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DHC Releases Who Can Afford to Live in Delaware? 2010
The Delaware Housing Coalition (DHC) released the 2010
edition of Who Can Afford to Live in Delaware? at its an‐
nual Day for Housing in Dover on May 11. The report,
which was made possible through support from the
Delaware State Housing Authority, included the major
findings:
Housing Burden Among the Very Poor


There are almost 28,000 extremely low‐income (ELI)
households in Delaware who are cost‐burdened, pay‐
ing more than 30% of their income for housing.
 Among the ELI households, 13,422 are in rental units
and 14,414 in owner‐occupied units.
 There are over 12,500 ELI renter households who are
extremely cost‐burdened, paying over 50% of their
income for housing.
Special Housing Needs


Approximately 1,500 Delawareans annually continue
to be identified as homeless on any particular night,
with nearly 7,000 state residents experiencing home‐
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Production and distribution of this edition of The
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the Bank of America Foundation.

Cover: Minimum Wage and Poverty Chart, from State of Working America,
2008‐2009, Economic Policy Institute; Wealth Gap Chart, from Racial Wealth
Gap Increases Fourfold, Institute on Assets and Social Policy (IASP) at the
Heller School for Social Policy and Management, Brandeis University.
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lessness during the year.
The efficiency apartment hous‐
ing wage stands at $14.63 for
Delaware, the equivalent of an
annual salary of $30,434, and
201% of the federal minimum
wage of $7.25.
A disabled person dependent on
SSI cannot afford an efficiency
(zero‐bedroom) apartment any‐
where in the state.
Delaware needs 648 new sup‐
portive housing units, along
with 1,000 new rental subsidies
in order to house the 2,000 indi‐
viduals who are most in need
and most at risk of homeless‐
ness.
A high proportion of low‐income
elderly renters (58%) and home‐
owners (67%) also have other
housing problems.
Over 15,000 very low‐income
elderly households (both renter
and owner) have housing cost
burdens above 30% of their in‐
comes. And more than 7500
have severe cost burdens above
50% of their income.
About 70,000 Delawareans live
in 41,000 manufactured homes.
These comprise 10% of Dela‐
ware’s housing stock.
In Delaware 50% of manufac‐
tured homeowners live on
leased land, a higher rate than
national estimates of 30‐35%.
Approximately 25,000 Delaware
households are “at risk” due to
rent burdens or lengthy waiting
lists if not both.

Renters


The Fair Market Rent for a two‐
bedroom apartment ranges
from a low of $774 in Sussex
County to $838 in Kent County
to a high of $1096 in New Castle.
 A worker in Delaware must earn

$19.31 per hour–or $40,163 annu‐
ally–to afford an average two‐
bedroom apartment.
 50% of Delaware renters can not
afford a two‐bedroom apart‐
ment in their county.
 In all three counties, fair market
rents far exceed (by anywhere
from $275 to $425 a month)
rents affordable to extremely
low‐income households, mini‐
mum‐wage workers, and indi‐
viduals who rely on Supplemen‐
tal Security Income (SSI) for in‐
come.
 Delaware has an immediate and
pressing need for at least 13,422
rental units affordable to ELI
households, whether through
project‐based or tenant‐based
assistance. At least 1,132 of
these are needed as new subsi‐
dized units to be added to Dela‐
ware’s housing stock.
Homeownership


In late 2009, the median pur‐
chase price for a house in Dela‐
ware ranged from $195,000 in
Kent County to $237,000
in Sussex.
 House price increases
since 2000 range from
50% in New Castle to 75%
in Kent.
 Median household in‐
come in Delaware ranges
from $61,500 in Sussex
County to $81,500 in New
Castle.
 In Delaware in 2009,
foreclosure filings to‐
taled 6,150, a 36% in‐
crease over the previous
year’s number, which
was 4,488











poverty level which in 2009 is
$22,050 for a family of four.
Five of the six top growth occu‐
pations in Delaware do not pay
a median wage adequate to buy
a house in the state nor rent a 2
bedroom unit in New Castle
County.
Every dollar spent on affordable
housing stimulates additional
spending, resulting in at least $7
of additional economic activity.
There are very few state expen‐
ditures that can match the
amount of new tax revenue gen‐
erated by an investment in af‐
fordable housing, including tax
cuts and transportation.
Reductions in poverty correlate
historically with real increases in
the minimum wage.
Income inequality plays a major
role in the production and per‐
petuation of harmful social con‐
ditions.

