76% 39% 42% 68% 26% 9% 22% 7% 10% 13% 9%* 12% 7% 7% 7%

Montour/ 
Northumberland
Counties

68% 57% 10% 35% 54% 20% 0% 19% 3% 8% -4% 8% 9% 6% -1%* 6%

Region 5 83% 64% 27% 44% 65% 24% 4% 24% 15%* 8%* 5%* 11%* 14%* 8%* 1% 8%*

Allegheny County 86% 71% 34% 47% 71% 29% 5% 27% 18%* 8%* 5% 12%* 18%* 9%* 1% 9%*

Armstrong/Indiana 
Counties

80% 62% 30% 43% 68% 25% 8% 27% 7% 10% 12% 8% 13% 11% 6% 9%*

Beaver/Lawrence 
Counties

79% 63% 24% 40% 62% 21% 3% 21% 11%* 12% 6% 9%* 16%* 8% 1% 7%*

Butler County 87% 67% 31% 41% 72% 20% 8% 21% 16%* 9% 8% 8%* 16%* 7% 4% 5%

Fayette County 78% 37% 4% 37% 51% 6% 0% 19% 13%* 0% -2% 4% 5% 1% -1%* 1%

Greene/ 
Washington 
Counties

79% 51% 18% 41% 55% 12% 0% 20% 11%* 6% 6% 10%* 11% 3% -1%* 6%*

Westmoreland 
County

74% 59% 17% 40% 52% 22% 0% 21% 9%* 9% 6% 11%* 7% 12%* -1% 8%*

Region 6 82% 61% 24% 40% 67% 18% 2% 23% 14%* 9%* 7%* 10%* 17%* 6%* 0% 8%*

Cameron/Elk/ 
McKean/Potter 
Counties

86% 60% 32% 41% 68% 6% 0% 19% 18%* 10% 18% 12%* 15% -5% -2%* 5%

Clarion/Forest/ 
Venango Counties

78% 58% 14% 39% 67% 17% 0% 24% 9% 14% 1% 8% 16%* 5% -2%* 8%

Clearfield/ Jefferson 
Counties

79% 47% 32% 40% 54% 8% 0% 16% 17%* 3% 20%* 11%* 9% 1% -2%* 3%

Crawford/ Warren 
Counties

85% 64% 20% 34% 65% 14% 1% 17% 19%* 12% 3% 6% 22%* 5% -1% 6%

Erie County 83% 68% 22% 44% 74% 28% 2% 30% 13%* 10% 3% 10%* 21%* 14%* 0% 14%*

Mercer County 77% 61% 27% 41% 57% 20% 8% 20% 9% 7% 1% 10%* 6% 6% 6% 6%

* Changes between 2000 and 2005-06 are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
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TABLE G.4
Affordable and Available Housing Units in 2005-06 and Changes from 2000