Copies of Who Can Afford 2010
can be requested from DHC or
downloaded from the website. 

Economic


15% of Delawareans
(131,000) live below the
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The Racial Wealth Gap Increases Fourfold
NEW REPORT FROM THE HELLER SCHOOL AT BRANDEIS UNIVERSITY

A new report from Brandeis Uni‐
versity finds that “the wealth gap
between white and African‐
American families has more than
quadrupled over the course of a
generation.”
Researchers at the Institute on
Assets and Social Policy (IASP) at
the Heller School for Social Policy
and Management analyzed eco‐
nomic data collected for the 23‐year
period from 1984‐2007 on the same
set of families, and found that “the
real wealth gains and losses of fami‐
lies over that time period demon‐
strate the stampede toward an es‐
calating racial wealth gap.” The re‐
port is the first in a series on the
growth of the racial wealth gap over
the past generation.
The authors acknowledge the
critical role that public policy plays
in providing “incentives and subsi‐
dies for asset building activities”
but warn that the inequitable distri‐
bution of “opportunities and re‐
wards” is an area in need of reevalu‐
ation and readjustment.
Accelerating Racial Wealth Gap
In the 23 years covered by the
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report, “the racial wealth gap in‐
creased by $75,000, from $20,000 to
$95,000.” This is shown in Figure 1
from the May 2010 policy brief, as
growth in financial assets among
white families went from a median
value of $22,000 to $100,000, while
at the same time there was very lit‐
tle increase in assets (in real dollars)
for African‐American families. Com‐
menting on this, the authors say,
The growth of the racial wealth
gap significantly affects the eco‐
nomic future of American families.
For example, the racial wealth gap
in 1984 amounted to less than
three years tuition payment for
one child at a public university.
By 2007, the dollar amount of the
gap is enough to pay full tuition at
a four‐year public university for
two children, plus tuition at a
public medical school. The gap is
opportunity denied and assures
racial economic inequality for the
next generation.
What Happened During This Time?
The racial wealth gap increased
four‐fold. This rapid widening of the
gap “reflects public policies, such as

tax cuts on investment income and
inheritances which benefit the
wealthiest, and redistribute wealth
and opportunities. Tax deductions
for home mortgages, retirement
accounts, and college savings all
disproportionately benefit higher
income families.”
At the same time, evidence from
multiple sources demonstrates
the powerful role of persistent
discrimination in housing, credit,
and labor markets. For example,
African‐Americans and Hispanics
were at least twice as likely to re‐
ceive high‐cost home mortgages
as whites with similar incomes.
These reckless high‐cost loans un‐
necessarily impeded wealth build‐
ing in minority communities and
triggered the foreclosure crisis
that is wiping out the largest
source of wealth for minorities.
Broken Chain of Achievement
“For African‐Americans, the data
shows that income equality doesn’t
lead to racial wealth equality,” ac‐
cording to the Brandeis researchers.
Taking 1984 as a base year, Figure 2
indicates that:
1. The great wealth produced in
this period accrues primarily to
highest income whites, and
2. Job achievements cannot ade‐
quately predict family wealth
holdings given the huge dispari‐
ties in wealth between whites and
blacks in the same income catego‐
ries. While those who begin the
period with roughly similar in‐
comes would be expected to
have the same opportunities to
build wealth, the differences in
accumulation by race remain stark
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even accounting for income.
Most notable is the large gap in
wealth among the highest income
whites and blacks. By 2007, the
average middle‐income white
household accumulated $74,000,
whereas average high‐income
African‐Americans owned only
$18,000.
The result is a wealth gap of
$56,000 for an African American
family earning more than $50,000
in 1984 compared to a white fam‐
ily earning about $30,000 in the
same year.
For every one of the 23 years of
the study, “at least one in four Afri‐
can‐American families had no assets
all.” While the nation’s economic
problems affected all low‐wealth
families, there was an increase in
households with negative wealth
and “a new dependence on credit
to make ends meet. Among those
with no financial assets, credit is of‐
ten an emergency resource.”
Summing all assets and debt, one
in ten African‐Americans owe at
least $3,600 (see Figure 3), while
their debt burden was about half
of this in real terms in 1984
($2000). In sum, many African

Americans hold more debt than
assets.
Relying on Debt
The Brandeis study notes the
changes that have happened during
this period, including financial de‐
regulation, “subprime and preda‐
tory loans, payday lending and
check cashing stores. With greater
numbers of families struggling with
ever‐growing debt, that far out‐
strips their income and savings,
many low‐income and minority
households must turn to costly
lending products because they
have no other options.” They go on
to suggest, “A Consumer Financial
Protection Agency that ensures fair‐
ness for consumers of all financial

products would help equalize and
regularize the terms on which cash‐
strapped families are borrowing to
make ends meet.”
Closing the Racial Wealth Gap
The Brandeis report recognizes
the importance of expanding efforts
to increase asset‐building opportu‐
nities for low and moderate‐
income households. However, the
data they have gathered shows that
these efforts “are not yet strong
enough or at scale to make a signifi‐
cant difference in people’s lives.”
African‐Americans who have
worked hard at well‐paying jobs
to achieve the American Dream
are still not able to achieve the
wealth of their peers in the work‐
force, which translates into very
different life chances. We can do
much more to support wealth
building for vulnerable families.
Universal policies alone will not
address the race gap; wealth
building opportunities must be
targeted to families of color
whose lives are made even more
precarious by not having enough
assets to make ends meet when
economic challenges arise.
A U Turn is needed. Public policies
have and continue to play a major
role in creating and sustaining the
racial wealth gap, and they

must play a role in closing it.

The Racial Wealth Gap increases Fourfold, Thomas M. Shapiro, Tatjana Meschede, Laura Sullivan, http://iasp.brandeis.edu/pdfs/Racial‐Wealth‐Gap‐Brief.pdf
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Universal Design in Housing
Al Rose
Many people today do not really
understand universal design in hous‐
ing, plus there are a number of mis‐
conceptions concerning it.
One of the biggest misconcep‐
tions is that universal design only
benefits people who have a disabil‐
ity or the elderly. That could not be
farther from the truth. Universal
design is just that, “universal” and
will improve living conditions in a
home for everyone. Universal de‐
sign is not geared toward a specific
population, but benefits everyone
of every age and ability.
Another common misconception
is that universal design features are
very costly. Again, not true as nu‐
merous studies have shown that, if
universal design is built into a house
from the design phase, it adds very
little additional cost. However, if a
house has to be renovated to add
universal design features for some
reason; that can be quite expensive.
A third misconception is that uni‐
versal design features are unattrac‐
tive and will adversely affect the
house’s resale value. Numerous na‐
tional studies have shown that uni‐
versal design features actually in‐
crease the value of the home. Most
people tend to like the wide open
spacious floor plans and the conven‐
ience universal design provides.
Universal design in housing is a
user friendly approach to design in
the living environment where peo‐
ple of any culture, age, size ,weight,
race, gender and ability can experi‐
ence an environment that promotes
their health, safety and welfare to‐
day and in the future. It is housing
for the lifespan of all people. The
intent of universal design is to sim‐
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plify life for everyone by making
more housing usable by more peo‐
ple at little or no extra cost. The
market for universal design will in‐
clude everyone at some point in
their lives, and the movement for
universal design becomes more vi‐
able as our population ages.
About three years ago, a group
known as the Universal Design Coali‐
tion began working on a bill to re‐
quire all single family, duplex, tri‐
plex and four‐plex houses built ‐‐ all
or in part with tax payers’ money in
Delaware ‐‐ to use the basics of uni‐
versal design. Why? The reason was
that federal laws (the Americans
with Disabilities Act and Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act) only ad‐
dress accessibility in publicly funded
housing developments of five units
and above. No federal or Delaware
law addresses accessibility in pub‐
licly funded housing developments
of four units and below. Unfortu‐
nately, the federal laws state that
only 5 % of those publicly funded
houses must meet minimum accessi‐
bility requirements. That means
that 95 % of those houses are not
livable by people who cannot nego‐
tiate steps for some reason. The
Coalition believes strongly that, if
houses are built with tax payers’
money, then everyone, including
people who cannot negotiate steps,
should be able to live in them. The
bill (H.B.426) was introduced this
past session by Representative
Quinn Johnson.
Another reason the bill was intro‐
duced was that a 2008 AARP Public
Policy Institute Study entitled,
“Increasing Home Access: Designing
for Visitability” showed that eleven