2005-06 Change from 2000

Affordable Units per 100 
Renter Households

Affordable and Available 
Units per 100 Renter 

Households
Affordable Units per 100 

Renter Households

Affordable and Available 
Units per 100 Renter 

Households

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

Pennsylvania 77 135 150 43 84 110 -19* -17* -8* -6* -2 2

Region 1 56 113 147 38 78 111 -11* -11* -4 -4* 0 7*

Bucks County 48 93 154 25 56 104 -27* -22 -19 -12* 0 6

Chester County 80 109 160 33 59 101 -18 -23 -20 -6 -5 1

Delaware County 46 113 156 21 72 112 -10 -8 -2 -9* 3 8

Montgomery County
60 93 167 27 51 106 -11 -29* -14 -5 -11 6

Four Philadelphia 
Suburban Counties

55 102 160 25 60 106 -15* -20* -13 -8* -3 6

Philadelphia County 57 120 138 43 89 114 -10* -6 2 -2 4 9

Region 2 86 138 146 43 84 105 -24* -25* -17* -9* -6 -4

Berks County 70 145 156 36 95 109 -26* -20 -5 -16* 3 1

Bradford/Sullivan/
Tioga Counties

96 155 152 43 93 111 -58* -39 -12 -17 -4 1

Carbon/Lehigh 
Counties

62 107 136 39 71 103 -24* -30* -24 -8 -11 -6

Columbia/Luzerne 
Counties

111 158 143 53 92 105 -14 -22 -21 -2 -6 -7

Lackawanna/
Wyoming Counties

99 140 152 48 82 108 -24 -33 -15 -8 -12 -4

Monroe County 76 101 149 20 55 99 0 -24 -18 -9 -11 -7

Northampton County 74 131 145 37 83 105 -11 -11 -16 -9 2 -1

Pike/Susquehanna/
Wayne Counties

112 134 151 47 78 102 -17 -25 -8 2 -2 -6

Schuylkill County 114 173 137 58 95 103 -63* -34 -30 -18 -16 -12

Region 3 80 161 163 40 84 108 -28* -28* -8 -9* -7 -1

Adams/Franklin 
Counties

113 190 166 43 83 106 -30 -36 -14 -12 -15 -3

Cumberland/Perry 
Counties

88 193 174 40 82 104 -27 13 -4 -6 -6 -6

Dauphin County 80 139 173 50 86 120 -21 -28 -1 -6 -7 6

Lancaster County 71 144 159 31 73 104 -17 -35* -10 -7 -8 0

Lebanon County 80 184 158 44 100 108 -42 -22 -1 -12 -3 -1

York County 72 164 154 38 93 108 -36* -37 -15 -14 -3 -2

Region 4 104 149 146 48 86 106 -20* -19 -8 -6 -4 -1

Bedford/Fulton/
Huntingdon Counties

123 188 148 51 100 108 -68* -37 -21 -15 -1 -2

Blair County 105 171 158 60 107 112 -4 12 2 5 13 3

Cambria/Somerset 
Counties

150 173 150 77 107 112 -21 -26 -6 0 0 0

Centre County 32 72 119 15 43 94 -22* -23 -9 -9 -12 0
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2005-06 Change from 2000

Affordable Units per 100 
Renter Households

Affordable and Available 
Units per 100 Renter 

Households
Affordable Units per 100 

Renter Households

Affordable and Available 
Units per 100 Renter 

Households

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

Pennsylvania 77 135 150 43 84 110 -19* -17* -8* -6* -2 2

Clinton/Juniata/
Mifflin/Snyder/Union 
Counties

168 207 157 56 97 108 33 20 1 0 1 1

Lycoming County 91 133 153 43 69 103 -13 -31 -11 -3 -17 -6

Montour/
Northumberland 
Counties

132 158 150 55 102 110 -31 -42 -14 -13 -1 -2

Region 5 91 143 149 51 93 114 -18* -13* -8 -5 1 4

Allegheny County 66 123 152 40 84 115 -24* -17* -8 -11* -1 6

Armstrong/Indiana 
Counties

99 153 144 42 91 106 -21 -6 -4 -3 4 -1

Beaver/Lawrence 
Counties

146 170 145 79 100 112 8 0 -12 15 4 2

Butler County 95 163 154 41 81 103 -18 -9 -3 -6 -8 -2

Fayette County 142 185 136 80 113 114 4 10 -4 8 4 2

Greene/Washington 
Counties

143 177 152 82 120 122 6 -4 -3 14 14 9

Westmoreland County 101 156 145 55 99 111 -38* -39* -15 -10 -7 -2

Region 6 90 154 154 43 90 110 -44* -24* -3 -15* -6 1

Cameron/Elk/McKean/
Potter Counties

122 187 167 54 101 118 -37 -11 7 -9 -1 7

Clarion/Forest/
Venango Counties

108 143 158 57 87 112 -31 -37 5 0 -9 4

Clearfield/Jefferson 
Counties

141 169 143 53 103 108 -17 -16 -6 -11 3 0

Crawford/Warren 
Counties

118 206 179 52 104 116 -32 5 14 -8 2 4

Erie County 52 136 153 29 79 108 -60* -30 -4 -25* -14 0

Mercer County 101 128 135 51 93 104 -31 -35 -28 -9 5 -4

* Changes between 2000 and 2005-06 are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
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TABLE G.5
Actual Shortages/Surpluses in Affordable and Available Housing Units in 2005-06 and Changes 
from 2000

Shortages and Surpluses of 
Affordable and Available Units for 

Renter Households in 2005-06 % of Total Change from 2000

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

Pennsylvania (220,369) (99,912) 92,412 100% 100% 100% (50,045)* (22,962)* 28,112* 

Region 1 (90,308) (47,766) 34,082 41% 48% 37% (15,878)* (3,386) 23,552* 

Bucks County (9,240) (8,866) 1,172 4% 9% 1% (4,415)* (2,426) 1,682 

Chester County (4,470) (4,878) 130 2% 5% 0% (1,215) (1,168) 135 

Delaware County (11,076) (7,177) 4,534 5% 7% 5% (1,881) (212) 3,174 

Montgomery County (8,629) (11,896) 2,351 4% 12% 3% (1,284) (3,896)* 2,455 

Four Philadelphia 
Suburban Counties

(33,414) (32,816) 8,186 15% 33% 9% (8,794)* (7,701)* 7,446 

Philadelphia County (56,894) (14,950) 25,896 26% 15% 28% (7,084)* 4,316 16,106 *

Region 2 (34,720) (17,643) 8,434 16% 18% 9% (10,093)* (8,295) (5,327)