states and twenty‐one cities across
the country already have similar
laws in place. Seven of those laws
even apply to privately financed
homes.
What is visitability? The term was
coined by an international organiza‐
tion known as Concrete Change.
Visitability is an international move‐
ment to change home construction
practices so that virtually all new
homes, whether or not designated
for residents who currently have
mobility impairments, offer three
specific basic accessibility features.
 At least one zero‐step entry
on an accessible route lead‐
ing from a driveway or public
sidewalk,
 All interior doors providing at
least 31 ¾ inches (81cm) of un
obstructed passage space,
and
 at least a half bathroom on
the first floor.
Visitability allows people who
cannot negotiate steps to visit
friends and extended family rather
than having to turn down invita‐
tions, or not be invited at all.
The goal of HB 426 goes beyond
visitability and allows residents to
be able to remain in the home if mo‐
bility impairment occurs and they
can’t negotiate steps. To do that,
two additional basic features are
necessary: a full bathroom on the
main floor, and a bedroom or space
that can be converted to a bedroom

Al Rose, al.rose@state.de.us, is the
Administrator of the
Delaware Disabilities Council,
www.ddc.delaware.gov.
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on the main floor. We call this con‐
cept “Livability”.
So, why aren’t more houses be‐
ing built using universal design? The
main reasons are that most people
do not understand it, are not de‐
manding it, and most builders do
not offer it as an option. Also, build‐
ers usually oppose visitability and
similar legislation when it has been
introduced across the country.
Why? According to a 2008 Concrete
Change article entitled, “Myths and
Objections”, there are three rea‐
sons. First, building trade groups
tend to oppose any regulation on
principal, unless it involves direct
benefit to their own industry. Sec‐
ond, builders like to keep repeating
the construction processes they are
familiar with, and do not like to train
sub‐contractors to do things differ‐
ently unless they see an immediate
short term benefit for their com‐
pany. Third, builders often have in‐
accurate assumptions about the
cost, difficulty, or appearance of
universal design features and are
unwilling to seek or accept informa‐
tion that contradicts those assump‐
tions.
Universal design makes sense
everywhere, especially in Delaware
with the expected increase in our
aging population in the coming
years. Therefore, the Universal De‐
sign Coalition will continue to edu‐
cate the public, builders, General
Assembly, etc., on the benefits of
building houses using that design
concept, because it just makes
sense. 
Sources:
Increasing Home Access: Designing for
Visitability, AARP Public Policy Institute
Research Report, August 2008.
“Myths and Objections”, Concrete
Change website, 2008,
www.concretechange.org/
policy_responses.aspx.

Universal Design Resources Online
Adaptable and Accessible Home Checklist
http://www.easterseals.com/site/PageServer?
pagename=ntlc_easyaccesshousing_tips_adaptable
Americans with Disabilities Act
http://www.ada.gov/
Center for an Accessible Society
http://www.accessiblesociety.org/topics/universaldesign/
Center for Inclusive Design and Environmental Access
http://www.udeworld.com/
Center for Universal Design
http://design.ncsu.edu/cud/
Concrete Change
http://www.concretechange.org/
Disability.gov
http://www.disability.gov/housing/accessibility_&_universal_design
Institute for Human Centered Design
http://www.adaptiveenvironments.org/index.php?
option=Content&Itemid=3
National Directory of Home Modification Resources
http://www.usc.edu/dept/gero/nrcshhm/directory/
Practical Guide to Universal Design
http://www.uiowa.edu/infotech/universalhomedesign.pdf
Universal Design Education Online
http://www.udeducation.org/
Universal Design Social Network
http://universal‐designnetwork.com/
Visitability.org
http://www.visitability.org/
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Accessible Design: Build to Meet the Need
Paul Calistro

West End Neighborhood House
has served low and moderate and
disenfranchised individuals for over
125 years. Our constituents repre‐
sent over 10,000 low to moderate
income people. A significant portion
of that population has some form of
developmental challenge.
We have carefully reviewed
House Bill no.426. We are suppor‐
tive of the intent of the legislation
but believe that it misses the mark
in trying to achieve its goals. We can
not support this legislation in its
current form for the following rea‐
sons:
1. Unfairly Restrictive
The requirement that all residen‐
tial buildings meet these regulations
would unfairly hurt low to moderate
income families by limiting their
choices. Some low income families
might want or need this type of
design, however they should be
afforded the same choices as fami‐
lies who have greater economic
advantage. Multiple design choices
would best meet family needs. Too
often the poor are left out in having
choices in housing.
2. Unknown Real Demand
In our home ownership pro‐
grams we simply have not had the
demand for this type of housing
design. Over the past ten years we
have had over 3,000 inquiries for
affordable home ownership and
housing counseling. To the best of
our knowledge we have had only
two requests for universal design. In
both cases we were willing and
eager to make the design changes
the families would need. Unfortu‐
nately, neither family elected to
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A Westend Neighborhood House “LifeLines” Home for Former Foster Youth

purchase.
3. Adverse Impact
Low income home ownership
provides many social and economic
benefits to families. One of the most
important is based upon equity
building realized by the eventual
sale of the property. Unfortunately,
this design would negatively impact
resale since the market for these
homes would be limited. Limited
markets always equate to limited
sales prices, thus deflating the re‐
turn on their investment. We also
believe it could negatively impact
appraisals which might affect fi‐
nancing for buyers. It is unfair to
low income families to shoulder this
burden for the community as a
whole.

4. Incompatible Design
The design requirements would
not work for most existing City of
Wilmington lots. In most cases the
lots can only accommodate row or
townhouse models. The require‐
ments of a full bath, first floor bed‐
room, and additional hallway space
simply are not feasible in the major‐
ity of lots. This would result in seri‐
ously reducing the number of af‐
fordable units we could produce in
the City of Wilmington. Many of the
neighborhoods which desperately
need affordable housing would be
eliminated. Since many of these
communities already are disenfran‐
chised and have very low home
ownership rates, the consequences
would be devastating to low income

Paul Calistro, pcalistro@westendnh.org, is Executive Director of West End
Neighborhood House, Inc.
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communities. It would seriously
reduce the capital investment that
spurs revitalization and capital that
is desperately needed.
5. Competitive Disadvantage
According to our estimates,
there is a cost burden of close to
$7,000 to meet the proposed re‐
quirements. Currently, we are subsi‐
dizing affordable units an average
of $50,000 per unit. This subsidy
comes primarily from government
and contributors. Unfortunately,
funding is extremely competitive
and limited. We already are having
extreme difficulty meeting the exist‐
ing gap. Some of this gap funding is
regionally competitive with the
lowest subsidy per unit being a
deciding factor. Unless West Virginia
and Pennsylvania adopt similar laws,
Delaware projects will be non com‐
petitive in this area. This would
again hurt low income families and
communities, with less homes being
built.
We at West End are proponents
of building homes for Delaware’s
population with disabilities. All fami‐
lies should have safe, affordable
housing that meets their needs. We
oppose the current legislation,
which imposes this burden on those
families (low income) who already
have the fewest opportunities. We
should build to meet the real needs
of this population and develop in‐
centives to meet the need. We have
far too few resources in Delaware to
take such a broad brushed ap‐
proach. At West End, we are ready
to work with any group that is inter‐
ested in developing a thoughtful
approach to this important issue. 