Berks County (6,255) (871) 2,368 3% 1% 3% (2,170) 269 578 

Bradford/Sullivan/Tioga 
Counties

(1,758) (391) 818 1% 0% 1% (885) (273) 179 

Carbon/Lehigh Counties (8,166) (6,278) 904 4% 6% 1% (2,891)* (2,889) (1,523)

Columbia/Luzerne 
Counties

(4,875) (1,740) 1,418 2% 2% 2% (225) (1,425) (1,884)

Lackawanna/Wyoming 
Counties

(4,132) (2,712) 1,653 2% 3% 2% (1,158) (2,000) (665)

Monroe County (2,376) (2,388) (89) 1% 2% 0% (806) (1,034) (480)

Northampton County (3,965) (1,786) 923 2% 2% 1% (545) 350 (177)

Pike/Susquehanna/Wayne 
Counties

(1,562) (1,113) 120 1% 1% 0% (472) (327) (393)

Schuylkill County (1,633) (366) 318 1% 0% 0% (943) (967) (964)

Region 3 (24,270) (12,192) 10,143 11% 12% 11% (7,551)* (6,529) 207 

Adams/Franklin Counties (2,089) (1,444) 879 1% 1% 1% (515) (1,247) (187)

Cumberland/Perry Counties (2,721) (1,611) 603 1% 2% 1% (351) (488) (881)

Dauphin County (4,410) (2,163) 4,353 2% 2% 5% (1,215) (1,289) 1,286 

Lancaster County (7,785) (5,823) 1,467 4% 6% 2% (2,510)* (2,728) 172 

Lebanon County (1,782) (11) 697 1% 0% 1% (622) (177) (79)

York County (5,483) (1,141) 2,146 2% 1% 2% (2,338)* (601) (105)

Region 4 (15,237) (7,602) 4,786 7% 8% 5% (3,318) (2,528) (192)

Bedford/Fulton/Huntingdon 
Counties

      (1,298) 18 532 1% 0% 1% (660) (41) (43)

Blair County       (1,534) 415 1,175 1% 0% 1% 71 848 327 

Cambria/Somerset Counties       (1,273) 785 1,877 1% -1% 2% (51) 40 88 

Centre County (6,541) (6,712) (908) 3% 7% -1% (2,196)* (2,212) (53)

Clinton/Juniata/Mifflin/
Snyder/Union Counties

(1,450) (233) 963 1% 0% 1% 355 75 144 

Lycoming County (1,897) (2,016) 322 1% 2% 0% (382) (1,236) (504)
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Shortages and Surpluses of 
Affordable and Available Units for 

Renter Households in 2005-06 % of Total Change from 2000

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

0-30% 
AMI

0-50% 
AMI

0-80% 
AMI

Pennsylvania (220,369) (99,912) 92,412 100% 100% 100% (50,045)* (22,962)* 28,112* 

Montour/Northumberland 
Counties

(1,246) 143 826 1% 0% 1% (456) (1) (153)

Region 5 (41,236)  (10,570) 28,673 19% 11% 31% (7,006)* 428 8,886 

Allegheny County     (27,955) (12,170) 16,788 13% 12% 18% (6,410)* (970) 6,458 

Armstrong/Indiana Counties (2,807) (719) 663 1% 1% 1% (532) 300 (84)

Beaver/Lawrence Counties (1,417) (2) 2,304 1% 0% 2% 967 432 495 

Butler County (2,002) (1,051) 319 1% 1% 0% (352) (431) (142)

Fayette County (1,313) 1,328 2,114 1% -1% 2% 317 476 587 

Greene/Washington 
Counties

(1,230) 2,286 3,615 1% -2% 4% 782 1,665 1,569 

Westmoreland County (4,514) (243) 2,872 2% 0% 3% (1,779) (1,043) 3 

Region 6 (14,599) (4,140) 6,296 7% 4% 7% (6,200)* (2,653) 987 

Cameron/Elk/McKeon/
Potter Counties

(1,151) 38 1,144 1% 0% 1% (416) (51) 448 

Clarion/Forest/Venango 
Counties

(1,410) (704) 904 1% 1% 1% (248) (508) 298 

Clearfield/Jefferson (1,570) 169 766 1% 0% 1% (602) 165 171 

Crawford/Warren Counties (1,347) 218 1,211 1% 0% 1% (348) 121 298 

Erie County (7,929) (3,454) 1,946 4% 3% 2% (4,344)* (2,529) 16 

Mercer County (1,194) (407) 326 1% 0% 0% (244) 149 (244)

Note: Values for DCED regions and for the four suburban Philadelphia counties have been rounded in this table and may vary slightly from the summation of 
consolidated PUMAs in those regions or suburban counties in the Philadelphia area.

* Changes between 2000 and 2005-06 are statistically significant at the 90 percent confidence level.
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