Universal Design
Some Important Terminology
Adaptability
“An adaptable house has certain structural features that make it possi‐
ble to modify to accommodate people with a wide range of physical
abilities. The adaptable house is a lifetime living house. It's similar to in‐
surance for people in that if they, or someone close to them, become
disabled or experience a change in their physical abilities, they can mod‐
ify the house to accommodate their needs.
A home may be considered adaptable if it has all or most of the follow‐
ing key structural features that allow reasonable entry and circulation
without extensive modification:
Located on a relatively flat or level site with paved walkways from park‐
ing (covered is preferred) and sidewalk areas to level entry
A ground‐level entrance or a one or two step entrance clear of any ma‐
jor obstructions, i.e. trees, building corners, etc., that would accept a
ramp with a slope no greater than 1" height per 12" in length
No steps or abrupt level changes on main floor
Wider‐than‐standard doorways (32" or more clear width); 1/2" high
maximum thresholds
Wide hallways at least 42"; preferably 48" or 60"
At least one large bathroom with a 32" clear door opening and clear
5'x5' floor space
A kitchen large enough for easy wheelchair mobility (U or L shaped or
open plan preferred)”
(from EasterSeals.com)
Universal Design
“Universal design makes things more accessible, safer, and convenient
for everyone. Also called “Design for All” or “Inclusive Design”, it is a
philosophy that can be applied to policy, design and other practices to
make products, environments and systems function better for a wider
range of people. It developed in response to the diversity of human
populations, their abilities and their needs. Examples of universal design
include utensils with larger handles, curb ramps, automated doors,
kneeling buses with telescoping ramps, houses with no‐step entries,
closed captioning in televisions, and the accessibility features incorpo‐
rated into computer operating systems and software.” (from UD E‐
World)
Visitability
"’Visitability’ is a growing trend nationwide. The term refers to single‐
family or owner‐occupied housing designed in such a way that it can be
lived in or visited by people who have trouble with steps or who use
wheelchairs or walkers. A house is visitable when it meets three basic
requirements: one zero‐step entrance, doors with 32 inches of clear pas‐
sage space, and one bathroom on the main floor you can get into in a
wheelchair.” (from visitability.org)
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Not‐So‐Rosey Rental Rates
Gina Miserendino

The purpose of this article is to
serve as an update on rental af‐
fordability and vacancy rates in Dela‐
ware, part of DHC’s regular report‐
ing on rental housing issues in our
state.
It is important to keep rental
housing in the public discourse not
only because close to 30% of Dela‐
ware households rent, but renting
will always represent a desired and
viable means of housing for any
number of families spanning the
lifecycle. It remains a steadfast tool
to work toward the national hous‐
ing goal “.. the implementation as
soon as feasible of a decent home
and suitable living environment for
every American.” (1949)
Rents and Incomes
As reported in the National Low
Income Housing Coalition’s Out of
Reach 2010 report (NLIHC 2010) and
as covered in Who Can Afford to Live
in Delaware 2010 (DHC2010), the Fair
Market Rent , the rate set annually
by HUD, for a modest two‐bedroom
apartment in Delaware, is $1004/
month. This is a 49% increase since
2000. In order to afford this rent
and utilities without paying more
than 30% of income on housing, a
household has to earn $19.31/hr.
working 40 hours/week, year round.
This is known as the housing wage.
Working at the federal minimum
wage of $7.25/hr., a family must
have 2.7 full time wage earners
working full time or one wage
earner working 107 hours per week
to afford the state FMR. The Out of
Reach 2010 estimates that 50 % of
renters in Delaware cannot afford
the two‐bedroom FMR.
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Vacant Rental Units in Delaware
Vacant For‐Rent Units (All)

9,350

Estimated Vacant For‐Rent Substandard Units

280

Vacant For‐Rent Units, Standard Condition

9,075

Source HUD 2009 CHAS Data (2005‐2007 ACS estimates) courtesy DSHA

In New Castle County/City of Wil‐
mington the housing wage is $21.06/
hr. and the Fair Market Rent (FMR)
is $1,096/month; in Kent County/ City
of Dover it is $16.12/hr. with the FMR
$838/month, in Sussex County the
housing wage is $14.33/hr. and the
FMR is $774/month.
Delaware ranks 39th (with 52 be‐
ing the most expensive) when
states are ranked by their housing
expenses. 50% of its renters cannot
afford an FMR‐modest two‐
bedroom unit in their county.
The extremely low income (<30%
AMI) renter households in Delaware
have an immediate and pressing
need for at least 13,422 rental units
affordable to them. This includes

both new units and households who
need assistance for their current
rental unit (DSHA, 2009). Delaware
State Housing Authority’s 2008‐2012
Statewide Housing Needs Assess‐
ment, based on components includ‐
ing household growth projections
and cost‐burdened households, pro‐
jects the need for 1,132 additional
units assisted with either project‐
based or tenant‐based assistance
(DSHA, 2008).
Rental Vacancies
With this information, one might
question the current media discus‐
sions that focus on rental vacancies.
According to the “State of the Na‐
tion’s Housing 2010” (Harvard,
2010), nationwide while there was

Vacant Rental Units in Delaware by Affordability

885

3,575

0‐ 30% AMI
30‐50% AMI
50‐80% AMI

3,890
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an increase of 800,000 renter
households, the combination of
new multifamily completions and an
increase of for‐rent homes on the
market outstripped this gain. How‐
ever the needs of the rental market
are not uniform. “.. the number of
vacant rental units offered for
$1,500 or more per month shot up
23 % while the number offered for
less than $600 was virtually un‐
changed from a year earlier.” At
the end of 2009 the Delaware va‐
cancy rate was 12.4 % compared to
the U.S. rate of 10.6 %. (Census.gov)
The State of the Nation reports
that both starts and sales of multi‐
family properties nearly ceased in
2009. This was especially true in the
affordable rental market where
there was a precipitous drop in the
demand for low income housing tax
credits (LIHTC). When the dominant
financial institutions in the tax credit
market’s bottom lines went from
profit to loss, there was not taxable
income to offset. This program was
not revived until federal stopgap
measures e.g. the LIHTC exchange
program and TCAP went into effect
in late 2009.
Preservation Measures/Needs
Preservation of affordable units
though rehabilitation of at least 476
LIHTC units at 8 sites was threat‐
ened by the inability or unwilling‐
ness of investors to complete pro‐
jects. Through the assistance of the
Tax Exchange, TCAP, and other
ARRA [stimulus] funds all of these
units will be completed on time.
DSHA data indicates that there
are 110 assisted sites where con‐
tracts will expire between July 1,
2010 and July 1, 2020. DSHA moni‐
tors these contracts and works with
owners to maximum the possibility
of long term extensions.
The availability of vacant rentals
in Delaware affordable to low in‐

Extremely Low‐Income in Delaware
30% of median annual income for a four‐person family in is:
Kent
$17,750
New Castle
$23,500
Sussex
$17,500.
The 2009/2010 federal poverty guideline for a family of four is
$22,050
come households appears to con‐
trast to national data. 92% of vacant,
standard condition units are afford‐
able to≤ 80% AMI households. Even
with the high vacancy rate, the ac‐
tual number of units needed for ex‐
tremely low income households ex‐
ceeds the total units vacant.
There is also a mismatch of units
affordable and available to ELI
households. Some units affordable
to the ELI are occupied by higher
income tiers, making them unavail‐
able to ELI households. Even if all of

the vacant units that are affordable
to the ELI were magically to be oc‐
cupied by ELI households, there
would yet be a need to build an ad‐
ditional 247 units for ELI families.
Funding of the National Housing
Trust Fund is vital‐‐ Delaware would
receive $3 million for building new
or rehabilitating ELI units. Govern‐
ment, industry, tenants, and advo‐
cates must collaborate to preserve
older, and increase production of
new, affordable units. 

Sources:
Census 2000, http://census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvs/hvs.html
DHC, Who Can Afford to Live in Delaware 2010, http://www.housingforall.org/
WhoCanAfford2010_online_0515.pdf
DSHA, Final Report of the Working Group on Extremely Low‐Income Housing Needs,
December 2009, http://www.housingforall.org/ELI%20WG%20Final%20Report%
20121409.pdf
DSHA, 2008‐2012 Statewide Housing Needs Assessment, 2008, (http://
www.destatehousing.com/services/servicesmedia/tb_housingneeds_full.pdf)
Harvard Joint Center on Housing Studies, the “State of the Nation’s Housing 2010”
http://www.jchs.harvard.edu/son/index.htm
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